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Reviewer’s commentary according to the above criteria (min. 1,800 characters including
spaces when recommending a passing grade, min. 2,500 characters including spaces when
recommending a failing grade):

In his ambitiously conceived thesis, Jaume Forteza agrees with the claim put forward by his
supervisor in a paper quoted in the thesis from which Jaume draws considerable inspiration that
“terminating international anarchy” (my phrase that appears in the thesis without acknowledgement)
would be desirable for reasons having to do with the unprecedented challenges that humanity is likely
to face in not too distant future which will require “global collective action” that in turn is unlikely to
take place without establishing “global sovereignty” (thus terminating international anarchy) that
would have to poses “transcultural legitimacy”, by being compatible with the most representative
non-Western normative traditions (such as exemplified by the Tianxia model of global relations
inspired by the neo-Confucian worldview). Jaume joins this ongoing academic discussion about the
potentially positive contribution of the non-Western political ideas to the search for a sustainable
multipolar world order by arguing skilfully (in Chapter 1) that the unprecedented global uncertainty
provides unique motivation for at least reducing international anarchy. Then (in Chapter 2), he argues
that neither the liberal nor the realist families of Western theorising about international relations
promise to reduce international anarchy (and here Jaume’s argument is entirely different than my
own), because he holds that for both of these strands of Western IR theory international anarchy is a
defining feature. Quite apart from the question whether neorealism and neoliberalism (which Jaume
discusses in turn) presuppose the unavoidability of international anarchy as a matter of normative
commitment or practical expectation, | seemed to miss the discussion of what is sometimes called
bottom-up cosmopolitanism (as contrasted with the neoliberal top-down cosmopolitanism), both of
which think in terms of establishing institutional frameworks that ought to reduce global uncertainty.



On page 20, we read: “Beck’s (2006) acknowledgment of uncertainties born out of human decisions
and activities that transcend geographical and temporal boundaries

leads him to call for a more cosmopolitan approach to governance (Beck, 2006), an idea that resonates
with the core motivation of this work and will be further explored.” Is this “idea” indeed “explored
further” in the thesis? What exactly is missing in bottom-up cosmopolitanism (as a Western political
idea) that can be found in the Tianxia or the Dharma model of global order?

Jaume’s discussion (in Chapter 3) of the Tianxia and the Dharma visions of a non-anarchic global
order required significant research and is to be commended. That these traditions of political thinking
are strongly oriented towards eliminating anarchy is well elucidated. What is less readily obvious is
whether the kind of non-anarchic global order that they imply would be most suited to address the
particular global uncertainties discussed in Chapter 1. More generally, the detailed discussions of
particular issues in each chapter are not always well interwoven into the argumentative fabric of the
thesis, so that the relevance of these particular micro-analyses of a range of issues discussed in each
chapter to the overall argument of the thesis is more often implied than explicitly presented to the
reader. At the end, it is also not entirely clear how strong or weak is the version of the main thesis
about the relevance of the non-Western political visions of global order does the Author espouse.
Does he advocate that the Asian views of global order ought to be simply adopted globally as superior
alternatives to the Western liberal and realist theories of IR? (A related question below.)

Proposed grade: B

Suggested questions for the defence:

The title of the thesis includes the phrase “transcultural perspectives” (distinguished in the title from
“non-Western perspectives”). In the thesis you also refer to “transcultural legitimation” or
“transcultural legitimacy”. However, it is not clearly why and in what sense you use this term:
“transcultural”. Why did you employ this term in your thesis, if you seem to discuss separately various
Western and non-Western (Chinese and Indian) views of international relations without considering
what to do with this “global diversity” of philosophical perspectives of social and international order?
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61-70 D = satisfactory
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