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CHAPTER 1

.
'

States remain the most important units of the international system,
Although other actors such as iﬁdividuals, international organizations
and multi-national corporations are command 'ng. increased attention among
international scholars, the actual b&havior of statec continuecs to draw
the lion's share of attyntion in the litcrature.] This attention is well-
fourded oo states still control the majority of resources which are
invested in the control of international behavior.

This disscrtati?n is divided into two parts. In the first part,
two questions aré addressed: first, if states ;re the most ]mportant
units of the international system, then what is the mos. important activi-
ty of states?; second, how is this activity to be conceptualized or under-
stood? The sccond part of tHe dissertation poses a normative problem for
inter-state relations: what principles of justice would decision-makers
accept for the future regulation of state activity? The nature of state
activity scts the limits of a theory of justice for internatioral éocicty.
That is, in ascertaininc what decision-maker; do, and what they want to
maximize, one is in a better position to Bssess the kinds of principles
that would be acceptable to them.

Some intérnatipnal scholars say that generalizations cannot be made

+
c 2 . .
about the activities of all states.” Those who argue from this point of

v

1 - . '

Though states do not pursuc opportunities or geals indenendent of the
decision-makers within them, the 'stale-as-actor' approach is adopted
mctaphorically throughout the dissertation.

"ZSee, for example, Hedley Eull, "International Theory: The Case for a
Classical Approach,'" in Knorr and Ro¢-nau, Contending Aporoaches to
International Politics, (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Univ. Press, 1269),

s -Pp. 20-38.

: |



view say that since cach state varics in econonmic capacity, resources and

L}
povier, hypotheses about state activity in gencral deny the rich, detail

and unique differences among states. They might add that while it is

possible to make statements about a state's behavior based on history, N
] j/
case 5tu§ics and institutional structures, it is impossible to go’fgfthorr;ggxﬂbﬁi
' Vet o
and to make useful systems level statements about the bchavior of all “p,‘ﬁ
g &
states. -53ﬂ,§ﬂ; . 'k%;

v

Thiv is a reasonable objection. After. all, how is itlpgxij]c to W
Ry 5
compare the awesome power of the Unitéd Statcs with that a?‘thé ff?df]ing
states of Africa? In response to this objection, it will be argued that
although statés differ immensely "n resources, it does not follow that 4
state activity varies in regard to the pursuit of these assets. Decision-
;makers of all sfates do adopt acts and policies which are intended to’in-
. 3 \ b _

crease thcir assets. Common to the behavior of all states, then, re-
gardless of their wéalth, power and status, is a striving for aﬁ increase
in assets. It will be further arqued that once a state increases one c‘
morc of these assets it has increqsed its opportunities for gaiﬁ in the

. . v . 4 3
international systeﬁ and control over other states' behavior. Such in-

. . - - " . .« ] :
creased opportunities are defined in chapter four a§ being in a state s$‘

3Acts and policies are considered to be action-oriented rather than
static. A policy is a course of action involving a series of acts over
a period of time. The acts and policies of a state's foreignlpolicy are

fmeans to the reatization of objectives.

anmcs Rosenau sees foreign policy similarly: "''No doubt the forcign
policies of some moderrizing elites are especially desicned to divert
attention from domestic problems, but they are also interded to maximize
control over the international cnvironment and must thus be adjusted to
shifts on the world scene.'" James Rosenau, re-theories and Theories
of Foreign Policy," in Jares Rosenau, The Scientific Study of Foreicn
Policy (N.Y.: The Free Press, 1971), p. 100..




interests.  All states seck increased opportunities as means to the
.

realization of immediate and resate obhjectives. The most inportarft

activity of states is the adoption of acts and policies desicned to

promote what is in their national interests.

The following diagram illustrates« t is aspect of state activity:

Time 1 : Time 2 Time 3
Fdopticon: Tesults: In Actor's Use of
Intcrests cpportunitics:
} Incrcascd opportunigies Objectives
Acts : - 3 .
. > 9 e.q. power, wealth, obtained
Policies e
status

Objectives

not obtained |
. Opportunities not

increased

Acts and policies adopted at Time 1 (T]) represent the neans of foreign
policy. As stated above, results of acts.and pelicies are in an actor's
national intcrcsts,(Tz) if they increase its opportunities to cain in the
international system. Whether or not the stated objectives of stafes are
obtained (T3) is irrelevant to a determination o‘rwhat is in a'gtatc's
interests. Whather a state realizes immediate and remote objecfives,
having acted in a particu]at manner or throuah jopti-3 a particular
policy, depends on how successful it is ir utilizing its opportunitiFs.
However, increased onporéunities are always in a state's nationmal inter-
-
ests because they incrcase the state's ability to realize its ends, no
matter how thesc are formulated. fwhediate obiectives include the rore

tangible ends of foreian policy conduct. Prevalent among these are in-

creased trade and economic benefits. Remofe objectives.might include



> N

peace, ''the good life'", and justice in the relations between states.

S . . . »
These opportunities can be applied to promote immediate or remote ob-

v

jectives,

Immediate objectives are not a means to remote objectives,
though they may be a condition for them. ‘or example, in U.S.-Canadian
relations the Auto-Pact, an immediate objective, may be reqgarded as a
condition {?r better relations between the two states, a long run ob-

jective. But aoals,” wvhether -immediate or fomotc, are static. Thus, it

cannot be saidvthat better relations will result automatically from
gaining an‘i%mediate_objective.‘-The key to gaining further goals, based
on immediate goals obtained, is activity. Certafn acts and policies
create increased opportunities for realizing objectives. These oppor-
tunities create a resource base from which further goals can be pursued.
The central point to be recognized is that these further objectives,
whethgr immediate or rehote, cannot be pursued, no less réached, without
further initiative, decision and activity on the part of the Ltate's
decision-rakers. Thereforef immediate goals obtained ray be a condition,
but are never a means, for satisfying further goads. In the J.S.-Canadian
situation Ottawa and Washington must continue to initiate new policies be-
yond the base created by the Auto-Pact if the long range objective of -
e;tablishing better relations is to be realized.

Another example of what is in a’state's>nationa1 interestsAmay be
seen in the Cuban ﬁilitary presence in Angola.

Act: Sené?ng troops to Angola. ' ;

Policy: Supporting African NatiPnalist Movements. .-

In Actor's Interests: Increaczd .status in Africa as a result

of previous acts and policies.
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’

\/i[,l ’.‘11'5(‘{'(‘ Lot
wontinpged solidarity with Russion Forcion Policy.
This act of the Culan covernment incrcased ity overall otatus in Africa.

Status ds o means for Cuba to aain a Setter position in the internitional

systern Therefore, the results ot Cuban involverent in Anoola ore in

Cuba's vational dintereat..  Whethor the incren od status is utipized in’

o rsennier wlnioh fal T L T B PR P TR A L S IR
objoective s o vt to th Jeteridrati o vhalt s or b s not in
Cuba's interests. 1t is always proferabile to have incrensed opportunitics’
even if their ultinate use dees not a!ﬂ 1T nationat of jectives.
’ AN
The sccond part of the dissertation propos cs a tentative ans
, ROt ' :
to the toltloving guestion:  VWhat principles. of JU e veuld decision-
. rdbors of ctotey gared to, civen the Knowledao thet e contral activity
;;Of states 19 the pursuit of increased oprortunities?
/;} 4 . ’ L. - B . . . . ) . ;
. AL deastione ot logtion Tav Bo rsiaed saoain s o Niecusion o
o . 2
Tjustico dnointernaiionsl rodatior . LU Con e Arewr O U the rioert
) F oo . ; ) ‘ . . .
structure ' the internsitional systen Cocs not readily aodo it the possi-
P 0 . .
J‘“ - -‘ “ . . .. .. . . . -
bility of realizine prin: ¢ siof justice. Ernipical dota about the dis-
. > N - ’ .
\ P r . .
paritics batween states and the refusal of states to abrogate the richts
of sdvcreignﬁ@%onldﬁscen to support this arcurent. As a result, scholars
. have devoted scant attention to norrative problems in irternational rela-
’ N v S e . Vo
tions, especially since VWorld War 110 This war belped brine about the
ot =4 -
: “
- v
5
There arc sceveoral note
: Year's Criaio:
- Wioho e T




collapue of the pre-war idealiom which
ditioee of it et i) COTioty,
Contrary to this objection, therp

Qating the poasible relat ionships betve

Fivet, the dearth of literature in this

6

refuced to consider the real con-

coare several arounds for ipvestj-
en natienal interests and justice.

area serves as a privg facie

Justification for an inquiry into the idea of Justice between states.

.

Secord, due to this | :Cl( of attention s
are il l-cauinned to diacer alternative
cotoin o avoidine Cuture wera hae Teaerat
resolution and given birth to the new a
literature in both arcas rs'vo]uminuus,
what?; conflict resolution for what?,
address is the following: what is the
scholars in both a;cas of Tnauiry shoul
normative questions about the nature of
Third, a discusuion n* Justice im inter
provide alternative structures Yor o the
society. Instead of‘affirhinq the pres
qu;stion the very existence of the ir
ships. What kind of structurcs are ¢
activity? On what basis ought states
principles micht du:isionlmalcrs chknose
>
tionships? In askinc these qgcstfpns t
tions is forced to look beyond th: curr
L4 . )
One of the tasks of rolitical th
'y

cedures and rulee Tor determinins the i

mestic institutions. Few scholars sce

tudents of interpational relations

internation ] structures. brter-

. \ . ‘ . v - .
cd the dntenyive Sty o0 conflict
\

rea of pecace carch. While thc/«—

scholars seldon ask: acg\fglzj
The question they must ultimately
aim of this rescarch? Thus,
dack inportant rhilosophic and
the socictics they envision.
national relations Ay, indeed,
orcanicsticn of internatlional
ent, princibfcs of justice would
“nal structure of relation-
il-nle 0 civen the neture of state
! ted to each other? What
as a way of orderiné state rela-
he student of international rela-
ont ;racticcé‘of states.
enrists has heen to deva{op rro-

ust or unjust functionin. of do-

institutional practices within



states funétinning Justly, yet theories of justice are sli]]’dCVUIOPOd
which aid in understandine current practices and help in the scarch for
altcrhntivos.6 The second part'of the dissertation is intended to be o
contribution.to the normative literature in international relations,
Pursuit of oppnrtunity is the cent) .l activity of "independent
SIutCS‘in the international system, States seck opportuniti;s which
increase the livel itood of their realizing irmediate A\d rcnbtc object-
ives, F‘rinéip](", will be proposct for the future orderin. of inter-
state eonduct. Any principles proposod must contend yith the contral
activity éf states, ‘the pursuit of increased opportunities. A normativé
discussion which eliminated this aspect of state actjvity would be blind
to the realitics of the international system.  Regulative principles for
the -design of future internatisnal socicty can, however présoribc how™
those upﬁortunitics may be obtaiﬁed and what they may be used for. It
is the task of a theory of i@térnational justice to fashion those limits,
The idea of an intcrnatignal secicty implies at least o nininum of
. ’ ™
rules or procedures which are o conqiticn for its existence. ‘Thesc
rulcs or procedures serve as g constraint on the pursuit of }ncreased
opp + .urities. A second constraint is the existence of othef states in
: ¢

the ./stem. Thus, increased opportunities are sought within an inter-

national context of rules and contingencies that tend to limit their pur-

suit. Without even the minimal framework for the pursuit of opportunities

Ed

6, . . . : ' :
John Rawls' A Theory of Justice is the most recent attempt to produce a

theory of justice. 1 Lorrow many ideas from Rawls to develop a modified
theory of contractarian Justice for international rclations in the second
part of this dissertation. : ' . '
7

See W. Friedmann, Legal Theory (N.Y.: Columbia Univ.- Press, 1967) ) p. 26.



that exists today, decisjon-makers would be subject to infinite confusions
in their foreian policy deliberations. They would seldom krow how to re-
(l .
act without knowing the basis for other states act- and policies. It
U ‘ . » .

would make as little sense to refer to states establishina increased
opportunitiecs without some concept of rules as it would be to relate

. . 8
someone catching o touchdoewn pass independent of the rules of football.
Opportunities are not pursued in a vacuum, independent of a state's con-
ception of order in international ;ogicty. The main thrust of this dis-

scrtation is not with the content of present rules adopted by states in

their attempts to order the international system. HMeither is it with

-

1

the sy;temic, environmental conditions that influence a decigion-maker‘s
choice of acts and policies. Rather, the object s to determing and
understand the'fﬁndamcntaﬂs of present state acgivity and then to develop
principles of justice to order futurc artivity.

To further this objective, the app]icabi)ity“éf John Rawls' A

Theory of Justice to the international environment is examined. I assess
. ~
the strengths and weaknesses of the application of an essentially dorestic

conception of justice to the field of international relations. Having

\

concluded that it can be applied,.an aménded version)of Rawls' contract-

arian theory is related to the international envirénﬁent.
The_dissertation is qjyjded into two sections: in the .first

section nationsal interésts aré studied (Chapters 2, 3, LY. In tEe second

section connections between what is in a state's national interests and

Rawls' concept of justice are cxplored (Chapters 5, 6, 7, 8). In chapter

8John'RaWI§ offers @ simila .nalogy in his '"Two Concepts of Rules,"
Philosophical Review, Vol. 64 (1955), pp. 3-32. '




two previous usages of the pational interest In thg liferaturc arc ex-
amined and crit{ciznd. In an appendix to chSptcr two those authors in
the field who are obposcd to the application of national interest ter-
.minology in academic studies are discussed. Chapter three is devoted to
an analysis of the philosophical literature on interests. In chapter
four an original concept of what is in a state's hationaf intereSts is
set Tout. In éhapter five spécia] assumptions are made about the motiva-
tion and rationality pf decision;makérs in the international system.
Also, the conditions of internationa] socicty arc discussed. Chapter

six places decision-makers in gnvoriginal setting where they a;e to choose
principles for‘thc futlre regulation of inter-state activ}ty. In chapter
seven the first of two principles of justice is presented. If is argued
that decision-makers in a f@ctional setting would choose a principle of
equality between states. Chapter eight i; devoted to the Fecond princi-
ple of Justice; a principle for the distribution of the goods in inter-
national society.

Finalfy, a conclusion .is reached recarding what are in states!
‘national interests and contractarian considerations of justice in inter-
national relations. The off§inal contract situation limits the‘pursuit
of opportunitnes,which decision-makers, in facé, seek to increase in order
to realize théir states' moré immediate and specific aims. Yet at the
same time, the po;sibility for just relations between states i§ con-
strained by these very same interests. - 't is contended that by focusing
on a contractarian procedure for aeriving p}inciples of justice in the
international system, the student of iﬁ;ernational\rclations is taken

beyond the pessibilitics offered in contehporary literature.

AN
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CHAPTER 2

The Concept of Interest in Recent International Literature

Introduction

4

In the field of international rciations, the literature that
addresses the problem of defining and egplaining the concept of the
national interest is so varied that it is difficult to order. Some
authors utilize the term to refer to the ends of a natioﬁal society,
others. to thé immediate aims of foreign policy, aﬁa yet again others to
some presumably objective determinant in international relations such as
Security, power orvnational advantage.

There are further reasons why it is difficult to order<thelc§n-
cept into several cohcfcnt'mea%fngs. First, several writers define ”the
nat}onal interest' using the .same terms, yef understand these terms djif-
ferently. As an example, there is debate.in the discipline over the
meaning of power, yet several writers explain ''the national interest' in

: 1 . . . . . .
terms of power. Second, sometimes the ''national interest! is defined

specifically while at others it is defined very generally. For example,

. .l . . 2 .
one author equates national interests with desired outcomes swhile others

1

assert that only certain specific outcomes are in a state's interest,

!

\‘ B

]For several different definitions'gee Robert Dahl, Modern Political
Analysis, Third Edition (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1976)
Pp. 25-41., .

2Joseph Frankel, National Interest (London, England: Macmillan Company,

1970), p. 18.




such as national sécurlty{3 Third; the decisﬁon—making‘school has added
complexity to the concept in the distinction it makes between objective
and subjéctive interests. A subjective interest is one that decision-
makers perceive to be in existence. An objective interesg\is on; that
o Voo
exists whether or not the actors are aware of it. The dec%§ion-making
school follows the subjective approach, contending that only the aktor
s

can define his situation and, therefore, his Interests. Fourth, some-
times national interests are used to describe the goals of state conduct

: |
in fnternational relations and at other times they are constructed so as

5

to include the meansiof bbtaining goals. Fifth, somevanalysfs imbue the
idea of ''the national interest' with cooperative or other-directed efforts
‘while others suggest that the concept applies only to self-directed state
act}vfty:
I't should not be surprising, given this wide umbrella under which

the expression, the national interest, has been considered that important

authprs have more recently designated the concept as meaningless, eclectic,

3

Hans Morgenthau says that ''the national interest' of a peace-loving
country ''can only be defined in terms of national securlty“ Hans
Morgenthau, Politics Amonc Nations, 4th edition (N.Y.: Alfred Knopf,
1966), p. 547

See Richard Snyder et. al. (eds.), Foreian PO]ICXVDECISIOH Making: An
Approach to the Study of Internat:onal Politics (N.Y.: The Free Press,
1962), pp. 71-75.7 )

5Vernon Van Dyke argues that in one context it is appropriate to view an
intereést as 3n end in itself while in another ‘the interest is best ex-
pressed as a means to other ends. Vernon Van Dyke, ""Walues and Interests'',
American Political Science Review, LVI (No. 3, Seot., 1962), 567-576.

For example, Reinhold Niebuhr and Arnold Wolfers extend the meaning of
the term, ''the national interest', to include cooperative efforts while
Robert Osgood 1imits the concept to self-directed efforts.



I
But before it is possible to con-

7

and unsusceptible toanaiytica] study.
sider thcvrationa]c behind this attack, it is mandé{ory phat'lhé
idea of the national interest, as presented by its leading exponents, be
' ,
Categorized coherently.

The following classifications are Intended to reproduce the major
meanings of the national'intcrést as found' in th; international litera-
ture. In the first category the national interest is defined as general
aﬁd Subjcétively detcrmined values. A general value is one that is not
specific; no éarticu]ar va]ué, such as security or ;ower, takes prece-
dence over all tHe rest. Susjective values are those expressed and solely
determined by decision-makers. |In the second category the national inter-
est is defined in te?ms of general and objecti&é]y determined values. An
objectively determined value is one that scholars or outsiders can per-
ceive independently of the perceptions of deciéion-makers. In fhé third
category the national fnterest is defined as specific and objectivel?
determined vaiues. _Schélars that write_on the national interest tend to
fall into the above cafcgories as fo!lows: |
A. The National interest as general ahd "~ Andrew Scott

subjectively determined values: - Vernon Van Dyke

Joseph Frankel
Morton Kaplan

B. The National interest as qer. '~ nd "Robert Osgood
objectively determired valucs Reinhold Niebuhr
Arnold Wolfers

€. The National interest as speccif. Hans Morgenthau
objectively determined values. Geora~ Kennan

~

7See appendix.
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in the exposition which follows, each author's concept of the

‘ . - . \ 3
national interest will be evaluated on jts own merijts,
s

A. The National Interest as General and Subjectively Determined Values

The international literature is rcpleté with examples of national
interests beihg cohsidered as roughly equivalent to, or synonomous with,
general anh subJective values. Vernon Van Dyke, for example, argucs
that interests and valucs have aopréximately the same meaning.8 Andrew
Scott says that, “[a n'interest is any value important to an actor that
it wishes to attain, preserve or increase‘.”9 Morton Kaplan writes that,
“[t] he interest of a system is to obtain the valuable,'" and that "[t] he
interest of a nation is to satisfy national needs.”‘O And one recent
author has describéd the national interest as belonging ''...to the age-
long stream of philésophica] speculation about the qood state and the/
good society.”]] ' |

Several difficulties emerge wﬁén "'the national interest" is de-
fined so]ély in terms of ceneral and subjectively identified va]ueé. Let
us consider Scétt's definition since it amplifies several problems that
arise when interests are viewed in this way. To paraphrase, he says:

1. An interest is any value important to an actor that
it wishes to attain, preserve, or increase.

2. Th i nterests of actors may be held in common, conflict,
or Be irrelevant to one another.

8Vernon Van Dyke, op. cit.; p. 576.

9Andrew Scott, The Functioning of the International Political System
(London: Macmillan Company, 1967), p. 126.

OMortdn Kaplan, System and Process in International Politics (N.Y.: John

Wiley and Sons, 1957), p. 151, p. 161.
]?Joseph Frankel, op. cit., p. 45,




.\\

3. Actors have common interests when they share a set
of common values and when the pursuit or achicvement
of its preferred alternatives by one actor contribules
to the pursuit or achievement of the preferred alter-
natives of another. )

4. Actors have conflictino interests when their values
conflict and when the achievemecat by one actor of its
preferred policy anternatives ¢ .cludes those of
another.12

>

The author at f?rst equates interests with any values important to an
a;tor. 1t is uncertain whether Fhis s meant to be a definitional claim
about the national interest. If it is meant to be definitional, then a
state has as many interests as it has values. Note,.however, that‘Scott
says .these values must he wished by the actor to be attained, preserved
or increased. In other words, an inte}est does nét exist for the actor
if it is not actually disposed toward attaining, preservina or increasing
it. If an iaterest is any vélue important to the actor, thén it is ur-
likely that an interest could exist that was not pergceived by the actor
Becaqsé actors are usually aware of the values important to them. It is .
noteworthy that éﬁ outside cbserver could not find that 'x' ic or is not
in A's natiqnal interests.independently of the-decisfon-makers of state A.
This subjecfive definitioﬁ'ES'at least inconsisfent with Scott's
prediliction'toﬁard an objective definition of conflicts of interest.
Scatt claims that, "Eﬂ,conf]ict of interest may be perceived by an
obgerver even thohgh neither actoF.involved perceives it.”]3 He goes

even further than a mere perception of interest conflict: "The policy

" alternatives of two actors may, in fact),  be incompatible even though

13

]2Andrcw Scott, op. cit., pp. 126-127. ~—
Ibid., p. 127.



neither Qctor perceives the incompatibility.”’h If a conflict of inter-

est can be\observed independently of the perceptions of decision-makers,

then why is %t not possible for national interests to be similarly per-

»

"ceived by obsehvers? Scott does not answer this question. He is saying

that to have a copflict of interest at lea t two actors must have previ-

ously established r themselves that the values they are seeking are
impontant. However, even after these values are seen to be important,
it is possible that the\actors involved stitl 5ay not be aware of any
incompatibility of values\between themselves and others. This is how a
conflict of interest may evalve, according to Scott. This presents a
problem: If a national interdst is any of a humbér of values important
to an actor and since those values are not selected and articulated - in

a vacuum, then an actor would not choose values without being aware of
the common or conflicting values of other actors. If Scott is arguing
that values or -interests can be chosen solely on the basis of intrinsic
merit, ignoring-thé values of other actors, it is incumbent uron him to
explain how this can occcur. It may clearly be in®anada's interest to
redﬁce substantially energy exports td the U.S. when viewed sglely from

the point of view of Canada's domestic well-being. FReing aware of U.s.

values and interests, however, Canadians have not substantially reduced

- exports because what becomes of value to them necessarily is a function

 of domestic need in combination with a clear understanding of the inter-

ests and values of the U.S. Against Scott, then, a reasonable claim can .

be made that values are not determined i1 an internatio.al vacuum.

\

]hibid.

5
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Another difficulty present in Scott's analysis is that his concept
of the national interest is defined such that anything that is a value to
a state is an interest and anytﬁing that is an ‘interest is a value. As
he never defines value,when he defincs interest in terms of value the
reader is left with an ambiguous definition. For Scott to say, as in
proposition four above, that “aétors may be said to have conflicting
dinterests when their values conflict' Is equivalent to saying that actors
have conflicting interests vhen they have conflicting interests. If. the
term, value, was given a élcar meaning distinct from intcrest, then Scott
- would be on firmer ground. However, he does not supply a meaning for
value that is independent of ‘interest.

Even if it is assumed that the term value tells us something iﬁ-
portant about national interests, Séott faces insurmountable difficulties
with his third proposition. He states, ”[a]ctors may be said-to have

.

common interests when they share a set of common values and when the

A

pursuit or achievement of its preferred alternatives by one actor contrib-

utes to the pursuit or achievement of the preferred policy alterratives

15

of another.' If interests are defined as values, then it is somewhat
arbitrary for Scott to define. common interests as shared values and as a

<
contribution to the pursuit of policy alternatives of another state.

_Since policy alternatives is suagestive of the means of achieving values,
the author seems to be saying that interests are values, on the one hand,
and that interests are the means to the realization of values, on the

&

other.

15ibid. p. 126.

L.



Territorial
arce often mentione

Scott would mainta

integrity, self-~preservati pational security

d as examples of qeneral ¥alues impor\ant to actors.

in that these are int&rests. Conceptual ambiguity

occurs, however, when discussion moves to the adoption of acts and poli-

cies to maximize t
al interest? This
national interest

ests are defined a
ends of forcign po
be thought of as r

‘Vernon Van

that values can be means, depending on the circumstanceg! In any cir-

cumstances where v

championed as a me

series of these so
&

of as a means."

maintain self-pres

hese values. Are policies to be included in the nation-
is a problem that all definitions which focus on the

as general or specific values must address. |f inter-

s values and if values are thought to pertain to the

licy conduct, then it is impossible that interests can

éferring.to the means at an actor's disposal.

Dyke makes interests and values synonqm?usbut‘c]aims

. . v ! '

alues are of importance, ”é.dependenf interest is

ans of promoting an independeng inte(est. In any

rts everything leading up to this end can bé thought
In a particular situation power may be the means to

<

ervation. Yet under aifferentvconditions self-preser-

vation may be a dependent interest in the service of liberty or>ideology.

In regard to this

- self-preservation

point, Van Dyke abprovingly quotes Ralph Perry: "Even

may be made a dépendent interest; otherw‘if there

would be No meaning in the qucstion,?What is it that makes life worth

R . C ,
living?' / In equating values with Interests and by saying that these

Vernon_Van Dyke,
Yibid., p. s6s.

op. cit., p. G568.

Also see Ralph Barton Perry, Realms of Value, A Critiaue

of the Theory of a Political Concept (Cambridget Harvard University

Press, 194y, p.

51. a



interests can be means or ends depending on the circumstances, Van Dyke

a

is committed to the position that values can be means. However, the term

values is pot normally used to refer to the means at an actor's disposal.

>

To take the example above, an actor may indeed order the value of liberty

above that of self-preservation but then 1 berty is not a ‘meafs when it *

is referred to in this way. Rather, it is another value which may con-

flict with self-preservation. in the attempt to maximize liberty one
engages in activity which may endanger self-preservation. But surcly it
is the activity that endangers one's life and not the value of liberty

. | -
itself. When interests are viewed in terms of one statlc value leading
to another static value they seem to have no clear applicaiion.

Another-author, Jcﬁfph Frankel, defines:''national interests' in"

terms of twd desirged"ou_tcomes of ecach state. 'Within each *separate con-
text,' Frankel argues,‘'"the interests of each single state arc bound to

be ihdiyldbal.“}S National interests are, according to Frankel, the

. oL L 4 . 1 .
most comprehensive description of the values of each state. 9 ‘In equating

interests with the values or desired outcomesiof each state, Frankel

thinks that interests are general and must be subjectively de.ermined by

the decision-makers of each state. Heqexpapds his definition to ' = i.de

<

not only the desired outcomes of each state but also ''the sum tot. '

interests and policies actually pursued“.zo To append his definition im

L

this way is to confuse the ingredients of foreign policy making with .the

N

8Joscph Frankel, op. cit., p. 19. :
’9ibid., p. 26. ’
20ibid., pp. 31-35.
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desived outcomes of each,

state.  Hf national intercats are equated with
doesired outo oL oo fiot LS ense Lo n'Y‘IJu[(' illll Vot w it h the
operational Tezel or, in other words, ewith the policies adopted to
.;" v‘
achicve the desired outcores.  Policics and acts are not "“desired out-
x>

comes' in thenselves,

2

Morton Faplan identifics intercests with values by reference to

. -

nitional necedol He states, "The interest of o pation is Lo satisfy

nation D recede o0 and there are as sany nmations] interests as national

VAR

But he alan contends that the national intercst "is the, cood

needs,
for a national actor"‘.22 He says, in effect, that 'x! is in A's inter-
ést if A needs 'X'.“ A problem with this definition is that Kaplah does
not. show why national needs are equivalent to "the aood for a national
actor'. What sorcone needs is usually thought of as a narrower cateqgory
than what is for soreone's good.  The functional needs of an ihdividua)
‘cannot be extended far kteyond food, shelter and clothing. Similarly,
the Turctionzl needs of 5 siate connot be extended puchk Turther thoan
pruscrvaﬁimn. [f this is recasonable, 1t iy urlikely that an acter's
éood gﬁu]d only inc]qdc the irperative of preservation.

Each of the authors prcviousl? discussed defines ""national inter-
ests'' in terns 65 a criterion that is neither free of articuity nor cap~
¢hble of being anplied to the discipline with regqularity. The term value
has no descriptive meaning when it is not specificd. It is so ambiguous

that Scott c¢nlarges -the reaning of the term to include anything that

1 .
Horton Kanlar, « . cit., o. 161,

220 hid . b, 161- ' /

—— /
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.
decision=makers perceive as being important while Haplan constricts
»V.".LHL to the needa Gf g slate. '

A sceond difficulty with the formulation, "'x' is in A's national
{ntcrvg[s if Avalues '"x','"" is the following: an actor may misperceive
his interests.  Degermined pursuit of cert.in values in internstional
politics has often turned out to be not in the patices] interests of the
actor. Hitler valued the ihousand yvear Reich; in the last days of the
Reich the maniacal purcuit of this value was noitﬁor MLJH‘,‘ichrcut;{
nor thoce of Gerrany. .

A relafed problem with defining the national interest as the sub-
jcctiyc values of décision—makers is tth decision-makers often }ational-
ize forciagn policy decisions in terms of "the national interest' to gain
do.xstic support. Sccretary of State Henry Kissinger often employs this
term to avoid answering erbnrrasﬁing questidns recarding foreign policy
mat&ers. Yet what Henfy Kissinger values may not be in the interests of
the United Statcs.

Finally, vhen naLionaI ﬁntcroéts arc defined as g@nera] and sub-
jectively determined values, the co;ccptébecomes static; it tells us very
i © hout the gctual behsvior of siatés, For examplé, conflicts'of

te - are v-ually thought of as having a dynamie quaiity to therm. ]ﬁV
rthe Sino-Soviet (rritorial disputes the two statecs are not in conflict
over values since they both valug acquisi}ibn of the same territory. It
ié the interplay between fhe/aynamic aéts and policies of these two states

which cause conflicts of interest, not the values which their foreign

policies are desicned to promote.

-
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B.  The National Interest as General and Objectively Determined Values

Robert Osqaood understands "nationo) «elf=interest' to mean Y'a sthte
. i . . . 023 .
of affairs valued solely for ite benefit to the nation.,''"” He believes

that the meaning of ”intorosttjcan be discerned regardlessfof what
K' ! : . v
decision-makers interpret to he in their s ates' national interests.

Therefore, his analysis in Ideals and Self-Interest in America's Foreign
» N

Relations is meant to be an objccpi&e account of those intcrescts.
His book i laracly o reaction against what he claiss is -the
Americap tendency to ovor%yfimnte the importance of ideals and to under-

. . . . . 24 ,
estimate the drive of nations to pursué self-interested goals. Osgood's
analysis is directed toward the problem of reconciling "national self-

. o . Co s
Interest’™ with ideals transcending the interests of any state. Vhat is
interesting in this accoudt is that Osqgood scts out his analysis of inter-
ests at the international level in terms of the behaviora) traits of the
individual. The competition for povier betweenvstates,'hc‘says, will
never be abolished or even transfermed into orderly procedures ... until

26

nien undergo a psycholocical revolutiom .. "' s By calling'natioQa] inter-

ests ''national self-interest' he attempts to bring psychological analysis
to bear on internat’ - phenomena. While the possibilities inherent in

~discussing state behavior in these terms has some promise, until additional

T work is done, the premises remain unsubstantiated.

2 . . . .
3Robcrt Osgood, Idecals and Self-Interest in Amcrica's Foreian Relations
(Chicago: Univarsity of Chicaao Press . 1953), ». k.

!

2%ibid., p. 10.
22ibid., p. 1.
260010, b, 13,
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A further difficulty with his ana1ysfs is the dof Inition of
"natioral self-interest” as sonething "valued sodely for its benefit to
the nation. Once having dufinoﬂ national interests in these terms, it is
rcaljy impossible for him to talk about a mutuality of self-interest be-
tween ;tatcs. Yot Oégbod contends that by patiegfly building upon a
fouﬁdation of nmutual Solf~ihtcrcst the area of international cooperation
and confidence could be en]argcd.27 Having defined '""national self-inter-
cst' in terrs of Usole! benefit he cannot then turn around ;wd Giscuss
hutuality 9f interest and be consisten?.. Either an interest is mu£u+l
or‘selfish; it can hardly be both. It is not.possible to include co-"

operative interests once the state'%'interestrfs cast.in terms of sole
benefit to itself. What Oscood is attempting to do is to create a frame-
vork that encompasses interests running from selfish anes all the way to
long rangc interests or principles such as justice, humaﬁitarianiSm, and

. p 28 . . . .
self-sacrifice. Osgood turns the pursuit of interests or national
benefits into an all-erbracing concept: -one that tries toexpldin too
much.

Unlike Osqgood, Reinhold Niebuhr distinguishes between self-inter-
est and '"the national interest''. He states, ”;1.a consistent self-inter-
est on the part of the nation will work against its interests because it
will fail to do justice to the broader and longer interests.' Further-

more, "it would be fatal for the security of the natidn if some loyalties

beyond its interests were not operative in its moral life to prevent the

2libid., b, 23.

28ipia., bin, :

29Reinhofd Hicbuhr, Christian Realism and Palitical Problems (N.Y.:
Charles Scribners Sons, 1953), pp. 136-137.
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national inter
130

terms. For

} . . 2 3

est from being conceived in too narrow and self-defeating

Nicbuhr, sclf-interest is a narrower cencept than !'the

national interest™. The latter term s broader in the sense that it may

be beneficial
in the future.

If a state is

for a state to deny present advantages for greater gains
This is not a moral precept, but a dictum of prudence.

to maximize its national security and gain advantages in

the 'international system, it must adhere to maxims of this sort. Prudence

provides a che

ceives that it

ck on the pursuit of advantage only as long as a state per-

has something to be cautious about.

Niebuhr, aware of the difficulty of limiting the concept of "the

national inter

est' to a combination of self-interest and prudence, en-

larges the sphere of the national interest to include a sense of justice:

Wheﬁ the meani

nificance as g

©

It is hecessary ... to draw upon another moral
and spiritual resource to widen the conception
ot intercst ... The sense of justice must
prevent prudence from becoming too prudential
in defining interest.3!

ng of interest is broadened in this way it loses its sig-

n explanatory concept in international rclations. &f "the
N

E

national interest' is invested with moral content, then by what criterion

”~ . N

oReinhold Nicbuhr, "The Moral Issue in International Relétions”,,(an

unpublished
Robert Good,
Debate With

paper prepared for the Rockefeller Foundation), cited in.
"The National Interest and Political‘Rea]ism: Niebuhr's
Morgenthau and Kennan'', Journal of Politics, XXI1 (June,

1960), p. 605. Also sce Reinhold Niebuhr, Moral Man and Immoral Society

(N.Y.: Char]
an understan
%heck“on the
the moralist
""He belicves
through a ra
.« of the inter

3 Reinkold Nie
Cooperation'

es Scibners Sons, 1932), pp. 232-233.  Niobuhr thinks that
ding of the interests of others necessarily nrovides a
pursuit of advantace. The author Tands the counsels of
s who believe in an adjustment of interest to interest:
(the moralist) that such an adjustment is possible only
tional check upon selt-interest and a rational comprehension

ests of others, "

buhr, "'Our Moral and Spiritual Resources For International
, Social Action (Feb. ]95?), pp. 18-19,
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can Lhe pursuit of infcrcst, from a moral point of view, be judged?: It
may be surmised that Nicbuhr finds it imperative to include vajués not
previously thought to be included in the meaning of ''the national inter-
est'' for fear that the narrower perspective of self-interest and prudence
can lead to all sorts of negative consequences.

Niebuhr's analysis, like Osgoéd's, derives from an explicit con-
ception of human nature. He endows it with dual, fixed impulses, one
directed toward‘self—profercnce aﬁd the other to&ard a scnsc‘of justice.
The term "the national interest”‘expressés this duality in the relations
between stéte§. This extension is not helpful in discerning the nature
of national interests because it is dependent upon a highly subjective
view of human nature which weakens the usefulness of the concept for any
"kind of analysis of state behavior. In short, though Niebuhr satisfies
the criterion of objectivity in that his analysis is meant to apply to
all statcs; h}s éremises about the natpre’of man are not §ubstantiated.

- Furthermore, by resorting to the.bréaduf conception of the national inter-
est, which }ncludes a sensé‘of justice, his concept does not supply its
readers wi;h the capability of determin{ng’conflicts of ihterest. It is
not made clear whether a di%pqte-between tbo Sgates,is a resu]t:of &an's
persistent humaﬁ natﬁre or whethek\such disputes are conflicts over poli-
cies, énds, or the mistaken perceptfqns of decision-makers.

Arnold Wolfers épproaches inte;national relations, in general, and

. . . ) ‘\ll o
national interests, in particular, with an analytic method which is

32Robert Good, op. cit., p. 618. ”Man——lnd|VIdual man and collective man,
moral man and polntical man--acknowledges the worth and integrity of
the neighbor, but manages perst<tcntlv to prefer himself to the neich-
‘bor, while nnsnstlnq that his Jclf-lntercst serves best the interest of
the nelghbor as well."



attuned to the nced for'conciseness and clarity. He compares national

interests with, oddly enouah, aood roofs:

. To say that something is in the interest of
: . the state is like saying that a good roof
is in the interest of the:house, when what
one really means is that a good roof is
considered vital by the houses's inhabitants
who value the safety, completeness, and
reputation of -their residence. 33 '

When somecone says 'x' is in A's pational interests, Wolfers suggests, he
is saying/somnthing about 'x's' usefulness- in establishina 5fvmaintafning
central values. The 'x' is dcfincd.as a means, Immcdia£c|y following
this analogy Wo]fgrs contends that there is ”nothipg absolute or un4\
¢hanging about the value-mea attach to statevinterests.”3h D;cision-
makers in different states will pursue‘different intercsts ddpendinglon
ideology, territorial location and historica]linputs} In his essay,i
nNational'Security as!an Ambiguous Symbo],ﬁ.Wolfers sets out a similar
idea where thc.pational interest suagests a direction of policy: it

indicates that the policy is desianed to prorote demands that are ascribed

n3b

to the nation. The key to Volfers' dilewma of trying to specify the

"objective' national interest of all states is his recognition of the

diversity of aims and. demands of states. He realizes that the value a

family attaches to its particular roof is dependent upon the kind of

a

house that is built. As the goals of states change,;the national inter- .
ests also change. In his view the two are inextricably interrelated.

In a second formulation Wolfers orders national intcrests into two

33Arnold Violfers, Discord and Co}laboration~—£5§§'s on lrternational

Politics (Baltimorc: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1852), p. b. o ;

ibid.

——
.

ibid., p. 147. ”i

34
35
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discrete categories: possession goa]é and milieu 90315.36 Possession -
goals are those direccted tovard safequarding and extending pntional
possessibns while milieu goals aim at shaping and transforming the en-
vfronmcnt for common benefits.

There is a discrepancy between Wolfers'! formulatién that suggests
a “direction of bolicy” and the one that centers on possession and milicu
goals., As in.thc case of Niebuhr, Volfers confounds two distinct con-
cepts of national interests.

A further difficult; with his analysis is the relativity inherent
in his idea of national interests. In his view, they are time-bound and
circumstance-bound and thus pational interests’ cannot Be specified in a
gehera] way. Wolfers confuses the idea of national interests with the
specific interfests involvgd in a particu%ar situation. Though policy

'x! may be in state A's interesds at one moment and be against its inter-

kA

ests in the ﬁext, the term ﬁational intercs;s may still have a clear

meaning which applies to the behavior of all states, ncéardless of cir-

cumstances or tim;._ |

| A final difficulty with Wolfers' thought is that, like Osgood and &
Niebuhr, he enlarges the concept of national interests ‘to inciude the |
claims of other staﬁes. He asserts, ''... a wise interpretation and
responsfble pursuit of the natiéna] interest Qil] be found to conform
with the principies of morality, reasonably applied, and to the bfoéder

interests of mankind.h37 The problem remains of trying to identify

36ibid, Pp. 73“74 ' : i
ibid., p. 25T.

PO



intérests scparately from values. Instead of drawing the lines between
the pursuit of interests and the pursuit of Justice, Wolfers places the
latter dispositions within a framework that defjcsfthcir exprcssion. To
be concerned with shaping the internationa]vcnvironmcnt for mutual gains
(milieu goals) is simply not a considerati n whiqh can be expressed in
terms of national interests withdut causing undue confusion.and ambiguity.
John Herz makes the same mistake when he eénceives of two sets of inter-
ests, a sclf—ceatcred one and an internationél interest in "sheer suf- -
vivalW.38 The common denominator of interest, the latter argués, is the
”conaitional viability'" of all states due to nucltear proliferation. ‘Con-
frary to this view, if on occasion even the "interest" in'survival can
be dependent upon some other value such as liberty, thgn no common de-
nominator of interest can give states opportdnities to conceive of
their intergsfs'as responsibilities to a]]".?9 1 A
The disparate values which States attempt to maximize in their 3

. . . ' . : . , : 0
International behavior cannot be expressed in terms of nation.! interests.

s

8See John Herz, Internationa) Politics in the Atomic Ace (N...: Columbia
University Press, 1959), p. 312. ""What used to be 1 dichotomy of inter-
ests and ideals thus emerges as a dichotomy of two sets of interests,
And the struggle between the two is liable to proceed right into the
minds and attitudes of the average person-... And because there is now
a conflict between tws sets of interests, the traditional, nation-
centered interest and the new internationa), or rather universalist
interest (in survival), the latter may have a better chance of pre-
vailing than it had when hard-boiled interest clashed with lofty, but
'unrealistic' ideal." ‘

3%ibid., p. 161,

OWilliam T. R. Fox agrees: 'The accumulating evidence that man typically
strives to maximize a multiplicity of values serves to warn those who
Mmay create theoretical models based on some simplistic assumption that
men or groups of men subordinate their every action to the maximization

of ‘some one value-- material gain, ower, self-respect, etc.' William
T. R. Fox, "The Uses of International Relations Theory', Théoretica]
Aspects of International Relations, William T. R. Fox, edited {Indiana:

University of Notre Dame Press, 1959), p. 43,
~
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This concept, if it is to yield dcscripfivc pg§~offs, must be expressed

in a limited, yet uniform, manner. This cannot be acconplished when it

is used to describe the values as well as the policies of states and when

.
’

it is bifurcated into sclf—intgrests and other-directed interests.

o

Wolfers attempts to incorporate qoals into his idea of national interests
which do not properly Eelong there. To regUrn to his analogy of the

roof, the roéf is necessary to the house because 1t provides benefits to
the house's inhabitants which wouid otherwise be lacking. Most notably,
it does not‘p}ovidc benefits to those livingvin other houses. Had Wolfers
traced the imp]icétions of his analogy, it fs suggested, he would have
real[zed that natjonal interests do not direct]y benefit others. |

Wolfers is placed in this category OR wrigersﬁbecaUSe‘he asserts

that national interests can be determined apart from the decision-makers

of states. He says:

Statesmen may sincerely believe that vital
national interests dictate a particular
course of action; but judaged by non-
nationalistic standards of ethics they may
be placing undue value on certain interests
of their people or underestimating the value
of things not pertaining to their nation
which their policy would sacrifice, 4]

He is saying fhat the theorist's job is to abstract state interests from
the predispositions of decision-makers. This is an objective approach to
the study of international behavior because it does not depend oﬁ any
view of human nature, as iﬁ Osgood and Niebuhr. Wolfers is aware of an
inner compulsion 6f all states to attempt to increase opportunities foé

acquisition of values, using national power as the chief means. He is

“larnold Wolfers, op. cit., p. 61. .
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aware, too, that the epvironment in which states arfe required to act
places timits on the implementation of policies and the pursuit of nation-

al interecsts regardless of whether decislon-makers are aware of thosé

limitations, 2

~ .

Authors in this section have a unique advantagc over those in the
first section: national intcrests are taken from the hands of decision-

makers and placed in those of the theorist whose job it is to differen=
[ o ‘
tiate between the perceptions of decision-makers and the objective en-

b3

vironment. The major failings of the writers in this category are

two: their compulsion to unite, in one concept, the self-interested

demands of states and ideals transcending self-interest; and their in- —

ability to affix an independent, descriptive definition to national inter-

ests which is specific yect covers a significant portion of state behavior.

C. The National lInterest as Specific and Objectively Determined Values
Hans Morgenthau and George K nnan affirm an almost polemical

allegiance to ''the national interest'. .Morgenthau asserts: .

AZWo]fers' thought runs parallel to Harold and Margaret Sprout in this
respect: ''Capability analysis ... is directed to the calculation of
the opportunities and limitations implicit in the milieu, which will
affect the operational results of whatever is attempted, irrespective
of whether such factors are known and hecded by the decision-makers in
question.'" Harold and Margaret Sprout, "Environmental Factors, in the
Study of International Politics', in James Rosenau, edited, International
Politics and Foreian Policy (N.Y.: The Free Press, 1969), p- 53.

L3

There is no absolutely ''objective' scientific analysis .of any social
phenomenon. However, it is still appropriate to say that some analyses
“of 'Yreality'" tell us more than others: Sce Max Weber, The Methodoloay .
of the Social Sciences (M.Y.: The Free Press, 1949). For a lucid '
response to Weber's contention that the social sciences cannot-be value-
free see Ernest Nagel, The Structure of Science (N.Y.: Harcourt, Brace
and World, Inc. 1961).

G,
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above all remember always that jt_.is
not only a poTitieal necessity, but 4lso a

moral duty, for a nation to follow in its

dealings with other nations one guiding star,

one stgvdard fOf thoughﬁA one rule for action:

The National Interest."
Both writers think that '"'the national interest" of a state can be de—‘
fined spCCiﬁiéally and.that jts content can be determined apart from
decision-makers,

In general terms, Morgenthau says that '"the national interest"
refers to a foreign policy that maximiées benefits to the nation. >
Similarly, Kennan identifies ”the.nationé] interest" by reference to
benefits or advantages. He states that foreign policy must be or;ented
to "shaping new and advantageous relations“.l’6 The key to '"'the national
interést“, in Kennan and Morgenthau, is to bc,found in the means of for-
eign policy conduct, not the ultimate goals. The means of state behavior
which yield_nat}onai advantages are in 'the Rétional interest''. More
specifically, Morgenthau contends that;”statesmcn think and,act»in terms
of‘intérest defined as pOwer“.h7 Eéﬁgi”is tﬁe speéific criterion, in
Morgenthau, by which ""the national interest' can be determined; ~Thus,
"the national interest" of all statés is synonomous: It centers on‘én
objective law of international politics, the continual pursuit of power.

"Whatever the ultimate aims of international politics,'" Morgenthau de-

clares, ''power [s always the immediate aim.”h8 Power is the kind of good

hHans Morgenthau, In Defense of the Mational Interest (N.Y.: Alfred
Knopf, 1951),!p. 2527

“Hans Morgenthau, Politics Amona Hations, op. city, p.
(

7.
George Kennan,[Realitics of American ;oreign Policy (N.Y.: W. W, Norton
and Company, 1966), ». 100. ‘ \

ZHans Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, ob. cit., p. 5. v

8ibid., p. 25.

- A —
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that can be used to achieve a state's values or ends. .

- L’ e

A problem with the criterion of power is that it Is derived from

1

an unsubstantiated account of human natyre. Morgenthau copnects human ;
nature to power in the following terms: '... [m]an's aspiration for

power is not an accident of history ... it is an all permeating fact

w9

which is the very essence of human existence. Similarly, Kennan seecs

the exercise of foreign policy '"'as a result of man's irrational nature,
150

- his selfishness, his. obstinacy, his tendency to vioﬁencc. Since this
view of human nature is not argued for, the pursuit of power between
states could be the result of misunderstanding or injustices réther than
Y"human nature'',

A second difficulty with the definition of '"the national interest"
as power »is tha£ neither Kennan nor Morgenthau maintains this view con-
sistently. Morgenthau, for example, sometimes defines ''the national in-= i

terest'' in terms of power. He means that ''the national interest'' mugt

be defined in terﬁs of the power available for the pursuit of goals. 1
Here, “fhe national'interest“ represents a guide to corduct where the
decision-makers of states coordinate goals and power. Thus, power is not
“being maximized as in the earlier definition. Rather, in this definition
""the national interest' becomes a kind of yardstick by which some of the
more .important values of states .can be realized. In yet another'definf—
tion Morgenthau contends that.it is a requirement of pqlitical‘morality

that "... [t]he nétjbnal interest of a nation which is conscious not only

ngans Morgenthau, Politics in the Twentieth Century, abridged edition

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1971) p. L.

50

George Kennan, op. cit., p. 48.

i




of Tts own interest,but also that of other nations must be defined in
terms compatible with othcrs”.Sl In this definition Morgenthau includes
principléd conduct within the framework of ''the national intecrest'. 'In

doing this Morgenthau has Yﬁjected moral content into what had been be-

fore an egoistic dcfinifion-of the term: the pursuit of power. Kennan,
too, enlarges the sphere of "the national interest' by saying that uni-

versal values become valid as '"the gentle civilizer of national self-

.

interest in which they find their true value“.52 Kennan is aware of the
. y :

53

unlimited nature of principles. But he iﬁsists, paradoxicalfy, that
these principles can be incorporated within "the national interest''.
The reader is confused when ''the national interest' is defined by the
same authors in different ways,

A final criticism to be levelled at Morgenthau is the following:
If "statesmen think and act in terms of interest defined as power'', then
how is it possiblé for decision-makers to work against ''the national A
interest'"'? 1f power is always the immediate aim of intcrnationé] poli-
tics, as Morgenthau says, thenlpower becomes an objective, deterministic
force which caﬁhot be controverted. However, the object of the writings
of Both Kennan and Morgenthau is to show that ''the national interest' has
hot been pursued .in American foreign policy and that decTsioﬁ—makers
have failed to grasp its meaning. It is untenable to define objecfive

forces in international politics, such as human nature and power, and

then criticize foreign policies that-controvert those very forces.,

51

Hans Morgenthau, “Anogher Geeat Debate'', American Political Science
Review, (Dec., 1952), p. 977.
52George Kennan, Amer ican Diplomecy, 1900-1950 ak\C: Mentor Books, 1957),
p. 54, . ' .




Morgenthau < tates, "'To irprove the world one must work with those forces
. . . . [vlf .

(forces iy At in human notare), e roainst then " It s at least

reasonable to inguire how one can w roor against determined forces

over which decision=makers scem to ha..- no control.

Both Kennanoand Morgenthau define "the national interest' in terms
of what tends to contribute to national benefits or advantages. The vir-
turc of this definition is that it i< mcant to apply to all states; it
focutes on the eans for obtaining thowe things a state wants; and it is
not dependent, for its determination, on the perceplions of deci<ion-makers .
Had they settled on a definition that was only a partial explanation of
state bcmavior, rather than-expressing '""the national interest' as a mono-
Fithic whole, their accounts would have been more satisfactory.

In regard to the writinas on the concept of intercst Uiian Barry
aptly comments:

[I]t is a familicr idea thatlDCOp]e who
are perfectly well able to use a concent ray
neverth dess talk rubbish about it, <o even
iT many of the writines hout the concent
are confused, it does not follow that the
. . c
concept itself ;su5ﬂ
°
Although it is possible to be highly critical of the literature on the
concept of.interest in international rclations, it does not follow that
national interests are useless in explaining significant aspects of intecr-
state activity. Those that have written on the concept of'interest in
international relations have aésumed that the term can be defined in

terms of value. VWhen the term s defined and used in this W@< it is in-

deed vacuous.,

‘

5/4 . ' ' .

Hans Morcenthsu, op. cit., p. 5.
5-Brian Barry, "The Public Interest', quoted in Anthony Quinton, edited, -
Palitical Philosophy (London:0xford University Press, 1967), p. 112.




CHAPTER 3

The Concept of Interest in Recent Philosont i al Literature

When interest in international relations is defined in terms of
]

value it seems to havse no.clear application., Attention isvggy focused. . _ ___ _
on thove definitions of intcrest not already covered in the intermational

Iiterature.  The first part of this chapter will be devoted to a discus-‘

sion of alternative definitions of interest in the philosophical litera-

ture. In the second part, spccia1 attention is given to Brian‘Barry’s-

formulation of intercst. A modificd vérsion of his idea—of-interest is

the basis of the definition of what is in an actor'g national interests as

L
set out in chapter four.

A. The ldea of Interest:

John Plamenatz,
S. 1. Benn
Virainia Held
4
"X is in A's interests' means, for Plamenatz, that the x is a

!
B

”sgitlgd and avowe{; aspi;;tion of AN whicH either "A'" or other people ™
concerned about the asp%raticn belicve to be rea]izable.1 Two require-
mentS{ then, are presented: as ev{dcﬁéé for the existence of an interest.
First, the.intercst must be se$tﬂod upon or «deeply fc]F, and éecond, it
must be bclr;;ed to be rca]fgéélé.

This idea of interest is®subjective because it makes the existence

of an interest dependent upon the dispositions of an actor; for Plamenatz,

w

]John Plamenatz, '"'Interests', Political Studies, Vol. 2 (1954), pp. 1-2.

34
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an interest simply does not exist if it is not aspired to. This defini-
4ion is subject to the limitations epdem’ to a subjectivist interpreta-
tion: it bccomcs impossible to determine an interest independert of the
actor and it does not allow the po§sibility of asking the kinds of
questfons that are normally asked about interests. That’is, although a
particular acior may aspire to something, it still seems reasonable to
ask whether or.not it is im his interests to pursuc.it. The actor may be
mistaken about wHat is in its interests. For example, while the South
African government insists that apartheid policies are fn the interests

" of South Africa, it can be said that arguing from comﬁbn sense and fact .
such policies are not in its interests. The government has misperceived

or purposeful ly misinterpreted the-objective situation. |

Another difficulty with Plamenatz's view is that he adds a third

requirement to his definition of interest: entitlement.2 The main con-
ditions for the Presence of an interest, then, are thét the thing ih.
question must be aspired to, must be belicved to be realizable, and the
actor must believe that he is entitled to the object. A demand or per-
“sistent claim becomes an interest because it is mediated through the actor's

‘values and his sense of entitlement. Entitlement, as Plamenatz is aware,

w is a cqmmunity concept. That is, what one {s entitled to usually involves

the opinions of others. Thus, Plamenatz ig led to a strange.coﬁclusion

-~ concerning interests. Claims and demands become molded into-interests by

applying commonly held st ia;§s~of justice to them.3 The futility of

2John Plamenatz, Man and Society, Vol. 2 (London: Longman Group Limited,

1963), p. 315.
3“lnterests", op. cit., p. b, p. 7.
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attaching entitlement to the meaning of interest is vividly expressed in
one of Plamenatz's own examples. He says, "If we know a Boy's temperament
and abilities ... we can reasonably say that it is his true interest
(though he may not know it) to choose one occupation rather than another
...“h It hardly makes sense to ascribe entitlement to.the choice of an
occupation. What the boy is entitlep to involves commoply held standards
whereas what is in.his'intereSt, in view of his abilities and talents,
seems fo be divorced from such standar&s. | ‘

According to Plamenatz, an actor would not héve an fnterest unless
he c#nﬂd show that the demand or claim is deeply felt; that it is believed
to be realizable; and that the actor is somehéw entitled to it. The
following éxamples undermine each of Plamenatz's\cfiterig.A 1 U is said
that education is in the student's interests, what is meant is that it is
in his interests regardiess of the student;s convictions or demands. By
saying that energy ;elf-sufficiency is in the interests of the U.S., what
is asserted is that it is in the U.S. interests whether or ngt it .is be-
lievéd to be realigable. Finally, to say that a rise in stock prices is .
in the stockbroker's interests is to say that such an outcome is in his
interests indgpendent of its justifiability. Plamenatz's idea -of interest
is unsatisfactory because it does not account for these typical uses of

interest.
S. |. Benn's analysis of interest is similar to Plamenatz's be-
cause it is also related to normative standards. The difference is that

in Benn, an interest is related to a standard independent of the actor.

.

qMan and Society, op. cit., p. 317.

N : .
|
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Ifterests are more normative than Plamenat; allows, according to Benn,
because they are grounded in morality and related gd certain standards.”
In Benn's view, the interest of an actor Is related to a paradigm of what
any actor might claim or ask for.6 He does not describe the content of
this standard except fo say that an interé;t is very dimllar to a natural
right. The drawing of this parallel creates difficulty as an interest
‘becnmes intermingled with opaque normative standards.7 Benn seems to
make an implicit éssumption.that these standards are known to -the public
and are commonly acknowledncd. This is unreasonable. By Hﬁgﬁ_ppblicly
acknowledged standard of norality can an interest be determined? }
I f inté(ests are prima facie cla'ms related to some as yet un-

determined standard, then how can twd conflicting claims ever be fccon-
ciled? Until Bennls objective standard is articulated, each interest,
no matter how miny reasons are brougnt forward in its support, remains

Subjective. Clndy can bring forth a claim that her rent should be lowered

while the landlord can equally bring forth reasons why it should be in-

creased. Similarly, French wine growerslcan bring claims forward against .

the importation of cheap lItalian wine,while Italian wine growers can \
bring forth claims in favor of increased wine sales to France. There is
no shared standard through which these claims can be reconciled, yet all

of them may be reasonable.

3
Al . =

5 . - . '
S. 1. Benn, "'Interests' in Politics', Proceedinas of the Aristotelian

Society, Volume 60 (1360), p. 128.

®ibid. p. 134

7The ambiguous term, interest is defined in terms of a value word, en-
titlement. Felix Oppenheim would call this the ''definést fallacy”
Interest, the term to be defined descriptively, is ascertained by an
evaluatvonal term. See Felix Oppenhelm; "Egalitarian as a Descriptive
Concept'', American Philosophical Quartgt ly, Vol. 7 (April, 1970), p. V48,
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Benn shares with Plamenatz the idea that interests are clalms. A
major difference betweo the two writers is that Plamenatz aragues, sub-
‘jectivcly, that interests can only be related to one's own normative

standards which may be held in common with others, while Benn imagines

A

the existence of an independent standard whereby interests can be asserted.

Also, Benn contends that an interest can exist for an actor even though he
is not aware of it, while Plamenatz makes interests dependent upon an

actor;s subjective feelings.

¥

Both writers maintain, that interests are claims' for certain spe-
cific ends or values. In a more recent account of the meanjng of inter-
est Virginia Held generally follows the approach offered in Benn. She

asserts fhat the phrase, '"'x is in A's interests,'" is a claim which is
A

affirmed as justifiable; it is more than "A wants x'' since it asserts

9

justifiability and this is a normative assertion, a prima facie finding.
She suggests that there are good reasons, though not necessarily‘conclus—

-ive ones, for saying that ''x is in A's interests''. Two criteria are

X' must

affered: The 'x' must be wanted by or for some actor and‘tﬁe
be bel}eved to be justifiable. A case of inte}est exists for Held, con;
trary to Benn, even if the interéét;turns out not to be justifiable with-
in or between political systems,

Held cleverly uses the. following example to elucidate~5er meaning:

.
g

8Virginia Held, The Public Interest and Individual Interests, (N.Y.: Basic
Books, Inc., 1970), pp. 163-16k. ' :

9To vigw interests as prima facie claims or natural rights is not un-
common in the literature.. Sec Julius Stone, Human Law and Human Justice,
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1968), p. 341; Charles Fried,
"Justice and Liberty', in Carl Fricdrich (ed.), Nomos, Justice (N.Y.:
Atherton Press, 1963), pp. 126=146, . -
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If a court judges that a given action is
a.case of theft it does not at the same
time have to judge whether the law
prohibiting theft is a good law or even
a valid law. -~

Similarly, according to Held, a case of interest cannot be. equated or
confused with its ultimatcljustifiability. However, even 1f Held's dis-

tinction is pertinent, the question still/rcmains as to whether an accept-

able definition of intercst has anything to do with claims asserted as
N }

justifiqblc.

For cxaméle, when P}esident Ford says that resource strangUIation
Is a criterion for U.S. military action in the Arab Statgs,.hC'is not, in.
any way, committed to an assertion involwing justifiability. He is claim-
ing, rather; tHap it may be in the U.S. national inte?ests to intervene
in spite of considerations of justifiability, not because o% them.

Held, like Pl;menatz and Benn, defines the term, interest, in a
normative context. Instead of:being suspicious of the connection between
interests and what one is éntit]ed'to or claims; each iS'appafently com-
ﬁitted to interpretations placedroﬁ interest by leéders and other persong
seeking to rationalize the pursuit of interest. These "justifications"

must not be confused with the content of interest.

B. The ldea of Interest: .
Brian Barry
Brian Barry does not appeal to claims, entitlement, juétifiabi]ity

or any- other locution that is dependent dpon subjective standards in his

'

"O%e1d, op. cit., p. 32.
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analysis of interests. He provocatively states, ''... [p]he expression
“in so and so's intcresté“ is ncitHcr equivocal 5of‘va§uc.“1] He quickly
disposes of two }nterprctations: namely, the equating of interests with
vwants or wigh justif;ablc claims. He says If "x is in A's interests'' is
équivalent to ""A wants x'", then the question "A wants x but is it in his
intercsts;'cannot be asked. He continues, saying that by equating ''x is’
in A's interests' with ''x wouid be a justifiable claim on the part of A"
the question cannot be asked, "X is in A's interests, bdt is it a justi-
fiable claim?'' Barry thinks that fhesc‘are reasonable questions “which
should be asked.

It was commonly asked, for e*ample, whethén it was in the U.S.-
national interests to join the Léague of Nations, yet no one viewed the
Senate. (those fesponsible‘fof ratifying U.S. membership) as wanging to
join. Convcréely, it makes sense to sa? that Pakistan‘wanted to maintain
Qhat is now called Bangladesh as an integral part,of . Pakistan. It still
seems possible to ask whcthpr it was in Pakistaﬁ'é interests to attempt
to do so. In common usage a d{stinction is uéually made between inter-
ests and wants.

Having previewéd fhe formulatidn§ of others, Barry proceeds by
saying,; as éffirst approximation, that an action or policy is in'én actér's

p ie s, . - ‘ 12
Interests, if it increases his opportunities to get what he wants. As an -

ljBrian Barry, Political Argument (London: Routledge and Kegan Pah], 1965) ,
p. 175. . )

lzibid., p. 176. 1t should be noted that Barry sympathizes with Talcott
Parsons' identity of interest with generalized means to any ultimate
ends. A major difference between the two writers islthat’Barry claims
that interests do not always contribute to the satisfaction of certain
kinds of ends. See Talcott Parsons, The Structure of Social Action
(N.Y.: Free Press of Glencoe, 1949), p. 262.°
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exémple{vhc says that since wealth and power may be thought of as assets

which contribute to getting what one wants, these arec universal interests;

these assets increase an actor's potential to get what he wants. Barry
p

. 3 - /.
introduces a qualification to this definition: increased opportunities
(interests) cannot be used to get whatever an actor wants. |f an actor

wants his own assets decreased or wants.other actors to have their share
of opportunitics, then he is allowing principles to override interosts.13
Thﬁs,_given Barry's definition, the Canadian gdvcrnment's want to send aid
to Eth¢bpian s§aFVation victims must be understood as not being ?n Canada's -
national interests, other things equal. This quahificatibn‘is unnecessary
because wants’ are never in an actor's interests. According to Barry, only
‘aﬁts and ﬁolicies which increase an actor's opportunities for want-satis-
faction are in his intérestsﬂ A policy of sending aid to Ethiopia could
‘never be in Canada's natianal interests because it decreases Canadian
opportLaities. But the want for sending such aid is neither in nor
opposed to Cénadiaq interests. Commonzsense suggests that power @@d
wealth are the type of asset that ean be used to satisfy most of an actor's
own wants’and many of other actorslwants.

| One might well ask:ﬂ lf‘interests are generaiized means which can
only satisfy certain kinds of want (e.g. self—fegarding wants), then must
alliother-regarding wants always introduce a p;ihciple overriding inter-
es;s? Barry implies that this ‘is the case. However, common sense does
not warrant this coﬁclusion. A policy of'decreasing one‘asset (wealth)

.

in order to increasc another (status) may be in an actor's interests. For

]38rian Barry, op. cit., p. 177.

1
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example, Saudi Arabia grants financial gifts of aidAto severai Middle
Eastern States. These gifts may be construed as means to other-regarding
wants of the gaudi Arabian government, including the improvement in the
economies of other states in ihe region. Such po]icies‘reduce the net
wealth of Saudi Arabia, but may increase her status. Increased statgsr

is in Saudi Arabia's interests because it increases her opportunfties for
want-satisfaction. Thus, one iﬁterest may . be redyced‘in érdor to increase
.anothor withogt introducing principles which override interests. ‘

Barry argﬁes-that there is a close connection between an actor's
interests and evaluating acts and policies. Thus, to determine the exiet-
ence of an interest.-one must compare the results of alternative acts and/
or policies: |

When you say that x is in A's interests,
you ‘are talking about an action or policy
but what you are saying about it is some-

thing about its results ... what you are
'saang is that the results are wanted by
A ; .

A )

li Barry's work "interest' is always limited by the following conditions:
bt always refers to»agts and‘policies, the results of which:increasc an
actor's opportun?ties to get what Hé wants. Furthermore, the results must
be wanted by the actor and results concerning actors otHer than ""A"™ are
not-tq be considéred as relevant. Finaily; Barry‘says that situations can
never be in an actor's interests. !5 A

This is the first concept of interest discussed which consistently

places the term in the realm of means rather than ends, values or
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objectives. In Barry's work, these means cannot contribute to the satis-

faction of all wants, as previously noted. More specifically, according
: Lo . . . .

to Barry, interests do not help to realize wants involving principles.

This is not to say that onc should not pursue courses of action that go

‘against interest, or thalt one should always pursue a course that is in

one's interasts. Barry allows that ''one can recognize something as being

||]6

in onc's interest without pursuing it To take an example, it may be
in the Chinese interest to trade goods with the VWestern world on a much
larger scale, but a deep-seated commitment to self-sufficiency may help

to prevent the adoption of such policies. Simila?ly, it may be in the

U.S. interests to sell nuclear reactors to third-world countries but the

~ principle of non-proliferation may override nuclear ''deals'.

.

Interests become comparative, using Barry's formulation, because

they are- limited to the means at an actor's disposal. Generalized means,

-

such as wealth and power, though not‘exactly‘quantifiable, are at least
comparable; they are a universal currency which is descriptive in napurc.
fndeed, Barry views interest as aldescriptive concept. ‘This helps in
objectifying a particular act or policy by looking at the results and
nqxing_whether or Hot an agent possesses more means than befdre for the
séfﬁs}actioh of sclf-regarding wants. Acts and policies which increase

a state's power capability would be in that state's interests, but once
the increaseq power is‘obtained, it; usage is neither in a state's ihter-

ests nor opposed to its interests. Thus, something comes to be in an

6Brian Barry, ""The Public Interest'', in Anthony Quinton (ed.), Political
Philosophy {London: Oxford University Press, i367), p. 11h. :
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agent's interests not by immediately satisfying wants, but by its result-

17

ing "in one's possessing means to satisfying wants't,
While accepting th; basis and general thfust of Barry's concept,
there arc several problems which should be explored. First, at what
point in time can an increase or decrease in opportunities for want-
safisfaction‘be measurcd? Second, By eliminating situations or circum-
stances from his definition, Barry closes off cases that are normally,
thought to be in, or 6pposed-to, an agedt's interests. Third, does his
rendition of interest incérporatc conflicts of ‘interest between actors?

Fourth, his interpretation of interest is still partially subjective.

That is, Barry says that the results of policies must be wanted by the

agent, thereby leaving the student with a partly subjective forfulation.
‘ ' ) s

k Barry does not account for the time at which an increase or de-

crease in opportunities can be assesscd.1 If policy 'x' is adopted at

T1 and at T2 opportunities have not been increased, but at T they have,

3
at whét_point can a concrete abpraisal be made? It would be easy to
imagine a case like this arising. At %; Perﬁ inaugurates a policy of
éxpropriation of American firms. At T2, the results of Peru's policy
substantial1y decrease the assets of the staté and, consequently, its
opportunities for satisfying wants. But at T3 assgts are increaséd over

and beybnd wh * they were at T].. Thus, at T2 the policy is not in Peru's

4

]7Political~Aroument, op. cit., p. 184. A foreign policy act of the

Venezualan government, let us say an increase of 50* in the cost of a

barrel of oil, would likely increase its wealth and, therefore, be in
its interest: everything else remaining the same, if the results of
the act put . zuala in a better position to satisfy its wants. The
use of those _-eased assets is neither in nor opposed to Venezuala's
interests. !

18

This line of criticism was elucidated by Tom ﬁocklinqtoh, University of
Alberta, in connection with the Felix Oppenheim article cited earlier.
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interests but at T, it is. The tim¢ factor is an important problem of

3

any definition of interest that focuses on, and is dependent upon; the
consequences of acts and policies. This problem will be addressed, but
only partly resolved, in the following chapter.

A second criticism is that Barry docs not allow situations to be

3

in an actor's interests even though situations or circumstances are some-

N ‘ N .
times referred to as being in so-and-so's interests. For exam le, Barr
g P

.

. s ‘ Lo . 1
says that incrcased assets are always in an actor's interests. 9» John

reaches into his coat pocket and finds, much to his surprise, two twenty-

A
dollar bills. Neither he nor his friends know how the money got there.

*r I .
John has increased his assets as a resu't of a fortuitous circumstance.

-

Thus, the circumstance is in John's interests. Barry could respond to

this example by saying that John's wealth has been increased.as a result

‘'of someone's act. But®it seems more reasonable, in this case, to say

that thé'interest is adirect result of circumstances. ome inheritances
may bg viewed in the same Qay. Leonard, an'American, inherits two-
thousand pounds fres a rgmofe relative in England. This windfall may
appropriately be'fega{ded as a circumstance even though it bears some
relation to the persons involved in writing and executing the will,
However, it is clear why Barry eliminates situations from his concept of

interest. Simply put, his definition is action-oriented; it is dependent

upon the adoption of concrete acts and policies coupled with the consequent

results. Barry does not allow natural phenomena (land, rain, resources,

etc.” = be in an actor's interests even though they can create oppor-

‘tunitic. for want<sarisfaction. He takes this position because he

]98rian Barry, op. cit., p. 178.
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considers interests to be dynamic and circumstancgs or sjtuations to be

static. 6ivcn this definition, the Alps were not in the inﬁcxvsts of - "
the Viet'Cong; and the English Channel was not invthe-intcrests of England.
Contrary to Barry, situations can be in an actor's iﬁtcrests when {hey Ere- ‘ .
ate exploitable opportunities for 'want-satisfaction, a point discussed in

more detail in the next chapter. The mere possession of the Golan Heights
creates opportunities for its possessor, indcpendent of any acts and poli-

cies adopted to cxploit this opportunity. Thus, situations must be

accounted for in the concept of interest because they often create oppor-

tunities for individuals or states to obtain the objecggu{heyiggnzfz
A phird problem with Barry's definition is ghat it does not extend
to conflicts of interest-betWecn two or more actors. A conflict of inter-
' est, for Barry, is a conflict of opportunities for one actor. He limits
Ehe concept to opportunities for want-satisfaction now or some time in tha
%Uture. But is this the only kind of conflict of interest? A situation-
can be envisioned where two actors draft twolpolicies, gach of which:
would tend to increase their opportunities to gét‘what‘thcy want, but
where both are not satisfiable.  For examplc;'lcelané formulates a policy

of extending its fishing limit to 200 miles. This increases lceland's

opportunities to get whé& she want- (e.g. more fish for lIcelandic fisher-
. ,
men). England, at the same time, ..itiates a policy of allowing her

fishermen to fish anywhere outside 25 miles of the lcelandic coast. The

results of this policy increase England's food supply, thereby being in

i

ZOMachiavelli thought that it ''may be true ‘that fortune is the ruler of
half our actions, but that she allows the other half or thereabouts to
ke governed by us'. The Prince and Discourses (H.Y.: The Modern Library,
1950), p. 91. The knowledgeable Prince will seize ooportunities cre-
ated in or by pature and make preparations in advahce of adverse changcs. '
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her interests. There s a conflict of intercst between these states, not

over wantsosince) they want the same fish, hut over opportunitices for

want-shtisfaction. Barry's definition must be extended in this way to

I's
include conflicts of interest between two or more actors.

.

A flnal criticism of Barry's defini ion is that it is still par-

tially subjective. He maintains that the results of a policy must be

wanted by the actor for it to he in his interests. Thus, "“"x is in A's
interests if, and only it: 1. 'x' is an act or colicy, 2. the resu, s

of X' increase A's opportunitices for want-satisfaction; and 3. the re-

sults of

x' are wahtqd by A. Barry maintains a self-directed concept of
interest by making the existence of an interest dependent upon an agent's
‘actual wants. But are interests always dependent upon thepactual, ex-
pressed wants of actors? For exanple, suppose that a team of researchers
. -

finds that if Russi® were to ray off its Lend Lease debt to the U.S. the
results of such a policy would‘casé fast-West tension and contribute to a
most-favored-nations status withxtho U.S. The Soviet Union mcy not con-
sciously want the results of this policy. Even though the Soviet Union
may nét actually want the results of certain policies,‘those Lollicies can’
still be in its infcrests because they would increase its opportﬁnities.
Though an increase in opportur es is dsually wanted by the agent, the
agent need not necessarily know about any specified want. Thus, %t is

advisable to say that the Soviet Union would want the results of "policies

if they increased its opportunitics for satisfaction of goals.

Barry's definition is concise angmit allows independent researchers
to discover interests apart from what an agent says is in his interests.
Furthermore, by focusing on’the alter wative means at an agent's disposal,

IS

Barry's concept allows one to compare the results of acts and policies to”
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determine those that increase or decrease opportunities. The problem
wWith Barry's ugalyais of fhturcgtn is that it is too narrow to be applied
With reqularity to the internygjongl environment. An adequate definition
of what is i/ . stafe's national interests must account for the undefined
and vaquely defined wants of Statcs; it muLt include circumstances and
situations which have plaved g C¢nrr$i part in inter-<tate intcract}ona;
and Tt must zccount for conflices of intercest between actors. If Barry's
significont contvibutjon to the litcratuﬁé on interests is proporly
appended and broadened, a Satisfactqry definition of what is in an actof's

national interests shoyld resuly,
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£ CHAPTER 4
ATy

Natidnal Interests in International Relations °

Introduction

There is no such thing as "the national interest'". In no way can
the many,disbnrate means and ends of foreign policy behavior be organized
into a coherent whole by the simnle use of this or any other expression.
For this reason, the cxprv§sion, “x i5 in A's national intvgcsts,“ will
be limited in this chapter to identifying the existence of, and explain-
ing the meaning of,that which is in a state's interests.

As an initial definition, %t may be said that fx is in A's nation-
al interests" if 'x' is an act, a policy or a circumstance, the results
of which increése A's opportunities to gain over its previous position in
the international s?stem. Aspects of what i§ in an actor's national inter-
cst§ energe from this formulation, some of which have appbafcd in the
literature and otﬁors‘which will be Jdiscussed for the first tine.

Of those aspects wh{;h have been discussed préviousiy\in the lit-
erature, the‘idea of interest is affirmed to be self-directed. That is,
the results of 'x' must produce opportunities for A to aain over its
previous position. This characteristic of interests is described in the
-works of Hans Moraenthau and Brian Barry. Another element of interests

discussed by other sch lirs and adopted in this chapter is the idea that

they éré objact“ ' - theretore, independent of a decision-maker's
preferences and v oo © the ide f national interests is to be of
empirical usc to the Jquan, thea v meo be defined in such a way as to
leave room for a deéision-makyr tc minsake what he thinks is in his state's

49 ' .



interests. By making'thc concept of interest dependent upon the results
of acts, policies and circqmstances this necessary condition is fulfilled.
lndcpcndcnt"obseyvcrs can (ina out whéthcf a barticu]ar policy is in a
state's interests by looking at the results and determining whether an
Increase In opportunftics is cvident.] A fhird elemént }n the definition,
discussed by Brian Barry, is the emphasig placed on the generalized means
| ]

of actors, including wealth and power. Thus, to say that x'" is in A's

national interests ;s to say that 'x' is a means to fhc sétisfaétion of
a state's wants. The advantage in focQsing on the means of foreign
policy fs that it is casier to measure an increase in a state's oppor-
tunities to improve its situation, than it is to measure wants of want-
satisfaction. Although it is poséib]c lo list wants, a mere listing re~
veals little about the nature of statc act‘vnty Also, it is impo;sib]é
to measure want-satisfaction indepcndént of the actor involved, while
opportunities such as an increase in wealth, power or some other asset
are more readily idenﬁifiable and measurable.,

While any comprchensi;é discussion of nafional jntefests must- in-
clude a]l of the above elements to ine the'conccpt full meaning, severaf’
other factors must also be included. First, national interests, as argued
in the last chapter, can apply to situat}ons or circumstanceg, not Onfyl
to acts and policies. Second, something'cgn be in a state's interests

even though the decision-makers of the state have done nothing to increase

opportunities. For example, a state other than the recipient of an

.

1 .
Scholars may, on occasion, disagree on whether a state's policies have
resulted in an increase in opportunities. Some arbitrariness is involved
in making judgments in difficult cises.

At this stage in the development of international theory, it is necessary
to measure increases in opportunltles in terms of '"moreness" rather than
exact measurements.



increase iﬁ opportunities may adopt policies which are in the recipient's
interests. Even an opponent may inadvertently do so. Third, the ex-
pressfon, "to gain over its previous position in the international system,"
is entirely new.3 What does this phrase mean? It denotes an {mprove-
ment in a state's situation at T2 compared with a previous position, Tl.
Moré‘explicitly, it suggests 'morencss' in relation to the satisfiable
“objects of st@te behavior. To gain over its pPrevious position in the
international system-'a state necd not.necessarily gain at another actor's
expense. This is an important aspect of what is in a state;s national
interests: A policy that increases a statg's opportunities to improve

its position does not impr a4 zero-sum international system where £here
are losers wherever there are gainers. This will be clarified later in
the chapter. ’

Tho~e new eiements, when added to the work of ogher?, results in
the fol, J definition: X is in A's national interests if 'x' is an
act, policy or circumstance, the results of which increase A's opportuni-
ties or maintain A's opportunities to géin over its prcvio;s posipion in
the international system. This definition is more inclusive than.the

previous ‘one because |t accounts for the maintenance of opportunities

which can be in a state's interests. Using this definition, something - mn

3ln the early 1950's, Percy Corbett suggested the criterion, advantac-.
as a way of defining "the national interest': 'People say 'national
interest' to express their idea of the balance. of advantage for the
nation in qny matter which happens to be under discussion.'" Corbett

has definitely Captured the self-directed nature of national interests.
But note, however, that he does ‘not relate advantage to the results of
acts, policies or circumstances nor to the state's position in the inter-
national system. He seems, rather, to equate interests with advantages
gained. See Percy Corbett, '"National Interest, International Organiza-
tion and American Foreign Policy", World Politics, no. 1 (Oct., 1952),

p. 47,
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be in a state's interests even though the results of particular acts and
polrcfos only maintain previously gained opportunitices. For example,
whilc.thefinitjal definition cxplains what would have been In Soviet
nationa) intcrests during the Cuban Migsilg\Crisis, it does not account
for U.S. interests. In terms of the definition no gain in U.S. oppor-
tunitles could be identified because no such gain fqr the U.S. can be
agscertained as a result of the crisis. As for the Soviet Union, placing
offensive missiles InACubnvincreased her opportunities to gain over her
prévious.position. This stratcgjc policy aave the Soviet Union a foot=:
hold in the Western Hemisphere and, thus, opcﬁed opportunities f&r further
influence in the arca. It is evident that the Soviet Union attempted to
gain a bctter position in the international system at the expense of the
U.S.\ Though it is difflcult to conjecture about Soviet intentions (i.e.
whether Soviet leaders were tcsting‘Prégident Kenhcdy's strength; whethcr
the Soviets merely wanted the removal of U.S. missiles in Turkey and
Greece; or whether. tho pollcy was really designed to gain 1nfluoncc in

the area\ the %EHSLQUPHC;S of this policy, if a]lowcd,:wou]d have created
opportunltles for ‘gain. Intuitively, it makes sense to say that the re-
moval of the missiles was in the U.S. interests. HOWevér, the first
definitién is not broad énough to account for U.S. decision-making in the
crisis. The U.S. could not hope to gain opportunities from its acts ‘and
pOIIC|es beyond those already obtaunud in its previous posntlon; In the
revised definition of national interests the results of ‘acts and policies
which maintain a previous position:are*in a statc's,nationa1~intércsts. ]
Since U.S.qulicies did, in fact, contribute to the maintenance of oppor-

tunities aained in the past those policies were in the U.S. interests.

By broadening the concept of national interests in this way the scholar of
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International Felations can omprehend‘énd explafn central aspects of
interstate activity which otherwise would be more diff{cult to understand.
The remainder of this chapter is divided into the fo]loﬁing cate-
gories: A. Points of Congruence with Brian Barry; B. Broadening the Scope
of Interest in lnte?nationa] Relations; C. Problems of Application; D. The

Pursuit of National Interests.

.

A, Points of Congruence with bkrian Barry

| Brian Barry's definition o% intcrests share two chara;teristics
with the definition of natioﬁél'interests.pre;ented here. First, both
6ortrax interests as genefaTized means tb the satisfaction of wants or
irealizatiqn of objectives and, second, both définitions are dependent
upon rcsu]ts"which must sHow an increase in an actor's opportunities.

One attribute of defining the cbncept Qf interests in terms of
generalized means is the following: There are a limitcd number of identi-
fiable means, such as wealth and power, which can be used to obtain what
an, individual or.statewants. Only actg and policies which increase aﬁ
agtor'é opportunities (generalized means) are in the actor's interests.
When interésts are defined as values, wants or ends they are not similarly
limited because actors pursue a panoply of objectives. No disCernibl;
criterion, such as an increase in opportunities, can be identffied when
interests are defined in these terms..‘Furthgrmqre, interests would be-

come no more than the subjective preferences of decision-makers for

certaln states of affairs which are not susceptible to empirical test.

e

I append Barry to include results which show interest-maintenance.
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Afsecond attribute of defining interests as generalized mecans is
that an action~oricntatiop is maintained. In:common usage inrgr05ts are
noL static preferences for certain ends. Rathér, the term intercst js
used to apply to a dynamic situation. . The expression, 'x is-in A's inter-
ests,' means, on the'one‘hand, that 'x"fs usually the result of activity
and, on the ét;er, %hat fhekrcsults of 'x' (increased opportunities) can
bé used in further activity to obtain an actor's objectives. Interests
represent the dynamic interface bctwcgn acts (t'.e mgans at an actor's
disposal) and the ends of foreign policy. The Suvict-German non-aggression
pact Qf 1939 illustfates'this aspect of inébnests, In signing the pact,
Stalihvgained time (an increase in oﬁbortunitigs) to prepare for war by
redirecting German efforts westward. Thus, the act df sign?hg the pact
was in tﬁe Soviet! interecsts because it created opportunities for;thc
Soviets to avert immediate Qar and to prepare for the imminent conflict
with Germany. The additional time creat;d~through the pact allowed the
Soviets to engage in further activity to realize the objectives of their
fo?e{gn policy.
| Bo&h Brian Barry's definition of interest and the definition of
national interests presented here are dependent upon results whichimust

show an increase in an actor's opportunities. The advantage of defining
: 7

N

what is in é state‘s'interests in terms of the results of acts and poli-
cies is t%at the investigator can determine objectively which acts and
policies Jncreasé an actor's opportunities to satisfy wants or to gain a
better position. To repgat, only tho%e acts which increase an actor's.
opportunities are in its interests. ‘Acts which have the sole effeét of
helping other actors incregse their oppértunities are never in its inter-

ests altHoQgh such acts may be right. In other words, such acts may be



,princibled or humanitarfan. Thus, this definition4of intercsts dis-
tinguishes between what is in an actor's }nteresfs and what promotes
principlés divorced from interest. By focusing on the results of'acts

~and policies, the investigator can separate activity leadihg to Znteresf-

enhancencnt from activity leading to the realization of principles.

B, Broadcning\tho Scbpe of Interest in International Relations

Civen the complexities of lntel-stdte act1vtty, the idea of inte:-
esf in international relations is’ broader than Brian Barry's'development
of an individual's interests. |t is breader in four ways:’ first, a cir-
cumstance can be in a state's interests;second, the maintenance of pre-
vious opﬁortunitieé is in a state's ‘interests; third, the concept of .
national fnterestslis broadened to account for conflicts of interést
‘between states; fourth, intérests mus t bevbroadened to include interests
in'interaction;‘

1. National Interests as Circumstances ’

An increase in a state's opportunities té gain over its brcvioﬁs
position is always in its interests. In most casesiwhat is in a state's
_hational interests results from the activity of decision—makers{ Inter-
ests are usually the direct product of acts and policies. However, in

some of those cases a circumstance or S|tuatnon makes it Jssible for a

state to adopt acts that are in its ;nterests. 't is sometimes convenient

to refer to circumstances which leadqup to.{hé adopfion of acts and pédi-
cies as being in a state's interests. This is a sdbsidiapy aspect to the
idea of national ihterests. For exémple, a historical circumstagce which
is in the national interests of The Peoplc s Republic of China is the

British malntenance of Hong Kong The current statys of Hong Kong his

<
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provided China with greater opportunities to trade w}fh the West without
alterind its policy commitments. Without this historical circumstance
increased opporcunities for trade would not have resulted. To be sure,
the acts and policies of the Chinesc government leading up to increased
trade are in the Chincse intcre;ts. But w.thout the historical cnrcum-
stance Of‘HOng Koﬁg lt would not be p055|ble for China to adopt such
policies, Similarly, the Rock of Gibré]tar was in the British natjonal
interests cvcn though the circumstance was not I.activatc?j' until British
ships and soldiers occupied that area. Thus, if-a circumstance js re-
quired for acts and policigs which aré in a state's interests to take
effect, then the circumstance is in the state's interests élso; Whenever
P :
a circumstance increases a state's opportUnities:to gain a better position
in thc international cystem it is in that state's interests, ﬁbwever,
it is important to note that a circumstance can be in a state's interests
Without it actually creating a better position for the state. Though the
extraction of oil is in Saud;] Arabia's interests because it increases hef/—w
wealth, the use of that wealth may or may not place Saudi Arabia fn a bet-.
ter position in the international system. Increased opportunities are the
key to gaining a better positicn in-the international system. Further
actfvity is cequired to design successful acts and policies foc the usef‘

i

of increased opportunities in order for a state to actually realize a

better position.

2. lnterest Maintenance

.

The concept of what is in a state's national interests is expanded
to include the maintenance of a state's opportunities. In interpational
relations there are many -cases where it makes senseslfo say that '"x is In

A's. national interests' even though a state's géneralized means are not



‘interests; when 'x' and 'y' are both implemen

.
Increased. The earlier example d% U.S; policy in the Cuban Missile
Crisis can only be understood in terms of interest maintenance. If it
is in a state's intercsts to increase its opportunities for gain in the
‘ j

interpational system, then it follows that it is in that state's inter-

ests. to maintain previously gained opportunities. Many policies of status

quo states are directed toward such maintenance. For example, continued

U.S. support of the A6nroo Poctrine is a consequence of U.S. attempts to//
maintain its power, wcalth and status in South America. Similarly, the /
Soviet inCUfsion into Czechosfovakia in 1968 was a result of Soviet
attempts to maintéin cdntrél over previous Oppoétunitieé for gain. .
3. Coqf]icts of Interest

A successful definipion of national interests must be,sufficieﬁtly
broad to.account for conf]fcts of interest between two o} more actors. A
conflict of interest between two or more ag}ors isfé conflict over oppor-
tunities for gain in' the international system.

Domestic conflicts af interest arc conflicts‘over alternative .
policies,vthe results of which w&uld each maintain‘%: increase the oppor-

tunities of a polity to improve its position. An explication of conflicts-

of interest between states is more cumbersome. The following formula may -

'

be helpful: A conflict of interest exists between two attors when 'X',

//for policy, isin B's

an actor policy, is in A's interests and 'yv.!'',anac

d at T]; but where the

joint implementation of 'x' and 'y! can/gpé simultaneously maintain or in-

crease the opportunities of both states to gain over their previous posi-
- 2

tions in the international” system. Conflicts of interest are not neces-

sarily fixed sum.- Either party can gain at the other's expense or both

parties car, fail to maintain or increase oﬁportunities.
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As a hypothetical example, Venezuela adopts a policy of allowing

its export price of oil to fluctuate with inflation‘trcnds. Let it be

assumed that the results of this policy would increase Venezuelan oppor-
tunities, Simultaneously, the U.S. adopts a heavy import tax on any oil
producing- state which allows jts price of il to fluctuate on the basis

of an inflation index. Let it be assumed that this policy would at least

malntain U.S. opportunities, But if V

la is dependent on U S, dollars

paid “for jts oil and the U.S.- is de c importation of Vene-

B 2]
A v

zuelan oil, then these pollclcs‘{' i
Increase either states' oppbrtdni,

Conflicts of interest are not ccFlRgts over policies but are con-

flicts over the possible results of policies; they are conflicts over

-

which actor, if any, can maintain or increase its opportunit’ :s. In the

previous examplé the results of Venezue tan ‘and U.S; policies could be

'dlsastrous for both states since Venezuela might decide to stop exportlng

its oil to the U.S.

Conflicts over térritory are frequently, but not always, conflicts

‘of interest. Whenever a disputed territory has political, economic or

strategic importance,conflicts of interest can arise Two states cannOt
gain the opportunities Wthh would accrue to them from a disputed terrl-
tory when each sumultaneous!y enacts conflicting policies designed to gain

the assets to be derived from the territory. There is an important dis=

tinction to be made between conflicts of interest and other types of con-

flict. States can be in conflict over territory, ldeoloqy or obJectnves
without being in a conflict of interest. China and the Soviet Union may
be in a territorial conflict rather than an lnterest conflict over d:s—

puted border areas. If it could be shown that these border areas provide

L
et
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little or no political, economic or strategic opportunities, the gain of
these areas would not be in cither states' interests. Thus, Lhcrc would
be no conflict of interest. Conversely, the conflict be tween mainland
‘China.and the Nationalist Chinese is a conflict of interest over the
future of Taiwan. Each state stands to ga}n or at least, in the casec of
the .latter, to maintain opportunifics»in the international system. What
distinguishes a cgﬁflicf of intfrcst, then, from othef types of conflict
is that the }ormcr g%ways invéj;cs assets which would increase or serve
to maintain one of the actor's opportunities for gain. Other types of
cépflict involvement may provide some form of political sustenance to a
domestic system, such as thé need to appease a hostgle public, 'but they
never contribute to a state's opportunities to better its position. in
the international sttem. | 5

L. National Interests in Interaction

The idea of interest in international relations must be broadened:

-

to include the impact of the policies of other states on a state's inter-

ests. In Brian Barry's analysis of interests, individuals are not to be
concerned with one another's interests. Interests, for Barry, must al-
ways _increase an actor's opportunities for want-satisfaction. . It is un-

clear whether they can be thought of in terms of limiting the impact of»

another individual's acts and policies on one's own interests. Yet it

has been a precept of international relations that decision-makers must

take into account the acts, poliﬁies and circumstances of otg;r states if .
they are to acf~on factual information to maingain or increase their own
states' opportunities. |

National interests are dynamic in the sense thét they wusually apply

to inte' ‘ion situations. Seldom in internatio%al relations is it posSible
< . .

. .
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to maintain or increase a state's opportunities in isolation from'the acts

~

cand policigs of other states. For example, it would be irrational for
Canada to adopt an indépéndcnt foreign policy desig&ed to increase her
‘opportqut?es wi thqut congidering theqpossible consequences of UiS. re-
taliatory measures. |t is in the U.S. nat onal intcrcst§ to limit the
effects of such a policy through acts that will maintain U:S..ppportuni—

ties vis-u-vis Canada. The definition of national interests offered in

this study assumes the presence of'interaction, The concept of interest

/ .

in international relations includes the idea of limiting the deleterious
effects of other states' acts and policies on one's opportunities. Thus,

maintaining or gainiﬁg'Opportunities is not to be understood in terms of

.

isolated activity, devoid of calculations projecting the actions-and re-
sponses of other states. It is in this sense that what is in a state's

national interest< ig the product of an interaction sctting.
‘ U . 4 .9
C. Problems of Application . ) . I

e

A first problem of application in regard to the proposed défini-
tion of national interests is the folloWing: Jt cap)be construed as merely
a hisforical accounti-ng device With no predictive capabilities. The argu-

" 7
—

ment might be made that the purpose of international theory is to provide

K

students and polf}y—makers with models and propositions which can-project

»

s

Tesults and predict éveﬂfgf [t might be added that the definition of

national jnterests set forth in this study is too héévify dependent upon
the results of acts, policies and circumstances. The results must be

assessed before calculations of interest maintenance or interest enhance-

ment can be made. : )
. \ - ey - , ‘ o
This argument has superficial valfdity. To derive the objcctivity ——

. v 3
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AN
wanted {rom the iifeasof national interest, It appears that there is a
, .
reliance upon o foctual descciption of results.  But this argument does
not affect the general tenor of the arquments made in this study. It is
still possible to predict that a policy will be in a state's interests,
though with less certainty.  One can say that policy 'x', other things
£
= considercd, will tend to maintain or increase A's opportunities to gain
5 .
over il previous position in the international system.  The ceteris
pe v!hu\ condition, 'ather thinas corsiderced', makes the asscosment of
o -
what iv in a state's nation' interests conditional.  An ultimate doeter-
/ mination of what is in A's inte rostf is dependent upon an accurate

.. account of the facts of the situation. These would have to incli e the
results of a state's policies. To predict these results the EHVestigator

would rely on an urate portraval of the capabilitics of tates, the
i ’ ey Meurate e cap A
ﬁg% " possible responses of onc state to another state's acts, and an accurate

“.on  depiction of the present position of states in the international system.

Also, it would be nccéssary~to know the kind. of international /<iom in

oxisten?@.,'Whethér the system is fixed=-sum or positive gain makes a great

] dealjof d:ffereagf lh plOJcCtan uhat arc in states' national interests
- “ ! a 7
Since &pe form 6v$tmg aggumes llmlts go interest~enhancement whercas
”a, £ ,
% o

’7sf@F?Honn1t|on or theory will test those limits bY providing

:‘«n,

Es The propoJod definition of national®interests

-

ngw Qa

ﬂ.\»
.4,“

Circunstances,
. Rl .

- i - D’ ’ / N - . i . .
A,GJCth problem of application arises over how the phran, '""'gain




over its previous position in the international system,'" is to be under-

: ~ , .
stood. Note the distinction between this phrase and the expression, "gain

<

over another state or other states in the international system," The
latter expression is cobnstructed in such a way that a gain for one agtor

implies a loss for another. In the first phrase no such bias about the
<

nature of the intcr‘national’syf.tonl or of the interaction between states

is iflied. Space is provided for the: results of state activity to be
o | ‘r .

- -

Tixed-sum or Qon-fixcd-éum.
Some confusion still remaifs uver the meaning of 'gain over its
previbus position in the internaticnal system." Suppose Brazil.adopted
&®
policies in 1960 which were designed to increase her t . @ GNP by 10%
yearly.  Furthcr, let- it be éssumed that these policies wre sutccssfuf

A

so that by 1970 Brazil had doubled its GNP in comsrison with its GNP L’:
1960,. Let it be also assumed thét'this gain increascd the potential and
real’ oppor .unit es of érazilians‘(e.g. more ffquid assets, more jobs, a

’bettef standing of Tiving). If the concept of national intérest; were
meant to be applied to the dohestiéi internal conditlbns of states, then
these'poficies‘would be in Fhe~patio?al interests of Brazil. Howévery

policies so designed should be referred ‘to as "public interests" rather

than nat:onal interests becau‘e of thclr dOMcStIC impact. Conversedy,

I ,.’;1;.
i
‘nstﬂoﬁalwaggerosts are opportunvt:es cxlstlng either in the relatlons be-
e ;, &‘
D, sl TR ‘
~_J{ngdﬂsiates or ln the nntarnatlonal system as a whole. Thisﬁﬁan be demon-

F S

) strated by taklng ;he Braznlnan example a step further. get it be hypo-
£

thes%;@d that lnvthe th years betnecn 1960 and 1970 the world GNP Jnf{

creaSQd by,ZOO?.’ Has Brazil increased its opportunities to gain aver its
prevnouq pOSItIGh I'nathe international systen, thereby increasing lts po~"

.«tentlal to obtaln goals in the IntCInatlonal system? Obviously, Brazil

‘ ). 1
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would not have kept pace with the total world pProduct. It can be con-
cluded, therefore, that Brazil would probably have less impact on inter-
national monetamy questions; that it would have little impact on the

prices of its principal exports; and that Its opportunttlcs have rout teon

,sufficicntly increascd to Provide Brazil w.(h the means to gain a beiier

‘A / 5 - . - . ’
. positigﬂ Fn‘the international system., R -
. - . »
g%‘ ¢ ’ln the above situaf'bn Bra‘ll has bettered its domeStﬁn position

“;; 5latlve to ity ISGOfﬁbmesuﬁt'posrtton sHowever, it has not increased
Y A Y
§ts OﬂpOIIU1ILIOS in the - |nternatfpnal system to gain over ts previous

position in that system. A vuable interpretation of "gain over its pre-

u

&

T e

vious position in the Frternational system' is”dependcnt; then, upon a

clear separation of ingreases in domestic opportunities and increases in

« international opportunities’ Th;s is not to say that an increase in
i
domestlc opportunntxes for gain, such As resource development, or expert-
ise, cannot be jn the national interests of a stave. Rather, it confirms
that such;ﬁomestic increases in.oppc :.iithes must be related to a state's .
position in the international System. It shoyld always be asked whether
"\ ’
a particularrpolicy will maintain or increase a state's oppor.unities to
" better its position, given the present international sygtem and given the
. \ ,* ) _.;, gl
Present position of 3 member in that system, T
A thifd problem of appiica{ion can be expressed in terms of the
controversy over _the use of assets of opportunltnes once they are secured.
o 1
A state may make such poor use of its lncreascq opportunities Lhat it
Finds itself in a worse posntnon in the :nternatlonal system, Surcly this
outcome is not in the national interests of a state. - However, the proposed

definition omits any- reference to thc‘%se of nncreased opportunntles.

Whether a statg aitually g&kns over ffs prcvuous position in the system Is

- ‘57
"

i : o



irrelevant to a determination of what s in a state's interests, though

an analysis of the use of opportunities is central in determining whether

a state ac%ually gains a better position. ta s eiploy Increased oppor- )
tunities in further activity to obtain me -+ L° .. of fdrcign policy géals, ’
some of which include advancing the ends of .. .er states. ‘To consider the
use of asscts as an integral part of the meaning of what is in a state's
national interests would be to affirm the subjectivity of the coﬁcépt g /
since what -a state's opportunities are used for s dependent upon an ana- j
lysis of the values of states. &n inquirQ intq the best way for a state i
to use its assets involves value preferences; an inquiry into what is in f

q

a state's national interests does not. Questidns about how a state ought

to use its assets only ar|§e aftﬁ? a determlnatlon‘has been made that a /

statc has indeed -increased its opportunities. ,

t7

A final problem-of application is the time dimension. At what ~ f

point in time must an accounting of results take place to determine if»av

~ —t ¢

act,” policy or circumstance is in a state's interests? ~Ih[§:‘roblem was)
h A -

referred té carlie: in connection with Barry's analysis of interests.'sﬁo, g

R T
adequate solution tw jt is offered in this study. Arbitrarinesscig.bodnd A
tovrééul{ in'deferminjng when to measure interest-ﬁaintenance or inte?%stz
ewhanceméht. One way of &ealing with this problem, though not a soluéion, -
iies in the direction of setting artificfa] time limits. An investf‘ator

may'have‘to say that at T2, an ‘awbitrary point, 'x' is or is not in/A's

The

national interests in relation to some previoQus point in time, TI'
results of acts and policies need-only show an increase in opportunities

for gain, not an actual gain for the state over its previous position in

the international system.

3
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v
D. The Pursuit of National Interests
The pursuit of interests in international relations
ant activity of all states. States seek to maintain or inc
opportunities to gain over their previous positions in the

cystem. However, not all acts and policies of states are d

¢1ease a state's own opportunities for gain. Some acts of

specifically constructed to help other international,actorsﬁ

. °
arar’s of aid te ltalien carthquake victims is not in Canad

{

though it is rnﬁ1t-for Canada GB send such aid. Thus, some

“cies of states are designed to max:mlze the realization of

-

transcending interests, Furthermore, the results of acts an

is an import-
rease their
international
esigned to in-
states are

For cxamplp,
a's Interests,
acts and poli-
prlnclplcs

d policies

Wthh are in a state's lnterests are not always used to accomplish the

self-directed goals of a state. Increasnrd resources such a

power, and status can be applied to olvance the ends of oth

When increased opportunities are appllcd in this way, princi

allowed to override a state's concern to achieve a better pos;tlon in thi

international system.

The purposes for proposnng a unique de flnltton of na

ests are two-fold, In the first blacc, this definition dis

¢’
s wealth,

er actors.

iples are &_‘
~ A

tional inter-

tinguishes acts .

and policies which tend to increase an actor's opportunities for gain from

those that tend toward the realization of principles. One

of'the advant-

ages.in making this distinction is that the student of international rela-

tions is more readily able to understand what states do and
adppt particular acts and policies. <n the sccond place, ¢t
V

why they

hc-proposcd

concempt of national intereéts lays the groundwork for the fol]owung

chapters. Development of a theory of justice iw.internatinrna

-

(9
'

] re]ations

depen.. on an accurate portrayal of state activity.” If much of state
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actlvity Is devoted to the pursuit of what is in a state's national inter-
ests, fhcn satisfactory princ%p]cs Qf justice in International relations
must account for this activity. What states do and what ‘is important.fo
them limits the possible principles decision-makers are capable of agree-

ing to for.the future regulation of international society.



CHAPTER 5

‘The Rationality of Decision-Makers and the Conditions of
Internatlional Society

Introduction

I f conflicts‘over opportﬁnities between states do not pre lude a
discussion of justice in international relations, thcy rémain as essential
limiting features in the.international environment.] Decision-makers of
States want to gain opportunities for their states. These means contri-
bute to a ;tate's potential to realize its ends. -

In the present jnterhational,systcm it is'unlikely that a c&ncep-
tion of internationél Justice could be agreed to by all states. Decision-
makcfs do nét sce far beyond their own states' concerns, and the oppor-:

tunities of states are often in conflict. To generate a conception of

justice between states It is neéessary to make some spéiﬁa] assumptions
".‘ ’!;{j ) '
about the motivation and rationality. of decision-makefs¥ These assump-

tions are argued for in the present chapter. They are intended to meet

the judgments of international scholdrs about the facts of the -inter-

< L}

national System. This is the first step in the presentation of a contract
“model of justice for international relations. However, even if these

assumptions are acceptable, they are not sufficient to generate a con-

ception of intcrnatioaal justice. In the following chapter, the second

1 ‘ . , :
Kenneth Thompson concurs: '"'|f the national interest does not exhaust the
possibility of ethical principles, it is always the necessary starting
point." Kenneth Thompson, "Hormative Theory in International Relations, "

&‘3 In Farrell and Smith, ed., Theory ard Reality in International Relations
~ (New York: Columbia Univ. Press, 19677, E$797.
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. Step In generating a contract model is elucidated: Decision-makers of

; States are placed in a fictional oyiginal sutting and are required unani-
mously to adopt specific prnncnplcs of justice. |
"The ordcr of presentation of thls chapter is as fo)lows:' First,
I discuss effort% Intraditional political philosophy, as represented by
Hume, Mil), Rounncaq ang Hobbe«, to dedQcc a conception of ju tice from
mot]vational assﬁmr!ions about individuals. This should help the reader

in clarifying the Cffercnces between Customary-assumptions and the ones
i
L will adopt in reguid to the behavior of decusvon -makers. Seecond,
R

assumptions about the motlivation and rationality of decision- -makers are
proposed and argueaw» Third, the condition of states in international

- .society s examined. <Throughout the aim is to make '‘weak assumptions!!

v
‘-n

about ‘the psychology of decis:on -makers and ssgtés SO that thcse assump-'
v '«

tions arc in congruence with the reality of international ré]éﬁions. For
example, it would be unrealistic to base the contract on strong asSump;

tions'about man's‘bcncvn]onCC;toward other men.
? ,

A. Attempts to Deduce a Conceptibn of Justice in Traditional Political
Philosophy -

0f those who have written on the organization of the sféte and the
Structure of society, many have made assumptlons about the motlvatlon and

ratlonallty of. lnleIdUa]S. The Fo]!ownng femarks are limited to some of

. Kol -
the more wcllfk00wn utilitarian and contractarian efforts to deduce a con- °*

ception of justice from particular assumptions.
1. Utilitarian Assumptions

{Jtilitarians have often attempted to derive a conception of justice
> -

from premises about human interests. [t is claimed that justice derjves

<

from the interest each actor has in 9aining advantages for himself. In

.

R

Yo
%h
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his Treatise of Human Nature, David Hume contends that the principal

f@oqndation of justice is interest '"when men observe that it is impousible
;o Live in society without restraining themselves by certain rules'.

The idea of justic¢ would be unnecessary, Hume argues,'if men weré benc;
volent and if goods were abundant.3 Hume s making an empirical claim
about'thc motivatiaylof men:  Where good. are scarce men . .cek to'advance
“thelr interests, witﬁ or without tﬁeﬁa?d.ot rules to gufdc their conduct.
Given the latter state of society, where there are no rules, it i« not
poszblé for any one to secure his aoods or the meénsiio them. The necd

arises for conventional rules by which conflicting claims can be adjudi=

cated. It is in the interest of each, Hume reasons, to Yecure the gener-
al adv{btage or common.interest arising from these rules.

_ Hume mékcs a second motivational assumption: Actors outside their
familial social relationships have a ”viélcnt propensity to prefer contig-

5

uous to remote''.” Men, we learn, are beings of passion who prefer immedi-

ate gain to long-run advantage. It is within this context thut Hume di-

.y

vides the concept ofinterest into two distinct parts: contiguous inter-
est and remote interest. Contiguous interést is non-rational because it
is tied to the passions and is directed to immediate gain. Remote inter-

est i+ defined as the long-run interest that each member of socicty has

in the maintenance and stabi]ityv6f society. The latter is‘f rational idea

2Davld Hume, A Trectise of Human Nature, Part 2, Section 6, in Henry D.

Aiken, ed., Hume's Moral and Political Philosophy (New York: Hafner .
Publishing Company, 1972), p. 96. ‘

3ibid., Part 2, Section 2, pp. 64-65. Sec also Humc's An Enquiry Concern-
ing the Principles of Morals, Section 4, in ibid., p. 202.

Dayid Hume, "Of the First Principle: of Government," in ibid., p. 307.

Sgp. cit., A Treatise of Huwan Nature, Part 1, Secction 7, p. 99.
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P

and, thereforc, an idea of rcason because it is noi blinded Ly the immedi-

ate. It is instrumental in the regulation of the passions.

\

A thlrd assumption is made about the nature of man: Man has the

!

Eotentla to act on the basis of his long run Interest. It is from this
potentiality that Hume cxtracts conventional rules of justice. This, of

course, would be an ingenious way of extracting rules of justice if two

.conditions were found to be tr:.: 1. That man's potentiality for BS{'
ceiving the renoté interest is pres at. Zo That man is capable of pre-
ferring the remo & intercst to the more imnediate. Yet in Hume's own

|
R . . : .
analysis the passions of men obscure their vision. Even when their

vision is not clouded. the preference given to their immediqte chc]e of
relationships is likely to influence their cpoice. Beings of passion
are not disposed to act on the basis of ghein remote jntcrcst as codified
in conventional rules.

Though men cannot altgr their natures, they can,-as Hume puts it,

change their circumstances and make the observance of justice the immed]-

' . . . 6 .
~ate concern éaithose charged with the administration of government. Men

change their circumstances through the potentla] of each to See;the remote

-~ .
;

rnterest This motivational assumptnon is too strong. We see why it is

‘too strong when Hume turns to the relations between states: -
-y
G Whe a number of polltlcal societies are
er.cted, and maintain o great intercourse
together, a new set of rules are immediately
discovered to be useful in the particular
sltuation; and accordingly take place under
the title of Law of Nations ... which are
plainly calculated for the advantage of
states and kingdoms in their intercourse
with each othe:.

Ibid., p. 100. ,
Qp. cit., An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, p. 202.

7

-
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An important question is begged. Why would self-interested men ‘or de-

N
’

cision-makers), notivated by their passions rather than their reason,
"discover' that certain rules are useful for the ordering of their mutu-

al relations? Failing in this, how could each man agree to make it the .

busincss of a few persons to order the relations of all the.rest? Hume's

first two »otivational assumptions, that men -are not benevolent and thnt

men are disposad to favor the immediate, appear to mawe very untikely the

.potentinl of mea to act on the remote interest:

.

N . . i l. . '
[n Hume, rules of justice are somchow found to be useful since .

they contribute to the advantage of all members of society. It is
questioned whether those rules can be acted on,given Hume's motivational
postulates. Apparently, even Hume is aware of the limited application
of his deduction. He settles for a weak conclusion:

History, experience, reason sufficiently

instrédct us in this natural progress of e

human sentiments and in the gradual

enlargement of our regards to . justice, in

~Proportion as we become acquainted with
- the extensive ufility of that virtue.

This ig a historical claim. A§ men become acquainted with the utility
of justice.over time, tHey_develop an attachmeﬁtﬁﬁo rules of justice.
But thjs is a lesser claim than the moLivational assumpt ion abolt man's
potential to act in Bis long-run interest in the a. nce of an extendgd
time period.

Rules of justice are deriyved, in Hume, From.fhe potential of men

to perceive and prefer the remote interest. |If this gtivational assump-

tion is not reasonable, then the deduction does not follow. His

F
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utilitarian theory relies upon the criteria of usefulness and beneficial

N

consequences in its assessment of the various virtues, including justice.
Even if it can be established that rules of justice are condbcive to the
mainténance of society, it is unlikely that Hume's mopi;ational postulate
can establish the interestvof cacw in such a scheme. Rules of justice
seem to presuppose disadvantages to each that are not always in their

interests, immediate or remote.9 For example, a rule of international

justice could require that states Fulfill their contractual obligations.

/
'

Let us suprose that Canada contracts with‘Russia to.deliver ten mi]lion
bushels of wheét in 1978. Suppose further that Canada has a disastrous
wheat yield in 1977' ue to natural calamities,h]abérvstrikes, etc. Let
us assume that Canada‘bargly has enough wheatﬁto supp1y.itstwn peéple
and phat this'commoditf is necessary fo the surviVaJ of its | nle.
“iGiven this hypothetical sftugtk5n'(whi;h;is not so hypgthctical when
atgenfion shifts to the third‘worLdJ, is it a!ways‘in the interest§'of
Canada to fulfili.its ;ont;ac;4/;hort—run dr long run? If Canada carri‘gsu
out its obligation, some o;??ts people staﬁveﬂ? To reiteraté, a ‘system of
jus}ice Tmplies that certainbdfsadvantagebus acts be aischaréed which are
never in an actor's interests. | | |
‘l have queried the Yalid}ty of.Hume's motivational postulate that
each has the ‘potential to &ct on the basis of long-run interést. In _

addition, | have argued that evgn if this premise could be-established, it

I5ee David Gauthier for a lucid defense of the proposition that any'moral
principle entails the performance of disadvantageous acts. David Gauthjer
"Morality and Advantage,''in David Gauthier, ed., Morality and Raticnal-
Self-Interest (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1970), pp. 166-180.
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is not possible to maintain that each actor will always have an [nterest

in a scheme of justice.

Justice, in John Stuart Mill, is derived from even stronger mot]-
' 1 ]

vational assumptions than those Hume uses. His first motivational assump-

tion is that there is a natural basis for .stablishing a utilitarian

morality. Man.has more .than the mere potential to see the long-run inter-

’

est. Mill explains:

But there is this basis of powcrfu?ynStural
sentiment ... This firm foundation is “that of
social feelings of mankind; the desire to be

In unity with our fellow creature, which is 0
already a powerful principle in human nature.

t

_This natural basis for rules of justice is derived ffom the desi.c to be

in harmony wi£h bther men. Mill hakes agn empirical statement in support
ofvthis'natpral harmony: Men, in fact, cannot bring themsel\ . :o‘fhink
~of all} othérs as rivals in the struggle for the means to happineslel This
leads to Mill's second motivational assumption: Man has the capability of
cooperation with others and of identifying his interésts with those Qf “
_others. Man is a creature of sympathy'as much as he is a being with seif—

interested motives: ; N . i

Not only does all strengthening of social ties,
“and all- healthy growth of society give to each
individual a stronger personal interest in
practically consulting the welfare of others; -
it also leads him to identify his feelings more
and more with their good ... The go:d of others
“becomes to him a thing naturally and necessarily
sto Be attended to ... he is urged by the strongest
motives“both of interest and of sympathy to
demonstrate it...12

IOJohn Stuart Mill, Utilitarianism,; Part 3, in Max Lerner, éd., Essential
Works of. John Stuart Mill (New York: Bantam Classic, 1961), p. 217.

1]ibid., pP. 219.. Man is imbued with this social feeéing, in Mill,

lzji’bid.," p. 218.

¥
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, A third motivaiiohal assumption in Mill's Utilitarianism is that man. s
’ endowed with a natural sentiment 6f réciprdcity. Thus, relationships be—
tween men are based on mutual expectation, |\’Gocbd for good "' suggests Mill,
“carrjgs'with it a naturél guman feelinga... He who accepts beneflts énd
i denicé,a return of them?whcn nevded,’inﬁ{icts a real hurt, by disappoin
Oae of the most patural and/;casonable of qxpectatﬁons.013
Mill's th:ce mo;}ﬁétiona] postulates, the desire of each pe€”  n to
be tn harmony with/éf; thc.rcst; the caéabi[lﬁl_of cach to cooperate with
. ; ~ others and to/sfg;athize wigh‘their,interests and the fec]:ngs of reci-

e v . ‘
o procnty, contribute to his deduction of rules of justice. Thg71dea of

Jjustice |§vder|vat|ve from naturaj sentiments. Are. these assumptions
aqceptable? Couldn't it be argued th;t these sentiments are "a prbdutt of
education and méral learning rather th#n instinct? |If these feelings are
sui generis, t%ni i‘§ J P u,lvt to see wh'/ injustice |s so prevalent in
society. These.ééntimentlfj:j373<ge pOWerFul enough to generate a con- »
ceptIOn of justice lnoall socuet:es, at all times. His assumptlons are
much too strong for bunldung a theory of justice in international relations.
If his assumptions are correct, decision-makers of statés should be
capable of ”proposnng to themselves a collective not an individual, inter-
est as the aim ... of their qctions.”]h But given the history of inter-
“national relations, such a Eo]]ective interest is unlikely to result from
'~ strong motivgtfanal assumptions. Decislon-makers' symbafhies seldom en-
compass what %s in the national interests of Other states. How Ibﬁg‘éould

B

a diplomat maintain his positfon if he were to weigh the needs and aims of.

Bivida., p. 24 | . o
ibig., p. 218. |

3
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motivational assumﬁlions.~ In order to derive a theory of justice the con=

~

his own 'staute by a standard that is for the benef{it of other states as

well as his own? Mill's mativational postulates are unrealistic for

»

. 3 K ' . . ' t‘ . '
international telations.” Th y demand too much of individuals -(and even

-

. .
more’ from decision-makers).

A 2

2. Contractarian Assumptions

“Hume And. Mill are committed tomaking ‘strong motivational assump-

T

- -0 , | , . ‘
tions ia detiving their rules for society. Their theories are dependont

lf

"

upon thl constraingﬁ of o particular Lime period and bound by the socnal

fvoanq» of existing actors, To achieve th&A(osL good pOsflblo c?@lucd

‘

‘over all members of saciety, tbqy are, compelled to lcc09n|ze or establish

the possibility of cach actor being mot'vdiud by\considerations that ox-
- . ‘ ‘ B !
tend beyond his own interests. A coritractarian need not make strong

4

s p

Z

- - : R
tractarian can p]acl conditjons.on the choice situation rather than on the

: _ —~
actors themselves. The contractarian advances some fictional or imaginary

Cidea of contiact to facilitate the connection between self-interests and .

¢

;Ngmciplos-of justice. 1

\e - B - v
.«

" Jean Jacques Rousscau d‘pondq’upon both no*nvatuonal as:umptlons
and a thvory of contract in deducing a concgption of jdstlce. Rousscau's
. | . ] 7 . .

investigation into tne nature of the relations betwcen men beging with:

-

this question:
I

... as the force and liberty of ecach man aqre
the chief instruments of his self- preservation,
o . how can he pledge them without harmirmg his own
¢ - interests, and neglecting the care he oves to
' himself215

TN K : \\; )

: S Rousscau, Theg Social Cimtract, Book 1., translated by
G. D! H. Cole, The Social Contract and Discourses {New York: E. F.
Hutton and “Company, 1950), p. 13.
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For Rdusscau. the answer to this question is that each associate aqrees
to alicnate all of his rights to the whole commuiity and by doing so, he

gains new advantages in return for those he loses in the state of nature.
e N
1 2 “

In contract»ng for Lhc advantages of the social state the- contractcc it

W

s presumed, ga:n; ﬁtnblllty, rocuprocnty aﬂd JUS[ICL In his social re—

lationships. What he loses is hls‘,natural right'" to the @eans whereéhy

5%

- : . . L
he can {jain advantages in matters concerning the community as a who'ed

v . . .
In a word, he alienates his interests.
' )

”

By employing Lhc con(cpt of a fictional contract, Rousseau appears

: y
to havn tic intefest pursuits to a conception &f justice. What remains
to be asset s®&d are the conditlons of actors pruor to contractual o -

&

- \

i v
nent . What motivational assumptuons does Rousseau make about th. 1
* ! © ) ‘ .

-

of man? Men must )imit their inte rest, according to Rausseau, ifticy

are to _make it activc. . He suggests that"mén in the pre-contradtual

%’ . W . " ? 3 M

'State GFL capable of seeing othurs as Sltuated snmllarly to Lhemselves
xR,

Q
of fee]:ng COmpaSSIUﬂ for them, and of, flndlng ponnts of aqreement betweco
- R w R 4 SE .
them. Rousseau posits the following circumstan&§ Qn-fhe state of nature:
“ ! I

For if the clashnnq of port@hﬂar interests 35

made the cstablnshmont of SOCIthCS fecessary,

the agreement of these very interests made it .

possible. The common element. in these different

intercsts is what forms the social tie; and

were there no point of agrerment between® them K

all, no socncty could exist. ’ '

Though men havc conflnctnnq Intereﬂts, Rousseay attempts to estab!ish

that they also have common nnterests. ‘Actors contract wzth one another

6Rousseau, A Discourse on Political Econamy, in‘1bid.,§b. 301,

§§T7op._cit., The Social Contract, Book 2, p. 23.

i -
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ﬁ' on the t. . of thesk latter interests. But is this condition of common

interests present? [Even if it Is present is it sufficient to lead indi-
[ \

vidualgutoiadopt pﬁinclp'és for their mutual conduct?

™

‘ .o
In answer tg Jthe firsa.ﬂuestion, "t Is difficult” to Imagine hoy
. ‘ . i

N

actors who xhavc‘bniy ﬁpqradt 1 relacions can rccognng a common

Interest. Noﬁbﬁheltss, ROUGSCGng‘n prepared to acknowledge the exlstenco
. . ) “\ -
of suZh an. interest. Lvu -|f thls premnsc js 1osfelted to Roussoau it

NS %
i unlikely that one wourﬁ roo with him that thl\ |> ) sharod or mutual:
intorost. Yet thls is cox qctly what he malnta!n%' . "ﬂ . S

Thc undgrtnktngs Nhlch bind us to the socna] }g Agéhyy

dy are obligatory only because they are | 35; _,“‘fm o
utual and tir nature ig, such that in . S
- fulfiTl ing them we cannot work for other s . thf’e?”r
LI - without workina for OUIqL,VL§ s This- ghpves LT
that equality of rightssand th“ldca o&gA o k
o + .~ "% Justice which such quality creates -origimte S S T
s, Ao T in thz prcferonce each mon:gives to hlmscbf 18 . L oe e d
N ; b - . - ‘o d ’ iy
‘g 'lmplanted in % Jsseau s account of indideual inteﬁe%ts- id the nbtivatio?wa)
wre o . ’ .
‘ asqumptlon that mcnsaﬁm capab]e of dlscetnlnq the }Tkeégigarcﬁts:of others.,
; & s . P ,JfE@A

nntorests.ié”thc
o -

}mplncnt g)tfk\ldga that cach glv0§ preference to mag O
> “ f 1
, ‘Y e

& v ~
. condltlon ‘that dnen are capable of rccognlznng‘and acting upon a mutual
~ R . i
Interest, and ndgwmelely a councnd<ntal one, : @V)

_ Even lf theSc fertile assump:ions obtaln.4Rousseau does not provndL
0 , _9 .
" an adequate answer to the second questlon s th;,cbnnmh interest sufFi*r_

. [3 .

clent to generate princuples of Justice? Common Interests or mutuallty,

1
N

alone, cannot be the work horse for the auoptnon of such prnncupfes.. No ~
matter how shared actors' interests may bc, thls fact might allow them to

avold raisnng queqtnons of Just|Ce. Arter all though the family is the

social unit where, one wou]d nnﬁt llkely find the klnd of cammon Intarqlfg

|8tb d‘, p‘ ‘.‘29. \ ) . . : <

——

a g e
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Rousscau envisions, 1t is also at the same tlme the unit where problems

3 ( .
of justice seldom arnso‘anq whon they do, are oiﬁen'solvod on .an ad hoc
g o, : -

19

. . 7 .
basis, o !

. \ . ' [ - /
Rousseau seceks to provlde a general er pective from which one
dhe ‘ . . .
can assess the rnqhtncss of acts»ahd dccns:o, This perspective is the {43
.,' N 4 Y

acneral will, Amorg other thjngs, thts requires each to submit to the

20

conditions he imposes on othegs, > Egis a nbral>pr7néiplc tteis.

|

derived From.two drstinct sourq,cs. e |'i‘d duccd ;{rom the condltlon:»
e o "

‘a /

meosod on actors (where ‘caeh cHﬁOscs fdr all thqp‘cst) And it is f

i

second deduat«on is the oneﬂqueStion'd here »act on Yé% basks of moral

fcclings abou( man s sympathetlc n%
s,

ure or about hfs abllrty to‘%ﬁentlfy a
A @

"

his.interests ﬂlth qthe‘?s is probl*n.atlc gi'ven mﬁ s awarenes%,of his: "~
: . vs, p - . C g &
" own olrcumstahaes and .hOSQ of ofhexs _ o * ‘\{

" /

— ﬁ‘ - - &"?
4’ ‘Hobbg§ cohcept of comn éerest IS narrower than Rousscau S,

. ‘,ﬁkq < & é ) .
For Hobbes, thg LOﬂmDﬂ nnteloft of. acrors is s:ﬁply Lhc lnterest Lach\haﬁ

v,

o’

in socugpty ‘and sclf prcserv-tlon He»does not lmporr Q%tuallty |nto the

',:‘.'AISMO his ndka of Jusﬂmlvery I*tmnte‘d
' N g-.

meaning of commonwintereSt
nce to contract the term ha< no mean|nq wnth-

-

'Justrce |g deflncé-as ob/

/""’4 ‘
i/ .

out the means of enforg/mcnt 21 Rousseau, unllkc Hobbes, broad?hs the "

scope of JUSLIGC tb-i'cludc the prescraptton Lhat otherﬁ do only those
. ! / ™o,
d 7 S BN

lgln'resﬁghse to peals of Justnce chlldren often receive the repl
‘that, "There is/ncither denbcrwcy ROr justice in this househol 2)
Famllles may bg¢ bound by many ties of affection or common interdfts
: wnthoutrconsi erlng the justice of their intor- relations. .

cit., The Social Contract »Book“{, p; 30,_Bdok 3, p. 97.

Rousseau, off.

2‘Thoma< Hob es, Leviathan' in Francis Randall, ed. , Léviathan (N.Y.:
Washingtof Square Press, 1969), ch. 715, p. 97 Alsq see the introduction

to The C/tizen, in Bernard Gert ed., Man and Cltizen (Garden City:
DoubJeddy and Comﬁany 1972), p. 24, T . ‘
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S ” N )':\k 3 : . . 'k’,r
things .that we are willimg to do ourselves. Hobbes' idea of Justice is ot
w ‘ ¢ . v
_hot simitarly dependent upon an advanced conception of social relations.

di - -
u - - By Ld

#inother difference be:ween the two philosophers is- to-be found In

b ‘
the motivational assumptijo- they apply. ﬂobbesnay
» . Y

LI

- 3
- predomlnately SO

4

concerned with his own - rvation; he is not motiva d to contract on
2 B
the basis of foir deali or mutuality. '”[Ll(\tﬁ are explajiaed ln terms

Q
r

of security, justice in terme of the bost way to guarantec that sccurity,
What binds the Hobbewian clhtizen to the social body is not social mutu-
ality, butmutua) fear. Fear actually cajoles man tob reason about thelr

state of existence without civil society. This process of reasoning - g
. ‘ ) ) ' < .
leads men to the recoqnition that the non- pcrfulmance of promises mgde,

or thy performance of deceptivo practlccs Is self-défeéfij‘ﬁince each
2 » o 2 . - .
man can ®nly rely upon h: vown powver, A bredch of,justicé is-against

bl

two reasons. First, it is an lmpllcct .denial of’thg good of

. : ] 2 ‘ . -1 N
seservation. 3 Sécoqd, lt is a chection o¥ the means of preserva-
. e "9 , i
i »
tion and "eveiy man, by rcaﬂoning ‘iecks out the means to the end which
s ’, .
- % 24 S S0 !
he propound: to hl%qelf“ : - S T
- L

) In bebes, idterestg and , justice ére conjoined in the Tollowing

1
v

wayf Bdcause |ntercsts are motivated by the pqssions and‘afcnéenera1ly
4

-

dnrected toward present beneflts the faculty of reaSOn is often distorted.

S(nse of t;;_lmmedilte tends - te overcome the. work of reason which is aimed -
¢ :\

at the futulc good %é"Nonem}o £ss, the gosslblllty of reasoning rema!ns»
i LR T
> M ' . -t N .

ke ' : . s

- - B

: ZZéEJ Cit., Leviatinin, Part 15., p. 100. -
Ay - it . i s
,i 2399. cigt., The Citizen, Part 6, Section 3, p. 176. "Security is the end -

wherefore men submit thcmselves to others., ' o *.
21'. . * . . i . -_ . : \
ibid., Part 14, Section 16, p. 282. . S, _ C

25ibld., Part 3, Section 31, p. 151,
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Intact. Men continue to seck G process whereby they can secure their

*

26 : Co - . .
future desires. The idea of justice establishes this procedure,

U . R
Disqprnlble through reason by the several contractees, it creates the
P .
bonds of contract and. establishes the Leviathan who is to be the guaran-
s tor.of the condlitions of cor . act. Justice (the keeping of covenants)

s a kind &f rule which facllitates the sati:ftaction of the objects of
. ' - - ‘

's desires by Jiroct{ﬁg and tracking their waovement .’ e Leviathan
ensures that the partlgﬁpke(\ their COVungn[S; it is(nnfﬂqnwu,in certain,
respects to the axv—tréff|L conLrollcn id[_gjggjfngi |

E' Inﬁgfcsts,vin Hobbes, tend to be exprnged in tvrmsfof desires
qnd self—prOSCrvation. As well. each’ contractee has an interest in ﬁhé"

means of vcurinq tho way of his future desires, 'abc-Leviathan is to

\-J

'y’ Thus, men have an jnte; resd iw-such an entity. ,

M2 '\Q' N ' ‘Q' ' <

: - Common tQ -aboth l\o%seap sand” Hubbe""‘i's Lhﬁonccpt of a comman'.
[ U A

'ntorcst that each actor. has in gpntracring for procﬁdu a1 rufes of

guarantce j

JUStiCC. thrQ,Rousscau_rclios heavily upon mituality and the sentTment
) ’ i . : ' . -,
of justice, Hobbes is more inclined to advance man's need for security
; .

and self- pruervatnon as t}’ principal perspective ffrym which man- (?

reasbn about, and{a ree to, the condltlons of contract. Though‘PoLh

LY v
aythors begun with self- ~regrrding prou:sc " Rousseau 4n5|sts on thc
~ L]

primordnal grain of Juctice Inher nt in each Esrson whlle Hobbes/places

In both thinkers

4

his trust ih reason to spa:k the movement to JUSt!CL
Hohbos idea of'

rellance is plac;d on the common clemont of interqSt.

4

¢ 5 l.u«nathmf.,"P:\rr . B 64 TaTE e

Py

F‘”

zylbid., Fart 30,/p 250. . The" purpose of a ru'e is "not to bind the
people from all voluntary actions; but to direct and keep them in such
a motion hs hot to-hurt therﬂelvcs by thelr own inpetuous desires...'" -
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iy
'

interest is, however, divorc>d fronf any idea of social mutuality; it is
self-directed And cach person is motivated more by fear than anything else.
; y:

In this section | shave examined some of thc:morc_obv10us motiva-

-

~tional assumptions which philosophers have applied in genoratlng their

conceptions of Justice. It has been aﬁ‘pcd that some of theSe assumptions,

N

|
such as man™ natural sympathy or his potential to ldontlfy the interests
of other: with his own, are too strong. | have also elucidated Hobbgs !

concept of man's potential to reason. The following discusgion is about
~

the motivatiaons .nd rationality of docision—makcrs. Infﬁt,“only the

weakest of assumptions are set forth. These assuﬁgtIOns are meaht‘to

reflect the scholar s Judgmentttbout the. facts oF the !nternational system,
p e

B! W
g g &)
- <2

.B. Motnvatlon and Rationality of Dc;usnon Makcrs

.

Theregappcar to be g0 ways' |

’kﬂ%ch principles of justice In .
. : . v - H

. . ) t’?’* S, . . 7 . : SR
lnternatnonaT relaglons can be der lved rOm what is in; Wmactor’s .inter-
2 . . o . <

v ests. The flrst,way has bcen analyzcd above One’Caﬁ’maﬁe strong ossump-

t:ons about man's inherent potentlal for sympathy r his capablllty to

identify what is in his own interests W|th those of others Man is either

naturaL:y motlvated or can reason his way to general principles‘of justicet.

4 z N .
The second approach to the dcrivatron of.principles of justice for inter-

national relations re;ts on weak notlvatlonalxand rational postul'tes

[

extracted by placing strong condltuons on the

®

Prlncnples of justi

hap on decusuon -makers themselves.{

I

tycholce situation,rather' )
ton-makers motlvated? ThLy can bc thought of ‘as belng

3 RS
How arc dec s

‘ T
2 |
mutually . “tere ted 8v Decusnon-makers in one state are nelther
4 Bao “ .o 3' ".~ SR

8From thls ponnt to the end of the thess | rely extenaLvely upon the
termlno]ogy and arguments provnded in hn Rawls® A Theory of Justice
(Cambridg Mass.: Belknap Press of HarYard Univ. Press, 1971). ‘Mutual
d|5lnterest is one such tgrm <p. }3}.5 ' , - ;

t

v
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motivated benevolently nor malevolently toward the opportunntlcs of

othor states.. What this means is that deciston-makers want to advance (he

opportunities of their own State regardle < .t what is'in the interests of
;otherpstates. *No particular~motLvational 205! tes are imputed to de-
' . & R 1 U.

“c13|on mulers in thccr relutions with othe. states.. They arc notito be

e 1

thought of as having extensive sentimental tICS to. tbefr CUuanrp.‘t' in
. 2w
other states. | However \he nutual dustntrrest postu]atn es: not prcc)ude

»
A

“such tIOQ of affc‘?1on betyv. ren uccnston makers : Cleallv, the: VCf,arllcs

summi t mcetnng< betweﬁn Wood;ow U|Tson Lloyd Gcorqe and ClemenCLau cx-} ¢

w .
u . S B Rl o,

hlbtted a comraderlc between leadens. ‘However the reality oF }nterna- &

v

QNOhal relataqn§ sdggests that such tie4 are ephemera] A thecry of
‘ . -4 \nr( ' ”~ “ PR
Justice 1$H31 relatlons canhot rcst on strong tres of affectlon )

v't\, .t \‘

Coopc:atlon in Europe), held in Helsnnil, more‘agcurately_deplcts-actua]

relataons between decns:on makerz v§ignatories to the agreement wished
to maximize the opportunities of their‘own stateé" U.S. decicion~makers -

campalgned for broader East-West contacts (openinq access to East Bér}in

>‘-«~' Qv i

for example) whereas the Sov1ets wanted to gain forma] recogn.tion of the

»':"v- : N

postwar frontlers in EurOpe. Thelr ratlona]e for §|gn|ng this agreecment

is base® on the supp05|tuon that the declarat:on will createopportunitics

—_

for thelr separate states or ‘at Jeast f&}mallze past opportunities. No

4 -

cxtensuVe Sentlmental ties were necessary for the signing-of this ayrec-

ment. Furthermore the undercurrent of bl—latera1 ncqotlatlons and hard

-

bargainlng between twd’states (Canadian a3§>R(ssjan dis;ussions over
fishing dlsputes) would seem to be the kind o activity that more accurately

reflects the relatlons betWeen decision= makers Again, no sentimecntal tics

a between)deC|SLon-makers need be assumed.’(
. - . . . A o .

-makers or sta es, The recent Conferenpe on Secur|ty and 2

w
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Y d%nSQquence of the mutua] disinterest postulate is that decision-
v’ .‘. A - v
makers are to be vicwed as trying.fo maximize what is in the national

Intercsts of their own states. Tﬂ’b is their function, «Is this assump-

\ v
d’ ‘ tion: acccptable from the scholar's point of refetence? In‘relation to

‘ the prccccdlnq assumptions philosophers have made in der%‘&hq their con"

:
cEptions of a just ordering of human relatton% the mutual disnnterest i
"’ Al

B . . » o | . .
postulalc is a more accurate portrayal of thc motivatidns of decision-

RS

makers. It dovs not assume strong tics of_affcction Or a natural affini-
IE
ty for other decision- maker On the olhcr hand, it does not assume that

LR

diplomd™®s are malevolent toward one another Examinatxon of the nature
|

of man has not- advanced the study of the behavior of states. The
idealist-realist debaLe did not contrlbute to our understandlng of in-

‘Lernational relatijong because of its. tﬁed focus on man's nature,

Nelther side to this debate cou]d get™ Mther side to. ‘agree on initial

prenises. The mutual d|5|nterest postulate would scem to provtde a
ground zero agrecment»p0|nt for the study of - lntcrnatlonal relations

3

which has been absent in the.past.

‘ Ve .
_One may opJect that the postulate of mutual disinterestedness

Y fails to account for the toncern other decision- makers,do have wuth one

L” Yo

another's opportunutles. Surelyq one might coQ;tnue successful diplom-
K

acy  is dependent upon an accurate assessmcnt of the acts and policies of
i

other states. Mutua] perdﬁ%&1on must be an importart aspect of inter-
State behavior.- However, though decision- makers often base thelr .choice

of policies on thexr perceptlons of how other statcs will act and react,

.

this ln fitself does not deny the mutual disinterest postufate;‘ The only
condition. under ' which this' premtse would not apply would "bé one where the

opportunlties in the system are flxed sum Then; of course, ded@sion-
1.

. .
~ a
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i

makers weule be pr;ncnpally concerned with wrestling away fixed oppor-
tunlt»es from other states., It s assumed that in the present ihter—
. national system declsion-makers are generally disinterested in other
‘gstates Opporlunltles because they can still attempt to gain opportuni-

v

tles wi thout neeegsarlly intreasing or dec easing other states' oppor-

S!;t1is in the

\

tunities. Decision- -makers are not . roquured tQ ignote

T

national intugescs of other states when they havc acerss to this in- |

\

formatjon. Rather, mutual disintcres{ on]y juggests thdl decnﬁnon—

makers usually act on the ba- Is of bctterlng thelr an states‘ posntlons

relatlve to p+revious p051t|ons regardless of the pOSltlQhS of oth~

»

States.
Dec&snon makers are rat:onal ~Their staieq need to acqulre e
ogportunltles oq order to Promote both the’ ends of forelqn policy conduct
f‘ L H T H m C A
and to furf%e -their states COHCLptIOﬂS of the goad Itfe . Whatever the

=,
‘ends oF‘ELStéte are decision-makers prefer ‘more Opportunltles to lggs

L 4

It is postu]ated that the esaence of ratvonallty in rnternat:unal rela-

tions cons:stsq.‘-SEﬁh:rlnq more of the genera]nzed means for the ' prono-
tion of particular aims These means are equivalent to what is In a .

-state's interests, They irdclude wealth, power, status and llberty
: i I N

Without them, states cannot broaden thelr opportunltnes to gann over

their prevnous posntnons in the lnternatlonel system, A ratconal de=-
cusngp-Tiyer is one who realizes that he must accumulate more of these

opportunltles if hls state is to achieve. more of jts ends To recall

v

fnom'thé previous chapicr, how these resources are usea once they are
<«

ohtained is not imcortant for our purposes. - It could be arqued ad

-

infinitum whether .the c,pnoe on of niclear energy Is in the nationa]

w

|nterests of India. |If that event Is viewed as a waste of an important



e

natural resource that could prov\&d.e lnd?fa' with more hydrogrctl ic power

st . (3

it is ObVIoU'q"&f‘ ,n herr interest(s. However, it cou]dwie\vcd as
" 'y J

%

belng in thi*_ vﬁOnal interests of India if the explosion creates a

previously non-existent status (India has become a-member of the still

select "nuclugr club").

What has been elicited thus far in regard to the ratjonality of
. . : LN ) |
decinion-riakers should not be misconstrued. It is still ‘possible for a

!

state to'misimgerprct what.is in its national interests; and it is still

_possible for-decisicontmakers to enact pol¥ies which are opposed to the

national interests of their states. The postulate of rationality in
decision-making extends no further than the preference decision-makers

have for enlarging their states®™ opportunities,

The question that arises is how decis‘~n-makers cafrturn this

::5 aafage ‘&fll states.

Given gﬁp exnstlng lnternational system," whcré-'biasidh-makers-have

access to the knowledge of their own states' positions in the interna-

-tional system, choice of such a scheme is an impossibility. The United

~

4

States would chqpse a scheme that favored the more prosperous statc5

_whareas Bangladesh would opt for a de5|gn of the nntcrnatlonal system

that favored the least advantaéed’~tates To dertve a chg?ze oﬁpaﬂﬁncid
NI . a
ples of justice “for lnternatvonu] relations :t is necessary to abstract

from tH facts of the internationaT JSystem. It will be necessary to ¥

o
place d¢c15|on makers in an original. setting thre they are not aware of

which.s}ates they represent A i%? ' ) _';
PN

. Py .
’ o . o
.

-

29The ‘concept of an oruqnn 1 settxng‘as derived from two sources. Origi-
nal' Is taken from Rawls!' foriginal position.  Setting is borrowed from
the internal and ternal};ett;ng of deCISIon-maktng found in Richard
-Snyder et. al. eéx , ign Policy Decision-Makings An Approach to
+ the Study of International olitics (New York: ‘Thg Free Press,.1962)
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4
Ratlon@k;ty L gfcdblon maklng is not dependcnt upon Qccess to
. w 1 b’%( »

all of the fact§*tnvo? d in making a partlcular dQCIQIOH ,gohn Rawl s

hasjclPtured this point most vividly:
. b .
. the rationality of a person's choice .
. does not depend upon how much he knows, but -
only how wcll hevreasons fi m whatever 30 :
information he has, however incomplete.

~« Decision-makerQywish to maximize the opnortunities.of their states, even -

31

i, 'he event that Lhey.dovrn{ know which states they represent. If the

origtnal scttnng IS propcr]y structured, rationaljty in decision-making

woa?% requnrc that decasnon makers adopt the schcme that mest contributes

a_/ -
to their states' abllaty to advance its ends. Since opportuni'ties are

required to realize any of & state's aims, decusnon -makers mus&nCESOSe
‘. dv’
the scheme . that tends to maximize the opportunities-of their stetes to

better their,posiﬁﬂons}in the interqatlonalﬂsyﬁﬂﬁ%h”“

2 Do

C. Eghe Conditions of International Society

32

- States are subJect to the conditions of lnternatnonal soclety.

)

TH@!@ may be viewed as- backé?bund condltlons ‘that give rise to the need#ﬂ@ﬁg
>

for prlncyples of justice in lnternat[ona] relations. WIthou: them, -,

[}

there'wbuid be no'need,for principles of justice; questionsiof justice
would nqt'efise. Just “as Hobbes Sets forﬂg-the condition of, mutual fcar:
' T ey
A : .-
'.!?"?,x
A\ ]

Q' miPJ n Rawls, A Theory of Justice, p. 397 . :).
i ,
. ity

v’

for' an aSSessment of the ufcfulneSS’and llmltatlons of ratlona

models in internatjonagy relations see Sxdney~Ucrba "Assumptions of
Rationality and Non- -Rationatlity in Mddels of the Intcrnational System
% in-Khaus Knorr and Sidney Verba (editors), The International System

[: (N. J : Princeton lUnijv. Press, 1969) pp. 93- 1177 N
- 32 Sbid 5 PP 126 130. - John Rawls ig concerked to show that the circum-
. ‘stances of. |uStlLe app]y to the dorestic environment. It-would appear

‘athat these circumstances apply to the international environment with
. @ven more blausnbullty since there is no centrdl authority; no common
culture, ctc. = . ' .

"
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to drive persons into society, the following conditions are set forth to

direct states toward a workable conceptnon of JUStICC

s
These condltlons may be leIded into two parts: The risk-role of
States and the separate 1jfe- plans of states. That all states pursue
generallzed opportunlttes places each state, in relatjon to ‘the inter-

naLlonal,system, in the same role' How best tg lnc?eaSe one's opportuni-~
‘«?'
1?les and thereby, act on-what is ln one's national interests inan en-

9 ironment of uncertainty. ln this,enyironment perceptions are often
lstaken knowledge is lacklng, time . |o ‘often réstrlcted rules are

i,gephemeral and the resources at a state's dlsposal are limjted. 33 Risk-

g&,role is defined In terms of uncertalnty and scarcity. Risk is uhiggitogif/

¥

ig Decision- ~makers seldom are certalq that the adoption of acts éﬁd poltcnes

- wnlllsecure scarce opportunltles Bott powerful and we%k states are sub-
: ,,eﬁa AR
ject to the risk-role The Unlted States annot be sure that lts poll‘

o

L&

"'cles nnl 1’ ‘create opportunities any’more than the deC|suon makers of ooy

\

‘Guatemala can be sure that their pollcles will lead to. opportunct:es fov

i:; gain. Though the kinds of pOllCleS the dec15|on makers of | the Unlt

States agopt may ‘be more extensive and may have a ‘greater rmpact on ?he

International- system than those adopted by Guatemala the common denOmi?”

nator of gisk-role |s shared by the-deCISIbh makers ih both states. B e
A parallel with Hobbes' treat|se bccomes‘apparent No state ls

in a position to over- power all of the rest" The capacltle{\of declsnon-

makers ‘are similar in the sense that all afe SUbJect to havnnq?their

.. .. N -
330urlng crises thesé condltlons ace moré sallent than durlng normal
“periods. For a recent evaluation of, crisis literature see James M.
_ McCormlck ”Evaluatnng Models of Crisis Behavior: Some evidence from
iﬁhp Mldale East,' Ihtérnational Studies Quarterly, Volume 19 No 1, .
q v

rch, 1979, pp- 1\7 BT e

.

&~
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policies Inpeded;-all are vulnerable to attack. None can advance poli-
cies which are in their national interests withvcgrtainty.' This is one
aspect ef the risk-role. The other ésbstt‘is scatcity of natural re-
sources. States are not séif-sufflcient. Ihough the eppdjtunlties to
be obtained in-‘the internationai éystem'are net.fixed OF imtr™eC, they
are,scatcé relative to=anyheartitular state. Decision-makers of states

‘ ‘ v : '
must trade with vthdr sthtes to obtain ‘the rdsources they nged to ad-

.
i

vance their aimns. f therd®were arn abundance of naturdl resources in

each state there would ‘be no necd for coogeiatlon Howeve:, many of

e
the ﬁ¥ sent@+nternat|ondl disputes are over rlghts Lo resources such as
, & ,

w2 _.’\

oll and ﬁqsqb Even countries thataare r|ch in one partlcular resource
. ¥

" kN
i -

: 5.
(oiT, lrrﬁmé c¢ase’ of the OPEC countr\es) aﬁz sub}ect to the cnrcumstanccP

W - *

6flscarcity. How,long cou!d the OPEG group advance® thelr opportun@tlcs‘7

3

.fs neqessary % sustain thelr populatlons? 0r how

Sy el

fd Starbs advance*lts posutlon wuthout the uranium

4

It mUSt |mport for pea efuloand mllltary pu oses7 Scarclt , in this
; Y

il

.'wlthQut the food

‘Toné could the Q

B 4

B3

case, |s a fact oF nnternaflonal ]|fe G | '?
\ " The riskirole.aspectﬁto the tonditions of internatidhal society

. S .
g:fferent states since ?ooperatnon can lmprove each state's ¥

“~

N

'basition.un the :nternattonal system. But there is also the: pOﬁSIbl]ltY

i .

- of COn?lIct since- states are not |nd|fferent to how the benef/és de-
I : - . . / -
rrved from this cooperatnon are dlstrlbuted 34 ;T

< Risk-role does hot eﬁhaust,thcétonditjons pof international society
L , Lthere , ot

f »”
g ’ . o ) ) . . - ) s . ]

™

34

Qp.‘cit.q A Theory of Justice, p. 126, R Y.

o

.
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Part two of thase circumstances involves the separate life-plans of

states. While the decision-makers of each state wish Mo advance the

)

opportunities of their states, each state has a different conception of
""the good life'. The aims and goa)s of states vary because f these
different ideas of the good. Decision-makers in each statc attempt to
advance their state's idea of gbod indepengently of the good of other
states. Th&uqh decision-makers are indifferent to the good of other

, ,
states, they are not indiffcrent to the distribution of potential oppor-
tunities. Thesec opportunities:alvays provide extra chances fn“’a statev N
to aannce its conception of the good. The idea of mutual disinterest,

v

as defined in the previous section, .accounts for this aspect of the
!
conditions of international societ Decision-makers are motivated to

gain a larger share of opportunit\es for their states, uninhibited by’

*

feelings of benevolence or malevoleace toward the life plans of other
states. . A\\

Rawls summarizes the circumstantes of justice, the domestic
cognterpart'to the conditions of international society, in these words:
... the circumstances of justice obtain

whenever mutually disinterested persons

put forward conflicting claims to the

division of social advantages under

conditions of moderate scarcity.35-
Uncertainty and scarcity of natural resources are the objective condi-
tion of international society that provide a common denominator in that

- . L A .

all states are affected in similar ways by these environmental condi-
tions. Mutual disinterest is a subjective condition of the international

environment. The historical situation of states is such that they have

different life-plans and goals they wish to achieve. Decicsion-makers

S

T




are- indifferent to other states' 1jfe plans. Their function is to
advance their‘own.statcs aims by increasing the means or opportunities

A

Y .
at their states' disposal. Increased opportunities are always in- their
state's national interests.

These conditions of international society depict the reality of
international 1elaticns. A theory of justice in international r«lations
. . - , A .o
would not arise if decision-nakere could be certain that their policies
would increase their sta. cs’ opportunities and if resources were 5Yhund-
- .

~

ant. At the same time, principles of justice must be congruent with
. S .

these environmental conditions. |t counts against a conception of

justite if decision-makers could not act in accordance with it -because
. . 6 . .

of the facts of the international system.3 For example, if decision-

makers were motivated to be sympathetic toward the life-plans of other

states, then the principles derived from this motivational postulate

would not accord with the assumption of mutual disinterest. Similarly,"

L

principles deduced from a misinterpretation of the nature of the risk-
N . -

role would not be in congruence ‘with the reality of the international

system. '
Decision-makers pursue opportunities in an environment of un-

ce;tainty and scaréity. The‘qusuit of opportunities constrains the

kinds of principles of justice acceptable in international relations.

The decision-makers of each state, then, are subject to the conditions

of international society. But these circumstances alor- do not generate

36Rawls says something similar to this in relation to hiscontractees:
“I't is, for example, a consideration against a conception of justice
that in view of the laws of moral rsychology, men would rot acquire
desire to act upon it..." ibid., p. 138.
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prlnclples of Justlce for yhe conduct of international behavior or the
distrubut:on of opportunltnes Risk-role and mutual disinterest capture

the context in which decision-makers presently interact. However, sub-
’ ' "
mission to this form of interactlon is tantamount to no agreement on

principles of justice. The actual divisi n of opportunities is deter-
mined by the gtratcgic positions of states resulting from prior and
existing dircuwstances.37_ To derive adequatp prinpipies of justice for
the future conduct of international rclations; it is hecessary to plo e
decision-makers in an original setting where the choice of. prlnCIpIes
is not affccted by their states' posntlons in the international system
Adoptaon of the contractarian approach presupposes that the conditions
of international society obtain., What must be done™in order to_deriVe

principles of justice is not to ignore these circumstances, but to

place decision-makers in an original setting where they do not know how

-
* these circumstances will affect thejr own state's partlcular sntuatloh

One makes weak assumptions about the known reality of rnternatlonal re-

lations and places strong conditions on the choice of princip}es in the

original settipg. ' , ' . i -

D. Conclusion ‘ ' ' : 1
A In this chapter, | have examined: (1) traditional motivafionaJ' i

-and rational postu]ates‘ut.szed jn,polLtica]'philospphy for the deriva- {

tion of conceptions of justice; (2) moti“atipnaf'and_rational postulates

of decision-makers; 33) thé conditions of intern;iional society. It has /

37ibid » P. 521. This statement parallels Raymond Aron s discussion , ﬂ
of the strategic balance of force in |nternat|onal relations. See ‘
Raymond  Aron, Peace and War: A Theory of Internatsona] Re1at|ons
(N.Y.: Frederick Praeger, 1968). )

v ’ ’ g .‘“

!
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been argued that decision-makers are mutually disinterested; they do not

4

take an interest in one.another's interests. Rather, thelr function is
to qgvancevthe obporthnities of their own stafes regardless pf what is

in the interests of other actors. It has been assumed that whatever the

.

endsdof‘states; decision-makers are aware .hat increased opportunities . -
are necessary means. The mutual cisintcrest postulate does not presuppose

that decisicn-makers are either bencvolent or malevolent in their externat.
! ) y
relations. Thus they are not to be thought of as being concerned with

the life4plans of other §;ates.\ 1t has also been argued that deéisioq-

makers are rational. . They would rather have more opportunities than less

.

\

sfnc; these always creaté addftiphgl SNgnces for'a state to advance its
ends.' In regard'to'thé choice of principles of justice,»rationélity in.
QEfision;makin; requires that decision-maker; choose the~gcheme that most
maxiﬁ?zg; the opportunities 6f steics to befter their positions in the
'internatjonal sy;tém. Under the ruBric of the rationality postulate,"it
has also been contended that the rationality of adecision-maxer's
chqige.of'principles*ddes’not depend upon how much he knows, buf upon
‘how he &easons from whatever_?nformation he has. | foliow Rawls closely

on this point. A rational choice of principles depends upon how de-

cision-makers perceive the configurationm of obportuﬁities wil}\BE affected.

e They must always ask, 'With the 1imited information given to me, which set

4

of principles will tend to maximize the opportunities at my state's dis-

posal?'

-

In the final section of this chapier, the conditions of interna-

+

tional society have been articulated. These include the risk-role of

states and the life-plans of states. Risk-role is divided into uhcertainty

-

.and ‘scarcity of natural resources. As a generic concept in international



-relataons, risk-role suggests that some amount of rlsk is present In the
pursuit and attalnment of opportunltles. Though the constellation ef

forces in the international system seldom subjects states to the same

Te

amount. of risk, the idea of uncertaintx is universal'in_inferfstéte
relétions. Pursuit of opportunlths often conflicts with the amount of

~risk a state is willing to take in gannlng a better posutcon in the inter-

B . .
natiopal system. Scarcity of natural resources Is the second part of the.

——— e

N

risk-role postulate. Decision-makers know that their states are not
self-sufficient in natural resources. They must cooperate wnth other
states to get the resources they need to advance their own states' aims.

Risk-role, then, is common to all states. It is a background condition

]

in the international system that makes c00peration‘29th possible and

necessary in the relations between states. The subjective circumstances
s L "'
of justice involves the separate life“pTans of states. Each state is

A

presumed to have its own ends which are independent of the ends of other *

states.: Decision-makers are indifferent to the life-plans of other

o .

states and seek only to advance the opportunities of their own states.
States have separate ends but utilize the same generalized means in

advancing these ends.

Neither the postulates. regarding decision-makers nor the condi-

o

tions of international society guarantee that a conception of qutice

Y

could be agreed to in the present Interhational system.. Just the same,

without these postulates and conditions, questipﬂs of justice would not

arise. .Such questions are not generated when universal benevolence,

” .
certainty .of conduct, and material abundance are present. " The first step

~in the presentation of a contract model has now' been completqﬁ. _In the

following chapter, an o>794n§1 setfing is outlined in which decision-

Te
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«Mmakers must choose pruncaples of justice under constrained curcumstances.

In Thomas C.

,bl

Schelllng s words, 'Prticipants must be ready to allow the

: 8
situation itself to exercise substantlal constraint ovér qhe outcome “3 N
. . . A
-
: / o
.
~
\1_‘ T\ = .
- . /
. "“
. ‘ \
. 7’
P 0% )
o ¢ . ~
. » \ - ’\:‘ ‘H
o v . . /
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S
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38 7 e -
“Thomas €. Schelllng The Strategy of CotfTict (N.%.: Oxford Univ. Press,
1960), p. 75 " .




CHAPTER 6

The Contractees and the Original Setting in
International Relations

5

Introduction

Contract theory focuses attention on the basic structure of the
International system. Instead of asking, '"What are the causes of war and

the conditions of peace?', contract Jheory allows us to ask, '"What are
. !

the preconditions and requirements of a just international order?" Short

. Wl
rof Armageddon, the latter question is worthy of the scholar's attentio
and the contractarian approach provides a method whereby we can sharrtlt

In order to derive a contract model of justice for international -re-

.

lations, ?magine that the decision-makers of states aif placed in a hypo-

thetical original setting of equality. Decision-hmakers are to determine

y

unanimously the‘principles of justicc by QFTEh their states are to be

regulated in the future. The important point is that they are to choose

in advance of more pgrticular knowledge about their states' positions in

the iﬁfernationa] sy;tem. Pr{nciples adopted in the—original settfng are

 to regulate all further agfeements and interactions between states. These
;

are the principles that rationallrepresentagives concerned about pro-

F)
°

tecting and furthering the opportunities of their States would agree upon

in an initial positioﬁ of equality. John Rawls refers to this choice

.

situation and the concommitant choice of principles for a domestic society

<. . \ 1 ) N
as Justice as fairness. ' .

A

S

]John Rawls, A Theory. of Justice, pp. 11-17, p. 48, b. 563. '"Just as one
person is to decide upon his plan of life in the light of full informa-
tion no restrictions being imposed in this-case), so a plurality of per-

sons are to settle the terms of ‘their cooperation in a situation that gives

all falr representatior as moral beinmgs.'" ibid., p. 563.

) . 95

/



96

3

4

in 4his chaptgg heavy reliance will be p[aced-on John Rawls' in; N
terpretation of the original positisn.2 Many of his stipulations will be
lncorporéted into the international context. Algpratiops of his gontract
model are.made sparingly and only where the differences. between the‘
domestic environment aqd any internatidn;l environment warrant these
changs. | proceed as follows: First, a justification for fho use .of

the contract nodel in intgrnatioﬁal ﬁélations. Second, idéntification

of. the c;nlraétfng partips. Thirdt a dgscr}ptioh of the conaitions fm-

posed in the original setting. These conditions are divided into two

subheadings: the veil of ignorance and the formal constraints on the

3

choice of principles. " v

A discussion ofvfhe princfpﬂé%,of ju;tice for infernational re-
lations follows in the next fwo.chgptéré. From the description of the
original setting pripciples of juétide for the structure of the inter-
national system will ‘be derived,/ These principles'afe to determine
(1) the }Lghts and duties of st¥tes and (2) to regulate the pursuit ana

“distribution of opportunities 7Lich are in states' national interests.

A. The Contract Model in International Rg}ations: A Justification
Few students in the field of international relations would con-
sider the contract model to be relevant to the discipline. After all,

states constitute separate societies with their own histories, languages,

2See especially chapter three in A Theorx,of Jystice, pp. 118-192, -
Richard A. Falk suggests that there is a concensus among international
scholars that Rawls is relevant to the discipline. Richard A. Falk,-

""The Domains of Law and Justice,' International Journal, Vol. .31, No. 1
p. 12, Winter (1975-1976).

3The veil of ignorance limits the kind of knowledge available to the
I\C:t

parties whereas the formal constraints on the choice of prxncnples
the kinds of principles which can be chosen.

A
.
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rules and authoritative Structures. The founders of contract thebry‘\'
usually were writing about particular socicties that shared these features

or at least a sufficient number of the features to derive missing require-

ments. This is not the case In international relqtions. Even if the

ﬁroblem of the diverse features of distinc. states c%gld:be surmounted,”

there scems to be no evidence in recent history fof-suppOsfng the possi-
" . \

bility of a coer. ve and authoritative apparétus'which could regulate the -

LI : :
opportu?ities of sta'ecs. Stanley Hoffman aptly depicts the nature of the

.discipXine. International relations, he suggests, is ''the science of the
absence of power'.

That which has been written on the subject of justice in inter-
national relations tends to fall into two categories: (1) specific issues
6f'human rights, treaty obligati’rs and international court cases; (2) T
general topics including the need for re-distribution and the ”imperiélist“
_litefature.s No outline for a theory of justice in international rela-
fions has been attempted for the contemporary international s/stem. |n-

.
ternational scholars seem to be saying: No ingernational community, no

international justice. Before reasons can be set forth for scudying the

application of contractarian theory to international relations it is

hStanley Hoffman, The State of War (N.Y.: Frederick A, Praeger, 1965) ,

PP. 3-21. Hoffman argues that the laws of domestic political science
cannot be transposed into the international setting because-an authorita-
tive structure is missing in the latter environment .

5Scholars in international law would be Principally concerned with specific
issues. For example, see leslije Green, "Human Rights and Canada's_lndians,”
Israel Yearbook on Human. Rights, vol, 1, 1972, Under general topics see
Barbara Ward, The Rich Nations and the Poor Nations, Johan Galtung, "“A
Structural Theory,of Integration," Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 5, No. &
(1968), Richard Barnet, Global React, Harry Magdoff, The Age of Fmberia]ism;
"and Hedley Bull, “Order vs. Justice in International Society,' Political
Studies, Vol. XIX, No. 3, (269-283), sept. 1971.

A
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‘necessary to consider very briefly the major, competitor to contractarian

c justice, utilitarianism..

«t
A utilitarian theory of justice maintains that actions are right

I f they promote the,generpd happiness or commén good, wrong if they pro-
mote the abseqce of happi\gss. The &rect ve rule of human conduct is to
maximize the total amount of good carried over all members of society. A'
utilitarian is not concerned to maximize the well-bging of each agent, but
}he well-being of the whole community. 6 Institutions arej to be arranged
in a manner which guarantees the greatest sum of satisfaction. Utilitari-
anism js arrived at by adopgingffor society a prinqiple of choice for one
man: 'lt is this spectator who is conceived as carrying out the rqguiréd
organization of the desirgs of all persons into one éoherent systém of

N - . 7

desire; it is by this construction that many pérsons are fused into one

'Rawls states that utilitarianism does not take the distinction between

S

persons seriously,

Each state in the ‘international éystem demands sovereicnty; each
state demands that i;.be,tnnated on an eﬁual be#sis with all ;thers. This
fact would militate,aéainst acceptance of the utilitarian eth'c in inter-
national relations. Decision-makers of states could not be expected to
assent to a structure that is indifferent’to how tﬁe sum of opportunities
are distributed. Yet“this isithe imglicatioﬁ of the utilitarian doctrine.

. : . ; - '
What counts is not how rights and benefits are allocated, but maximiziné

the total amount of benefits. Can one realistically expect Chad to agreé

to a lesser amount of satisfaction so that the total ca) be maximized for the

SJohn Stuart Mill, Utilitarianism, or. cit., pp. 198-199.

7A Theory of Justice, p. 27.
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®

rest? To maximize the net balance of satisfaction taken over all ?tates
.

“

it might be necessary that third world countries settle for less. It is
a cryel irony of the pcesent international system that most of the count-
ries must settle for a lesser share of wealth, resources, education, de-

7,
velopment and the generalized means of livelihéod so that a few more "

fortunate states can maximize their own prospects. A ut:lltaﬁiaﬁgschemc
could have the same kinds of consequences on ‘the international sy?%gc that
exist today. The grecater gains of somc could outweigh the Idﬁses oﬁ’
others. Since decision-makers are concerned to advance what is in the
national interests of their states regardless of the jnterests of others,
end independent of the total amount of opporteqities in the international

[y

, system, they cou]d‘neyer agree to an order which miéht'have consequences
they could not accept. They certainly would not cpnsent to a procedure \ ’i,
that implies the possublllty of the denxa] of sovereignty to seme-of their

states. Utilitarianism denies the di_stinction between separate states Q '

istinct purposes,

"pursuwing generalized opportJ%itics for
" A contractarian approach to Jjuy yn international relations is

an alternative to utilitarién?sm. Why W6u]d‘a»scholar of international

vy hd

relatlons want to apply contractarxan theory to the international system?
. 4 - v

In the f:rst place, by adopting this approach one could avoid the en- .

tanalements and complexities inherent in the international system. To see

.

clearly we must often sfmpliﬁy. An appropriate design of the contractarian

original setting simplifie% by making certain assumptions. ‘It assumes, for

example, that the decision-makers of states do not know which states théy |

e

represent. This assumption is éppealing because it controls for the pro-
' - 'Q . ' ’ ,- Iy H
rounced tendgncy' of deciscon—makers.tq-advance, or attempt to advance, the

oppottunrties of‘their;fpecific states. They arekforceq\tofView'the object
o ) . BRI ' O '
. b

- 4
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of their agreement without knowing the unique features of their states.

N

Any agreement reached in the original setting, Is of -academic interest

because the simplifying conditions embodied in that setting do not im-

L

pute strong motivational traits to decision-makers. "Thus, one avolds

»

the realist's objection that decisioh-makers are not benevolently dis-

posed. Of course, the reali516can still object. He can argue that any
original setting.fs an 3bstractio? from the reality of international re-
lations, even if the simptifying assumptions apply to~the'condrti;ns
under which decision-@aké §~cﬂoose rather thaﬁ to aséumptions about man's
nature. One can reply to e realist tha{‘a conception of justice can
only be generated by makiﬁg cartain assumptiéps. Can Hobbes be labelled
an ideali§t'because he stipulates conditions in the sta&e of nature which
‘abstract from the nature of men in organized society?

3
Another reason for adopting the contractarian approach is that it

v

-

embodies conditions that are fair. By excluding particular knowledge,

each decision-maker is placed on an equal footing with every other. No
actor can tailor principles to suit the reqd?rements of his state. In the?g
original setting, }hose who turn out to be thf decision-makers of Gh;na |
Have asvmucé say as those from Russia. Why might international scholars,
interested in moral perspectives, find thts cod‘gquence of the contract-
arian approach attractive? They might find it attractive because the_facts
qf power are divorc;d from the requirements of 2 theory of justice in.
international relqtnons; No state deserves its power position becqpse its
;erri%?ry.gits on oil or other natural nesources. Similarly, no state
deserves its human talent or its state of industrial development. For
theSe reasons no decision-makers should be placed at an advantage or dis-

-~

advantage due'to\Qiiural or historical accident. ""Somehow,'" asserts Rawls,

5 ) .
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"'we mustﬂﬂﬂlify the effects of specific contingencies which put men at
odds and tempt them to exploit sociai ind natural clrcumstances t& their
own advahtage.“8 What characternzes the need‘}or a theory of justice
ln International relations are these natural, human and historical cir-
cumstances. The idea of the original setting is fair .because concrete
circumstances which. could affect the agreem-nis reached in that setring
carry no weight in the decision-makers deliberations.

A th?:; feason for studying possible applications of contract-
theory to international relations is that it is usefuyl as a comparative
tool. Other traditional theories of justice can be analyzed in terms of
the original setting. In adogtlng the standponnt of an orlgunal serting
decislon-makers can choose from a list of alternative conceptions of
Justice. For example, a particular structuring of the orlgln;l setting

3

could lead decision-makers tg choose principles of justice that maximize

the sum éf advantages taken over the whole international system (utili-

tarianism). An alternative structuring could lead them to choose to dis-

tribute equally the goods of international society. There are many other

4

alternatives. 'As the circumstances are presented in-different ways H

Rawls suggests, correspondungly different psdhClples are accepted ”9 It

“o

is possnble to compare the merits of the original setting as outllned'nn

" this chapter with alternative original settings. Thns is what is meant

when it is said that contract theory is useful as an analytlcal tool,
Fourth, contract theory is of interest because principles can be

derijved from it. Af adequate interpretation of the original setting Eegins

ibid., p. 136
9ibid., p. 18



S
ﬁ 102

o

with weasonable and gencral. assumptions and works toward an agreement on
specific principless Moral questions in international relations are

usually/prroachcd‘inductiveW;ﬂ That is, they begin'with attention

- focused on specific Yacts and interactions and_end with more geperal eon-

AN

~

. 10 _ o ‘ ) ) o
clusions. Contract thecory glves us another way to view international

“relations moral theory.  The conlractarian st ri-cuts some of the reali-

“y

tics of international relations to derive principles which otherwise

might not-surface.

-

o

B.~ldentification and Naturc of the Contractees
In a sénso, states are the cOntractees of international relations.

They represent units that:rgenerally survive the lives of any particular
. ¢ ol K . : .
persons. Yet ‘since states do hpt agtually make decisi ns, one must

L . : .
identify the represertatives of ctates as the actual pai ties to the con-

tract, decision-niakers.  This 1s a simplification in at least one respett.

There are other human actors -in intgfstate relations. Why not add the

.
]

presidents of the major .international corporations and- labor executives
, . &. N - -
from the major unions? Why not incorporate officials of variocus inter-

’
~ - .

national organizations? Ever re:régentatlves from '""loyal oppositions"
¥ ’ . BN h ' ‘
are active participants in the international system. The visit of a_

delégation of U.§?¥%ongre§smen to Cuba reflects the growing importance: of

~don—offjcia) comhunications bgtwéen state entitieﬁx Internaticnal rela-

. . ' M . . 14 b
Yions have become, in a-word, transnational.
. ‘ (3 R

”
b

]OAS an examples, see David Mitrany, A VWorking Peace Svstem (Chicago:

Quadrangle @ons; 1666) . Fgr. recent studies in international theory
see K. J. Hdﬁsti! "Retreat from Utopia: International Relations Theory,
1955%1970," Canadian Journal of .Political Science, Vol. 4, No. 2 (June,
1971). . o T

]1See/Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye, Transnational Relations-and World
Politics, (Cambiidge, Mass.: Harvard Univ. Press, 1970).
- : Lo o ) * :

3 .
~

L
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A contrack‘modcl of international Eelations would become inwieldy
if these additional representatives were brought into play. This is not
the only recason for excluding tHemf A strong prcéumﬁtion can be made that
thb\ilifo remains as the constituent unit of analysis in international re-
lations. ‘lt lasts over time, it occupies 1;defined territory with distinct

peoples and aims, and it has authoritative power over. its pcople, and uwu~

ENeN
« L2y

ally «.si ns readily identifiable decision-makers to act in its behair,
No other entity encompasses the massiveness of thtse requirements. Thi
: o L | s :
s an additional reason vhy decision-makers of states are t& choose the

principles of justice for international relations.

C. The Nature of the Choice Problem

Now that it is established as to who chooses the principles that
are to guide state conduct for the future, what argk%he conditiégs under
which the decision-makers choose? And how can these conditions be justi-

. : e
fied? One of the assets of Rawls' theory is that few motivationafgétipu-

’

lations are placed on- the choogcrs. They are not to be thougks of as
ei ther being benevolent or envious., In the context of international'rela-
tions, decision-makers in the original r ‘rion éré.mutua]ly disi%tefesiéd.
To repeat from the preceeding chapter, -hey t - (o maximize the opportuni-
ties of their own states without being ‘o-cierr d with those of other states.
They may be concerned, however, with what n the interests of third
parties.]2 In other words, decigion~ma§ers of stétes are also cﬁéosing

the principles by which trustegship ter}itbrfés,v?gternationa] érganiza-
tions, multinational corporatibns, and interstate unions are t@ be regu-

-

lated. The point to be made about the mutual disinterest postuldte is
- . ,
‘ \

12, Theory of Justice, p. 147,

\ . .
. > B .
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that decision-makers do not try to gain at one another's expense, but to
maximize their own suin of opportunities.

This neutral motivaticn, coupled with its consequent rationality,
is not sufficient to derive principles of justice for the conduct of in-
ternational relations. Becision-makers in an original seiting wi thout
conditional restraints would‘kﬁow their states' positions in any actual
international sys;ﬁm. Witﬁ this knowled: 2 each.would choésc the princi-
ples which Eaximizcd what i< in the intercsts of their own states. The
. decision-makefs of“Bangladesh would.put forth principles which favored
their position as\woufd the deoision—méker of Japan:‘ Each decision- ',
maker would opt for principles which would most likely ca%tribute to his
state's ajms. A no-agreement-op-principles—plan would be the fnevitable

result. To nullify the effects of the advantage of particular knowledge

and information, stipulations are placed on the kind of knowledge avail-

" able to decisi akers .and .on the form of the principles themselves.

- - -

These conditions are summarized under two headings: The veLi of ignorance;

°

and the formal constraints onothe choice of principl%s.

1. The Veil of tgnorance . .

n the @riginaL.setting, decision-makers are ptaced under a veil

~

‘of_jgnorance. The. parties do not know how alternative principles will
affect. their own "states’ positions. None know their state's place in.

international sbciety. _Théy do not even know which state they represent.
Eaeh is forbidden knowledge about his state's natural resources, goals
o ) s R
and ideology{ -ln Rawls' words, ""The parties must not know the contin-
S e 3
genctes that set them in opposition, ‘ .

3

3ibid., p. 137. B ;

e
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What the decision-makers QO know is that each bf tﬁeir gtates is
subject to the conditions of intcrnation;l society, as defined in the
previousAchapter. Consequeﬁtly, they know_thag ne¢ .tate is capable of
over-powering all the rest. Also, they know that each is subject to the
risk-role of uﬁcertainty and scarcity of natural resources. As well,

-they know tHe general theories of international relations and are told

i
P

the general facts about the international system (but not specific pro-
*
~ &
portions of rich states to’poor states or any other proportion that could

bias. the outcome). Other facts allowed in the original setting are the
laws of human psychology, structures of social organization, economic

o .
principles, and the major jdeoloéies espoused in the present international

w

system. ''Indeed, the partics are presumed to know whatever general facts

affect the choice of principles of justice.”]“ - N
;fhe Rawlsian "original positidn“ is alféfea in two respects: .First,\

decnsion-makers‘know that they are enéering the presént international sys;
'tem;- Second, decisio#-makers know’their owﬁ personality traits: In re-

gard to the first alteration, Rawl; does not allow persons in the original
position éhe knowledge of which geﬁerétion they belong to or the level of
éivilizath&cho. their'gcneration. Knowledge of'these fact; could distort v
the’kinds of-principfeé that would be chdsen. For example, if'personsgin-

‘ —

the original positian‘knéw what tempora} society théy were to enter, they /
might'éﬁoose unanimous}y_to deplefe all pf‘lh@ir resources Eo maximize

their prospects. This would/be unfair to fuqure gene}ations. Furthermopé,
&%f they'knéw that the level of civilization.bf their‘society provided for
most of their wants and needs. then they might choose  to ''go for broke';

.

to choose priﬁcip]es which maximized the p}ospecté of the best-off in

”‘!bid., p. 137.




o S 4 , 106
society. fhese éonséraints are unneceésary and complicate the choi?e of
prlncvples for-internatJOnal relatlons Decision-makers, by virtue of
thelr representatlve functlon,'are presumed to be shaped by a role which
discounts ghe lmpact of temporality. In trying to maximize what is in
the national interests of their states, decésion-makers jn the real Qorld
think in terms which often tran%cend the prPsent As‘an‘exampl 2, formgr

anadlan Energy Minister, Dona}d MayDonald, announced a gradual policy nf

“cutting down oijl exports to the.U.Sf for the apparent “eason that there
-will not be enough oil to megt’Canada's‘needs in thé future if present
export rates continue. Décision—makers know, in the original setting,
‘that they are éﬁtering the present lnternatlona] system because this bare

lnknowledge does not affect the choice of principles. Also, this lnforma-
tion is congruent with the risk-role and with the motivation of decision-
ﬁakers in the present internationai(system. Sincewdecision-makers are not
choosing principles fér themselveé, gut are choosing as representativeg of
their péop]es, they are presumed to be concerned about the long-run we]-
fare of their states.

The secénd deviation froé Rawls' theory is'that:décfsiqn-makers
are alléwed the full complément of their pérspnality'tréitg. lﬁ kawls?
the persons in the originallposition are dg—beisonalized. They Ho not
know whether they have an aveksjon to risk; they do not know whether they
are optimjstic; and they do not know any spetial features pf gheir psycho-
lbgy. This constraint is placed on persons because if they know their own
character tralts'they may be ab]e to lnfer\their place in society. For
instance, if a person is optimistjc, he mighf be able to infer a correla-

i tion betﬁeen this trait and, say, his soclal positidn in a'particular

society. Remember that the parties arg allowed access to general social
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fZWS. If a particdlar social law says that people with confidence are
usually to be %ound in higher social;positions) then i; might be poséib]c

" for a peréon with pﬁis trait to infef his position. He might take the
chance of choosing principles whiéh favor the\higher social positiéns.

By de—peréénalizing persons in the'original position, Rawls achieves ;he
reqﬁlsite impartiality necessary for a contractarian theory of justice.

But he pays a price. - One of the advantages he claims.for his contract
theory fs that it takes seriously ;He Aistinction betwgen persons, while -

a utilitarian theory conflates alf per;;ns into one. By de-peTsongliz{ng
the coétractees,_ﬂhat is, by taking information about their pefsonalities

4

iway from than,qgwds does not' take this distinction seriously either.
It wbuld-appear that Rawls must‘eithef drop the claim that his theory
takes the distinction bet@éen persons Serfously orbhe must drop 3C¢e§$~bY
the contractees to general social laws. fhis is pot a gerious pfobae;

in theloriginal sétting of internétional relations. The role of decision-
ers is signifiqant in ;vercoming this problem. Decision—makeré know in
advaNkce that they occupy a status posiffon in relation to their domestic
They realize as well that decision;mékers from other states
occupy‘similar positions. Neipher perSOna1i;y\ﬁor gener;Tf1aws of’the
internationa].system‘ﬁeéd be de®died to the contractees. To take a eon-
crete example, let us imagine that Edi Amin is éftuated in the original. .
setting. He would be making a gravé ernor.in jﬁdgment:to infer the proba-
bility that he would turn out td bé the dgc{;ion—make} of a superApower.
Conversely,.Chamberlain would be in errorvto§infer that hjé state must.

be weak because he has a compromising personality. fhe personality of a

decision-maker has little to do with his state's posifion in the inter-

national system. A decision-maker is not in a position to make any

LY
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4

conclusions from particular aspects of his own personality (e.g. confi-
[ .

dence, bellicosity) because there'isfno.established correlation hetween _
!

these traits and the position his state occupies: in| the international
system. Consequently, a contractarian theory of int nnatiénal relations
sustains the distinction between decision-makers and '‘the distinction be-

‘

tween statos without placing knowledge of general socia] Taws behvuithe

1 v

vell of ignorance.

A reason fur the conditional restraints on knowlegdge in the origin-

N,

al setting is that these contraints are reasonable and fgir. In a court

case a legal system does not allow one of the partietho the case to de-

cide thevoU¢come. Snmllarly, decision- -makers in the original setting

are not glven the information needed \Q\ELLEQSe principles to their

stages: advahtage. Impartiality in the original settlng guarantees that

-~

o decnsuon maker can be sure that certain kinds of principles wnll be to

R v

the advantage of hns state and not to others; each is forced to choose
principies in the absence of more specvflc knowledge. . Another reason for
employnng the ve;l of ignorance is that it is an ideal way to arrive at
unanimous prlnC|ples of JUStICe for lntarnattona] relations. Given a
ful4;knowledge of ghe cqmplexities of inpernational relations and var{ou§\

positions of states in that system decision-makers could not choose a set

of principles unanimously. Conflicting goals, ideologies and jnterests

would preclude agreement. |f decision-makers are allowed full information
in the originar‘setting, ""no definite theory at all can be worked out.”j5
of codrse, general agreement could be achieved by attributing to decision-

makers a kind of universal benevolence or sympathy. |t has been argued,

-
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Thercfore, for reasons of fairness, siwplicity, anduniversal aqgrecment,

‘the veil of igrorance is not as outlandish a% it might at first-éppeaku

uIO9'

- ¢ . ‘
. v

however, that these stipulations on human nature are strong and are in-

congruous with the behavior of decision-makers. Questions of justice
4 . ' 1

-

arise in response to the conditions of interhational society. . I't is
v I . Wt N

because. decision-makers of states are, not bghevo\ent,and seek to advance

.

the opportunities'of their states, -rcgardless qf what is in the national
' 11 %

interests of others, that the need for universal principles surfaces.

-

-

2. Formal Conditions on the Cholce of Principleg

) L . Y ; : R
Even with the motivational assumptions of mutual disinterest and

the veil of ignoranée, decision-makers might still avoid agreement or
agree to principles whicﬁithey could not accept-as they enter the present
“ . -

1
international system. For this reason, certain conditions are-placed on
. - .

the-choice of princiﬁles. Fol]oWing Rawls, ‘these formal conditions in-

clude generality, universality, finality, and an ordering on conflicting

~

claims.

Prihcipjes chosen are to be general. The decisipn—makerSvarq to
know in the original setting that names of states, for example, are not
to Ee part of tHe content oan principle. fhe expression,“ali are to
maximize what i% in\thé national interests of decision-maker 'A's' state,“

does not meet thg generality requircaent. Special treatment is given to

a particular state when proper names ¢ “5'as are included.

~Principles are to be universal. ~re to apply to all states.
A principle is eliminated if all states cc ot act on it. “Principles
are to be chosen in view of the concrauen-- ~ 2v=ryor~'s corplying with
them."' 6 Generality and universal’ty are diffzror~ fco nal conditions.
a ‘
16 .



The statement, "all are to maximize what is in the natioga] interests
of dccision-makcr A's state," could be universal. The conséquences of i
all actihg on the principle might be acceptable. But this expression - ;.
is not general. Conversely, a principle could satisfy the géqera]ity
requirement without satisfying the universal condition. The expression,
All are Fo mSximize what is in the nat}$na] interests of land-locked |
states, is gencral. No particular state is singled-out for sp.cial
treatment. But the expression is not universal. The consequences of

all decision-makers acting on the principle might be intolerable to

ocean states.

\ o

’Principles chosen are to-be’fjnal. Once the principles are chosen,
they cannot be a{tered when the veil of‘ignorance is 1ifted. All conflicts
over opportunities.are to be settled by reference to the principles
chosen in the Orfginal setting. However, the princfples of justice do not
require that Qhat is in the natibnal'intérests of states be absolutely-
..sacrificed to the demands of princib]e. After all, in choosing the princi-
ples qf justice the decision-makerﬁ(try to maximize what is in the national
. interests of their-gtates aé best they can. Mutua{ disinte}est and the
rationality of decision-makefs guarantee that the principles decision-
makers select will not be incongruent with eacH state's ability to conform.
In the original sqsting, decisién;makers are told'thét if they are to de-
rive the advantages from inte: -tate cooperation and aggeement to princi-
ples, they must be wil]ing to adhere‘to their agreements, even in the
event th;t particular opportunities are lost.

Lastly, principles must impése an order on conflicts over what is
in each state's national interestsf Prinéiples:of justice for interna-

-

tional relations must order conflicting opportunities, in the real
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intgrpational system. Without this orderlngi\theNexprcssion, 'To each .
atcordibg.to its power position,' could result: This expression is

N éeneral,Auniyersa],’aﬁd final. »As Rawls suggests, when each actor can
pursue'his ends as he pleéscs, competing:interests and clainfs cannot ;e
orderedf This is thg no-agreement plan: ."It is what the parties would

v

be stuck with if.they were unable fo reach an understanding.“J7 Decisiohl
makers,iﬁ the original se ting know that their st.tes ..re subject to the
cOnditidh§ of international society. A failure to order coaflictso;lr
opportunities and the manner in which‘su;h opportunities are to be pur;

sued Is tantamount to an inability to cope with the conditions of inter-

national society in the original setting.

D. Conclusion

'

n

A suitably defined original setting in international relations

should Yead decision-makers to choose particular principles of justfﬁe.

The conditional and formal constrainmts in the original setting, coupled

>~

with the knowledge of the gencral tacts of the international system, is

what is to inform the deliberations of the decision-makers. Decision~
pu

3

makers are placed in an original ‘'setting where they must exercise a tre-.

menggus responsibility. EachAwants to maximize what is in the.nationa}

interests of his state without cognizance of which state ha represents.
Each knows that his-state has a vision of the good life which may differ
‘from other states' conceptidns. Choosing unaimouus principles for dis-

tinct states with different ideologies and dissimilar structures is not

o . N

an easy task. VYet at least the original setting takes some of the arbi-
. T e

"o

: ‘.
trariness of natural contingencies and historical fate out of the choice

-
-
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situation. Pringiples wouldt not be chosen if decision-makers knew their

stateg‘ posjtpbns ip the international system,

In the original setting ethical constralnts are not lmputed to

N

the decision-makers as representatlves of states but to the conditions
under which they must choose. Why is the Jriginal setting of interest
to international scho]qrsl %wo reasons are suggested: First, the con-
dftional'rcstréints embodicd w}thid it are ones that arc genéra]}y‘
acceptable frem h;morél po}nt of view.]8 Second, the content of the
original settihg‘is structured to ]ead to particular solutions to the
problem of choice.19 lf the conditional constralnts are reasonable and
if decnsuon -makers would chdose partlcular principles in the original
setting, then one staﬁds on firm’ ground for encouragtng the development
of these chosen prlncnples Or at least one stands on firmer ground
than if these prlncnples for the conduct of international relations were
simply the product of‘intuition or;if they ;e}e chosen on the basis of

P

strong assumptions about the nature of men.




CHAPTER 7

The First Principle of Justice in
International Relations

‘lntroduction

The next task is to derive satjsfactory prlnc}p]eé of justice for
international relations froh the description df'thé cgnditipns of inter-
national society and the original setting as outlihed in the two previous
chaptchs. These principles are an adaptétion of Rawls' dom stit princi-
ples. They are altered to meet the reduirehents of the international
environment, |

Thiee péssible lines of criticism may be raised in regard to the
discussion that follows: First, one may maintain ghat it is jllicit to
deduce principles of justice from any deScription-of thé original setting
which is not based on an accurate description of phe‘Facts of the preseht
international system. One could go further and suggest that nh prihciples
would be acceptable to‘all ‘decision-makers if all of the facts Were made‘
avallable to them. These together are a ho-;olutlon plan. Second,‘oné
may assent to the'principles expounded in these chapters, but dfsagree.
hith thé‘descriptioh offeted in the original setting. This diffiCU]ty

has been dnscussed in chapter 6. Third one may agree wuth the descrlp-

-
-

tion of the orlgnnal settlng and d:sagree with the prnncup]es adopted

}

t1t is the last criticism that is of theoretlcal’éoncern'to this chapter,
2, . .
The princi s as presented in these chapters (or.some reasonable variant
- . a : . * ] N N
of them) must follow from the description of the conditions of interna-

tional society and the original setting. It must be shown that these are

the prihéiples»that decision-makers would choose, based on the constraints

113



of the original setting.‘
hae Vol

Decision-makers are to choose principles of justice for the basic
structure of the international system. When decision-makers return to
real international society thése artificially chosen prihqiples are to
take prece&ence over any existing organizations, institutions or.patterﬁs
of rclationships between units.

Ih accordance with Rawls, o;e principle is necded for the a.sign-

ment of rights ard duties to statos. Another principle is required for

the distribution of goods availabte in the international system. In

choosing principles, then, a de¢ision-maker is concerned about the politi-

‘ L4 ) . , .
cal status of the state he will eventually represent and he lis coricerned

about his'state's share in the goods of the system. Thgse allocations are

"~ to be made in accordance with the stipulations that ensure an original fair

setting. This chapter is divided into two_péris; the first principle of

justice and the worth of political sovereignty. In the next chapter a

~second principle is devised for the distribution of goods in the inter-

national Sysfem. Both principleé‘must‘be accepted by decfsionmakers in

the original Setting in order to assure justice in the.real international

-
v

system,

—

A. The First Principle \

Once again imagine that the decision-makers of states are placed in

an original sett'ing where they are ignorant of the states they represent.
Thbugh familiar with contrasting views of the ‘history of international
relations, models of the ' international system and even generalized

facts about the “present system, particular facts that could bias the

- o a

] . ) H : ‘ '. sy . -
0f course, alterndtive constructs of the original setting could lead to

the adoption of different principles. Conceiwvable alternatives are omitted

.in the text of this thesis.

™~

4



outcome are closed to them. They do not know, for example, the propor-
tion of rich states to poor states. Nor do they know the percentage of /(\
the wosld's population that is undernourished or starving. They are

aware of the major actors In the international system. These include
states, multinational corporations, and international orqanizations.
They,arc also counizant of the varjou- purposes and functions of these

units. In summary, generalized facts, modcels and theories are open to
13 .
our fictitious decision-makers. Hidden behind the il of ignorance are

-

specific facts and proportions which might hiL@w the decision-makers to

- <%aicuiatc\;he odds of representing patticular kinds of states. If this

I8

: kinH qf information were Mdmissible, the outcome could be biased and the

/" Vikelihood of unanimous agreeme;§ on principles wéuld be decreaéed.' The
” | ‘ o
ideal is to gencrate principles”from an original setttng that is fair and
N . \
be allowed ecnough )

/

to no decisien-maker's zdvant®ge. Decision-makers must

information to guarantee the pursuit of opportunities in the system, but_
not so much as to favor th& position of some of them in the originai T

’

choice setting. In John Rawls" woréb; "Justice between states is deter-,

mined by the principles that would be chosen in the original position‘ﬁok
v py . ;

. 2 : o v
interpreted." .

L

It might seem reasonable to the decision-makers in the origingi
setting to discard the distinction between a state's of?iéial, political
‘status and its distributive status. In other words, they ﬁigﬁt choose
to-adopt thi; single principle of justice! All political statuses and

opportunities are to be distributed equally unless an unequal distribution

I

of any'or all of fhese'goods;islto'the advantage of each state. John Rawls

N
-

2JohnyRawIs, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Univ. Press,

1971), p. 378. .
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refers to this principle as the gencral conception of justicc.3 This
R 4

principle is unacceptable, for under this scheme, rights and duties as

. ‘ ] ) . . ' .
well as power, income, and wealth would be distributed equally unless it
could be shown that an unecqual distribution of any or all of these goods
would be to the advantage of ecach state.* No stipulations are placed on

- . o \ A

the types k!incqunlity that are admissible. The only stipulation i< that
any inequcelities must praduce concrete gains for all states over their
previcus position of equ.tity. Y

Docs this principle follow from the guidelines sct forth'in the

original setting? |In the hypothetical setting, decision-makers do not

k;yw which states they represent. They do know, however that increased ¢

- 2
3 - . . . ’”—"/ ‘\! _/ .
opportunities are instrumental in obtalnlng‘?fstate's ends. Also, they

are aware that most states érc unable to advance their ends duc Lo in-
sufficient opportunities. “Given this context in which dccisionlmdke;s
must choose, an equq] aigtribut}on of political status and all opportuni- ,
. . ' ' :

ties seems to follow. |t also appeatrs to féllow that an uﬁéqual diri-
~bution of any of these goods which improves the position of all would Lo
chosen. >

, cheral important éonsiderations militate against unanimous ..cept-
ance of this general conception of justige. First, decﬁsion-makers in the
real world of international politics could not accept séme of th: conse-
quences implied in the general conéeption. One of the formal conditioné
placed on the choice of principles is that whétever fs cﬁosen in the

original setting is final. No alteration of/choice is possible, once the

decision-makers know the facts about their states. An unacceptable

3itid., p. 62.

e
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.

consequence of the general conception is that it legitimizes the
’ \

Eossibi[ilx of an unequal political status between states. If each

state's position in'the international system can be improved upon (as

! ' . ' .
measured.by some index of total goods) by guaranteeing a less thaqg;qual

-

political status to some or éven most sfates, thea the principle reduires
‘that this he done. For example, the genera) conceétlon coyld justify an
uncqual legal, po]itECﬂf status between Chad and Flgeria i} the former
state 1 :ceives more of what is in its %ational znter sts und2r this scheme

than it would under conditions of political equality. Chad might,, in

fact, become tqta!ly subservient to the political Rill of Algeria. But
decﬂsion-makc;s in the original setting are jealous of their right to |
make authoritative policy decisions in behalf of their states.<- he
general conception can undermine a decision-maker's role. A ]ess\tgén:
cqual politica]ﬁstatus simply ﬁoﬁfirms an aspect of jintérnational reality
that is unacceptable from the vantage point of the original setting. It
is unacceptagle because one of the re-sons the decisfon-makers_entér into
the original sctting is to resolve once and for‘ail some of fhe uncertainj
t};~ “he real wor{d.‘ THese include the possibilities of external in-
~farenc: and benetration into the Aeciﬁion-making proceéses of statés
A second consnderatlon that might d|sturb_deC|5|on makers in the
orlglnal setting in regard to the general conceptlon |s the following:
How canult be shown that an unequal distribution of poliﬁical status or,
for that‘mattcr, any other,géod'improves ea§h state's posi;ion in the
1

international system? One could argue that a lésser political status for

some states advances the ngprtunities of all states to improve their.

positions. One could compare an equal dlstrubutlon of polltlcal status

with an unequa] one and decide which dtstrnbut|on would add more to the
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such a risk would be irrational on the part of decision-makers in the
i . ¢ . ) \ o
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total goods of each state. Note, however, that this comparison could not

show that cach state's position is‘improvcd. It would merely lndlcato
+

-

that a particular distrigytion increases each state's opportunltles to
AN
L\ N N
iicr its position. There is no direct correlation bctwecn advancing

the opportunities of each state and betfering the position of each statc.

..
I3

Similarly, there is no absolute corrclatlon between a state s capabilities
! L]

. 4 . .
and its ability to (n.luence other states. For examp];, though the Soviet

N .

Unjon has vast rq{bhrccs and capabilities, it has beecn unabic to control
. .

“the foreign policy conduct of Yugds]avia. Why ought decision-makors

reason that-a less than equal distribution of political status wfll] im-

prove each of their state positions, given the tenuous connection between

what is in a state's national interests and state improvement? Taking

original setting since an- improvement in each state's position cannqt.be

guaranteed,

A third considcration Yhat decision-makers might scrutinize is the
question o( whether the general conception undermines the very notion of
separate and dic . -t state entities. After all, the authors of the

United Natlons Charter were, amongst other thungs adamant in their suppont

¢

for the equal rights of states and their "sovereign equality”.5 A less’

than equal politf@al status for some states could have the unwanted conse-

quence of legisléting a permanently inferior political role. for the de-

. 1 .

cision-makers of these;stgtes."Pcrhaps politfcal staths is the kind of

’

v

bSee, for examplc K. Holstl lntcrnat:onal Politice, an ed. (Eng1e-
woad Cliffs, N J.: Prcntlce Hall 1972), p. 159,

SJoel Larus,»ed., From Collectnvc Secur:ty to Preventive Dsplomacy (N.Y.

- John Wiley and Sons, 1965), p. 532. 1This is article 2, section 2, of

the UN. Charter.

Y
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good that cannot be traded away for-other goods without subverting -the
very purpose of those other goods. An indgpendent source Of decision-
- " N

making is often cited as a criterion for the existence of a state. |f

.political autonomy is relegated to a secondary status, then what is in the

national interests of politica]ly subservient states would o longer be
na;iona[. Whatjmould the Monroe Dortrlne mean if the United States vere

~

not po]utlcalty soverecign? Even th opportunities galned through anber—
shlp iﬂ'thé E.E.C. or'p.P.E.C.\pre passed on to the constifuent members, .

Political sovereignty, it scems, is a necessaﬁy condition for the pursuit

. .
o ¢

of what is.in a state's national interests even when Opportunltles are

-sought wathln the context of tran}—nat|>na] organizations. The term

- . \ 2

interest is central‘to the field of international rQJatlons because it
always refers back to the opportunlttes of particular states to improve

their positions in the jnternatlonal system. By raising the possibility
‘ o ’ : ! '
of an unequal distribution of political status, the general conception

of justice has the possible consequence: of obliterdting the aistinction

“between states, a consequence that décis?ontmagers can hardly accept

v

from the vantage poiﬁt of the original setting.

In summation, the generé] conception of justice, as oppdsed to the
. i <

two principles which are presentedkiﬁ this and the,foflowing chapter, is

not acceptable to decision-makers in the original setting for three rea-

- . . . \
sons: It raises the possibility of an unequal dist;ibutioﬁ’of political

‘
‘

status (which is unacceptable to decision-makers); it cannot guarantee
that each state's position will be improved by an unequal dlstrLbutxon,
and it has the unacceptab]e consequence of obllteratlng the distinction

between state- entrtles. What was asserted in the introduction to this

chapter now, at least, has some justification: One principle is required
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for the assignment of political status to statés; a second principle is

required which sets out a procedure for the distribution of state oppor-

tunities,
The first prI;ciple of justice is the following:. Each state is

to be guaranteed political sovereagnty, consistent with a tike polltlcal

sovereignty for all other statcs An acceptable argument for the princi~

ple must meet two conditions: First, the principle must follow -from .the
constraints of the original setting. Second, the principle of political

i
|

sovereignty must be compatible with the possibjlity of its realization

A ’ ’ ’ i \
v o .

Before proceeding to a discussion of these'tonditions; it is
necessary to elucidéte thg meaning of politital sovereignty. 'Thg term
is meant to guarantee the Same,politital status for all states." Under
the principle, each state would be (1) free to establish political and

trade relations with other states as it sees fit and (2) each would be

free from external»inteFference. The first part of the prlncnp]e allows

states to merge into other units as ]ong as thns is consistent with the
v
second part of'the‘principle;

Since decision-makers in the original setting are aware that their
states are subject to the condltlons of 1nternat|ona1 socnety,theré is no
need to incorporate ''peace' principles into the statgment’of the first
principle. A§§John Rawls submits, "It is to avoid the appeal to force
and cunning that the principles of ‘right and jﬁstice are accepted.'” As

a result of the first principle the need _to engaoe in military conflict

has dlsappeared States can maintain all other normal\activities as |long

—

6Rawls, A Theory of Justicé, p. 134,

[ 35 TN R e N N
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" as these are consistent with the second part of the principle. The role

of a theory of justice in international relations is to assign a political
L ' ' : :
statds to each state and to determine a procedure for the just distribu-

tion‘and‘pursuit of opportunities. It is not a task of justice to develop

a procedure for the pacific settlement of 'isputes and conflicts, important
) H . '

~as this may be as a condition for a just international system. It is ex-
pected Fhat once the principlcs are accepted, institutions will be required

to resolve particular disputes not foreseen in the original setting.. Also,

N

it will be necessary .to enforce the non-interference clause of the first

principle against states which refuse to abide by what they agreed té in
the original setting.
. : |
~Would the general principle of political sovereignty-be acceptable

to decision-makers in the original setting, based onvthe'motﬁvations of

- «

decision-makers.aqd the constraints of that éetting? Decision—make#s
know that as rebresentatives of their states they are respons{ble for
maintaining and increasing the opportunities of their states.- These
oppdrtunities'contribute to'a state's chances oflreali;ing a better posi-
tion in the international systemﬁ Ultimately, acts and polic’es wh{éh |
-are in the ;atioqal fnferests of‘a state ére instrumental in détermining
whether a state canireaiize its eﬁds,.its cbncept{on of well-being, and
it; Ideé of tHe good life. 1In addition{ decision—makers are aware of the

7

risk-role of states. They know that the international enviironment is

plagued with uncertainty; and that obtéining incréased opportunities

| .
7David Singer, "Inter-Nation Influence: A Formal Model," in James Rosenau
ed., International Politics and Foreign Policy, revised ed. (N.Y.: The
Free Press, 1969), p. 386. A porucil of recent diplomatic history
strongly suggests that most nations are remarkably conservative in for-
eign policy; i.e. they seldom commit resources and prestige to the pur-

sbit of an outcome which seems improbable...!"

i



in Ehjs kind of environment depends ph the disposition, in many instances,
of other stétesj “Furthermore,-decision—makers are aware that their states
aFe ﬁot self-sufficient. They must t;ade £o obtain the goods whﬁch are
scarce within their own states. | "o
These facts may lead decfsion-makers in the original setting to

rcason together in the fo]loQing wéy: As deci§ion-makers, we are respons-
ible for Increasing the opportunities of our several ctates. This is a
difficult task since we are nof fami]iér with the capahflities, ﬁircum—
stances, and'requirements‘of each of our states. As,well,'wg know that
each of ouréstapes is subject to the risk-role and to the conditions of
international”society. Two pervasive, seemingly contradictory, trends
‘dominate the structure of the present international system, we are told:
One is towards politicat unificatlon; the other is towards po}it{cal
struggles and natioéa]ism . No authoritative, legitimate instltutnoﬁs
exist thCh could order the confllctlng cltaims of the units and subunits
in the |nterna§lona] system. It seems reasonable, thergfore, to gUaranfee
once and for all political soverefgnty'to each state. After all, any.one
of ouf states may turn out to be invo]vea ﬁnvpolftical stpuggle or méy be
too weak to resist external political domination. Political sovéreignty»

a4

woulﬂ at least guarantec a flnal agreement to respect the independent
rlghgs of states, powerfu] or weak. As decision-makers,it~is our duty tg-
adopt a principle which offers the best chance to each of our states to
kbetter.their positioné in the international ;ystem and to ensure the well-,
being of er people. The best way .to do this given the mlnlmal knowledge
available to us in the orlglnal _setting, is to establlsh political sover-

E esgn£y as our first principle of justice,

The decision-makers have reasoned intuitively to the first principle
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of justice for international relations. 't would seem reasonab]e for
them to accept the two follownng clalmr' Flrst that pollchaI sovereignty
is a necessary condltnon for a state to pursue any increased opportunities

which are in its interests. Second, that on]y increased opportunities T

-

~allow a state to gain over its previous position in the ynternatuonal
system. If these c|a|ms are acreptable to them, then it fo]!ows that
pclitical sovereignty is a nccessary coedition for a state to gain over
its previous po;itioh fn the inpernationa] eystem. Whether decision-
makers in the original setting can accept the truth of the first claim
‘depends upon the knowledge avallableﬁto them in this setting. This know-
ledge includes these facts: 1. Decisicn—makere are fully responsible for
the well-being of fheir people; 2.ZA less than equal political status for
some states means that some decxsron -makers could not be fu]ly responsnble
for the well-be;ng of thelr people 3. The results of acts and policies
 wh«ch are in the national |nterest5 of states can only benef't the state
or states in poseesscon of them “To the extent that these statements are
reasonaEie to the decision—makers in the 6figina1 sett{ng, the principle\
of politiea] severeignty will Tikewise be reasenable. <
x ‘ The second claim; that only ‘those acts that are in the natlona]
'lnterests of states provide opportunities for a state to galn over its
'prev10us position in the international system, is a restatement of the
meaning of what is}in a state's national interests, Decision-makers are
told that increasedvopgortunities are central to the development of a
state's positiaon in the international ?ystem. They know that in the rea]
world of international relations the dynamic feter—play'between increesed

opportunities and gafning better positions js the‘charaCteristic trait of

interaction in that sphere of activity.
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However, even If the-pr:ncnple of polltlcal soverelgnty can be in-
ferred from what the deC|S|on makers arc able to discern in the original

setting, is it compatible with what is possib]e in the present interna-

Al
Q

tional system? That is, could deClSIOn -makers abide by the f:rst princi-
ple when they return to their states‘and a-e given the relevant information
about thejr states? An autonomous jnternational system, cbmposed of inde;
Fendent politicad units, i< pot a new idea in international relations,

The balance of power systen relies, to a certain extent, upon a network

of lndependent states. The idea is expressed in the United Natiens .
Charter as well Failure to reaTﬁze political sovereignty in the inter-
‘natiohal system can be traced to two irterrelated Efrcumstances: 'First,
one can maintain that the international system has-hot reached the point
where clear lines can be demareated between units. Second, it can be
argued that historically, at least; the pursuit of rncreased opportunities
by a few states has interfered with the realfzation'of political sover-
eignty in other unfts:

In regard to.the first circumstance, international relatlons in
the past one-hundred years h s been affected sngnlflcant]y by the in-
fluence of natlonallsm In *the present international system nationalism
is still a central feature. People throughout’ the worldvare still attempt-
ing to weld themselves together into political units. How arg developang
entltles, then, to be accommodated through the prnncuple of political
sovereignty?

ltvcan'be said that decision—makers in the present fnternational
system Egglg_abtde by the requirement of not jhterfering in the internal
affalrs of deve]optng units. The second part of the political soverefgnty

principle, political non-interference, 'is compatible with the present
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reafities of the internatioﬁal system, even though some states would be
required to ferego opportunities which could be derived from political
interterence. Though qoncerued about the ultimate shapehof the p?l}tical -
ugits'in South East Astia, both The Peéple's Republic ot China and the
United States are capable of ma|nta|n|ng 1 agreement not to penetrate
the political processes of developing Asian states.
hat mus t be shown is that the prlnelple of polltlca] sovevelqrty
is compatlble with newly en tab]lshcd political unlts Only decision-
makers of states enter into the orlglnat setting. A procedure mUst~5e
articulated for the fait tepresentation-of future political units. Even
the present international system haa a mechaniem (through the United
Nations) for dealing with trusteeshipé and terri%ories. An aeeeptable
way of accounting for state]ess territories‘and developing political
units is impiicit in the political sovereignty principle. A neutral
pof}tical status is to be guaranteed to developing units. ‘The require-
ment of polltica] non-interference by the estab]nshed states Juarantees
”thls status. Though mutually-disinterested\in each other's we]]—being
in the original settiug, decision-makers would be coneerhed with uhat'
Rawls refers to as third parties,8 i.e. entities which beeoae partiof'the
system after the ''original setting”'such as Angola, Namfbia or Transkni
Their concern about’ terr|tortes and future state entities stems from their
Yregard for the future structure of the internationatl system ‘Only by ex-
mtendlng the polxtlcal soverexgnty principle -to future states can the’ hypo;

ﬁfhetlcal decision-makers ensure the flnallty, universality, and generallty

of this principle. From the point of view of future decnsnon makers

8Rawls, A Theory of Justice, p. 147,
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political sovereignty would also be chosen. This is the only principle
_‘that~can guarantee their future independent right to make authoritative
decisions on behalf of their pepp[e: Thus, the future leaders-of terri-

tories are to be regarded in the same way as the future leaders of estab-

lished states. Decision-makers ‘in the ori inal setting may be seen as

the guardianswkf political sovereignty, protecting tne rights'of~develop-

. ’ . . ‘ ' TNy, . .
ing as well as establisher state units. Because the political swvereiynty

4

principle is not static, it praovides for-{he deve topment of future polit-

ically autonomous units. Still, while ensuring the above the principle

B o - :
does not account for the distribution of goods, thus worth becomes an
-apparent issue. S o : . i .

i
14

B. 'The Worth of Politicél‘§oyp;ei§hty : IR o A

The worth of pblitica} sovereignty»?é dépendent upon a state{sbb
poweTr, re§6hrccs, wealth, and the:rcspoﬁsiveness of other;stptes to thét
State.r-A éuaréntée of the sane pol{tical status to all stateé does not
!in iitself secure the worth of this status. For example, though Sierra
‘Leone and Egypt share>an officiél} equal status in the'Genéral’Assemb]y,
it.cannot be maintained that the worth of this status is'thé same for
géch sféte.' Slmilarly) ;he‘worth of the risht to vote for‘the Metis in
Canada musf be béianced‘against the‘ecqnomig status and sociai conditions_
of fAeSe peéples.‘ E l -

Political sovereignty ﬁust not be constrﬁed as being in the na-
tional interests of stateé, éQen Pf it i; accepted as a neéessary condi-
ti?n for the pursuit of inkreééed:oppértﬁnifies. What s in thé national
interests ,of states always contriﬁutes,to>their potential to gain over
their prevIous'positionspin the interational sys;em. .Guarantees of po-

litical sovereignty do not contribute to the potential for a state to gain
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over its previous position.  In the game of Monopoly all players start
at '"Go'". However, as a procédural rule of the game,.stérﬁ?ng at "Go'"
does not contribute to the opportunities of any player.. Similarly, '

Rawls' first'princible guarantees equél liberty to pérsons in the ohiginal

position. |t does not guarantee the worth of that'llberty, thbugh itds , !
clear that equal liberty is a condltnon for the roallzatlon of'Rawls most’
irporiant primary good, ulf-respect. ‘

V)

Wi thout political‘sove?eignty an independent decision-making‘appa*‘;{I

ratus cannot be identified. Yet the worth of pol|t|cal savereugnty must.
be related in some way to & state's chances of gaining opportunltles

. After all,'decision-makers in the ofiginaf setting know thét fhey;must

gain opportunltles for their states if thelr states*are to obtain better

N

posatlons in the lnternatlonal system. Guaranteeing an equal political
status does not at the same time secure equal chances for all states to

pursue increased oppo%tunitiqé. The worth of bo]itical‘sovereignty could

‘+

. ™~
not be the same for Canada and Bangladesh. Canada has the natural re-

sources, wealth, and technical expertise to gain the opportunities nece-

=)

sary to beiter‘its position in the internationai system. Bangladésh doé%“x
nof have such a capaciiy. Since decision- makers in the original setting
feason that states do not deserve posntlons which have been attalned by
historical circumstances and the natural dlstrlbuthon of:resourcgs, a second

principle is reqyired to insure the worth of political sovereignty. In a

|
|

just international structure, political sovereignty is a heqessary condition
' : o

. Ce | .
. for the pursuit of increased opportunities, though it is not| sufficient. it
is for this reason that a prote%::?I principle is required for the distribu-

tion of goods in the international system.

ibid., p. 396. | o | .
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7~_ The SeCond PrinCIp]e of Juﬁtlce in lntemnatlonal
\\‘ Re]atlons
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Introduction

-
a.

~ Each.statq iq the international system, can‘be distinguished in

“terms of two statuqesJ by ref ercnce to political soverc:gnty and by

reference to its, place in the dvstr:butlon of ooportun|t|es +The pqli-
tical sovereignty principle establishes. the right of each state to de-
velop polftical and trade relations and the right of e;ch one topolitical
non—interfercpce. A second principle of justice is'required to guarant;e

that future lnequalltles increase the opportunities of the least advan-

tagedgroup of states to better their pos:tlons in the international

- .
system. .

In the original setting, decision-makers are aware of the gross
ineqdalities between states. Though unfamiliar with proportions of rich
to :poor, they know that some states have the means to fulfill many ends

while hany others are virtually blpcked in the attainment of any of their

aims, From this vantage point, a decision-maker does not know what his
state's aims are: but he does recognlzerthat increased opportunities are
necessary means to the realization of most ends, €specially those that

blace states in better positiéns in the international system.] rlnc}easingf

the opportunities of disadvantaged states does not in itself assure to

1John Rawls A Theory of Justice (Cambridge, Mass : Harvard Univ. Press,
1971), p. IQE—- Since the benefits to be derived from increased oppor-
tunities devolve on thestates in possession of them, they cannot directly
contribute to community orlented goals such as peace or justice. '

128
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S
rec»pient states that they wsll galn better posntsons in relatlon to pre-

in the system. Obtalnnng ends is dependent upon how a
/- , .
state G&qs its opportunltles and upon what those ends are. Yet, without

’

vious positions

facccss to means such as wealth, power, and ather suntably generalnzed

it is lmpossob]e for a state to improve its pqsition.

-

opportunitics,

. Thus, the second principFQ addrepses arcentral iscue Qf distrrbutién in-

intcrnatioﬁal sccnety How to guarantLe that futurc 1newqallt|es increase
the opportunltnes of. the d:sadvantaged group cf dtates tu hcttcr their

positions ik ‘the lnternatﬁqnal systqm. . S .
A . - )

A. ‘Thé Second Prinpiple

John Rawls refers to this distributive procedure as the d:fference

‘

prlnc?p]e 3 Jhe prlncnplebls b:ased in favor of the léast advantaged

states.’ Those states that benefit from any current distribution of oppor-

) ' : . RN

tunities in international.relations are, in the future, allowed to gain

opportunities only in terms that improve the prospects of the least for-

tunate states. - . . ' R
T :

From a moral point of view, suppdrt for the difference principle
’ [4 . o . R
rests on the following argument: |If one” expects cooperative trade rela-

. - . Lo . L I .
tions and polftical noh-lnterﬁerence in the reﬂatnaas between states, then

a
- the structure of international SOC|ety must be based én & prlncrple which

improves the chances of all states to better thelr“pQSltlonS in the

2ibid., p. 94. _ _ v
3ibid s Pp. 152-158, See also, John Rawls, "Some Reasons for the Maximin
Criterion," American Economic Review, vol. 64 (May, 1974)," p. J42. Rawls
revised the second principle to read ""great®st expected beneflt” rather
than '"greatest benefit''. See p. 302, A Theo?& of Justice, for the'
original formulation. This revised formulation is more consistent with
the meaning of what is in a state's natijona] interest since the latter
do not provide benefits but are Opportunltnes to gain benefits,
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intecrnation .stem, Otherwise, many ~tates would be permanently unable
to improve their prospects due to the ~on —ntrations of natural resourceg
and lndustrual strength in a few favorc states. However, favored statés
do not nccessarily deserve these assets.” At the same time, one could not

ex; et the presently most-favored states to comply with a principle of

distribution that divided all of the assets of intern tional society

‘

cqually between all states. Thereforce, loaically, the proper principln.
of distribution to apply is Rawls' differcnce prihciplu. Future inequali-
ties in the distribution of opportunities must -increase the opporturities

of the disadvantaged states. -

Under this principle, a state that is well-off is only allowed to

P

gain opportunities in trade relations with disadvantaged states under

conditions which increase the opportunities of.the disadvantaged state.

v

For example, United States multinétiona] corporations would be allowed,
by the principle, to ex ract and export tin from Bollvia as long as the

6pportunities to be derived from the joint venture produce opportunities

for Bolivia to improve its position in the international system. Pre-

-

sumably, such increases could usually be measured in terms of economic

-opportunities. To meet this requirement of the principle, advanced

states, for example, are requfred to forego oppor;ﬁnities throuéh trade,
foréign aid and ingprnational pricing of éommoditigs which are not ex-‘
pected to producé opportuﬁities to the least advantaged states. Inequali-
ties in the distributién of épportunities are al3oWed bec;ﬁsé such in-

equalities-increase the opportunities of disadvantaged states more than if

.

such inequalities were not allowed.

Given the constraints of the original setting, what arguments can

.

be made in favor of th}s.idea of the difference principle? John Rawls
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adopts a maximin strateqy in his argument for ‘this principle. The maxi -

min decision rule directs a decision-maker to the worst possible outcome

E]

i-n cases of unccrtalnty He is to choose the orinciple that maximizes

the opportunntues of the minimum pOSlthﬂ assuming that this may be tHhe

position his state ocqupies. If it is rat.onal for decision-makers to
opt for the maximin strategy in the o'iginal setting, the difference
principle or some variant of it clearly follows. And a case can be made

in behalf of the maximin strateqgy for decision-makers in the original

)
setting. ’ /

In the first place, decision-makers are subject to the risk-role
of states. They know that in the real Qor]d‘of international relations
states cqnnot be’certain of gaining opportunjties and no state’is self-
sufficient. The risk-role of statec is a general fact, thus quallfy|ng

it as part of the information available to the decision-makers. Though

|ndrvuduals representing themselves can choose to gamb]e on a “go for
broke” strategy (buying a lottery ticket?) or select a prfncigJé that

maximizes average utility (where some might get left out), a representa-

tiv@éof a state can haraly gamble the same way with what is ia his state's
- i ‘i_ - . ° )

national interests. This is especially true when decision-makers are

ignorant of which state§ they represent. However “they do know that states

normally pursue a cpnservatlve Strategy |n their mutual relat»ons. It is

4
usually not worth taking Eﬁe chance to commit resources to desirable, but

unIIkely, outcomes. Wlth the exception of the military expedition into

£y

PoTand in 1920, not evén Lenin thought that" Sovuet military capabilities -

pas}

should be employed to achneve the ultimate socialist international society.

~

hRawls, A'Theory of Justice, ibid.
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Furtherénce of tate opportunities is seldom accomplished by pursuing

risky politics. -Awarcness of the risk-rolc, then, tends to constrain any

3

risk-oriented decision-makers In the o1 "nal settingi
Second, “the Inability of decision-makers to project or forecast

probabil%ties'leads fo the éhéiccrof a ma: imin strategy. In the original

sctring,.docision~makers.are ignorant of the likelihood of. represent ing

diffcrent types of states.  They know that there are rich states and poor

states, but they do not know specific proportions,  Not knowing his
- »

state's position "in the inLernatIona} system, each is %orccd to consider
. : .
himself as repreéentative{of the Jeast fortunate group[ A decision-
maker is not similarly motivated to consider himself as a member of the
most fortunate group of states due to his inability to forecast proba-

bilities. If a decision-maker turns out to be representative of one of

the well-off ﬂrates[VCry littie is lost in relation to what would be

: p |
lost if all decision-makers were to choose a distributive principle on
> . .

the basis of reﬁ}esenfing the‘most well-off group of states. AsAan ana-
logy, if one takes out fire insurance on a house and tle house does not
burﬁ‘down, Ehe monetary sacrifices for the insurance are low. But if one
does ﬁot éaké éutffire insurance and the house burns down, a great finan-
cial loss result;. And how can one ésséés the likelihood of a part{iu]ar
house burning down this year? A willingness to adopt the naximin Strategy
for choice under conditions of uncertainty fis definitély an agreement to:
ta%e out insuran;e against the most unde§irable consequences.,

A third consideratir that favors a choice of Ccaservative strategy

stems from the very nature of the contract situation. What is decjided

.

.upon in the original setting is to gcvern the future relations between .

states. The principles agreed to are final and are, therefore, not to be

|



133

g
{

adjusted to the configuration of power relationships in the present inter-

national system. Thus, what Rawls refers to as the strains of commitment

leads to the maximin strategy and the .difference principle.5 States in

the present international system must be able to adjust their relation-

ships to what the principles of justice requiré.. This mcans that the
second principle must be neither so weak as to justify indufficient
allothents‘of opportunities to disadvantaged states nor uo'stronq as tc
require cqual shares of oﬁportunities to all states. In ?fther case,
complfance becomes intolerable for some group of states. The difference
;\aniple regulates, féthe; than disqualifies, inequalities in thé_struc-
ture of the international systeh. I't regulates theh by requiring that
futdre politigal and trade relations invblving distrjbﬁtive inequa]itIeSQ_
increase the opbortuniéies of the least fortunate group of states.
Seleétinn of the differénce'principchis~Ultimately based on‘thé
ideé that all states will in some way benefit from it.. ,The requirement
thét’future inequalities increase the opportunitieg of the léaSt;advant—

aged states works to the benefit of all states in relation to what might

be required by a utilitarian distributive principle,

o

affects the future prospects'of any state to realize its conception of the
good life, mpational decision-makers must ask the follow?ng questions: s
it reasonable to divide the Qpportunltles of states equally assumlng that

states could accept this in the real ‘international system) if. all canxgain

even more opportunities and, consequently, better positions =~ in the

international system as a result of an unequal distribution?. And if #he

j

i
1

Rawls, ''Some Reasons for the Maximin Criterion,' American Economic Revlew,

Vol. 64 (May, 1974), p. 156.

5

Since the choice of a distributive procedure in the orfgina} setting
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answer to the first question is negative, then under what conditions are
inequaliticé in(fhe structure of international socie;y acceptable?

An equal distribution of all opportun{ties for gain seems on the
surface to b? a “focal:poPnt“ so]ytion.6 't would appear that no de-
cisidn;maker in the original setting would accept less ané none could
expect more. However, consider the following two di;trithions of
opporiunities:7 In the first distributinn, amounts arc allocate’ equullyh
between each groLp of states. In the sccond, amounts are allocated un-
equally but each grouplhas more than it would uhdeﬁ the first distribution.
For each fg haye more, the second distribution must involve an amoung
larger than the first. This is not an unlikely assumption since the
developed group of states are given incentives (dﬁe to the allowable

inequalities under the difference principle) to increase their oppor-

tunities througH trade, with other states, including disadvantaged states.

i developing’

developed developj
ing

" developed

moderately
developed

moderately
developed

6Thomas Schel]ing,tThe Strategy of Conflict (N.Y.: Oxford.Univ. Press,
1970), p. 111. :

7See Nicholas Réscher, Distributive Justice (N.Y.:iBobbs-Merrill Company,

1966), p. 91.
\
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| .
Clear]y, the second distribution is preferable to the first even though
it is not nearly as cqual. It lg preferable because cach statc's oppor-
tunities are increased in relation to the first distribution. The dis-
tribution is aqcégtablevtd decision-makers in the original setting be-
cause they are not concerned with thejr renative.positions vis-a-vis one
anothcr, but are solely concerned with incréa;ingltheir opportunities
to gein over tHcir'Qgﬂ previous posftions in the international systom.
Thus, the idea behind the difference principle is to increase thc oppor--
tunities of all states. |

The co&Hition for the acceptance;of fneqﬁalitiés in the inter-

national 'structure is that the wealtﬁy, industrialized states are only
allowed to benefit‘from their fortunate éifcumstances on term§ that im-
prove.the prOSpects of the dlsadvantaged states. ''If there are‘ihequali-
ties in the basis structure that work to make everyone better off in
A compar|son with the benchmark of initial equality, why not permft them?'’,
Rawls a$k§.8 Indeed, why not? It is mandatory that decision-makersk
qﬁoose the distribﬁtive principle which tends to give them the most
opportunities, assumlng that they take the vantagc pount of tne worst-
of f group of states in the _system,. The‘differenceiprincﬁp]e appears to
guarantee‘this‘by stipulating the conditions under which. future inequali-

ties will be allowed. IHequalities of distribution must always. increase

7

the .opportunities of the least-advantaged group of states more than if
P . —_—

no Inequa]i;ies were allowed. ;

A final érgument in favor of the maximin strategy and the differ-

ence principle is perhaps the most decisive one. Decision-makers in the

-

|

8Raw]s,‘aA Theory of Justice, p. 151.
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original ;ettihg know that the political sovereignty principle, estab-
Ng)ing an equatl, official Status, is worth very liﬁtlc dnless 3 state ///
has the means to bétter its position in the intérnational system. |t
is'not enough to.insure the secur{ty of politica]'survival to states;

they must he able to do more than merely survive in thebinternational
environment if they are to realige their conceptions of we]l;being. At

the same time, states are autono%ou; unLts:which cannol recognize the

propriety of regarding the assets of the international system as collect-

ivq.9 General facts and the course of international history are each

»
g

open to the fictitious decision-makers. Thus, they are aware of the in-
' . ~
equities in trade, foreign aid]transfels, capital borrowing, and in
diploma;ic bargaining. They aﬁe élgo aware of ‘the lack of symbathy be-
tween state.actors. It shou]d therefore, seem obV|ous to them that ;nter-
national society is not a welfare community. leen these conditions of
llnternational life, the.difference principle seems to be the most
appropriate distributive éroceéure because it guarantees economlc oppor-
tunities to states. It is assumed that these types of opportunltues cor-
relate with bargénnlng powef presélge, and other suitably generalized
means which lead to better position; iﬁuthe international system 10
Several reasons support adoption of ‘the d|fference principle in
the orlglnal settlng tge risk-role of states and the concommitant

responsibility of decision-makers to choose a conservative distributive

strategy; the inability of decision-makers to forecast likelihoods; the

-

9Cqmpare with John Rawls, A Theory of Justlce p. 179. Rawls thinks
that the assets in a domestuc commi'nity can be regarded as collective.

JORawls A Theory of Justice, p. 97. Rawls also assumes.a correlutlon

betWeen economid primary goods and other primary goods.
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final?gy of the conmtract in determining fugure relations between states;
‘the fact thag decision-makers would not choose a principle without ex-
“pecting benefits from it; and the general rofe the dffferencé priﬁciple
plays in guaranteeing the worth of political sovereignty. ‘[n'the next
section a short comparison is offered between the difference principle

v .

and a utilitarian principle of distribution.

B. The Difference Erinpiplc and Utilitarianisu

A uti[jtarian'distributive prin;fb]e requircs that the g?eatest
good of .a total community be maximized. ‘Thus, under utilitarianfsm, the
existence of a community is implied. Acceptance of a specific averagé
uéility criterion also implies the following: that what is in the
national intereﬁts of some states might have to be sacrificed for the
~gréater‘good of others; and that inter-state compérisons of‘good can be
arrived at. |

Internat ional society is composed of distinct ‘states whiéh attach
supreme importance ;o obtaining and ﬁaintaining their opportuniiies. Un-
like domestic éocieties, there is no sovereign to order the interesfs of
s;ates according to law. The signifigance of this fact is that a utili-
tarian concépt cf distribdfion, which émp]ies the existeice of an inter-
national community, lacks the conditjons for imp]emeﬁtat{on. Convefsely,
acceptance of the difference prihciple is based on a confract between
decisipn-makers‘who know that there is no Pre-existing community to dis-
tribute goods léga!ly. |

Even:.if }here is some degree of benevolence in the present inter-
natibnal system, an éssumption some utilitarians might make, donor states
as well as recipient states are often frustréted by political complexities
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and governmental red-tape.’ Héw is the decisién—making apparatus to dis-
_tribute these goods efflclently and with dispatch under utllltarlanlsm7
For example, anadaan glfts of grain to Indla are hampéred by }abor
strikes, railroad derailments, shipping costs, landowner resistance in
India and other logistical difficulties. A utilitarian distributive
scheme js too dependent upon the good-will of states in overcoming tﬁese
difficultiess In céntrast, the difference principle is rooted in an
origin%I‘agrceﬁcnt whereby thé participants are obliged to carry out
what they agregd to .in the original setting. '

., Also, in a utilitarian distributive scheme, there is always the
possibility that some states may be left out. A ufilitarién ériterion
of distributioﬁ for international society might very well maximize what
is in the.nafioﬁal intérésts of the industrialized states since the.
-tor“]vamountAof opporfunities in the system might thereby be;m;ximized.
An efficient djstribution might outweigh a fairer one. It |s1fven
possnble that some developing countries would become permanently ex-
pIOIted.under this conception. If the greatest good of the grédatest
number of states is maximized'by leaving out_some of the states with the
g;eatest amount of problems (suéh as ln?ia), it is conceivable thét the
uti]i}afian.principle Egglé_legitimize ;uch oversights, It l; possible
that other developlng states would be. permanently exploited for the

greater benefit of most of the others. In contrast, the aifference
principle takes‘into account all of the disadvantaged states. Given the
factg of an atomistic international.sociéty, it is difficult to see how
decision-makers in the original éetting cou&c‘risk these contingehtly

possible consequences of utilitarianism,

Even if all of the facts of international society are made availablec
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to decision~makers in the original setting, it is stil] unlikely fhat a:
principlg of utility,wouldwbe;accepted. Ideally, a utilitarian dfstri-
bution maximizes bene%its and mfnimizes burdeﬁsl To do this at the
international level re;uires inter-state comparisons of state'satisfattion.
“The problem is that what "is considered to ve the ''good 1ife' in Japan and
in China are far different. One céqnot (ét least in tHe‘internationa]
syﬂiem) mcasﬁfe satisfaction levels and diStribLLCKECCCVQJHQ]y. 't is
for this reason that a'upi]itarian calculus involves_measuring diifi-
culﬁies which cannot be résq]ved inor out‘of the:original sptt‘pg.
| The contract model assumes that all states want increésed oppor-
tunities since these are the necessary means for‘sgates-té develop better
po;itions in the international system. A upifit;rian distributive princi-

\ple would not distribute the means to state satisfaction (what are in

states' national interests), but satisfaction itself. To maximize the

'tofa] expected satisfaction carried over all states,‘a utilitarian is
forced to calculate the worth of each state's concept of well*-being.
Would feeding BeOple in Ethiopia count for more, per capita, ghan intro-
ducing a.nat(QnaJ health scheme in the Unjted Statgs? I'f so, by what
critefia? The difference -principle is éimp]er in that\if only requires.
that inequalities contribute to the opportunities of the least advantaged
group of states. |t sQﬁp]ifies by referring solély to the general éate-?
gory 6f oppdrtunit; whereas a utilitarian prinéip]e must be épplied in
accordance with the objectiveé, goals_and desires of particular states.

The utilitarian undermines impartiality in order to maximize the total

expected benefits in international society. And to maxinmize satisfaction

LS
L]

the utilitarian cannot avoid the protlem of making inter-state comparisons

of utility, based on the disparate ideas of well-being which different
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states espouse, Coﬁversely, acceptance of the difference principle

simﬁlifics thc'complexities of international Yife byﬂholding that it is

an impossible task to measuré satisfaction levels of the several states
. anyway and*thaf even if cardinal Judgments could be made the results
| %ight be uhaccepﬁable to certain representative groups of states (i.e.
the disadvaptaged or vell-off).

The aragunent aga}nst applyiﬁ, a utilitarian distributive princi-

ple résts on, the following poiﬁts; that it implies the existence of an

international community; «that what is in the national interests of some

o

states mighi have to be sacrificed for the greater good of most states;
o e

that inter-state comparisons of state satisfactions cénnot“be measured;

and that dgcisioh-makers,in the original setting would not be pr%pared.g

to take the rjsks ofluhacceptable consequences ‘which might result from
. ’ 4 ’ h

‘the principle. . .

C. Priority of the First"P;inciple

Two principles of international justice have been presented in
o : R B :
this and the preceeding chapter: the principle of political sovereignty

o

and the difference principle. Arguments have been made to sﬁ?w how these
principtes follow from the artificially constructed original setting.

Because political sovereignty i%f;'COndit}on for the pursuit-of any

) opportunities). the first priﬁéiple has priority over the differénce

o

principle in cases of coéT]ict between them. Similarly, Rawls' first
prinéiple of equal liberty must Me satisfied befbre the second principie
ey . .

comes iqzo'play in what h;g?;fers to. as the special conception of

justiqe.l

11

Rans, A Theory of Justice, pp. 541-548
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In Rawls? special scheme, the conditions of society are such that

. equal liberties between free persons can be effectively realized and are

F

more important to the agents than incremental increases_in economic or

other material opportunities. |In the general conception, men relinquish

part of their political liberties when the economic returns and'long-run :
- . N -
benefits are significant enough to transform a less fortunate community

L S G Lo 12
into one where the political liberties can he exercised. Rawls notes:

The denial of equal liberty can be accepted 2y

only if it.is necessary to enhance the = .
quality-of civilization so that in due -
course the equal. freedoms can be.enjoyed ... ',
As the conditions of civilization improve, .

the marginal significance for -our good of

further economic or social advantages o
diminishes relative to the interests of =~ :
liberty...! - )

The general concebtion allows trade~offs betWeen.politfcal liberties = -

and material opportunities,whereas, the special conception disallows

these trade-offs. The value of liberty, in either formulation, is de-

pendent upon circumstance,
A theory of justicte in international rqlatiéns must similarly

\ .
(Fnk political sovereignty ahead. of the difference principle. Without

po]iticaf éovereignty an entity can not claim to be a state. Political
sovereignty, as noted in th- last chapter, is a condition for a state to

[ ¢ .
pursue what is Hn\its national interests. ‘However, the ﬂgiﬁb_of pdlitical e
'sovereignty is jeopardized when a state is unable to obtain tHe oppor-
tunitie necessary to advance its most waﬁted ends. Thus, though the

politica. sovereignty principle is prior to the difference pripciple, it

~

"21bid., p. 63, p. 247.

13ibid., p. 542.

]Aibid., p. 247, ‘
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» is not more important. Both principles must be satisfied before the
relations betucen states could be considered to be just

Political sovereignty is an absolute in international relations;

an entity either has it or it does not.]5 I'f it has political sover-

eignty it is a state. For decision-makers in the original setting to

.

opt for the general conception of justice, where there is no ordering
of principlcs, the idea of trading off political sovereign‘y for general-

fa : '
ized oppo:tunities would thL to nabe sense.  But this idea would only
"be ieasonabie if a state could be identified apart from its most dis~

. .

tinguishing feature, an independent decnsnon making bod% However, a-

N -l
" State can not be identified in this manner. To give up polltlcai sov=

. / .
efeigqty is to give up being a State. Though an individual docs ‘not

cease to exnst by bartering away some of hts ilbertiec for economic

opportunities, a’state's existence does terminatc without autonomous
decision-makers. By setting the political sovereignty principle ahead

of ‘the difference principle, decision-makers in the original setting
~ ' ‘ . 4
protect their right to make decisions for thejr respective states. The

rd

priority rule guarantees statehood. Once the decision-makers know which

° =

states they represent it could make sense for some of them tp trade away
statehood for economic opportunities for their peoples The first part

of the politncai sovereignty principle establishes the right of decisjon-
A -

]Slr 2ntrast, for Rawls the means of providing liberty are apparently
fixs . An increase in one person's liberty decreases somcone else's,
Beyond some point further increases in an individual® liberty stifles
the full realization »f liberty for others. As | have defined political
sovereignty it would not make sense to say that one state has more
sovereignty than another. See A Theory of JU‘CICL, p. 546. For an ex-
cellent discussion of this issue see Henry Shue, "Liberty and Self-
Respect,' Ethics, vol. 85 (April, 1975), p. 200. -
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makers to establish and do the following: to develop political and trade

relations as they sce fit. For example, states.are allowed to integrate

~

!

or amalgamate. However, by doing so, they give .up political sovereignty

for benefits to.tﬁeir people; they do not give up political sovereignty
' ~o
for increased opportunities for their states.



CHAPTER 9

Concl;Pions : %

If decision-makers agree to the two principlés in tHe original
setting, then they implicitly agree rQ thc institutions fhat would be
required to infcrprct and enfgrce the intentiof the principles. The
primary task of a contrac.arian approach to jus.ice in international re-
Iatioﬁs is to devise the best possible prihcipWes for the regulation of
inte}nétional society. It is a sec;ndary fask to determine the institu-
tions which wgu]d be required to interpret and enﬁéfge these principles.
Institutions cannot be detcrmined unLi!vghe principleg are acccptéd.

Decisionvmakers,cénnot’rely solgly on the binding farce of’fhe
orig}naT agreement. They must be given assurance that éll states will

adhere to the agreement. It is at this juncture that interpretive and

enforcement agencies will be requi}qg to upholg;yﬁg—;rincip]es of justice.

States do not share the kind of confidence that would be required to

render these institutions superfluous.
Though such institutions would be necessary to coerce reéalcitrant

states to abide by what they reed to in the original setting, such.

v

institutions in any just-society

re ancilliary to other reasons for
" - . 4 . i ' .
obedience. In the case of -internatilonal society, two reasons are ‘sug-

4

gested. First, through commitment .tb the princip]es;stateﬁﬁcan gain

more opportunities than by rgvert&ng back to the conditions of Interpa-
tional society. In- other words, the overall advantages to be derived

from comp]iance-outwefgh the 5ﬁvantages of non-compligncé. Second, the

burden of commitment to the principles is not too heavy for any state.

4; ’vlhxk : \_/y/
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Since the risk-role of states is a predominant feature of the
present infernational systém, compliance with the first principle out-
weighs fmmedipte disadvantageé. The duty not.to Interfere In the .in-
ternal aftairs of states benefits both the advantaged and the disadvan-
tagea states. Though the U.S. ‘would no longer be allowed to suppOft
certain elements in developing states against their regimes, as‘in‘Chile,
it would gain the immeasurable benefii of rgducing dcfenge spending.
Similar béncfits would accrue to other states which presently find it
necessary to maintain defense budgets for securfty purposes. At thd
sahe time, disadvantaged states wqﬁld be freed from unwanted exte}nal
military and economic penetration. What the political soveréigﬁty
prlnciplé establishes is the right of states to invest thel; funds in’
domestic projects and Internatlonal opportunltles unimpeded by securlty
dilemmas and external penﬂtrat«og : N

An additional bene%it of the political sovereignty princ{ple is
that it alﬁowy»stétes to develop relations with other states as they sce
fit, consistent with the duty of political non-lnterferthe. An attract-
ive consequence of this aspect of the principle is that states would be:
free to trade, form cartels"or integrate with states presently closed to
tH;m. For example, Western Europe mlght develop extensive pO]Itlca] and
economlc links with Eastern Europe, an impossibility without somethlng
‘llke the political sovereignty principle.” This aspect of the'principle
‘might place strains on the Soviet Union in fegard to its.%avored~nation

status vis-a-vis Eastern Europe, but the benefits to be derived from a

de-militarized Europe would work in favor of Soviet commitment to the

principle.

I's the burden of commitment to the first principle excessive?
¢ : . ' .
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There is liftle or no burden for establ!shed, but disadvantaged, states,

The onl‘)%;atcs to be slgmfucantly affected adversely are those states
B 1N

esently gaining opportunities at the expense of disadvantaged
(]

which ége

states. In many of these cases It |s questlonable as to whether the

opportunities gained really benefit the siates. pursuing them. For ex-

ample, do U.S. polic‘es whlch sustaln the favored _positions of multij-

nat|onal curporatnonc tn South Amerqca benefit'the U.S. in terms of in-
|

creased G.N.P: or do they for the most par't benefut the multn-nationals

in terms of profit? If the answer to. this question is the latter, then

the burden of commitment for these companies may be high but this does

not show that U.S. ‘burdens would he excessive,  |Inp fact, fhe_possible

losses sustained in decreased~G.N.P.owou]d be far outwefghed by reduced

defense‘spending. . . ‘; . .. >'

Where the burden of commitment to the first pPlnClp]e Is most

[y

severely tested is in regard to confllcts over terrltorlal bdundarfes

3

be tween established states and civil strlfe within deve]oplng or és-
tablished entltleii Surely the prlnCIple must be viab,e in regard to
these world problems How.does it apply to dlsputed terrftory between
Chlna‘and the Soviet Union? How is lt appllcable to some of the arti-
ficially created'states in‘Africa, especnal]y those whose boundartes cut

across warring factions? ObVIously, if the. principle |s to settle these

difficutt cases, It must be supparted by enforcement lnstltutions’and an

International bod, to interpret what the prlncnple requires. 'In these
* cases the ‘.hwip‘\ ¢ nnot always rely on states to choose the .long-run
advantages 0" zr ce.  In - sputes between establlshed states, the

.prlnCIple only tells states to obser ¢ tha political non-interference

E

clause; it does not\telJ them where boundaries should be drawn over
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disputed territory. Of course, no.procedurgl principle eeniadeqoately .
vdeal with specifjc problems of this sort. It is for this reason‘that it
does'not count against the political sovereignty‘principle merely be;
cause interpretive institutions would be requited to Insure speedy
resolution-of particular oisputesﬁ Similarly, 1t does not count agalnst
the fourteenth amendment to the U, S Constltutlon that Congress provided
for the power to enforce the provisions of this amendmcnt through
.appropriate legislation.

In cases involving strife in quasi-state entitles the Qolitical
sovereignty principle makes lt abundantly clear as to what js required
of establlshed states: they are to observe the duty of political non-
interference. But the principle does not tell warring and conflicting
parties in developing states.'or quasi-state entities what do. Again,
institutions are required'to make jodgments regarding‘cas such as
Cyprus or Angola. Should the parties in eonflict be allowed to fight
it out? Should'international institutions rule these areas until com-
'promises can be reached between factions? There are no self—evident‘
answers to these questions. .

The strength of the political sovereignty principle is to be
found in its general procedural orientatlon To apply the principlelto
hard cases requnres sound Judgment on the part of decision-makers. Once
’they leave the original setting, it would be incumbant upon then to agree
.that as problems arise they will design interpretive and enforcement
mechanisms to insure that the intent of the political govereignty princi-
ple is promoted In the relations bet.ween states. 't is up to real states
in the real international system to devise specific rules to give the

principle content, a virtual impossibility in the original setting since
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the parties do not know the particular problems that will arise in the
future. Their failure to set the principle in motien leaves them‘wfth
the present conditions of international society ahdlthe risk-role of
‘states. |If they are incapable of glvnng substantive content to the
principle, they revert back to the very condjtions which they expllcntly
rejected by entering the original setting.

| Devising proccdu:eg tor'the realization of the second principle

‘v

involves additional c0mplexitlcs. First, how are the advantaged and dis-
advantaged states to be |dentlf|ed? Second once they are }denti.ied,
what addntlonal requirements, .if any, would be necessary to guarantee
to all states a minimum level of opportunities to better their positions
in the ihternationa] system,

Least advantaged states cannot be hdentified unt il decjsion-
makers rn to their respective etates. Once they have reterned and
are ope: 1g in the ”reel“ international system, it will be impossible
to define‘the least-advantaged states without being arbitrary. For ex-
ample, are those states with the lowest combined index of qpportuhities
" the appropriate perspective? Another possibility is to take .an average
of those states With the Towest per capita G.N.P. A third alternatfve
is to define this group in terms of an index of opportunitfes that fa°
below the median taken over all states in the system. There are hUﬂerOus
other'possibilities Whatever the criterion selected, the adoption of
the d;fference principle requnres that lnequallties in the dlstrlbutton

-
of opportunities benefit the least-advantaged group of states.

The difference prihciple,'as specified and selected in the origine]

setting, js hot sttong enough tolguarantee sufficient opportunities to all

~

states. It merely requires that disadvantaged states gain opportunities

3
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whenever advantaged states do. As it stands, Japan could galn vast
.Qpportunities.in a trade arrangement with Brazil as iong as\Brazil Qains
something. The difference prfncipke, as accepteg, justffies ianedlble
differences in opportunitie§. Even though decision-makers are po;ited
as being disint;restcd in where their staiis are positioned vis-a-vis’
»other states, and though they are prfmarily concerned with improving
their own status positicns relative to previous positions, thcy are not
indifferent to the distribution of what may be in thgir national inter-
ests. They prefer more opportunities té fess. The less opportunities
a state accumulates from its trade, economic aﬁd political relations
wit% other states, the less chance‘it has of improving its position.
Disadvantaged states would be particularly concérned with the limited
opportunities generated through the difference b%igciple. Theyvcangot
bettdr. their positions in the international system when their limited
opportunities must be spent on feeding their peopletand developing a
domestic economy stroﬁg enough to compete on the international markets.
To returﬁ to the analogy with Monopoly, it appears that the disadvantaged
sfates woula only have one die to role instead of two. éven cartel fbr-
mation and economic integration would hot ngcessarily generate the
amount of opportunities required. |

't is evident that the least-édvantaged states would demand a
stronger distri?utive princlg]e than the one to which they agreed in the
original setting. fhey may‘choose, for example, to strengtﬁen the dif-~
ference prihciple by  requiring that all future competitions over in-
creased‘opporthnities Be proportionately of more benefit to the least-

advantaged states than to_thdse well:off. This may be called the greatest

expected benefit clause. ' As an example, Brascan Limited of Canada would
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~only be allowed to operate In Brazll on the condutlon that supplylng
electriclity to Brazilians would incrcase Brazjl's opportunities more

then Brascan's‘North American shareholders. In any jJoint venture be-
tween an advanfaged ctage and a disadvaﬁtaged state the principle directs
.that interaction result in the greatest expected benefit to the latter.

'This is a difffcultlprlnclplc to apply for the following reason:

incufficient gains in opportunities provide I}t*‘e incentive for the
most’advahtaged states to trade. If they can manage to trade with other
advantaged states for the goods they nced or if they can develop these
goods through concerted self-sufficiency policies, then the dfsadvantaéed
states would be forced to trade betweer themselves for the goods ;hey
need. Now due to the factlthat many of the developing states prodhce

the same resources and food stuffs, as in’'the case of the Central Amer{-
can states, it is unlikely that their matual trades wou]d improve their

t

‘prospects. The dlsadvantaged clearly need lncredtble inflows of fech-

nology, industrial pqoducts and capital to increase their opportunltles

v

to better their positionse The greatest expected benet'it clause is un-
Ilkely to he!p the developing countries because of the |ncentIVek
.barrier,

A more reasonaSIe alternative might be the development.ef an
'opportunity floor.  The oppprtdnity flocr cou]&.be set atvthe mfnimum

)

level of opportunities required for a state to imbrove its position in
the international system. A problem with this alternative is the exect
location of the opportunity . floor. Should it‘be set at the average'per
caplta G.N;P. taken over all states? Or is it the kind of prlncnple

that would\{eqUIre adJustment to the parttcular conditions in each dis-

advantaged state? A second problem is the extent of transfers to be made
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from the advantaged to: the dlsadvantaged group of states. If these are
too high the burden of commitment to the opportunity floor would be too
great for the advantaged states, ‘At some point the benefits derived
from increased G.N.P. in the advantaged states would no longer outweigh
the drawbacks of transferring away these increased oppoctunities to dISj
advantaged states. |

Acceptance of an opportunity floor, from a practical peint of
View, hingeé on at least these two factors: first, how necessary is it
for 'the fortunate grpup:of states to keep the disadvantaged in the compe-~
tition for increased opportunities? Second, how scarce are the resources
the advantaged states need to Increaee their own opportunities? In_re-
gard to the tirst question, the argument can be made that the advantaged
states have a direct stake in the deveIOpment of the less fortunate.
The larger the consumer classes are in these states, the more goods they
can purchase from industrial statesu I'f the advantaged states over-
producelfor their own countrics, they would have a place to trade the.
‘goods as .consumer demand increases in the developing countries,

A more promising argument however is that the advantaged states
wou ld accept an opportunity floor\because of the threat of. 0.P.E.C. ~type

cartels. In the future, these cou]d include uranium, gopper, and even

bananas. lnternational society is increasingly becoming inter-dependent.

‘ThlS is open to debate, and is dependent upon the kind of evidence
utilized to ascertain lnterdependcncy For a view contrary Lo my own
see Karl Deutsch, The Nerves of Government (N.Y.: The Free Press, 1966),
p. Xx. Also see Robert Lieber, Theory and World Polntlcs (Cambrudge

Mass, s Winthrop Publishers, 197_) P. For a view corresponding to
mine see Edward Morse, ”Cr|5|) Dlplcnacy Interdependence and  the
Politics of lnternatlonal Economic Relations," in R. Tanter and'R.

Ullman, ed., Theory and PO]ILy in lntcrnatxona] Relations (Princeton:
Princeton Univ. Press, 1972), pp..133-136.
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Since no state.fa entirely self-sufficient, nog even the advantaged
states, each needs the cooperation of others to generate oppbrtunitlies.
Why shou]d the states that are least well-off cooperate in a venture
whlch provndes so few opportunntles to them that: all of these assets
must be spent on the necessities of 1ife and none on the wall-belng of
their states? A state cannot better its position in the internatlonal
system in these circumstances. Thus the powerful weapon of the dis-
advantaged atatea és ''cartelism''.  If the well -off states expect the
cooperation of the least -advantaged for the raw materials they require,
then they must expect to bargain under fairer conditions with these
states. The opportunlty floor, where the advantaged group of states
donates some establlshed percentage of their yearly G.N.P. to the de-
veloping states (the U.N. has establlshed seven-tenths of one percent
© as’ the target), seems to be the minimum acceptable condition for-the dis-
" advantaged states to participate. Thus, the difference principle, as
accepted in ;he'original setting; guarantees insufficient opportunities
to tEe disadvantaged states. It must be stelemented with an opportunfty
floor, sufficient to‘insure the prospects o% all gtates to increase thefr
oppdrtun?fies.

Even if states in the present interna"onal system agreed to the
‘dlfference prineiple }n an original setting and to an opportunity floor
later, guaranteelng falr |nterpretat|ons and complnance with these dis-
trlbutlve prlncaples lnvo]ve? lnsurmountab]e difficulties at this time.
For example, what Is to prevent a corrupt regime from dealihg with the
multiaatiohal corporationé on an unequal foofing? Presently, the regime
gains perSOnaleoftune through bribes but the state loses increased

opportunities. How is the pricing of lﬁternational commodities to be



153

g : |

29
i
arranged SO that the disadvantaged states garn opportunitles? What kinds
of goods would have to be re-allocated to fulfini the requuremcnts/of the
opportunity floor? Should a8 state be maintained at the opportunity floor
1f it squanders away its newly obtalned opportunitied through political
corruption and mismanagement? Finally, how are conflicts of interest
| over the distribution of opportunities to be edjudicated? Appropriate
Institutions would be required to resolve these difficult questions,
Decision-makers genera]ly want to adopt acts and poluc:cs that
:'are in the natfonal xnterests of their respectnve states. They want to
maintaln and increase the opportunntles of the!r states to lmprove upon
thelr previous posatlons ln the international system. Rules of Justnce
in international relatlons specnfy the 'kind of environment in whick
states are'allewed to pursue opportunities. There are severa] alterna-’
tives. One of them is for states to follow the lmplicit'rules of'the
present system A consequence oF thlS system is that no state is free
from the threat of external economic or mllttarlstnc penetration,

States are subject to the rlsk-role with its consequent uncertaintijes,

Another consequence of 'this system is that the superpowers play the

greatest part in'controllfng the system. A second alternat:ve aw for
states to choose a Leviathan to make and enforce rules of justice; but
wor ld government still seems to be a distant dream of a few wor ld
federalists. .

The polltlcal soverergnty principle and the difference principle,
conjoined with an appropriate opportun1ty floor, rest somewhere between
the rules of the pPresent international system and those.of Levuathan
What is attractive ahaut the two Principles js that they follow from a
NG

contract settlng that is fair and to no decnsnon maker S advantage
)

= PR N



ples, it has been argued that the advantages of compliance Outweigh the
disadvantages. To fail to give substantive content to the agreed upon
principles in the Present international System is to admit that decision-

makers of states canhot mitigate the gross injustices in]the present re-
-—N

Iations-between,statesﬁ And there is no peace in an udjust inter;@tional

/

{

structure, \
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. ; Appendix
Vi '\ ‘
An Examlnatlon of Those Critical 'of the Concept of '

b Interest in lnternatlonal Relatlons )

<« " -

After having dliscussed the literature on the cbncebt of interest
in lnternatlonal relations It would be \less than thorough not to discuss
briefly thosa critical of the concept. While no comprehenslve critique

of “the national interest' has been attempted, two well-know writers,
Raymond Aron and James Rosenau, question whether the coneept has any

N
valldity whatsbever 1 Their crltic!sms.are-dlrected‘gtbthe general
. \ . .

5=

vagueness of the term‘andathey argue tbat5“the national Interest' Is.
useless as an analytic tool.because it Implies a value orlentation.
Tbough critical of the concept, neitheriwriter s prepared to offer

alternative explanations of It. Furthermore, even if ''the natlonal}

\
LAY

lnteresf” Is vacuous It would stlllibave to be~showqﬂ§get the expression,

v ST e

“x 1s In A's national interests', Is witholit meaning.% “

- Raymond Aron contends that'the'edncept Is useless because it

cannot- be determlned Independentlyﬂof the declslon-makers In power

A

Also, he claims that the'ﬁanoply of ends of states prohibrts a ratlonal

definition of Hthe national lnterest“ “The plurality of conorete ob-

7

jectlves and of ultimate objectlves,” Aron suggests, "forbids a rational

deflnltlon of"nat{oneluinterest' even(lf the latter did not lnvolve, in

i ]

1See Raymond Aron, Peace and-War: A Theory of lnternatlonal Relations
(N.Y.: Frederick Praeger, 1968) and“Jame$ Rosenau, '‘National lnterest o
in. International Encyclopedia of Soclal Sciences, Volume 11 (N Y. The
Macmlllan Companyi and The Free P;hs',‘z§68), pp. 3k~ 39

2James Rosenau, ”Natlona) lnterest”,“og. cit.,, p. 36.
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Itself, the ambigulty that attaches to=collectlve_1 teFest‘”B It should
o heEBthd that Aron thinks that a.rationad use‘of fdzarest in internatlion-
al-relations would have to account for the varled aims!of states, a
premise which ramains'unsubstanttated.‘ Thus, his remark; do not justify
the fallowing‘/<nc1u§ion: ”The.plurallty of goals at which a politica)l
unit may aim ... make tha national interest éh obJect of study,'not a
criterlan of agtion.”h Thlsjtonclusion would be true iIf the idea of
intercst in international refatjqns only gainS'ﬁeanihg through the ex-

pressibn, "the national Interest''. \lt-is argued in chapter four that

something being in an actor's national interests can only have meaning
W = © : & -

. 4 » . . \ .
Nhen it iIs dlvorced from ""the national interest“ The latter term does,
\ )

et T

ln fact, lmply an orderlyﬁ§um of goals whlch decnsuog-makers can artlcu-i

DA L
late .whereas the expresslon ""x is In A‘ @ﬁﬁional |nterests“ implies .
nfg

nothlng about the objdctives of states. - ’ N
| Aron's own analysis of lnternational relations Is dapendent upon
the study of panplcular regimes and - thalr natlona] ~objectives. He leans
'toward the decnsion-maklng level of analysis to derive some of hlS con-l
clusions about inter -state behavior. He says, ""No one‘understands the

,_diplomatic startegy of a state if hg does not -understand Its,regime, if

o

_L

. R . .

3Rayménd Aran, Beace and War, op. cit., pp. 91-92. Stanley Hoffman also
assumes that a useful definltlon of '"the national interest' would havaa‘
to limit and account for the objectives of states: ''This concept, if -

It Is to be useful at all, presupposes a . period of stability in |nter-
national relations, llmlted objectives, national regimes that are

sumllar enough to have roughly simifar goals,.and forrign policies that

? be and are free from domestic passions and pressures.'" See Stanley
fman, The State of War (N.Y.: Frederick Praeger, 1965), -pp. 3-21.

hRaymond-Aron, lbnﬂtﬂ,ps 285: -

A




\1“

: \
- The lnference ‘to. be drawn from thls statement is that pertlnent remarks

166

\

he has not studied the phllosophy of those who govern it so at the

¢ same time that Aron critlicizes the concept of ''the national interest!

for Its unique eXpresslon‘ln.each state, he Is more than prepared to
concede that the study of partlcular regimes |s important to the under-.
standlng of lhternatlonal relations, Slnce the' aims of states are dif-
vf.’erent Aron jems to be saylng, |t is not posscble to use “the national
lnterest“ framework to make gen allzatIOns about state behavlor ln‘

general‘“’But to get' beyond the study Qf partlcular reglmes Aron ‘is

. also forced to ‘make generallzatlons about state behavlor. For example._

he Is not opposed’to the’ de$crlpt|on of states In collectlvlst td;;g

' He says, “,,,[ﬂ t does not seem to me ¢t all unjustlflable to define

nations as collectl»e personallties., The collectlve personality of a

natlon, llke .the |ndlvldual personallty, .Is born and dses ln time.. b
\

\ - ‘r ’

dcan be made about state conduct independent of the partlcular reglme in

power Once the ldea of collective personality is establlshed lt be-

L- -

Acomes posslble for Aron to attach central |mportance to key variables j’;
\
which any state wants to maximize such as a favorable “conflguratJon of

V.

' ﬁorces“ and clearly def ined spheres of iofluence. 7 Thus, at: the same

time that Arpn crltlclzes the eoncept of ""the natuonal Interest' because.

vr iv

the term lgnores the unique dlfferences between states, he is prepared

to generalize by offerlng alternatlve criteria which also lgnore the unlque

2ibid., 'p. 600. A ) 4
ibid., p. 700, . . .\, .

See Raymond Aron, ''What ls a Theory of lnternatlonal Relations?'', n .

® J. Farrell and A. Smith (ed. ), Theoty and Reality i« lnternatlonal
Relatlons (N Y. \Columbla Unlv Press, 1967) pp. 7- 9.
: gy
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1
characteristics and aims of states,

¥

. «A rational concept of what is in an actor's'natlonal'lnterests

need not account for the disparate aims of states. If the concept s to-

have any validity at all, then'it must be applicable to objective, gen-
eralized elements common to -the behavlof of all states, lf the concht
ol lnterest in nternatconal relations 'Is defined in terms of generallzed
7means, rather than cnds, then it may be possible to compare the Interests
of dlfferent states. An alternatlve explanatlon of the slgnlflcance of

“interest in lnternatlonal relatlons might result. What makes Aron's

o

argumenb against the ldea of lnterest so Intriguing ls that hls own

analysls of internatlonal relations comes very close at- tlmes, to .the

-

- kind of deflnltlon necessary for a rational employment of the term. For

example, he clalms .that, = o . - < ; ’ S
, [@]rand pol:cy wants such power not for
o ltself, but to carry out a mission. Simi-
larly, a collectivity does not desire power ' ) /
-+ for itself, but in order to achieve some ‘ :
@ other goal -~ peace, glory -~ so as to
" mfluence the future of humanity, ,through
'the prlde of propagatlng an ldea.8

Y «

i

|
In the same place he suggests.that a collectlvuty trles to maximize lts

resources\and forcé:so as to“maxlm12e its means of actlng on others. 9

r’ : -

At Ts surprISlng thathron does not see that such pOllCleS may provide "
.v){:':x' “

e @ clue for an adequate formulatlon of the concept of lnterest in. lnter-

‘national relations.
| ~Aron's crlthpe of “the natlonal |nterest” is relevant to the ex-

tent that many wrltlngs on the concept of lnterest ln the dlsclplune

-

. “Raymond Aron, op. clt}, p. 90 * . g - o : A

ibid: N

A

s
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defJne ‘|nterest‘>|n terms of "'the nat:onal Interest'. He is'rfght‘to
point. out that no crlterlon of “the natlonal interest!'lcan account for
the many ends pursued by states, However, his critique falters |f
~}nterest ean be defined apart from 'the national interest'.'
James Rosenau thlnks that it Is Impossib]e to define ”the netional

lnterest”\obJectlvely because of its inherent value orientation. In his

estlmation ”. \bihe natlional interest Is . rooted ln values (‘what Is

10

best ') " Like Aron he accepts the premise that the conCept of inter-

’

est’ cannot be separated from “the natlonal interest“ Thus, he criti=-

|
clzes nat]onaT interestﬂariters for thenr Inabillty to formulate the

codcept in descrlptivist terms,

t

»

+ Rosenau presents three maln reasons'fqr the analytic fallure of

- ’ i ! ’ 1. . . & . \

the concept of ''the national interest", These reasons ‘include the ambig-
14 : '

uous nature of'the state; the elus:veness of substantlve crltprla for

. A :
‘determinlng the. existence of lnterests' and the lack of a procedure for
- e
summing interests. cn regard to the flrst cratlc!sm to refer to the’

[}
T state when ut|IIZ|ng the concept of: Interest is no more confusing'than«

'

~»
.using the state to refer to penetrated s%ééfms or Issue areas, two ideas
Important to Rosenau s own work n R05enau s second cr|t|c15m that
'\\ (-3

qthere exnsts no crlterFa for determining the o- |stence of an interest, Is

\
B

well taken to the extent tha(/interests are ldentifled wnth the values of
\ J

a state. However i f lt is possib]e to explain a state's lnterests apart

from the concept'of ”the nat{onal lnterest”, tnsg his critlclsm may be

LJ . . '
' . ' ' . e
° . . R . : : T

(N . . . : . ‘/
. .

loJames Rosenau, oe. cit., p. 34 ' R 31

IISee James Rosenau, ~”Pref1heo ies and Theories of Forelgn Policy,! In
James Rosenau, The.ScIentl_ tudy of Foreign Pollcy IN.¥. o The Free
Press, 1971), pp. 95-145. Yo .
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overcome. If.interests -are descrﬁbed ln terms of the results of acts

-~

and pollcles (for example) then an act whlch Increases hn actor's

4 .
Opportunuties Is in the actor's national lnterests. Hef'e, at least, a

‘criterion Is offered ‘through which Interests can be analyzed namely,

\

an Increase In Opportunutles{ Rosenau s H!rd crltlcism Is-not relevant

i

to an assedsment of what is In a state's, Interefts. Though common sense'

. Would seem to lndlcate the need to sum-a state s interests, thls is only

LN L

" true to the extent that lncreased opportunitues cannot be Identnf:ed

apart from '"the national snterest“;- lt Interesté are defined'in terms/

of Increases in, opportunitlies, then there would be no need to. sum the

ilnterests of a st“e Into -one coherent “natlonal interest“

}

As. long as Interest\ls Tncorporated lnto "the natﬁbnal ldte}est”_5,
Rosenau}s criticisms are val‘Ea However; a complete cr>tigge of the
£

" idea of interest in lnternatronal relations would requlre that careful

‘attention be focused on possible alternatlve expresslons of thls concept.

,‘,‘t

Rosenau merely assunes ﬁhat “To explain that a certaln policy is in the
& L8
national interest or to criticize it for befng conﬁrar/ té the natlonal

- 75

Interest Is to give an lmpOSﬂng label to ond‘s own conceptior of #hat Is

a deslrable or undesirable course of actson"J2 Thls assumptlon would
: ]

be valld only if interest is an’ evaluative concept dependent upon the

- &nds preferred by the speaker. Its valldnty co1lapses if what :s In the

nat:onal Interests of a state an be ldentlfled in some other way.,

R A deflnltion that focuses on the means of state behavnor, which ~

LY

are llmited and comparable, 1Is not susceptible to the .Ind of crltoc!sm

e - . i . ' i . . l

1

1

12;james Rosenau, "“National interestﬂ_ pp;;ﬁ6-37. = ' L



' 170

.
'

that Rosenau ]eve]s‘at the idea of lnterest A problem wlth Rosenau's

na)ysls IS that he sees '"the national interest" as thc appropriate term

through;Whnoh tnterest must be construed. Every Interest becomes, for
AR - A ‘ - ‘ ‘ ,
Rosenau, part of a more inclusive characterizat'ion of foreign po]Lcy.13
I the. idea of interest . In international :=:lations can be ascertatned

descriptively and can be applied to a part of state activity, then the

difficultiesiattr[buted to its use may be surmounted.

What limits‘£he value oF Aron's and Rosenau's é?ﬁficisms'is that -
they cr{tlc:ze the ldea ef interest in internationa] relatlons from the
perspective of “the natlonal Interest'. If it turns out that |ntere<ts
can be separated from the value complex of a state, then their corments

on the subject could anly. be applied to prevlous wrltings and not to Lhe

idea of |nteJest itself,

: Ibl b, p. - : C -
. - 34, p 39 : o N ‘{ .
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