MORAL JUSTIFICATIONS:
Twao CoNCENTRIC-CIRCLE CONCEPTIONS OF MORALITY

Possible justifications for being morally required or allowed to
grant priotity to one’s own compatriots can be superficially di-
vided into two general groups: (1) views about the proper role of
individual persons toward each other and (2) views about the
proper role of such social institutions as governments and the citi-
zens who live under them. The latter will be considered in the
succeeding section.

The first grouping of justifications for granting priority to com-
patriots consists of a variety of moral views, otherwise dissimilar,
that share the explicit implication—or, more often perhaps, the
tacit assumption—that moral responsibility begins at home. 2 This
cluster of views might be said to share the concentric-circle con-
ception of morality,> The other people to whom one has some
degree of responsibility are often conceived of as constituting a
suceession of concentric circles of outwardly diminishing respon-
sibility. Responsibility is greatest to those at the center and trails
off 25 one moves outward along a radius of the circles. According
to such a view a number of compatriats take priority over other
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compatriots, but all compatriots take priority over non-com-
patriots,

Two major questions arise about theories with such a structure.
The first concerns a matter on which individual theories differ
sharply: the specification of the feature, or features, represented
by the radii of the circle. What exactly is it of which people at the
center share more and people farther from the center share less?
Several kinds of answers have at least some plausibility, but here
we can concentrate on two polar cases that portray the inner cir-
cles as, respectively, {1) communities of sentiment and (2) com-
munities of principle. On the former interpretation the radii repre-
sent features like intimacy, or directness, and depth of personal
involvement among the people who have responsibility for each
other; on the latter the radii indicate quite different features like
the extent to which the people with mutual responsibilities are
committed to the same goals, principles, or basic values. Interpre-
tation (1) might well place family and loved ones at the center and
others less well and warmly known progressively farther from the
center, as feelings toward them diminish in strength or signih-
cance. Interpretation (2), in contrast, might, although it need
not, yvield a different assignment of persons to places ameng the
circles and a consequently different allocation of degrees of re-
spensibility, especially if one had warm and important personal
ties with people with whom one disagreed about many basic goals
and values, since degree of responsibility would diminish as de-
gree of agreement on principles diminishes, A number of varia-
tions and combinations of these two basic interpretations of the
unifying element of the moral primary group, as I will cal! the
community to which one has primary responsibilities, are of
course possible. The brief discussion of nationalism in a later sec-
tion of this chapter provides some concrete illustration of the in-
teraction of sentiment and principle.

The other tantalizing question, which cuts directly across the
fust question about the telative weight assigned respectively to
sentiment and principle, is whether {A) it is the very fact that
people are compatriots, given some precise account of what being
“compatriots” means, that is supposed morally to require or per-
mit them to grant priority to each other in at least some circum-
stances, or (B) the grounds for the priority are some feature not
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intrinsically tied to nationalitv but as a matter of fact much more
likelv to be shared among compatriots than between non-com-
patriots. Is shared nationality (and whatever sentiments or princi-
ples shared nationality necessarily involves) the justifying grounds
for the granting of priority, or is nationality simply a more or less
reliable indicator that grounds of another sort are very likely, but
not necessarily, available? '

On the one hand, the very sharing of nationality might be
taken in itself to be the grounds for some sort of moral bend: one
might be taken to owe one's compatriots more than one owed
other people because they are one’s compatriots-—and, of course,
because of what being compatriots is taken to involve. Obvicusly
several alternative accounts are available concerning which fea-
tures of moral significance are taken to be exclusive to and shared
among compatnots.* The focuses of such accounts range from
emphasis on a shared history, culture, and language; to emphasis
on an interdependent economy and single system of taxation and
economic transfers; to participation in a social network of mutual
expectations, some explicitly created and others perhaps tacit; to
participation in a single political system. Such accounts need to
be able to explain why participation in a single political system,
for instance, creates responsibilities beyond the obligation to
abide, when participating, by the prohibitions essential to the sys-
ten. Should [ make greater efforts to reduce malnutrition in Ken-
tucky than in Kerala merely because Kentucky is in the American
political system and Kerala is in the [ndian? Why is that a good
reason? What is the connection between political system and the
this kind of moral responsibility?

On the other hand, one might turn out on the basis of various
moral theories generally to have greater responsibility for compa-
triots, but not because they were compatriots. Several different in-
terpretations of the radial feature that determines the degree of
moral responsibility on the concentric-circle conception might
have the result that those closer to the center are mostly compa-
triots and those farther from it are mostly not compatriots. The
reason for the greater responsibility might be (1) the stronger sen-
timent, (2) the greater agreement upon principles, or whatever is
the radial feature that dictates the allocation of people among
concentric circles of responsibility, and not the shared nationality
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as such. It would simply be an important but contingent fact that
one tended, for example, to have a greater sharing of purposes
with one’s compatriots, if indeed this is a fact. .

If this were the outcome, national boundaries would have ethi-
cal significance, but only as indicators, not as the grounds fqr the
moral responsibility. And the reliability of national boundanels as
indicators of the presence of the morally relevant feature might
turn out to vary from nation to nation or from feature to feature.
This outcome, the discovery of a mercly contingent and not very
reliable association between shared nationality and the morally
relevant shared feature, would probably be tantamount to the dis-
integration of the thesis that compatriots have priority.

The decpest challenges to the conviction that onc }.ms strong
responsibilities to compatriots because they are compatriots, how-
ever, mav lic in the rival loyalties possible toward transnational
communities that include non-compatriots as well as compatriots
and toward subnational communities that include some compa-
triots but not others. The list of altemative groupings that copld
with some plausibility be taken to identify those within \jvlnch
moral bonds are strongest—the moral primary group—is ex-
tremely long. Quite a few transnational groups, that is, groups
that contain some but not all the citizens of several nations, are
currently perceived to be the subject of strong allegiances. ‘

Suppose Abdul is a Syrian and a Muslim and an Arab. Ini-
tially, it might secm at least as plausible to cotltgnd that Abdu] has
responsibilities to nen-Syrian, nen-Arab lranian MU?]]I’T’IS, be-
cause of their shared Islamic faith, that override his respon-
sibilities to, say, Christian Syrians, or to contend that Abdul has
responsibilitics to non-Syrian Arabs to oppose Syrian po].icligs‘hos-
tile to the pan-Arab movement that override his responmblllt_les to
fellow Syrians, as to contend that his responsibilities as a Synan_ to
other Syrians override his more widely shared Arab and Muslim
identities. Or, if Charlotte is French and femnale and black, the
relative strength of her respective obligations, if any, to whlt.e
French males and to (at least some) non-French black women is
surely somewhat unclear, given only these meager facts withouf a
background theory of responsibility. 1If Abdul is a devout apd strict
Muslim, he might feel a strong commitment to fellow behlever.s in
what the Western press calls fundamentalist Islam, which is a

+137

© emiimon e gt g B

ST e e = - e

BT



THREE CHALLENGES

powerful force across many nation-states. And Charlotte might
believe that being black gives her a natural identity, not subject to
voluntary renunciation, with her ancestors.

Obviously some rival pretensions to being the moral primary
group can also be asserted on behalf of many subnational groups,
most notably perhaps the scores of more or Jess ethnically defined
groups with inclinations toward palitical separatism, such as Iraqi
Kurds, Iranian Kuds, Basques, South Moluccans, East Timorese,
Serbo-Croatians, French Canadians, some American Indian
tribes, quite a few African tribes, Scottish Nationalists, Eritreans,
et al., as well as many similar non-separatist groups that are
resigned to unenthusiastic membership in confederations of con-
venience. The difficulty s clear without rehearsing all the varia-
tions: showing that priority goes specificaily to compatriots would
involve more than the merely negative step of showing that it is
unzeasanable to think that one has the same obligations to all
mankind (apart, perhaps, from one’s offspring and dearest friends)
and would have to include the positive demonstration that
political—not religious, ethnic, ideological, sexual, etc.—
boundaries are the circumference of the moral primary group.

Naturally, not every potential loyalty mentioned deserves to be
taken equally seriously. And in any given case only one claim, or
combination of claims, can be granted priority, Indeed, not every
instance of sharing a property is an instance of sharing mem-
bership in a morally significant group.® Some shared properties
are morally irrelevant: red-haired people of the world will proba-
bly never unite, and they presumably owe each other, as fellow
bearers of red hair, nothing. Other shared properties are morally
Inappropriate bases for at least some kinds of priorities: shared an-
cestry must for many purposes be prohibited from being allowed
to count. Shared citizenship in a nation-state seems, in general,
both relevant and appropriate. The question is when, and why, it
should count more than other considerations, If one tgnores the
importance of precise specification of the characteristic(s) in vir-
tue of which compatriots altegedly deserve priority, it is easy to
slide unconsciously from the virtually undeniable conviction that
members of some group smaller than all mankind have moral
claims stronger than the claims of any randomn human being out-
side the smaller group, to the much more specific conviction that
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the smaller group with the stronger claims is, under some defini-
tion, the nation. But the general belief that one has stronger
moral ties with some smaller group than one has with all the rest
of humanity could be correct without that smaller group’s turning
out to be, in particular, one’s nation.

Any justification for the assignment of priority to compatriots
would, then, need to include, among other elements, two closely
tied basic steps: a specification of what is distinctive of com-
patriots—what all but only compatriots have in common~-and a
fustification for attaching, in at least some cases, considerable
moral significance to the distinctive feature specified. If two
people are starving, why should it matter, to the point of my being
hound to aid the one and not bound to aid the other, that the one
and not the cther is my compatriot? Why should I not instead
allot my aid, for example, in accord with a duty to aid those de-
prived of subsistence, disregarding nationality entirely or giving
nationality only “tie-breaking” weight? I know of no one who has
adequately answered—or even straightforwardly and -systern-
atically tackled—these questions in defense of the thesis that
compatriots take priority even when the compatriots” own subsist-
ence rights are more than adequately fulfilled and the subsistence
rights of non-compatriots are ignored by those around them.®
Priority for compatriots as a moral theory is at best unproven,
however widely assumed. Meanwhile, arguments for the gen-
erality of subsistence duties, like those given in earlier chapters,
seem a more adequate moral view, We must now laok briefly at
two pelitical views that offer partly complementary justi-
fications—once again, 1 think inadequate ones—for granting
priotity to compatriots even to the point of failing to acknowledge
subsistence duties to non-compatriots.?

POLITICAL JUSTIFICATIONS:
Two CoNCEPTIONS OF GOVERNMENT

The Trustee/Adversary Theory of Government. One political
view is what might be called the trustee, or adversary, theory of
government: the proper role of every national government is pri-
marily or exclusively to represent and advance the interests of its
own nation. This view is so widely assumed that it is ordinarily
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taken to be obviously correct. Various formulations of this view
are possible, distinguished from each other in part by the types of
constraints they acknowledge and the extent to which these con-
straints are allowed to override national interest. Perhaps the term
“adversary” should be reserved for less constrained and more ag-
gressive variants. Most people would presumably agree that it is
reasonable to acknowledge treaties and international law generally
as constraints upon the pursuit of national interest. But it is less
obvious what other “rules of the game,” if any, ought to be ob-
served by governments in their sometimes bitter advocacy of na-
tional interests that are sometimes zero sum. Qught a nation ever
to refrain from pressing a natural advantage out of concern for the
welfare of the people of another nation—for example, ought the
United States (A) actively to support an international system of
food reserves that could place a ceiling on the upward volatility of
world prices for commodities the U.S. exports or (B) to encourage
world prices to rise as high as they will go and sell all but token
amounts to whichever nations can afford to buy at the top price
regardless of the levels of poverty elsewhere {assuming that selling
to the highest bidder would be in the long-term U.S. national in-
terest and that a price ceiling would not be)?

Various formulations of the trustee/adversary theory of gov-
ernment would also differ in the precise basis offered for the role
attributed to national governments. Rarely in print but frequently
in political rhetoric one Ainds taxation presented as the basis: the
goverment is spending cur money so the government ought to be
serving our interests. This appeals to a principle that he who pays
the piper 15 morally entitled to call the tunc. A quite different,
more strictly political basis would be an account of representative
government, maintaining, roughly, that in a representative form
of government individuals are entrusted with executive and legis-
lative office precisely and explicitly in order to act on behalf of
those whom they represent.® A decision to sacrifice the intercsts of
constituents, ar anyhow the hasic interests of the nation of which
the constituency is a past, would according to this view quite liter-
ally be a betrayal of a trust. A person should seek and hold a repre-
sentative role only if the person is prepared faithfully to represent
the interests entrusted to him or her.

Almost inevitably, faithful representation of constituent inter-
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ests, where those inferests do in fact conflict with the interests of
other constituencies, will involve serving in an adversary role and
assuming that the interests of others will be advocated by their
own tepresentatives. At the national level, then, national leaders
are to be expected from this point of view to be advocates for the
national interest. This may be thought to be especially appropri-
ate at the national level. Whereas the competition of conflicting
national interests may be conducted within some minimal pro-
cedural rules, leoking out for the interests of other nations must
generally be the business of their own leaders.

The trustee/adversary theory has two main weaknesses. The
fist and more important is simply that the very most that the
theory could establish, even if it were fully adequate, would be
that national governments have no inherent duties—no duties
merely because they are national governments—directly to pro-
mote the interests of people outside the borders they control. It
would remain entirely possible that some of, or all, the people
served by a particular national government would, on the basis of
a moral view like those considered earlier in the chapter, them-
selves have transnational duties and that these citizens would ask
their government to act in their behalf to coordinate the perform-
ance of the citizens' duties.? One interest that these citizens wish
to have served may be their interest in seeing their transnational
duties to aid fulfilled.

The second weakness of the trustec/adversary theory affects its
implicit claim that this international competition of national ad-
vocates works out best—or, at least, well enough—for evervone.
Recall some of the differences between the situation within one
nation and the situation among nations. Within individual na-
tions a great deal is determined simply by the competition of ad-
versaries representing conflicting interests, but not everything is.
Institutions also exist to care for those unable to compete or un-
successful in the competition, to provide for goods that cannot de-
rive from competition, to regulate competition within generally
beneficial rules, etc. These national institutions are in various
cases defective in certain respects, but at the international level
comparable institutions are virtually non-existent. The critical
difference is the absence from the international arena of institu-
tions that are designed to provide for the minimum well-being of
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thase whose trustee/advocates prove inadequate. Suppose the na-
tional grain purchasing agency of a poor country cannot afford to
outbid the Soviet trading company in the competition for U.S,
wheat, or is too corrupt or incompetent to make the adequate ar-
rangements. What is to happen to the diets of the children in the
country in question?

From the existence of a need for some institution to step into
the breach when a national government fails, or loses a vital com-
petition, nothing follows about which institution that should be.
It certainly does not follow that some other national government
or governmenits should be the ones to do, or to arrange to have
done, what is necessary. But it is left open that something some-
what different from a simple competition among trustee/
adversaries might be better, And it is certainly left unptoven that
simply having each government do its utmost for its own is the
best arrangement, At present no institution provides adequately
for the subsistence rights of persons deprived, ignored, or ill-
served by their own national government. Look, for example, at
the present “haphazard, inconsistent, and badly coordinated” re-

sponse to the world’s 10,000,000 refugees, most of whom are
children. 10

The Comparative-Advantage Theory of Government. The sec-
ond view about the role of national government is what might be
called the comparative-advantage account of the significance of
national boundaries. This view is, in effect, that each nation's
own government (or other social institutions) are best able to care
for the welfare of the people of that nation and therefare each na-
tion ought, in effect, to care for its own, So, it is not that Ameri-
cans start out with more mora) responsibility for people in Ken-
tucky than for people in Kerala because the Kentuckians are in
the same political system. The argument runs in the other direc-
tion: the U.S. government is, according to this view, less likely
than is the Indian government (A) to know which policies will be
beneficial in Kerala (comparative advantage in comprehension) or
(B) to be able to implement them effectively (comparative advar-
tage in implernentation), and therefore it has less responsibility for
Indians in Kerala than the Indian government does. The basic
premise adopted is (1) that a government ought to concentrate its
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efforts wheze they will do the most good. It is then taken to be the
case (2) that the U.S. government can do more good in Kentucky
than in Kerala and (validly) inferred (3) that the U.S. government
ought to concentrate its efforts in Kentucky rather than in Kerala,
given these two choices. This theory can underlie the trustee/
adversary theory and be presented as the explanation why that
campetition is supposed to work best.

However, though the argument central to the comparative ad-
vantage view is valid, both its first {moral) premise and its second
(empirical} premise are open to some doubt. The first, “do the
most good,” 1s, as stated, hopelessly vague with regard to all sorts
of choices, such as the choice between doing a great deal for each
of a few individuals and doing less for more (where, say, the
aggregate amount accomplished would be roughly equivalent).*!
Much more serious, any calculations involving compatriets and
non-compatriots would beg the crucial question, for any calcula-
tions face the following dilemma. If the welfare of compatriots
and the welfare of non-compatriots are weighted equally, it is as-
sumed that national boundaries have no moral significance. But
if the welfare of compatriots is weighted more heavily, it is as-
sumed that national boundaries do have moral significance.
Rather than helping to provide an answer to the guestion of the
proper role of a national government, this reasoning must presup-
pose one.

The second premise, being an empirical form of hypothesis
that needs to be stated in a version specihc to each case, also needs
to be checked against the facts in each case. But, as we have al-
ready seen, it seems most unlikely that every domestic govern-
ment is always better able to comprehend and to implement the
best solutions for all the problems of its people that might concern
others.'? Comprehension of effective solutions may require man-
agenial or technical experience not available domestically, and
implementation may require capital or a will to change not found
domestically. At best it is an open guestion of fact in each case
whether a nation’s own government can or will provide for even
its peopie’s most desperate needs. But even where the factual sec-
ond premise needed by the comparative-advantage view is cor-
rect, the basic fault in the moral first premise—that it must beg
the question of the significance of national boundaries—remains.
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More fundamental arguments are needed to settle that issue. And

meanwhile the priority of all and only compatriots remains to be
established.

PRINCIPLED SENTIMENTS: TWO ASPECTS OF NATIONALISM

In additien to the two general kinds of concentric-circle moral
views and the two kinds of political views, all of which are pre-
sented as positive support for the priority of compatriots, we need
to consider one general counter-argurnent against any thesis that
people have significant transnational duties: the contention that
all will come to nought in the wake of nationalism. If this is true,
priority might go to compatriots by default, whatever the weak-
nesses in the theoretical suppott for this priarity, Certainly some-
one might reasonably suggest that the power of nationalism is
likely to engulf and overwhelm such motives as might undergird
any sense of responsibility not focused upon compatriots. Look
what the fervor of nationalism has done, it is often said, even to so
initially powerful-seeming an internationalist movement as Marx-
istm, not to mention the momentum for the United Nations and
other institutions of world order, with their bases in calmer pas-
sions. Does not the vinlity of nationalism demonstrate the impo-
tence of anv sense of extra-national responsibility? This objection,
in effect, rejects the assurmnption that it is psvchologically plausible
even to consider groups other than nation-states to be moral pri-
mary groups,

Three factors indicate that the sheer strength of nationalistic
forces is less decisive an objection than it might initially seem to
be. Two factors are of relatively superficial philosophical interest,
but a third leads toward one of the deeper problems in the philo-
sophical psychology of mornality. First, the classic studies of na-
tionalismn are indeed rich, but they are also varied—and varied at
the critical points of their respective conceptions of what na-
tionalism is, why it rather abruptly (in the scale of human history)
appeared, and what factors are necessary to its continued
strength.!? Are the revolutionary nationalism of 1789, the Nazi
and Fascist nationalisms of the Hitle/Mussolini period, the
Zionist nationalism of Istael, the anti-colonial nationalism of
Nkrumah, and the expansionist nationalism of Sukarno and
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Suharto usefully categorized as fundamentally the same phenom-
enon? It is neither obvious that they are not nor obvious that they
are. For all the insights in individual studies of nationalism, it is
difficult to draw hrm general conclusions from the literature as a
whole.

Second, at whatever level nationalism can plausibly be pegged,
it is signihcantly threatened by both centrifugal and centripetal
forces. Undoubtedly as great as the differences among the vari-
ctics of nationalism are the differences among the varieties of re-
gionalism. Except for the ways in which they already constrain
nationalism, there may be little else in common among OPEC,
the EEC, the OECD, the Group of 77, NATO, ASEAN, QAS,
the Andean Pact, the Helsinki Agreement, and Islamic funda-
mentalism. But some forces of some degree of strength are already
channeling, if not constraining, nationalistic tendencies from
outside.

And the threats from inside the modern nation-state, especially
in the underdeveloped countries, may be at least as profound,
Geertz defined a “primordial attachment” as a loyalty based upon:

the assumed givens . . . of social existence: immediate con-
tiguity and kin connection mainly, but beyond them the
givenness that stems from being born into a particular reli-
gious community, speaking a particular language, or even a
dialcct of a language, and following particular social prac-
tices. These congruities . . . are seen to have an ineffable,

and at times, overpowering, coerciveness in and of them-
selves. 14

Primordial sentiments, which unfortunately have come often to
be called primordialism, abviously can attach to the institutions
and fellow citizens of a nation-state, where the nation-state is
coextensive with what is taken to be a “given” community. In
these cases, primordial sentiments may actually be the deeper ex-
planation of what is called nationialism. In scope primordial at-
tachments also need not be uniike the commitments of what have
here been called concentric-circle conceptions of morality. The
main point, however, is that primordial attachments are often to
groups smaller than nation.states and may indeed undermine na-
tionalistic forces. !*
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The third consideration is philosophically more complex and
interesting-—indeed, here the challenge of nationalistic sentiment
to the plausibility of extra-national responsibilities leads toward a
critical unresolved tension in the philosophical psychology of mo-
rality. 1 would suggest, with apologies to Kant, that sentiments
unconstiained by principles lack authority, principles unsup-
ported by sentiments lack effect. Sentiments, both in others and
in ourselves, can be judged critically. The expression in action of
some sentiments is to be welcomed, the expression of others is to
be discouraged. For assessing sentiments one needs principles.

Principles, on the other hand, will be adopted only if they
evoke the support of some felt sentiment. Action in accord with a
principle needs to be motivated, and apart from the possibility of a
Kantian Achtung inspired somehow by the very contemplation of
the principle, the principle must somehow appeal to motivational
springs of action that preexist the appeal.'®

The interaction of sentiment and principle is, then, complex.
In the light of one’s principles one can criticize cne's sentiments,
discourage them, and sometimes extinguish, sometimes suppress,
thern. But one cannot run ahead of oneself. Attachment to the
principle must develop—it must evoke a positive response in any-
one who is to be motivated to act in accord with it. The principle
cannot violate all one’s deepest sentiments, nor can it simply fail
to connect with sentiments that would then motivate action
guided by the principle.'?

A nationalistic community can, in the terms used earlier, be a
community of sentiment, a community of principle, or—rmost
typically, of course—a combination of large measures of each.
Greatly over-simplifying, | would say that one core question is: is
it reasonable in the light of nationalism and other deep human
feelings and motives to suggest that people break out of what 1
have called concentric-circle conceptions of morality and include
in the universe of persons to whom they bear, out of principle,
significant duties, considerable numbers of persons whao are not
their fellow citizens? This may depend in part upon the degree to
which the circles must be taken to be communities of sentiment
rather than communities of principle, for the following reason.

The concentric-circle conception of morality received its clas-
sic statement {and critique) i Hume's Treatise:
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Now it appears, that in the original frame of our mind, our
strongest attention is confin'd to ourselves; our next is ex-
tended to our relations and acquaintance; and 'tis only the
weakest which reaches to strangers and indifferent persons.
This partiality, then, and unequal affection, must not only
have an influence on our behaviour and conduct in society,
but even on our ideas of vice and vittue; so as to make us
regatd any remarkable transgression of such a degree of par-
tiality, either by too great an enlargement, or contraction of
the affections, as vicious and immoral. '8

Again over-simplifying considerably, 1 would cpitomize the
Humean view as assuming that the limits of one’s “affections,” or
sentiments, are the limits of one’s obligations. Natural com-
munities are comrmunities of sentiment, and natural motivation
will be lacking, according to Hume, for the behavior required by
any substantial enlargement of the natural boundaries of concemn,
which are in fact for Hume even more restricted than national
boundaries. Philosophers dissatished with the conjunction of (1)
the general principle that the limits of sentiment are the limits of
obligation and (2) the particular description given by Hume of
where those limits naturally fall, have responded to the Humean
view (whether or not directly to Hume's Treatise) in a rich variety
of ways (that constitute alternatives to the concentric-circle view
of morality). Rousseau and Kant, for instance, provide com-
plementary responses: Rousseau urges enlargement of the existing
limits of sentiment, attacking Humean assumption (2), whereas
Kant more radically suggests severing the supposed tie between
sentiment and obligation, attacking Humean assumption (1}. 4°

More strongly and explicitly than Hume, Rousseau challenged
what he considered to be the excessive rationalism of the Lockean
conception of the foundations of rights and duties:

1 would show . . . that by reason alone, unaided by con-
science, we cannot establish any natural law, and that all
natural right is a vain dream if it does not rest upon some
instinctive need of the human heart.2°

But for Rousseau—at least for one side of the many-sided Rous-
seau—an appropriate education and socialization could prevent
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the essentially unnatural egocentricity produced by corrupt
societies:

Extend amour-propre over others, we will transform it into
virtue, and there is no human heart in which this virtue does
not have its root. The less the object of our cares concerns
ourselves immediately, the less the illusion of particular in-
terest is to be feared; the mote one generalizes this interest,
the more just it becomes; and the love of the human race is
in us nothing other than the love of justice. Do you wish
then that Emile love the truth, do you wish him to know it;
make him in his activities exist putside himself.?!

Kant too hoped that individuals could in a sense come to exist
outside themselves, nat through the nurturing of a {Rousseauan)
emotionally “expansive soul,” but through the universality of rea-
soning;

For the purc conception of duty and of the moral law gen-
erally, with no admixture of empirical inducements, has an
influence on the human heart s much more powerful than
all other incentives which may be derived from the empirical
field that reason, in the consciousness of its dignity, despises
them and gradually becomes master over them.??

Thus in order for a principle to lead to action no preexisting sen-
timent toward the people to whom the principle applies is ncces-
sary. The full comprehension of the meaning of the principle will
itself motivate action in accord with the principle. And progress-
ing through the at least superficially very ditferent formulations ot
the categorical imperative, which are nevertheless said to be
equivalent formulations of the content of duty, Kant arrives at a
conception of a realm of ends, to which contingencies like differ-
ences of ethnic group or nationality are utterly foreign:

By “realm” ] understand the systematic union of different ra-
tional beings through common laws. Because laws deter-
mine ends with regard to their universal validity, if we
abstract from the personal differences of rational beings and
thus from all content of their private ends, we can think of a

148+

NATIONALITY AND RESPONSIBILITY

whole of all ends in systematic connection, a whole of ra-
tional beinigs as ends in themselves as well as of the particular
ends which each may set for himself. This is a realm of ends.
.. . Thus there arises a systematic union of rational beings
through common objective laws. ??

At bottom Rousseau and Hume are much closer to each other
than Rousseau and Kant are.24 For, while both Rousseau and
Kant (in at least some of their respective major writings) were seek-
ing ways to expand moral consciousness, as each understood it,
Rousseau and Hume had more nearly the same understanding of
the nature of moral consciousness and agreed, in particular, that
the limits of sentiment are the natural limits of obligation. The
on-going contemporary discussion within analytic philosophy of
the nature of reasons for moral action, of “why be moral?,” and
especially of “intemalist” and “externalist” accounts of moral
motivation is to a considerable extent an elaboration and refine-
ment of the basic conflict between Hume/Rousseau and Kant, 23

A dehnitive settlement of the question of the psychological
realism of expecting the fulfillment of transnational duties would
depend upen the resolution of at least some of the issues raised by
Hume/Rousseau and Kant. Is it impossible that, as Rousseau
hoped, the sentiments can be broadened? Is it also impossible
that, as Kant thought, general principles can be made persuasive?
I cannot answer these questions. The proponent of the thesis that
compatriots take priority is assuming, however, that both are
definitely answered and that the answer to each is: yes, it is impos-
sible. But we do not know any such thing, and until we do the
priority of compatriots remains, in this respect as well, unproven.

Nationalistic principles, then, can be subjected to philosophi-
cal scrutiny in the same manner in which all principles advanced
as rationally justifiablc can be. The principles that survive the test
of criticism can then be used to assess nationalistic sentiments. To
attempt to extinguish parochial sentiments, nationalistic or
primordial, would be fatuous, but to constrain them may not be,
Earlier chapters have suggested why we should try. This chapter is
suggesting that no one has demonstrated that it is irrational or un-
realistic to try to encourage the adoption of transnational princi-
ples and to nurture a sense of transnational responsibility.
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TRANSNATIONAL DUTIES TO AvoIiD DEPRIVING

One does not prove a thesis even by fully disproving an argument
against it. [ have, of course, not disproven, but only cast various
doubts upen, the thesis that compatriots take priority even in mat-
ters of subsistence duties to aid. And other arguments against the
generality of duties to aid those deprived of subsistence have gone
not only unrefuted but unremarked. So, it has certainly not been
proven that anyone has transnational dutics to aid. Nevertheless, |
hope to have made it seem a little less obvious that there are no
economic rights at all and a little more reasonable to think that at
least toward basic subsistence rights all of us who enjoy afluence
have duties, including duties to provide some of the needed aid.
However unclear the matter of duties to aid may have been
feft—much more certainly needs to be said—it may be useful in
conclusion to recall how very clear is the matter of duties to avoid
depriving people of the substance of their rights, even transna-
tional duties on the part of a national govemment,

We need to distinguish any duties a national government A as
such may have toward people living under another government B
trom duties national gavernment A has toward the same people as
an agent for members of its own population. Apart from duties to
avoid depriving, which are owed to every person, relatively few
duties are borne by the national government of any given nation
in its own right toward persons living in other nations, as opposed
to being performed by the government acting as agent for some of,
or all, its own constituents. In its own right any national govern-
ment has a wide range of duties toward its own people, because it
is their government—and because of what this means. A full ex-
planation of the basis and extent of the duties of a national gov-
emment toward its people would of course be a major undertak-
ing and would lead us far afield. But no one, except advocates of
some view of government according to which it is not a supreme
duty of government to serve the people who live under it, would
deny that among the duties of a national government is service as
the agent for its constituents in their pursuit of some of their inter-
ests and in their fulfillment of some of their duties, especially in-
terests and duties that are widely shared among the constituents
and tequire coordination in their performance.
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Many of the duties toward persons outside its own jurisdiction
that a national government will fulfill are therefore, strictly speak-
ing, duties borne by the government's constituents. They are the
government’s duties only indirectly by way of the government's
duty to its constituents to serve as their agent, when they choose,
in the fulfillment of their duties. In order to have a shorthand
label | will use the name “service duties” for duties correlative to
rights that actually fall upon some of, or all, the people of a nation
but ought to be fulfilled on behaif of the peaple by their national
government. [ will sometimes call service duties the government's
duties, but | will always mean that they are duties of the govern-
ment only in this indirect sense. All a gavernment's service dutics
are, by this definition, derived from the duties of its people. One
of the most urgent and important duties for Americans is undeni-
able at the thearetical level, and so is the derivative service duty
for the U.S. government. In fact, this duty is extremely power-
fully entailed by the theoretical structure of rights now before us,
because it is fully required independently by each of two funda-
mental propositions, which will be recalled below, and is in this
special sense a double duty.

It is clear, first, that the duty to avoid depriving is universal
across individuals and institutions. Accordingly, the transnational
duty to avoid depriving is one of the few dutics that do fall upon
governments in their own right as powerful institutions capable of
causing severe deprivations when they do not restrain themselves.
[n the case of a superpower like the United States the capability of
the national government, if it is not restrained, to cause depriva-
tion in the farthest comers of the globe, even by its “domestic”
policies, is enormous. A change in “domestic” U.S. farm policy,
for example, can almost immediately raise the price of bread in
New Delhi.

But individual Americans, of course, also share in the universal
duty not to deprive others of their basic rights. A clear practical
implication of this duty is that Americans, like people of every
other nationality, ought to restrain not only themselves as indi-
viduals but also the government that is their agent from depriving
anyone, including people of other countries, of their rights.
Thus, the U.S. government has a second, service duty owed to its
constituents to avoid contributing to deprivations of rights, just as
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it is required in its own right as a powerful social institution to
avoid depriving people of the substance of their rights. Therefore,
a government that does violate, or assist in violating, the rights of
people outside its own territory is failing in its duties both to the
victims of the deprivation and, as an agent with service duties, to
its own population. It would be difficult to imagine a much
stronger case against onc government’s complicity in violations
of rights by other governments. This has strong implications

for U.S. foreign policy, and we can now briefly consider a few
examples.
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Afterword

Right-grounded Duties and the Institutional Turn

As faras 1 can tell, onc of the most useful effects of the first edition
of Busic Rights was to help to throw open a number of issucs
about the duties that nced to be performed if rights arc in fact to
be sceure. Or perhaps [ should say “help to throw into confusion.”
In any case, during the subscquent years 1 along with others,
some of whom 1 will mention below, have continued to struggle
with issucs about both the specification and the assignment of
right-grounded dutics, two mtertwined complexes of problems
concerning the “division of moral labor.”! Here 1 would like to
rework onee again some of the persistent questions about rights
and their dutics, indicating a little about how my picture of them
has evolved so far.

John Locke had taken for granted that the right to accumulate
privatc property was limited by a universal right to subsistence. 2 A
balanced picture of tights of this kind, including guarantees for
both liberties and subsistence, had been reaffirmed by various
U.S. political leaders, most powerfully perhaps by Frankiin De-
lano Roosevelt.? In the first year of the Carter Administration
(1977}, Secretary of State Cyrus Vance announced a balanced
view as the basis for the enhanced attention that, it was promised,
would be given to human rights in U.S, forcign policy.d The sec-
retary of statc’s affirmation of rights neverthicless quickly came
under philosophical attack, including a politically influential cri-
tique in 1978 by Charles Frankel, niaintaining that “the list pro-
pesed by Secretary Vance, and particularly the cconomic and so-
cial rights of which it spcaks, must be characterized as somewhat
puzzling.”® My discussion of duties in chapter 2 was initially in-
tended primarily to assist, by portraying a little more realistically
how rights function in practice, with the refutation of some bad
arguments against balanced accounts of rights like those em-
braced by Locke, Roosevelt, and Carter/Vance, and of course
embodied in international law. Several bad arguments depended
upon, among other things, a highly overabstracted and therehy
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