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Introduction

Political scientists have measurable variables for roughly calibrating democrat-
ic and authoritarian societies. Herein, the latter are generally called “open” and
“closed” societies. Though societal notions of buman nature are not scientifical-
ly measurable, they influence variables that are. The notions also illuminate nor-
mative values including the morally-relevant value of pursuing objective scien-
tific truth as opposed to its politicization. A politicization of truth, in early twen-
tieth-century closed societies, typically began with political determinations of hu-
man nature. Dismayingly, similar ethnic-laden determinations are now pervasive
in open societies that induce conservative-liberal polarizations and global ethnic
conflicts. Since it is often supposed that the conflicts have superseded conflict-
ing ideologies, especially those of the Cold War, the misconception needs to be
countered by examining methods for obtaining politically-relevant notions of our
nature.

Initially, I shall seek to show that, in modern philosophy, Kant had a revolu-
tionary impact on conceptions of human nature by transposing them into no-
tions of behavioral agencies. Whereas moral praise and blame presuppose a freedom
related to one of Kant’s agencies, science presupposes that human behavior is
subject to various modes of causal determinism in terms of another. These agen-
cies give expression to behavior assumed, but incontrovertibly experienced, by
citizens in open societies. This fact becomes clear from judicial processes of weig-
hing a morally-relevant rationality against psycho-biological drives to political po-
licies of pitting voluntary self-restraint against societal “root causes”. Subsequent-
ly, I will explore how conservative and liberal tensions, in giving way to only one
of the agencies, may lead to closed societies. Since such societies are monolithic
unities with policies enforced by authoritarian means, ideas of human nature are
themselves a means for justifying ends. And because the ends would be usurped
by awkward ideas that slow decisions and pose moral concerns, the problem has
tended to be resolved historically with one stroke: Politically affirm either a freedom
of the superior man (an Uebermensch) to willfully create truth by bursting the
fetters of myths and conventions or a determinism whereby a "new man” and
truth are molded progressively by a historical movement of Nature.

*A sobering thought that needs to be kept in mind, while reading the following, comes
from The Oxford History of Western Philosophy, Edited by Anthony Kenny (OxfordUni-
versity Press, 1994), p. 368: “In the 1970s, paradoxically, Marxism in the East was univer-
sally taught and almost universally disbelieved, while Marxism in the West was taught...
but to an audience of passionate believers. Now, of course, as a result of the dissolution of
the Soviet Empire... the institutional support for Marxist philosophy in Eastern Europe
has almost totally collapsed. That philosophy must depend for its survival on the efforts of
its devotees in the universities of the West.”
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Before connecting such conceptions of our nature to ethnic conflicts and some
suggested resolutions to them, we need to consider a modern philosophical back-
drop to open societies.

Modern philosophical backdrop to open societies

Given that Kant called his philosophy a “Copernican Revolution” and that the
name is generally conceded to denote his modern influence, it is reasonable to
suppose he not only provided fertile seeds for future philosophical theorizing
but liberal and conservative viewpoints fostered by it. Since at least the time of
Plato, with whom Kant is in concordance, a fruitful notion has pertained to polit-
ical claims: To claim that political institutions are good is to be able to say
what is “good”. The response that a sentence about the “good” is true by
virtue of reflecting what it really is presupposes its reality as well as theo-
ries of reality (ontology) and truth (epistemology). Thus, theories of truth
and reality are prior to claims of morality and moral claims to political ones.
And hence, politics cannot coherently determine morality and truth, and
truth should not be politicized. The politicization is inextricably tied to ide-
ology. Traditionally, ideology has not been systemic in open societies that
promote the liberal arts and such critical philosophical questions as what
is “truth”.

Since truth about reality is related to Nature and human nature, theories of
human nature are major considerations. Pari passu, their development, often con-
sidered part of the metaphysical foundation of philosophy, has underlied the his-
torical development of scientific, moral, and political views; typically in this or-
der. This point underscores an often disregarded relationship between scholarly
research, in terms of esoteric metaphysical theories, and the social-political praxis.
Praxis-related applied philosophy, from peace studies to women’s studies, can
be no more thought through than the scholarly theories on which the philosop-
hy leans. Having noted Kant’s scholarly influence, consider how its implications
for practical politics have their origin in seemingly pedantic considerations. They
essentially involve his notion of the “mind” and can be briefly summarized in se-
veral paragraphs.

The mind can be compared to a prism. As a prism receives and diffuses white
light, he held that the mind has a structure that receives an undiffused “raw ma-
terial of experience”, understood roughly as physical stimuli, and categorizes it
“prior to” our ideas. In this sense, he held that the mind is an a priori structure
that interprets phenomena. That is, the mind is active in the acquisition of know-
ledge and the word "interpretation” would have central importance politically as
well as philosophically.

On the one hand, there was significant philosophical support for a science-
oriented Enlightenment that found expression in d’Holbach’s System de la Na-
ture (1770) in which unhappiness stems from not knowing Nature. Kant showed
that it was part of our cognitive nature to know Nature by virtue of our mind “au-
tomatically” interpreting physical events causally.! Here we have an inevitable
foundation for social and political science. Scientific inquiry presupposes
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1 Kant’s metaphysical judgments, of course, were “synthetic a priori”. "Synthetic” re-
fers to synthesized concepts meaning different things whereby the judgments cannot be
logically true (analytic). "A priori” means they are presupposed “prior to” experience so
that they cannot be empirically true (a posteriori).






































































