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PREFACE​

Why the Planetary Age Demands a New Intellectual Framework
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We live at one of those rare junctures in history when the categories we inherited for making sense of the world have begun to fail us. The conceptual vocabulary of the twentieth century — the vocabulary of sovereign states, competing civilizations, ideological blocs, and developmental stages — was built for a world that is now dissolving. The world that is taking its place, the world of cascading planetary systems, of densely interconnected societies, of shared atmospheric limits and shared digital infrastructure, of artificial intelligence and quantum information and biotechnological transformation, does not fit neatly into any of those inherited categories. It demands new thinking. And new thinking, if it is to be adequate to the scale of the challenge, cannot be produced by extending old frameworks to their breaking point. It requires a genuine conceptual departure.

This book is an attempt at such a departure. It argues that the most important intellectual task of our time is the development of a genuinely planetary framework for understanding human civilization — not the imposition of any one civilization's categories on the whole of humanity, but the construction of an analytical architecture adequate to a world in which the boundaries between civilizations, societies, and ecosystems have become so thoroughly permeable that no community can any longer understand itself, or govern itself, or flourish in isolation from the rest.

​I. Why Now: The Convergence of Planetary Pressures

THE CASE FOR A PLANETARY framework is not primarily philosophical; it is empirical. The world is, whether we like it or not, becoming something genuinely new. Three sets of forces are driving this transformation, and their convergence in our historical moment is what makes the demand for new intellectual frameworks so urgent.

The first is the biophysical convergence. The planetary systems that sustain human life — the climate system, the nitrogen and phosphorus cycles, the hydrological cycle, the biodiversity that constitutes the living fabric of the biosphere — are all under stress from the cumulative weight of human activity. The Anthropocene, the geological epoch defined by human dominance over the Earth's major systems, is not a metaphor; it is a scientific designation with measurable thresholds and tipping points (Steffen et al., 2018). The consequence is that decisions made in one part of the world now routinely produce consequences in other parts: carbon emissions in one hemisphere reshape monsoon patterns in another; deforestation in one river basin affects rainfall across an entire continent; biodiversity loss in one ecosystem sends cascades through food webs that span the globe. No state, however powerful, can insulate itself from these cascading effects. No civilization, however internally coherent, can manage its relationship with the biophysical world without reference to what every other civilization is doing to that same world.

The second is the technological convergence. The digital revolution, combined with advances in biotechnology, materials science, and artificial intelligence, is creating a global technological infrastructure that operates according to its own logic, relatively indifferent to the political boundaries that divide the world into sovereign states and cultural civilizations. The internet does not respect territorial sovereignty; social media platforms operate simultaneously in hundreds of jurisdictions with incompatible legal systems; artificial intelligence systems trained on data from one civilization are deployed in contexts shaped by entirely different civilizational assumptions; biotechnological capabilities developed in one country are transferred, shared, or stolen by actors in others. The result is a technological stratum of human civilization that is genuinely global in its reach, even as it remains deeply unequal in its governance and its benefits (Castells, 2000; Brynjolfsson & McAfee, 2014).

The third is the geopolitical convergence — or, more precisely, the geopolitical disruption. The international order that emerged from the Second World War, and was consolidated after the Cold War, is under serious strain. The United States, which has served as the principal architect and guarantor of that order, is showing signs of strategic overextension and domestic political fragmentation. China, which has risen within that order to become its principal challenger, is asserting its own vision of global governance with increasing confidence and capability. The rest of the world — the Global South, the Muslim world, Southeast Asia, Sub-Saharan Africa, Latin America — is navigating between these poles with a combination of strategic pragmatism and genuine uncertainty about what kind of international order will serve its interests and express its values. The result is a period of geopolitical flux in which the rules, the institutions, and the power distributions of the international order are all simultaneously in question (Mahbubani, 2013; Zakaria, 2008).

These three convergences — biophysical, technological, and geopolitical — do not add up to a single crisis; they constitute a complex, systemic transformation of the conditions under which human civilization operates. And they share a common implication: that the problems most likely to determine the character of human life in the twenty-first century are problems that exceed the capacity of any single state, civilization, or institutional framework to manage on its own.

​II. The Intellectual Stakes: Between Gore, Mahbubani, and a Third Way

THIS BOOK TAKES AS its principal interlocutors two figures who could hardly be more different in background, political commitment, and intellectual tradition — and who are, for that reason, illuminating when read together: Al Gore, whose concept of the "Global Mind" is among the most ambitious attempts in contemporary Western thought to imagine a planetary framework for human self-understanding, and Kishore Mahbubani, whose account of the Great Convergence argues that the world is converging not around Western liberal values but around a shared recognition that peace and prosperity require cooperation across civilizational lines. The Introduction develops a sustained engagement with both. What this Preface records is the conviction that animates that engagement: that between and beyond Gore and Mahbubani there is space for a third position — one that takes seriously both the transformations making the world more interconnected and the diversities making that interconnection more complex, that does not assume planetary integration must take a specifically Western liberal form yet does not romanticize the alternatives, and that draws on the full range of human intellectual resources — including, centrally, the Islamic intellectual tradition and the living wisdom of Southeast Asian civilizational experience. That third position is what this book tries to articulate.

​III. The Argument in Brief: What This Book Claims

THE CENTRAL ARGUMENT can be stated simply. The Planetary Mind — a form of collective intelligence adequate to the governance of a genuinely planetary civilization — is both the most important intellectual project of our time and the most dangerous if pursued without adequate attention to the conditions of its possibility. As Gore conceives it, the Planetary Mind imagines a human collective consciousness that transcends the parochialism of national and civilizational identities without abolishing the diversity of human experience. But the version now being constructed — through the architecture of digital platforms, global financial institutions, and the cultural hegemony of Silicon Valley — is not the kind that can sustain a genuinely just and genuinely human planetary civilization. The book's response, traced in detail in the Introduction's reader's map, insists throughout on the irreducible importance of civilizational plurality: the Planetary Mind, if it is to be worth building, must be genuinely multi-civilizational — not Western civilization extended to global scale, but a synthesis of the moral and intellectual resources of the full range of human traditions.

​IV. On Method: How This Book Was Written

THIS BOOK IS A WORK of intellectual synthesis: it draws together insights from political science, international relations theory, philosophy, intellectual history, civilizational analysis, and the social scientific study of technology and information systems. It does not rest its case on original empirical research of the kind that might appear in a journal article; its contribution is analytical and conceptual rather than empirical. The measure of its success is not whether every claim it makes is empirically verifiable — many of the most important claims about civilizational transformation are not susceptible to that kind of verification — but whether the framework it develops is illuminating: whether it helps the reader see the world more clearly, make sense of phenomena that would otherwise appear disconnected, and identify possibilities for action that would otherwise remain invisible.

The book draws heavily on the work of scholars who have contributed most substantially to the analysis of the specific topics it addresses: on the political theory of global governance, on the sociology of network society, on the philosophy of technology, on the history of civilizational encounter, on the economics of the digital age, on the theology and ethics of the Islamic intellectual tradition, and on the specific regional literatures of Southeast Asia, East Asia, and the broader Asian world. Where I disagree with the scholars I engage, I try to do so honestly and precisely, identifying the specific point of disagreement and the specific reason for it.

The book is also, inevitably, a work of committed scholarship. I write as a scholar who is simultaneously a participant in the civilizational transformation I am analyzing — as a member of a civilization, the Muslim world, that is navigating the planetary transition under conditions of significant structural disadvantage, and as a scholar whose intellectual formation draws on a tradition, the Islamic intellectual tradition, that has been largely excluded from the mainstream conversation about planetary governance. I believe that this perspective is an asset rather than a liability: it allows me to see dimensions of the problem that are invisible from the perspective of the dominant tradition, and to bring to the analysis resources that that tradition has not adequately recognized. But I acknowledge the perspective, and I try to be honest about the ways in which it shapes my analysis.

​V. A Note on the KBA13 Insight Series

THIS BOOK IS THE ELEVENTH volume in the KBA13 Insight Series, a sustained intellectual project of engagement with the great challenges of the contemporary world from a perspective that draws simultaneously on the resources of Islamic civilization, Southeast Asian scholarly traditions, and the international social sciences. The Series is organized around the conviction that the most urgent intellectual tasks of our time cannot be accomplished within any single disciplinary or civilizational tradition — that they require genuine conversation across traditions, genuine willingness to learn from perspectives one has not previously inhabited, and genuine intellectual courage in the face of the orthodoxies that every tradition produces.

Previous volumes in the Series have addressed the intersection of classical strategic thought with contemporary geopolitical competition (The Strategy of Shadows) and the intersection of digital technology, civilizational theory, and the Islamic intellectual tradition (The Digital Civilization). Future volumes will address the politics of memory and civilizational narrative; the future of Islamic political thought in the age of democracy and populism; the relationship between ecology, spirituality, and the good society; and the specific challenges facing Southeast Asian societies in the contemporary world.

The present volume is, I believe, the most ambitious in the Series to date: it is an attempt to develop not merely an analysis of a particular aspect of the contemporary world, but a comprehensive intellectual framework for understanding the civilizational transformation that is reshaping the conditions of human life on this planet. The framework is offered in the spirit of intellectual contribution to a conversation that is already underway across many traditions and many disciplines. It is not offered as a final word, but as a serious contribution to an ongoing inquiry — one that I hope will provoke response, engagement, and constructive disagreement from scholars and thoughtful citizens across the full range of human civilizational traditions.

––––––––
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​VI. How to Read This Book: A Note for Different Audiences

THIS BOOK IS WRITTEN for a broad educated audience — for the informed general reader who is concerned about the fate of the world and wants to think more carefully about the forces shaping it, as well as for the scholar who wants a systematic analytical framework for understanding the planetary transformation. But it engages with different dimensions of the problem at different levels of specificity, and different readers may find different parts of the book more directly relevant to their concerns.

Readers whose primary interest is in the political theory of global governance will find the analytical framework of Chapters 3, 7, and 8 most directly relevant. Readers whose primary interest is in the geopolitics of the Asian Century will find Chapters 4 and 5 most directly relevant. Readers whose primary interest is in the cultural and psychological dimensions of the digital transformation will find Chapters 6 and 9 most directly relevant. Readers whose primary interest is in the specific situation of the Muslim world in the planetary age will find Chapter 10 most directly relevant. And readers whose primary interest is in the futures of the planetary transformation will find Chapter 11 most directly relevant.

The book is designed to be read as a whole — each chapter builds on the analytical framework developed in the preceding ones, and the specific arguments of later chapters presuppose the framework established in earlier ones. But it can also be read selectively, with the introduction and Chapter 3 providing the essential analytical framework for readers who want a map of the argument before diving into the specifics.

Whatever the reader's starting point or primary interest, the book asks for a form of engagement that is, ultimately, personal as well as intellectual: an engagement with the specific choices that each of us faces as a participant in the planetary transformation — as a citizen, a professional, a community member, a parent, and above all as a human being whose own authenticity and whose own deepest commitments are at stake in the character of the civilization being built around us and through us. The Planetary Mind being constructed in the twenty-first century will reflect the choices of billions of human beings, most of whom will never read a book about planetary governance. But the intellectual frameworks within which those choices are made — the stories we tell ourselves about who we are, where we are going, and what is at stake — will be shaped, at the margins that matter, by the quality of the scholarly thinking that enters public discourse through the many channels of education, journalism, public debate, and cultural production. This book is offered as one contribution to that process.

Kamaruzzaman Bustamam Ahmad

June 2026
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​The Convergence Thesis: One World or Many Worlds?
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​I. The Question That Cannot Be Avoided

The central question of our civilizational moment is not primarily about technology, though technology is reshaping everything. It is not primarily about geopolitics, though the redistribution of global power is among the most consequential developments in centuries. It is not primarily about ecology, though the biophysical boundaries of human civilization are becoming more visible and more urgent with every passing decade. The central question, the one that underlies all of these more specific questions, is this: Is humanity becoming one world, or are we becoming many worlds that happen to share a single planet?

This question — the convergence question — has been debated by scholars, philosophers, and statesmen since at least the Enlightenment, and probably since long before. But it has acquired a new urgency and a new complexity in our historical moment, for reasons that are both empirical and normative. Empirically, the world is more interconnected than it has ever been: the flows of capital, information, people, goods, ideas, diseases, and pollutants that cross national and civilizational boundaries today are larger, faster, and more consequential than at any previous moment in human history. And yet at the same moment that these flows are intensifying, the political and cultural forces of fragmentation — nationalism, religious revivalism, civilizational assertion, populist resistance to cosmopolitan elites — are also among the most powerful in the contemporary world. The world is simultaneously more connected and more divided than it was a generation ago, and these two tendencies are not incidental to each other: they are deeply entangled.

Normatively, the stakes of the convergence question have never been higher. If the world is becoming genuinely one — if the forces of integration are strong enough, and deep enough, to produce a genuinely shared human civilization — then the question of what kind of civilization that will be, what values it will embody, whose intellectual traditions it will draw on, and whose institutional arrangements it will replicate becomes the most important political question of the century. If the world is instead diverging into incompatible civilizational blocs, each asserting its own values and pursuing its own interests in a geopolitical landscape of renewed great-power competition, then the question of how to maintain enough cooperation to manage the planetary challenges that no civilization can manage alone becomes equally urgent. Either way — convergence or divergence, integration or fragmentation — the intellectual frameworks that humanity brings to the management of its collective affairs will be of decisive importance.

This introduction maps the intellectual terrain of the convergence debate and identifies the position that this book stakes out within it. It does so by engaging with the two most influential recent contributions to that debate — Al Gore's account of the emerging Global Mind and Kishore Mahbubani's account of the Great Convergence — and by identifying the ways in which both, despite their very considerable contributions, leave crucial questions unanswered. The book as a whole is an attempt to supply more adequate answers.

​II. The Convergence Optimists: From Fukuyama to Gore

THE MOST CONFIDENT version of the convergence thesis in recent intellectual history is the one associated with Francis Fukuyama's famous argument about the end of history (Fukuyama, 1992). Fukuyama claimed, drawing on a Hegelian reading of the dynamics of modernization, that the collapse of Soviet communism represented not merely a geopolitical victory for the West but the exhaustion of the major alternatives to liberal democratic capitalism as the organizing principle of human societies. History, in the sense of the struggle between fundamentally different conceptions of the good society, was over. What remained was the administration of the liberal democratic order — and, eventually, its extension to the whole of humanity.

Fukuyama's thesis was subjected to sustained and devastating criticism from multiple directions, and he himself has substantially revised it in his subsequent work. But the underlying intuition that drove it — the intuition that there is a developmental logic to human civilization that pushes societies toward certain institutional forms — has proved remarkably durable, even if the specific institutions Fukuyama identified as the terminus of this logic have proved less universal than he expected. It surfaces, in modified forms, in the work of scholars as different as Steven Pinker (2018), who argues that the long-run trajectory of human history is one of declining violence and expanding human well-being, and Al Gore, who argues that the emergence of the Global Mind represents the next stage in the development of human collective intelligence.

Gore's convergence thesis is worth engaging in some depth, because it is more sophisticated than its critics often acknowledge and because the specific form of its sophistication reveals both its strengths and its limitations with particular clarity. Gore (2013) does not claim that the convergence toward a Global Mind will be smooth, painless, or politically uncontested. He acknowledges that the emergence of new forms of collective intelligence produces enormous disruptions in existing social and political arrangements, and that the benefits of that intelligence are very unevenly distributed. What he does claim is that the emergence of the Global Mind is a genuine civilizational development — a qualitative transformation in the capacity of human civilization to understand itself and to manage its collective affairs — and that this development creates, for the first time, the possibility of a genuinely planetary form of human self-governance.

The concept of the Global Mind, as Gore develops it, is a rich one. It draws on theories of network emergence, on cognitive science research on distributed intelligence, on the sociology of information systems, and on a reading of evolutionary history that situates the emergence of human collective intelligence within a much longer story of biological and cosmic development. At its best, Gore's analysis captures something real about the transformation that is underway: the fact that the global information network creates forms of shared awareness, shared problem-solving, and shared cultural production that have no real precedent in human history, and that these new forms of collective intelligence may be adequate to challenges that no previous form of human organization could manage.

​III. The Realist Alternative: Huntington and His Heirs

AGAINST THE CONVERGENCE optimists, a distinguished tradition of realist and civilizational scholarship has insisted that the forces of diversity, difference, and conflict are at least as powerful as the forces of integration and convergence. The most influential expression of this counter-thesis is Samuel Huntington's The Clash of Civilizations (1996), which argued that the end of the Cold War would not produce a convergence around liberal democratic values but would instead reveal the deeper civilizational fault lines along which the world was actually organized.

Huntington's thesis has been criticized, with considerable justice, for essentializing civilizations as fixed, monolithic entities; for exaggerating the coherence of civilizational identities and underestimating the diversity within them; for a certain geographic and political parochialism that led him to misread the dynamics of the Muslim world and of East Asia; and for a tendency to confuse his own fears about Western decline with a universal civilizational logic. But the critics have not always adequately acknowledged what Huntington got right: that civilizational identities are real and durable; that the political mobilization of those identities is a genuine and recurring feature of world politics; that the institutional arrangements of the liberal international order cannot be taken as universal simply because they have been globally dominant; and that the management of civilizational diversity is genuinely one of the central challenges of international order (Huntington, 1996).

The heirs of Huntington's civilizational realism include scholars as diverse as Robert Kagan (2008), who argues that the world is reverting to a normal condition of great-power competition and ideological conflict; Patrick Deneen (2018), who argues that liberal democracy is failing on its own terms; and a diverse range of scholars in the Global South who have argued that the apparent universalism of the liberal international order conceals a specific civilizational content that is neither universal nor particularly just. The common thread in these critiques is a skepticism about the convergence thesis that is grounded not in ignorance of the forces driving integration but in a more complex assessment of the forces that are simultaneously driving fragmentation.

​IV. Mahbubani's Middle Path: Convergence Without Westernization

BETWEEN THE CONFIDENT convergence optimism of the Goreian tradition and the equally confident civilizational realism of the Huntingtonian tradition, Kishore Mahbubani has staked out a position that is in many respects more nuanced than either, though it has its own significant limitations.

Mahbubani's core argument, developed across a series of books that reflect decades of experience as one of Asia's most distinguished diplomats and public intellectuals, is that the world is genuinely converging — but not around Western liberal values. It is converging, rather, around a specific set of practical commitments that have proved, through historical experience, to be conditions of peace and prosperity regardless of the civilizational tradition from which they are drawn: competent and relatively non-corrupt governance, respect for scientific knowledge and rational public administration, the rule of law in some form, and the maintenance of international peace through institutional cooperation rather than unilateral great-power assertion (Mahbubani, 2013).

This is a convergence thesis, but it is one that carefully decouples the conditions of peace and prosperity from any particular civilizational tradition's account of their ultimate justification. It allows for the possibility that China, India, the Muslim world, and the societies of Southeast Asia might converge with the West on certain practical outcomes — rising living standards, declining rates of violent conflict, increasing participation in global governance — while diverging dramatically on the cultural, philosophical, and religious frameworks through which those outcomes are understood and justified.

Mahbubani's argument represents a genuine intellectual advance over the cruder versions of both the convergence and the civilizational realism theses. But it also has limitations that become apparent on close examination. By focusing on practical outcomes and institutional arrangements, Mahbubani somewhat underestimates the degree to which the institutions he is discussing — the United Nations system, the Bretton Woods financial architecture, the WTO regime, the various human rights frameworks — are not neutral with respect to civilizational values but are deeply shaped by the specific civilizational tradition from which they emerged. And by emphasizing the practical convergence that is underway, he may underestimate the degree to which the very success of that convergence in raising living standards and generating global interdependence is also generating new forms of cultural assertion and civilizational pride that resist the homogenizing pressures of globalization (Mahbubani, 2018).

​V. The Missing Third Voice: Why Planetary Thinking Needs Civilizational Plurality

WHAT IS MISSING FROM the convergence debate, as it has been conducted in the major works of Gore, Mahbubani, and their interlocutors, is a sustained engagement with the intellectual resources of the non-Western civilizational traditions for thinking about the specific problems of planetary governance. Gore's Global Mind draws primarily on Western cognitive science, Western evolutionary theory, and Western political philosophy. Mahbubani's convergence thesis draws primarily on the experience of East and Southeast Asian development states. Neither adequately engages with the enormous intellectual resources that the Islamic tradition, the South Asian traditions, the African traditions, and the indigenous traditions of the Americas and the Pacific bring to the specific questions of how to organize collective life across civilizational difference, how to balance the claims of unity and diversity, and how to develop institutions of shared governance that do not require the erasure of particular identities.

This is not a minor gap. It is a structural feature of the convergence debate that reflects the deeper structural inequalities of the global intellectual economy — the fact that certain traditions have historically had much greater access to the platforms, publications, and institutions through which influential ideas travel than others. The consequence is that the intellectual frameworks most widely used to analyze the planetary transformation are built largely from materials drawn from one civilizational tradition, however genuinely sophisticated and well-intentioned the scholars who developed them may be.

The Islamic intellectual tradition, for instance, has spent fourteen centuries developing sophisticated frameworks for understanding the relationship between unity and diversity, between the universal and the particular, between the imperatives of community and the rights of the individual. The Islamic concept of the ummah — the community of believers that transcends all particular tribal, national, and ethnic identities — is one of the most powerful historical examples of an attempt to build a genuinely trans-civilizational form of collective identity. The Islamic jurisprudential tradition has developed elaborate frameworks for managing relations between different legal and cultural communities within a shared political space. The Islamic philosophical tradition has produced sophisticated accounts of the relationship between reason and revelation, between human agency and divine purpose, that have resources directly relevant to the contemporary debate about the relationship between technological reason and human values. None of these resources is adequately represented in the current debate about planetary governance.

Similarly, the civilizational traditions of Southeast Asia — traditions that have historically demonstrated a remarkable capacity for synthetic engagement with foreign ideas and institutions, that have maintained complex regional orders without reducing them to single-civilizational hegemonies, and that have developed sophisticated practical wisdoms about the management of cultural diversity — have barely entered the conversation. ASEAN, which represents one of the most successful experiments in the construction of a multi-civilizational regional order in the contemporary world, is routinely undertheorized in the global literature on international organization, which tends to treat it as a pale imitation of the European Union rather than as a genuinely distinctive and genuinely important model of regional governance.

The purpose of drawing attention to these gaps is not to claim that Western frameworks are worthless or that only non-Western traditions have something to contribute to the planetary conversation. It is to insist that the construction of an adequate Planetary Mind — a form of collective intelligence genuinely adequate to the governance of a genuinely planetary civilization — will require the genuine integration of the intellectual resources of all of humanity's major civilizational traditions. A Planetary Mind that is in fact a Western mind with a global reach is not a Planetary Mind; it is a form of civilizational imperialism dressed in the language of universal progress.

​VI. The Intellectual Context: What This Book Is Responding To

TO UNDERSTAND WHAT this book is attempting, it is useful to situate it within the intellectual context in which it has been written — to identify the specific bodies of scholarly literature it engages with, the specific intellectual debates it enters, and the specific gaps it is attempting to fill.

The primary intellectual context is the vast and rapidly growing literature on global governance, international order, and the political theory of cosmopolitanism. This literature encompasses works as diverse as John Rawls's The Law of Peoples (1999), which attempts to extend liberal justice theory to the international domain; David Held's Democracy and the Global Order (1995), which develops a theory of cosmopolitan democratic governance; and the more recent work of scholars like Thomas Pogge, who has argued that the global economic order is a human rights violation on a massive scale, and Samuel Moyn, who has examined the historical development and the limitations of the international human rights movement. The planetary governance debate has been enriched by contributions from international relations theory (Keohane, Nye, Ikenberry), from global political economy (Ruggie, Rodrik, Milanovic), from philosophy (Nussbaum, Sen, Benhabib), and from the emerging field of earth system governance (Biermann, Betsill, Gupta).

This literature has produced important insights and represents genuinely serious intellectual work. But it is also characterized by the structural limitation that this book's argument makes central: the overwhelming dominance of Western liberal intellectual frameworks in the definition of the problems, the specification of the standards, and the identification of the solutions. The cosmopolitan political theory tradition is almost entirely a tradition of Western philosophy; the international relations theory on which global governance scholarship draws is almost entirely a tradition of Western social science; and even the critical tradition within this scholarship — the work of scholars who challenge the universalist pretensions of mainstream global governance theory — tends to conduct its critique within the conceptual framework of Western critical theory rather than through genuine engagement with non-Western intellectual alternatives.

This book is an attempt to do something different: to engage with the global governance debate from a position that draws simultaneously on the Western intellectual tradition and on the non-Western intellectual traditions — particularly the Islamic tradition and the traditions of Southeast Asian scholarship — that have been marginalized in that debate. It is an attempt to show that this multi-civilizational engagement is not merely a matter of intellectual justice (though it is that) but a matter of intellectual necessity: that the questions being debated in the global governance literature cannot be adequately answered from within any single intellectual tradition, and that the encounter between traditions is itself a source of insight that the mainstream debate is missing.

The secondary intellectual context is the emerging literature on the Anthropocene — on the geological epoch defined by human dominance over the Earth's major systems — and on the political and ethical implications of that dominance. This literature, which draws on earth system science, on environmental philosophy, on political ecology, and on indigenous knowledge systems, has been among the most intellectually creative in the academy over the past decade. Works like Bruno Latour's We Have Never Been Modern (1993) and Facing Gaia (2017), Anna Tsing's The Mushroom at the End of the World (2015), Donna Haraway's Staying with the Trouble (2016), and the various contributions to the "multispecies" turn in the social sciences have developed new frameworks for understanding the human relationship with the non-human world that are directly relevant to the planetary ecological crisis at the heart of this book's argument.

The planetary mind concept developed in this book is in dialogue with these Anthropocene literatures, though its specific approach is different. Where the Anthropocene literature tends to focus on the dissolution of the nature-culture boundary and on the implications of that dissolution for human self-understanding, this book focuses on the specifically civilizational and governance dimensions of the planetary transformation — on the specific institutional and intellectual challenges that the governance of a genuinely planetary civilization poses, and on the specific resources that the full range of human civilizational traditions brings to that challenge.

​VII. The Political Theory of Planetary Governance: Key Debates

BEFORE PROCEEDING TO the substantive analysis of the planetary transformation, it is worth mapping the principal debates in the political theory of planetary governance — the debates that this book engages with and, in several respects, attempts to move beyond.

The first debate is between cosmopolitanism and communitarianism — between the philosophical tradition that holds that the primary moral community is humanity as a whole, and that the obligations of justice therefore apply universally regardless of national or cultural affiliation, and the tradition that holds that genuine moral obligations are always particular, always rooted in specific communities and specific relationships, and that the attempt to derive universal obligations from abstract principles invariably results in the imposition of one community's values on others. This debate has been conducted in the Western philosophical tradition at least since the Stoics, and it continues in contemporary form in the work of cosmopolitan theorists like Martha Nussbaum and Thomas Pogge on the one side and communitarian critics like Michael Walzer and David Miller on the other.

The position of this book is neither straightforwardly cosmopolitan nor straightforwardly communitarian; it is the position of pluralistic unity that has been articulated throughout. Universal human values — the protection of human dignity, the promotion of human flourishing, the maintenance of the ecological systems on which human life depends — are both real and important. But those values cannot be adequately specified or adequately implemented without drawing on the specific intellectual resources of the full range of human civilizational traditions, and the attempt to derive their content from any single tradition's principles — however sophisticated those principles may be — produces an account that is both intellectually impoverished and politically illegitimate.

The second debate is between functionalism and constitutionalism in international organization — between the view that global governance is best developed through the gradual, sector-by-sector construction of functional institutions that manage specific global problems, and the view that global governance requires a comprehensive constitutional framework that specifies the fundamental rights, the fundamental obligations, and the fundamental institutional arrangements of the global order as a whole. The functionalist tradition — associated with scholars like David Mitrany, Ernst Haas, and the early architects of European integration — has been the dominant approach to the construction of the postwar international order, producing the UN specialized agencies, the Bretton Woods institutions, and the various sectoral treaty regimes that constitute the current institutional landscape. The constitutionalist tradition — associated with scholars like Hans Kelsen, who developed a theory of international law as a comprehensive legal order, and with the various proposals for a world federal government that have been advanced at various points in the past century — has been politically marginal but intellectually significant.

This book's approach to the construction of planetary governance institutions draws on both traditions: from functionalism, the pragmatic, incremental approach to institution-building that begins with specific problems and builds institutions around them rather than trying to design comprehensive global constitutional frameworks from first principles; from constitutionalism, the insistence that the specific functional institutions need to be embedded within a comprehensive normative framework that specifies the fundamental values and obligations of the global order.

The third debate is between state-centric and post-state approaches to global governance — between the view that the primary actors in international relations remain sovereign states, and that global governance must therefore be built through cooperation among states that retain their ultimate authority, and the view that the development of global governance requires the progressive supersession of state sovereignty by higher forms of legal and political authority. The state-centric view reflects both the empirical reality of the current international system and the legitimate concern that the replacement of state sovereignty by global authority could result in a form of global government that is unaccountable, undemocratic, and susceptible to domination by the most powerful actors. The post-state view reflects the genuine inadequacy of the state system for managing problems — climate change, pandemic disease, the governance of global financial systems — that are in their very nature trans-boundary.

This book's approach is to insist that the question is not whether state sovereignty must eventually be supplemented by higher forms of authority — it clearly must, for the management of genuinely planetary challenges — but how that supplementation can be achieved in ways that are democratically legitimate, that respect civilizational diversity, and that distribute the benefits of global governance broadly rather than concentrating them in the hands of the most powerful.

​VIII. The Gender Dimension of Planetary Governance: An Acknowledged Gap

THE ANALYSIS OF THIS book has a significant gap that deserves to be acknowledged explicitly: the relative inattention to the gender dimensions of the planetary transformation and of the planetary governance challenge. The governance of a genuinely planetary civilization cannot be adequate if it fails to engage seriously with the ways in which gender inequality shapes both the experience of the planetary transformation and the distribution of its burdens and its benefits.

The empirical evidence on the gender dimensions of the planetary transformation is compelling. Women bear a disproportionate share of the burdens of the planetary ecological crisis: the impacts of climate change — through its effects on agricultural productivity, on water availability, on extreme weather events, and on the displacement and conflict that ecological degradation generates — fall most heavily on the communities with the least resources to manage them, and within those communities, on women who bear primary responsibility for household food and water security. The governance of the global digital economy is deeply gendered: the "gender digital divide" — the difference in access to and use of digital technologies between men and women — is significant in most of the world and particularly acute in the regions (South Asia, Sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle East) where the majority of the Muslim world and the global South are located.

The intellectual resources for thinking about the gender dimensions of the planetary transformation are substantial and have not been adequately integrated into this book's analysis. The ecofeminist tradition — developed by scholars like Val Plumwood, Vandana Shiva, and Maria Mies — has developed frameworks for understanding the relationship between the domination of nature and the domination of women that are directly relevant to the ecological dimensions of the planetary crisis. The feminist international relations theory developed by Cynthia Enloe, Ann Tickner, and their colleagues has developed frameworks for understanding the gendered dimensions of global governance that the mainstream international relations literature


​IX. The Structure of the Argument: A Reader's Map







​X. Reading This Book in Its Series Context
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