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Introduction: 

The eighteenth century is considered a turning point in the path of 

humanity towards an understanding of a clear and specific concept of 
citizenship, as reflective of real equality in rights and duties. Besides, it is 

during this same century that many changes came about this concept, at least 
in theory, which in turn resulted in the breaking out of the biggest 
humanitarian revolutions; the two revolutions that broke out with the concept 

of citizenship, the American Revolution (1776) and the French Revolution of 

1789, and moved humanity into a new horizon, albeit incomplete. 

The citizen has gained at the end of the eighteenth century, and with the 
French Revolution, qualities derived from the principles of this revolution. 

While stressing that with the considerable progress achieved by the French 
and American Revolutions in rise of the concept of citizenship and pursuing 

its practical results, it did not rise up to the rank of complete citizenship; as 
both revolutions deprived many people from their right of citizenship. 

In this era, the idea of citizenship was conceptually linked -a few times- 
with a cosmopolitanism that envisages a unified world in a framework of 

diversity, a world that develops means to prevent war and where human 
beings are treated in a framework of genuine equality between all human 

rights and duties, without encroaching upon the right of the home state and the 
right of the home world; especially with the arrival of the peak of this era with 

Kant (1724-1804), the theoretical peak that has never been practically viable 
so far. 

It followed that the concept of citizenship sometimes swayed away from 
globalization, laying special emphasis on the home state, and some other times 

met with cosmopolitanism as home of the world. Its finest and most rational 
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form, however, was that relating citizenship in the state to citizenship in the 
world. How can that happen? In what sense? And what causes this high 

estimation to happen? 

Despite the fact that the concept of citizenship continued to be alive and 

moving under the ongoing historical processes, difficulties emerged when it 
became linked with cosmopolitanism which was manifest in some 

philosophies, which went beyond the regional horizons to a broader global 
horizon. 

How did cosmopolitanism arise in the era of modernity? How did it 
crystallize in the Enlightenment particularly? To what extent did this trend 

lead to the concept of world citizenship? What are the objections and 
challenges that faced it — and still do — even now? 

These are the questions that this research will attempt to find answers to, 
in the framework of a comparative analytical approach, not without a largely 

critical view.  

* Cosmopolitanism in early modernity: 

The 15th century is considered the base of the cosmopolitanism in its 
modern form, though not clearly defined as it was still in the embryonic stage. 

Ronald Robertson sets out five historical stages for cosmopolitanism that 
began in the 15th century, these stages are 

a.The embryonic stage.  

b.The evolutionary stage .  

c.The start-up phase .  

d.The struggle for domination stage. 

e.The uncertainty phase(1). 

During the era of humanism, that is, the Renaissance, cosmopolitanism 
was simply an exception; as it began appearing slowly, moving forward with 

the discovery of America and orbiting the earth. The latter was a clear 

contribution to philosophical thinking, and some such as A. W. Benn believed 

that it had a revolutionary influence on philosophy, and indeed these 
discoveries guaranteed a philosophical revolution(2). 

In addition to geographical discoveries, the increasing rate of revival of 
many ancient texts had an important role in the re-emergence of the notion of 



 -5- 

cosmopolitanism; as its sources have been well known in the Renaissance, 
especially for the humanists who emphasized the fundamental unification of 

human nature. 

In any case, some authors in the Renaissance took on old 

cosmopolitanism to defend world peace, particularly Erasmus of Rotterdam 
'(9/1466- 1536)' who emphasized the unity of the human race and refused to 

divide it into different states and peoples, by demonstrating that humanity is 
destined by nature to be unified and to live in peace(3). Erasmus has defended 

national and religious tolerance, and considered rational human beings to be 
those living within the same home(4). 

It seems that the Natural Law Theory in the early modern era has given 
way to the production of philosophical cosmopolitanism, as well as 

citizenship. Besides, the fact that the secularizing tendencies and individualist 
views that prevailed among the defenders of all humanity have common basic 

features appeared to confirm the view of the unity of the human race as a 
whole. 

In any case, according to many thinkers, who appeared in the early 
modern era, all individuals are always in a state of basic struggle for self-

preservation, but this struggle has not yet succeeded in creating a link that 
brings together all the individuals in a world society. 

There are still two factors that sometimes pushed the Natural Law 

Theory towards the cosmopolitanism: 

First, some natural law thinkers assume that nature, the tendency to self-

preservation and the sense of compassion have all infused in humanity the 
social tendency that claims that all members of the human race in its original 

rank are included in a kind of world community. However, the recourse to 
such common humanitarian link was weak anyway and did not lead in any 

way to cosmopolitanism. 

In fact sometimes a visualization of a natural social tendency versus a 

perception of legitimate war against some people in the world was used, as it 
violated this common bond in an unnatural way, and because legitimate war 

supporters have put those people outside the field of ethical common humanity 
due to their barbarism. 

Second, the theory of natural law in early modern times is often 
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associated with the social contract theory and despite the fact that most social 
contract philosophers often presented their visions, if not individually, at the 

state level and not at the level of international relations, the idea behind the 
theory of social contract itself proved viable only at the second level, i.e., at 

the level of international relations(5). 

This is what we find when global minded intellectuals who voiced these 

underlying meanings and put the foundation for the international law, such as 
Pufendorf(6), in addition to Grotius who conceived of a large society of states 

governed by the law Of Nations which links between all states, and discussed 
the idea of the international community and the fundamental questions of 

international relations, and the difference between fair and unfair war in his 
book ‘In the law of war and peace’…(7). 

* Factors of the rise of cosmopolitism in the eighteenth century: 

During the Enlightenment, the historical context of the up rise of 

philosophical cosmopolitanism was affected by several factors, notably the 
growing up of Capitalism, and the growth of world trade and its theoretical 

implications. It was associated with the growth of capitalism and according to 
Jonathan Friedman, the European businesses which have flourished in the 18th 

century, the related business systems in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia, 
and the major empires are all strong cosmopolitan systems, for a cosmopolitan 
infrastructure used to exist in the growth of capitalism. 

In addition, the renewed interest in the Hellenistic philosophy, with its 
cosmopolitanism, had a clear impact on some Enlightenment philosophers. 

This cosmopolitanism of the Hellenistic philosophy came from Alexander the 
great whose conquests destroyed the independence of “states of the Greek 

city” and replaced it by the concept of "the world state", and opened the World 
East to Greek trade more than ever. The new era was colonial in politics, 

cosmic in scope and global in thinking. With cosmopolitanism came the 

inevitable challenges of new ideas and the mixing of cultural traditions and the 

supremacy of Athens shifted to new cultural centers, notably Alexandria(8). 

The Hellenistic era was an era full of new cosmopolitan opportunities(9) 

and many philosophies of a cosmopolitan affiliation emerged, notably the 
Stoic philosophy, through two principles:  

The first principle is the natural law, the law of people which does not 
differentiate between people on grounds of religion or origin or social 
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background, (this principle strongly prevailed as we saw in the 18th century). 

The second principle is cosmopolitan citizenship which is associated 

with the concept of Cosmopolitanism, and this principle - as Zeno, the founder 
of the Stoic, sees- stipulates that people should not disperse in cities that have 

their own laws, because all people are citizens, who live the same life and 
there is a single system of things, as is the case of the-common-herd-under-a-

common-code principle. All people have the same origin and the same fate, 
and are subject to the same law, citizens of one state, and members of one 

body(10).  

The return of interest in this philosophy in general, and the Hellenistic 

philosophy in particular has had a noticeable effect on the re-emergence of 
cosmopolitanism in the age of enlightenment, especially with the creation of 

large empires in the world, the increase in journeys around the world, the 
geographical discoveries, the emergence of the idea of human rights, and the 

emphasis that philosophy laid on the Human Reason. 

* The manifestations of Cosmopolitanism in the Enlightenment : 

In this era, cosmopolitanism was not only reflected in philosophy, but 
also in literature; it was notable in those days that many intellectuals 

considered their belonging to "the republic of literature" that go beyond 
nationalities more sensible than their belonging to the different political states. 
This was a natural result of the problematical relations with their government 

because of restrictions on freedom and censorship. These conditions have led 
them to think in a broader range than that of the states and peoples, adopting a 

cosmic viewpoint. In the late century, under the influence of the American 
Revolution, particularly during the early years of the French Revolution, 

cosmopolitanism has been given a strong push. And in 1789, citizens’ rights 
were declared which highlighted fixed human rights, and later became part of 

the Constitution of 1971. This concept has grown even more under the 

influence of cosmopolitan patterns of thinking(11). 

The terms cosmopolitanism and world citizenship as a classification for 
specific philosophical theories were not often used in the eighteenth century, 

but they were used to refer to the open mental stream and nonalignment.  A 
"world citizen" was the person who was not subordinated to the particular 

religious or political authority, or loyal to a particular state or culture. 

Furthermore, the term was sometimes used to refer to a person who lived 
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according to the urban or civil lifestyle, or was fond of traveling and interested 
in the World Wide Web, or felt at home anywhere. In this sense, Denis 

Diderot and Jean Le Rond d'Alembert state that it was often used to refer to 
the person who has no permanent residence, or a human being who is no 

stranger anywhere(12). 

 Although philosophers such as Hume, Voltaire, Hume, Diderot, Voltaire 

Diderot Addison, Jefferson, had considered themselves as "cosmopolitan" 
with one or more of these meanings, these uses were not given due attention, 

particularly in the second half of the eighteenth century. In any case, the term 
was increasingly used to indicate particular philosophical convictions. Some 

writers revived the Cynic Tradition. Vogiret Fougeret de Montbron in his 
autobiography “Le Cosmopolite" in 1753 called himself "a world 

Cosmopolitan", describing how he used to travel everywhere without getting 
attached to a certain location, stating that "all countries are the same to me" 

and "I change my stay places as I wish” (13). 

Although there were some writers who were enthusiastic to link 

themselves to this type of cosmopolitanism, others criticized it. For example, 
Rousseau argued that “cosmopolitans” brag that they love everyone, or the 

whole world, and in fact they don’t like anyone(14). 

According to Johann Georg Schlosser in his critical poem “Der 
Kosmopolit”, to brag about one homeland is better than being global without a 

home and he wrote “it is better to be proud of one homeland rather than not 
have a homeland at all"(15). 

In the 18th century, most of the defenders of cosmopolitanism did not 
identify their vision in light of the critical descriptions mentioned above. They 

have understood cosmopolitanism not as a vision beyond individualism, but as 
reflecting the Stoic tradition, involving an example of positive morality of a 

cosmopolitan human society, and they did not consider this example damaging 

to the inclinations most specific such as patriotism. And thus they have 

resumed the spirit of Epictetus (50-130 m), the Stoic, in their theory of 
"Cosmopolis”, where duties towards others are apparent in the human being’s 

practice of their human nature, as a member of the state which is part of a 
world state. He stresses that, a human being is exposed, for the sake of others, 

to illness sometimes, to traveling and risk sometimes, to deprivation 
sometimes and to premature death some other times. He sees that the duties 
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towards God are based on the belief that the whole world is one cosmic city 
where humans and gods reside together(16). 

Some writers, such as the German writer Christophe Martin Wieland, 
were totally close to the Stoic visions, while others developed a universal 

moral theory which was completely new from certain aspects, such as Kant, 
the critical philosopher. For Kant, there were two angles from which it is 

possible to consider the homeland and the citizen: the angle of the theory of 
the right, and that of political morality. In the former, the global dimension 

appeared only in one side, while the latter is universal in form, content and 
origins. 

The right angle is obvious in his book "the theory of right", which 
defines homeland as the territory in which the residence once born are citizens 

in one country under its constitutional system, i.e., without the need for a 
special legal basis. People who do not have the title citizens are outside. If this 

outside zone comprises part of the overall empire, it is called the province 
according to the meaning that the Romans gave to the term(17). 

Here, the term citizenship appears in the narrow sense at the level of 
region or province and the citizen in this sense according to the philosophy of 

the right, is not the property of the state, and has the right to migrate with his 
mobile property and not his real estate property, but he has of course, the right 
to sell them and get the price, and move them to any destination outside his 

homeland. 

This is concerning the right of a citizen, as for the ruler, he has other 

rights including the right of administrative exile to any citizen who commits 
an offence that is hazardous to the state, and thus he has the right to withdraw 

his citizenship. It’s the right of the ruler because the person represents a 
danger to the state. But a universal feature appears in the framework of this 

angle of citizenship, when Kant gives the ruler the right to promote the 

stability of the foreigners at the regional home, whether approved by the  

native citizens or not, provided that their ownership of land is untouched(18).  

As for the other angle according to Kant, which is the political morality, 

it seemed cosmopolitan in form, content and origins, considering all rational 
beings as members of the same human society, and that they are comparable 

to citizens in a political republic sense, to the extent that they are common in 
features of freedom and equality, and independence. They devote themselves 
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to these common laws which are the ethical laws that are based on the human 
mind where a citizen lives in a world of rational beings(19). 

In contrast, the benefit-driven philosophers who follow cosmopolitanism 
such as Jeremy Bentham defended cosmopolitanism with reference to the 

mutual benefit and equality for all nations(20). 

It is possible that moral cosmopolitanism be established in the human 

mind, or in some other features universally shared among humanity, such as 
pain and pleasure experiences, ethical sense, and aesthetic imagination. 

Philosophers supporting ethical cosmopolitanism believe that all human 
beings are brothers (despite clear qualitative bias for men at the expense of 

women), by analogy with what they were aiming to indicate concerning 
fundamental equality between all human beings, an equality that keeps away 

from slavery, colonial exploitation of natural resources, and feudal hierarchy, 
and various types of custody. 

* The World state in a new political theory: 

On the other hand, some philosophers with a cosmopolitan affiliation 

developed their visions into a political theory on the world citizen and state 
and on international relations. The most radical of the intellectuals with this 

affiliation in the eighteenth century was undoubtedly Baron De Cloots (1755-
1794), who defended the removal of all existing states, and called for the 
establishment of a single world state under which all human beings directly 

fall. 

Several remarks can be registered on his position regarding one world state:  

First, all his arguments are taken from the general structure of the social 
contract theory. If the public interest to each individual is subject to the 

authority of the implemented laws that guarantee security, then the argument 
leads us to demand a world state that involves all humanitarian personnel, and 

implement cosmopolitan laws that provide security for all which means that 

De Cloots rejects the idea that the world state be composed of several united 

states, and rather proposes one world state that does not allow the existence of 
individual states. 

Second, It proves that sovereignty must be established by the people, 
and that the concept of sovereignty itself, being an integral whole, could exist 

as a sovereign body in the world, that is, mankind as a whole(21). 
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Most cosmopolitanism thinkers did not argue for their views as strongly 
as Cloots’ did; Emmanuel Kant argued, in "Perpetual Peace" (1795), though 

the defense was less powerful, that the international legal system is "the 
League of Nations", or "Federation of Nations" and not one state, that is, a 

cosmopolitan body comprising countries of the world(22). 

Kant demonstrated that real world peace is only possible when states are 

organized internally in accordance with the principles of the republic, and 
when the state is organized externally in a voluntarily  league to preserve 

peace, and when human rights are respected not only with citizens but 
foreigners as  well(23). 

 He also demonstrated that the League of Nations should not have 
compulsory military forces because it would violate the internal sovereignty of 

the states, and is a potential threat to individual liberty in those states. This 
happens when the federal authority is less respectful of the human rights of 

some member states, and trims down the opportunities that actually link the 
states. 

Kant also introduced the concept of cosmopolitan law that concerns 
universal rights, which include the rights of both states and individuals, as 

individuals have these rights as "citizens of the earth" or as world citizens, 
more than as citizens of certain states. 

There is also next to the cosmopolitan law, the civil law which is 

concerned with the civil rights of people, and the international law, which is 
concerned with guaranteeing the rights of nations and states, and regulating 

their relations(24).  

 According to Kant, citizenship and cosmopolitanism meet through the 

new international order based on federal civil societies in which peace can be 
achieved via the World government, which plays the role of the regulator 

rather than the actor, through a set of final articles that Kant has prescribed to 

achieve peace among states. These articles are: 

1.The Civil Constitution of each state should be republican. The republican 
constitution is based on the contract between citizens together on the one 

hand, and between them and the ruler on the other. In a republican 
constitution, citizens prescribe rules through their representatives in the 

parliament(25). 
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2.International law must be based on a federation of free states in the scope of 
the League of Nations or World Government(26). 

3.The Cosmopolitan law guarantees the right of foreign citizens, and should be 
limited to the hospitality requirements of the world: freedom of movement, 

employment, trade…etc(27). 

These articles, according to Delu as well, reveal that individuals perceive 

the world through two points of view: first, as members of their own 
legitimate rights of citizenship, and the other, as citizens of the world who 

have a moral responsibility for the maintenance of an international system that 
can continuously strengthen civil societies everywhere. As citizens in their 

homelands, they have to strengthen the necessary laws and interests of their 
nations while urging their countries to abide by the principles of a peaceful 

international system or else it would find itself outside the international 
community and exposed to condemnation; this sense of being part of the 

masses of the world would create the basis for a continuous pressure emitted 
from a cosmopolitan culture to enable the various parties in the world to live 

in a state of Perpetual Peace (28) . 

Thus, Kant looked forward to the idea that mankind can slowly approach 

a cosmopolitical constitution(29), that consolidates with world citizenship and 
applying the introductory and final articles to achieve a state of cosmopolitan 
international peace would help reach this stage. We highlighted previously 

three final articles as it contains clearly the concept of citizenship where 
Kant’s political theory looks as though it is a theory of the citizen who is the 

basis for the state, and in order to achieve lasting cosmopolitan peace. We put 
off talking about the introductory articles, though Kant started with them, as 

they proceeded from the concept of the state on which the concept of 
citizenship is essentially dependent; they focus more on the rules governing 

relations between states in the framework of a world government. There is no 

doubt that both articles, introductory and final, reflect the cosmopolitanism of 

Kant. The introductory articles for the realization of lasting world peace state 
the following: 

1.No Treaty of Peace Shall Be Held Valid in Which There Is Tacitly Reserved 
Matter for a Future War(30). 

2.No Independent States, Large or Small, Shall Come under the Dominion of 

Another State by Inheritance, Exchange, Purchase, or Donation(31). 
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This article reflects citizenship in its humanistic dimension; as it 
considers the state human, or a moral person, not just a piece of land as usual; 

there is no doubt that given the state on that basis cannot be achieved without 
the concept of citizenship. The moral personal of the state is derived originally 

from the concept of a full-fledged human personality. Kant believed that No 
state is a patrimony (e.g., like the land in which you live), but rather a 

community of people that no one has the right to impose control on but the 
state itself. It is like a trunk that has its own roots, and incorporating it in 

another state is like grafting a plant with another and will destroy its existence 
as a moral person, and turn it into a thing. Such integration is incompatible 

with the idea of the original contract without which no right of the people can 
be conceived(32).  

The concept of citizenship is manifest in its ethical dimension; a citizen 
is a man and a man according to Kant’s ethical philosophy is an end in himself 

and not a thing, an instrument or a means to an end(33). Therefore, Kant rejects 
the idea that some states rent its army to another state in the face of the enemy 

that is not common to both. Whoever does this is using "persons" as "things" 
manipulated by a thumb(34).  

3.Standing Armies (miles perpetuus) Shall in Time Be Totally Abolished(35). 

4.National Debts Shall Not Be Contracted with a View to the External Friction 

of States(36). 

5.No State Shall by Force Interfere with the Constitution or Government of 
Another State(37). 

6.No State Shall, during War, Permit Such Acts of Hostility Which Would 

Make Mutual Confidence in the Subsequent Peace Impossible: Such Are 

the Employment of Assassins (percussores), Poisoners (venefici), Breach of 
Capitulation, and Incitement to Treason (perduellio) in the Opposing 

State(38).  

Thus, with Kant, the Enlightenment arrived at the rational concept of 

citizenship; that does not override regional citizenship, and at the same time 
does not abandon cosmopolitanism through a uniform international regime 

standard, that is reflected in the cosmopolitan body of free nations and plays 
the role of the regulator rather than the role of the actor. Individuals move as 

members in their homeland, and citizens in the world, and the state is 
considered a community of a moral personality, not just a piece of land. There 
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is no doubt that given the state on that basis cannot be achieved without the 
concept of citizenship, because the moral personality of the state originates 

from the concept of a citizen who has a fully-fledged human personality.  

* Conclusion: Challenges facing world citizenship: 

The question which is still waiting for an answer is:  Will cosmopolitanism 
in its current forms be able to replace state citizenship with a truly cosmopolitan 

vision of citizenship(39)?  

The concept of world citizenship without a world state is, in fact, a 

concept made of straw, like cosmopolitanism. This seems a logical objection, 
because cosmopolitanism would be meaningless without the context of a 

world state; this is because cosmopolitanism necessarily involves an affiliation 
to a world state. As long as there is no one universal human pool, it makes no 

sense to mention the concept of world citizenship; this concept without this 
context would be incompatible with the origin of citizenship, and that is the 

national state.  

But if the sense of world citizenship is a lifestyle and not literally a 

political affiliation, according to some thinkers of the Enlightenment in the 
18th century, then there is no objection to the concept, even if there is no 

world state, because this does not conflict with the political affiliation of the 
national state.  

Since that era, the humanists who have tackled this issue were very few. 

Moreover, their argument for the world state model has been limited, except 
for Kant, who argued for a world composed of states, saying that there is a big 

difference between the one world state and one world government that is 
composed of states with national sovereignty.  

And then we find that even those who argue for a world state have 
switched to support something more complex, and that is an ideal concept for 

a world sovereign government. This confirms the failure of the "United 

Nations" that pursues the interests of major states at the expense of smaller 

states, and in which human rights are operative only at the will of major 
powers especially the United States at the present time. Therefore, the most 

serious challenges for the establishing world citizenship and state from a 
philosophical view come in three main forms: 

First, cosmopolitanism is meaningless without the context of the actual 
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world state; world citizenship is inconsistent in this case with the origin of 
citizenship, which is the national state. Citizenship involves two things: the 

rights of the individual to the state and the duties of the state to the individual, 
i.e., which means commitment. If the world state does not already exist, where 

else can you exercise this commitment towards the world state? 

Second, there are doubts raised about the willingness of all humanity — 

individuals and states — to the existence of a single world state. 

Third, the possibility of achieving world citizenship through a world 

political model of one state or government faces difficulties, if not an 
impossibility, given the conflicting interests, religions and ideologies and 

different minds and thinking. If a state or several states tried to impose this 
model, it would impose it in a way that serves its special interests, and 

therefore takes the form of colonialism that is likely to drive mankind into a 
state of renewed conflict, and that's what we've seen already in all the cases of 

former empires which tried to impose the world model. 

Isn’t the idea of turning the world community into a world state and 

reaching an agreement on norms and values that control all people— a 
wonderful and beautiful hallucination? In the light 

 of the prevailing differences between nations, cultures and religions, and 
the idea that different currents are keen to preserve their cultural nationalism, 
linguistic chauvinism and religious fundamentalism, is it possible in light of 

all this, to conceive of any uniform world government, let alone the possibility 
of its realization under such world dimensions? 

However, you can still walk in the opposite direction, especially in light 
of this suffocating position, thus the necessary question is: Has the need for a 

world government or a united nations which is fair and capable become 
inevitable?  

We live in a world of serious tensions and polarizations between 

believers and non-believers. This is no longer a conflict between members of 

the Church and secularists, or between the priesthood and his opponents, or 
only restricted to Russia and Poland, but has also extended to France and 

Algeria, Iraq, Palestine, Lebanon and others. It is no longer confined to a one 
continent, but rather found in all continents of the world. Some may ask: are 

we not living in an era of new cultural clashes? This is, of course, an 
undeniable fact(40). 
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Hence, more and more obstacles are facing cosmopolitism, and the 
question remains open: What is the solution to this challenge?  Does Kant’s 

statement that “the human race can gradually be brought closer and closer to a 
constitution establishing world citizenship”(41) still hold? 

 
Translated by :  
                        Dr.Amani Badawy 
             Associate Professor,English Department,Cairo University 
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