GLOBAL ECONOMY & DEVELOPMENT
WORKING PAPER 44 OCTOBER 2010

B Global Economy

and Development
at BROOKINGS

Ll

.
-
.--‘f.{.—;‘.
TR s
|

AR 2

s
.."-li
2 o
.

L

DOES FAIRNESS MATTER
IN GLOBAL GOVERNANCE?

Hakan Altinay



Global Economy
and Development

at BROOKINGS

The Brookings Global Economy and Development
working paper series also includes the following titles:

e Wolfensohn Center for Development Working Papers
* Middle East Youth Initiative Working Papers

e Center for Universal Education Working Papers

Learn more at www.brookings.edu/global




Hakan Altinay is a nonresident senior fellow with
the Global Economy and Development program at
Brookings.

Acknowledgments:

This publication was made possible by generous grants from The Jenesis Group and the Open Society Foundation.



CONTENTS

Introduction

Brazil .
Chile..
China .

Eqypt .

India ..

Indonesia

Italy. ..
Japan.
Poland

Russia.

South Africa
Spain.......
Afterword ..

Endnotes ...

.

.

.

.

.

.

20

23

26

29

33

36

40

44

47

49



DOES FAIRNESS MATTER IN GLOBAL

GOVERNANCE?

Hakan Altinay

INTRODUCTION

orldwide, there has been a recent increase
Win expressions of cynicism. We are reminded
that all power is hard power, and that being loved or
respected is no substitute for being feared. The great
power game of nations always continues, we are fore-
warned, even when a higher goal or rhetoric is evoked.
Superpowers are selfish, arbitrary, and dangerous na-
tions, and they should not be embarrassed to be so
and not feel constrained by international legitimacy
and laws.! We are cautioned against assuming that the
rise of the world's emerging powers is doing anything
to the status of the United States as the sole super-
power. Naturally, it would be a folly to think that global
public opinion is, in effect, a “second superpower,”
or is even a crucial factor. Such concerns are akin
to the Lilliputians binding an unsuspecting Gulliver.
Anyone harboring naive views needs to be told that
good intentions are, at best, a distraction and a nui-
sance and, at worst, a recipe for disaster, given their
imprudence. Cynics prefer to be unconcerned about
the achievements of transnational normative actions,
such as abolishing the slave trade or establishing the
International Criminal Court.2

The advocates of these views would readily conclude
that fairness does not matter in managing our global
challenges—only power does. And these cynical views
are not advanced only in the hard center of the in-
ternational system. In a fascinating twist, many on
the various peripheries of the international system
also agree with this depiction. They argue that might
makes right, and this absolves those without formida-
ble power of any responsibility for solving global prob-
lems or even articulating their potential contributions
if something other than the law of the jungle were to
prevail. Thus, the hubris of the powerful triggers irre-
sponsibility among the not so powerful, which in turn
is used by the cynics to argue the need for unadulter-
ated power, given the rampant irresponsibility in the

world at large.

This working paper, however, is based on a hypothesis
that the cynics may be wrong. Its central conjecture
is that fairness in global governance does matter
today and will matter more in the future. Long-term
projections are notoriously and predictably difficult.
The forecast that the BRICs (Brazil, Russia, India and
China) and the Next 11 group of emerging nations will
overtake the Group of 7 may not materialize for a
very long time. Yet it is evident that power disparities
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are less severe today and are likely to be even less
so in the near future. At the same time, the current
level of global interdependence and the very nature
of the imminent global problems we face have clear
repercussions for the minimum constellation of alli-
ances that is necessary to overcome these problems.
Climate change is the most obvious case in point; un-
less all the major players and their citizens willingly
and proactively cooperate, it is unlikely that human
civilization as we know it will survive. It is clear that
Commodore Matthew Perry's body language will not
secure the proactive and willing cooperation of citi-
zens around the world. Hubris and cynicism will also
not embolden those who witness emergent threats
and plots, as diverse as those by Osama bin Laden
and Abdul Qadeer Khan, to speak out. And, thus, both
notions and perceptions of fairness will be central to
developing the master narrative about our epic in-
terdependence and our responsibilities toward each
other. Without a sense of fairness that appeals to
many and a corresponding framework of global civics,
we cannot navigate the treacherous waters of global
interdependence.?

Without a sense of fairness that appeals to
many and a corresponding framework of global
civics, we cannot navigate the treacherous
waters of global interdependence.

The world's architecture of power is not the only vec-
tor that is becoming more democratic. Through the
rapid proliferation of transborder broadcasting, we
have become increasingly aware of each other’s grief
and bliss. We are not yet a global village, but we are
significantly more aware of each other’s predicaments
than we were a decade or a century ago, and as a re-
sult, public opinion has come to matter, even in the
previously mandarin realm of foreign policy. Yet, it

also so happens that public opinion around the world
is more multilateralist than are the views of policy-
makers. For instance, a recent survey by the organi-
zation World Public Opinion showed that when given
the option between “Our nation should consistently
follow international law; it is wrong to violate interna-
tional law, just as it is wrong to violate laws within a
country” and “If our government thinks it is not in our
nation's interest, it should not feel obliged to abide
by international laws,” 57 percent of the people in 24
countries chose compliance with international law and
35 percent chose national opting out.* Countries that
are often assumed to be unilateralist, such as China,
India and the United States, were in line with the
global trend. A total of 74 percent in China, 49 percent
in India and 69 percent in the United States favored
compliance with international laws, with 18 percent,
42 percent and 29 percent, respectively, wanting na-
tional opt-outs.

The same survey also showed how people system-
atically underestimate to what a large extent their
own multilateralist preferences are shared by their
compatriots and feel solitary in their support for in-
ternational law. A total of 48 percent said that they
personally were more supportive of consistently
abiding by international law than the average citi-
zen was; 28 percent said they were less supportive.
This optical illusion can possibly be explained by the
hegemonic discourse of the cynics, and may in itself
present an opportunity for enhanced multilateralism.
It is not difficult to observe the disdain that cynical
policymakers have for popular preferences in favor of
international norms, in the complaint that “"Americans
do not want their power raw; it has to be sautéed in
the best of causes.” A similar survey has shown that
55 percent of the people in 24 countries wanted their
governments to be more ready to act cooperatively
to achieve mutual gain, as opposed to the 39 percent
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who felt that their governments tend to be too willing
to compromise and are often taken advantage of.®

This working paper is not a blanket indictment of cyni-
cism. Idealists have been called cynics who have not
yet been mugged by reality, and there is a significant
degree of truth in this assertion. Yet one can also ar-
gue that cynics are moderate idealists who yearn to
be rescued from their excessive pessimism. The task
of balancing the feasible and the ideal has never been
easy, and it has certainly defied timeless prescriptive
formulas. The conjecture of the contributors to this
paper is simply that fairness matters more than cyn-
ics would have us believe, and it will matter more in
the future as power disparities further decrease and
larger alliances that are more based on society be-
come necessary.

One also needs to be attentive to naked and narrow
self-interest being presented in a normative frame-
work. The fact that actors in the international arena
have to increasingly resort to the normative language
is an encouraging development and allows us to com-
pare and contrast competing claims for doing the
right thing.

This paper includes essays by authors analyzing the
situations in 12 countries: Brazil, Chile, China, Egypt,
India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Poland, Russia, South
Africa and Spain. Each analyst was asked to answer
whether the policy elites and public opinion in their
country view the international order as essentially
predatory (sometimes referred to as Hobbesian) or
essentially fair and rule-based (sometimes referred
to as Kantian). Each analyst was also asked to de-
scribe which events were central in informing these
assessments and address whether the policy elites
and public opinion in their countries would be more
supportive of enhanced national contributions to

overcoming global problems if they were convinced
that a fairer international order was possible. The first
edition of this working paper was published in April
2010 and was shared widely with colleagues around
the world. We are grateful for their feedback.” This
edition is the second and final one. Even in the second
and final edition, our contention is not that we have
conclusively answered these cardinal questions but
that our questions and working conclusions have got-
ten better along the way.

There are both convergences and divergences among
the 12 analyses. We see that countries that have ben-
efited in the past from international solidarity and
normative action, such as South Africa and Spain-
considered here, respectively, by Siphamandla Zondi
and Jordi Vaguer—have then become responsible in-
ternational actors and proactively contribute to better
management of our global problems. We also see that
there are cases of profound disappointment with the
current international system, as in Egypt and Russia,
which in turn leads to withholding cooperation.
Rakesh Batabyal, in examining the situation in India,
depicts how the ethos of decolonization has shaped
his nation's proclivities on the world stage. Krzysztof
Bobinski explains how the imperative to consolidate
independence and sovereignty has acted as the over-
arching motive in the case of Poland. The difference
between the trajectories of Solidarity generation in
Poland and the African National Congress (ANC) in
South Africa poses an interesting puzzle. In the es-
say on Indonesia, Hadi Soesastro and Evan Laksmana
remind us of the centrality of national politics as the
link between national public opinion and global prob-
lems. We are told that global norm entrepreneurship
is viewed as a soft power tactic to advance national
interests in Brazil and Indonesia. In considering the
situation in Japan, Motofumi Asai focuses on the
centrality of political culture. With respect to Italy,
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Ettore Greco and Nathalie Tocci convincingly argue
that concerns about the nation's relative decline in
prominence in the international system need not be
an obstacle to being a good global citizen. In Carlos
Portales's account of Chile, we see how a small coun-
try can view the viability and vibrancy of international
norms and institutions as indispensable for its own
welfare, as well as the courageous steps that they
are ready to take in defense of these international

dynamics.

Most of the analysts agree that public opinion in their
countries is more multilateralist than the opinions of
the policy elites are. They also concur that percep-
tions of a fairer international order would boost the
appetite for national contributions to global prob-
lems. Daniel Fung's depiction of China and Fyodor
Lukyanov's account of Russia are the two notable
exceptions. Lukyanov points to the dramatic disap-
pointment of the Russian public with Gorbachev's
normative policies; our Russian friends seem to have
concluded that magnanimity does not bear results.
Fung argues that Chinese public opinion is markedly

more nationalistic than the opinions of the nation’'s
elites are and that China is a risk-averse member of
the international community, more interested in sta-
bility and order than in adventurous redesigns. Both
with difficult cases, like Russia and China, and with the
rest, the art of aspirational aggregation seems critical.
Will we be able to acknowledge with genuine sincer-
ity the legitimate disappointments of many with the
international system and yet still harness their readi-
ness to take a realistic leap of faith for a better world
where they share in the responsibility? This remains a
key question for our time.

In his thoughtful Afterword to this volume, Brian
Urquhart observes that global fairness and civility are
vast and, simultaneously, glorious objectives. While
they may never be altogether realized, they are an in-
dispensible guide to decent behavior. Urquhart notes
that because a universal tradition of fairness and pub-
lic spirit will not be created quickly or easily, the foun-
dation from which it can grow needs to be established

as soon as possible. It is difficult to disagree with him.
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BRAZIL

Arthur Ituassu

Assistant Professor, Pontificia Universi-
dade Catdlica in Rio de Janeiro

he many possibilities that studies of identity can
Tgenerate to explain countries or cultures and
their behavior in the international arena are one of
the great things about the recent comeback of subjec-
tivity in the social sciences. In fact, there is no doubt
that what we do and create says a lot about what we
are and how we think about the world where we live,
and vice versa. Thinking about how we see the other
and the unknown gives us an effective window into

ourselves.

Thus, | argue here that Brazilians' ideas about the
world were traditionally informed by their country's
historical economic development model, followed be-
tween 1930 and 1989, which was based on a nationalist
ideology and a political consensus about national ob-
jectives. In 1989, however, this framework underwent
significant changes with the turn toward internation-
alism and the end of the Cold War, and the country's
stance toward the world at large moved from relative
isolation to compulsory participation.

The result of this historical path is the combination
of a nationalist perspective on the world with a vision
of the international arena as a fearful one, where the
country should fight for its interests while seeking
to be part of the everyday building of the interna-
tional system. This mixture has produced a notion
that blends the perception of an unfair international
environment, constructed on unequal terms, with the
Brazilian myth of working hard and being victorious
against harsh realities.

In this sense, fighting for a fairer international poli-
tics is not only in the country’s national interest, as a
middle-range power, but is also a way to create a fairer
international environment, where middle-range (and
smaller) powers can be heard. Within this framework,
Brazil expects to receive the support of weaker na-
tions, assuming that it represents them against the ri-
gidities of the international order. Since 1989, arguing
for international justice has become a way of realizing
Brazilian national aspirations for greatness.

Given all this, I will argue here that Brazilian policy
elites and public opinion, in general, view the inter-
national order as "essentially predatory.” The culture
of nationalism generated in the process of economic
development during the 20th century plays a key role
in this assessment. Memories of the support of the
United States to the establishment of the military re-
gime in 1964 and the IMF's failed interventions in the
Brazilian economy in the 1980s further consolidate
the same assessment. Given this background, the pol-
icy elites and public opinion would be more supportive
of enhanced national contributions to overcoming
global problems only after a radical transformation
and democratization of the international order. Hence,
fairness does matter here as a way to avoid the emer-

gence of a resentful power within the system.

The Brazilian industrialization process started in the
1930s and was based on the need to break the chain
that connected the country to the world as an agricul-
tural exporter. It represented an ideological rupture
with the liberal arguments for free trade and produc-
tivity, along with an embracing of the intervention-
ist idea of a very strong state running the country’s
whole industrialization process. From a nationalist
perspective, the economic process put in place could
also break Brazil's dependence on foreign production
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and would position it side by side with the industrial-
ized nations and the great powers.

In combination, Brazil's economic development model
and nationalist ideology led to some very peculiar
foreign policy positions. For instance, until 1989, Brazil
was not part of the most important international ini-
tiatives concerning trade, nuclear proliferation and
intellectual property. The country praised “indepen-
dence" in relation to the United States during the Cold
War, and it fiercely competed against Argentina for
regional hegemony.

This historical path led to the 1980s debt crisis, a
huge inflationary process, one of the world's worst
income concentrations and a terrible neglect of pub-
lic services in social areas such as education, health
care, public security and access to justice. But it also
enabled Brazil to eventually become one of the 10
strongest economies on the globe. In addition, it con-
solidated the idea that the international arena should
be a place for the country to act in a limited fashion,
or not to establish any commitments that could nega-
tively influence its economic development plan and
the process of strengthening its relative position.
Joining a nuclear initiative—for example, the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty—was perceived more as a
limitation on progress than a peacemaking policy.

The Brazilian political, social and economic crises of
the 1980s and the global changes during the last quar-
ter of the 20th century—the fluctuation of the dollar,
the rise in international interest rates, oil shocks, eco-
nomic globalization and the dismantling of the Soviet
Union and the old Eastern European regimes—contrib-
uted to noteworthy ideological changes in Brazil. The
year 1989 turned out to be a very special one. While
communism was crumbling behind the Iron Curtain
and social catastrophe was knocking on Brazilians'

doors, the country was also experiencing its first
democratic presidential elections since the military
coup in 1964. Twenty-two candidates were running for
president at that very moment, and the elections took
place in November (the first round) and December
(the second round) 1989. Unsurprisingly, the presiden-
tial campaign generated a political debate of gigantic
proportions. The whole situation and history of the
country were questioned. This was the Brazilians'

“revolution”-their yellow-and-green revolution.

After 1989, Brazil radically changed its international
profile-and in my view, together with the democra-
tization process, this is the seed for the country’s
widely praised current situation. Brazil slowly commit-
ted itself to the international initiatives for free trade,
nuclear nonproliferation, the environment and intel-
lectual property, even though sometimes in a limited
or critical way. It opened itself to international finance
and radically diminished the state's direct role in its
domestic economy. A huge privatization process gen-
erated multinational corporate stars such as Embraer,
the aeronautics exporter, and the giant of the mineral
sector Vale do Rio Doce (now called simply Vale).

Among all these changes, one of the main notions
that this "“revolution” has put in place has been "in-
ternational participation.” Brazil could no longer be
excluded from the political debate concerning interna-
tional initiatives, just as it could no longer be excluded
from the globalization process. On the contrary, the
country should participate in as many forums as
possible, defending its interests and exceptionalist
behavior. At this very moment, Brazil's nationalist
tradition and desire to participate have created a mix-
ture of a realist fight for selfish interests and a need
to have more of a voice in the system. This behavior
has been deeply linked to the discourse in defense of
democratizing the decision-making process at the in-
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ternational level, and the strategy adopted, aimed at
fulfilling Brazil's self-interest as a middle-power coun-
try, has also served as a mechanism to gain foreign
support from the numerous nations in similar posi-
tions and those with even more-limited capabilities.

Brazil's role in the World Trade Organization’s Doha
Round negotiations exemplifies this point. As a leader
of the developing world, Brazil represents its own in-
terests by calling for the wider liberalization of inter-
national agricultural markets and an end to subsidies.
At the same time, Brazil advocates for a fairer trade
system, in which less-developed countries could also

profit from international commerce.

Brazil's plea for a permanent seat in the UN Security
Council follows the same logic, as do the country’s
positions concerning global environmental rules
and intellectual property-for example, in the break-
ing of patents on HIV medicines. All these moves tie
Brazilian interests with the intention to fracture what
is seen as an elitist framework of international politics
and economics. Hence, wealthy and powerful nations
must make material and political sacrifices for the
world to become fairer and more equal.

Even Brazil's controversial defense of Iran’s nuclear
program fits this model because, for Brazilian decision
makers, the issue is perceived as an intervention of
the great powers in a middle-power national project.
The same logic also applies to the Brazilian foreign aid
to poor countries, which has been growing fast in the
last few years. For a country where more than half of
the population does not count on proper sewage col-
lection and disposal, the magnitude of the Brazilian
foreign aid could be explained both by nationalist
terms—a way to strengthen Brazil's relative position
by building a consensus among middle and small pow-
ers—and, at the same time, as a move to contribute to

a fairer international order, which is very attractive to

Brazil and many other countries.

Hence, Brazil's historical path led the country to a per-
ception of the international environment as an unfair
arena where a nation should work hard and struggle
for its interests and survival, and this same struggle is
perceived by Brazilians as a way to build a fairer and
better world. Curiously, this representation fits very
well with the characters in the most famous contem-
porary Brazilian movies—Central do Brasil and Cidade
de Deus.

Arguing for international justice has become a
way of realizing Brazilian national aspirations

for greatness.

In addition to the nationalist ideology constructed
during the Brazilian economic development path,
some historical facts also contribute to the country’s
perception of the international order as “essentially
predatory.” The support by the United States of the
military regime established in Brazil in 1964-which
endured almost 20 years—and also Washington's
behavior concerning the other military regimes in
South America during the Cold War created a strong
sense of anti-Americanism and a perception that the
great powers do not really care about values such
as human rights or democracy, but only about their
interests. At the same time, the failed interventions
of the IMF concerning the debt and the inflationary
crisis in Brazil during the 1980s created a strong
prejudice against international financial institutions.
The idea that the IMF was enforcing a harsh eco-
nomic situation for the people in the name of inter-
national creditors became embedded in the Brazilian
memory. It is not a coincidence that the Brazilian
government paid all its debts to the IMF as soon as
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it could and used this as political capital with the
Brazilian voters.

In this context, the only way that Brazilian decision
makers and political elites could really favor more co-
operative behavior for the country in the international
realm would be if there were to be a radical transfor-
mation of the international institutional framework
so that the global political environment could be
perceived as more democratic. And this would surely
need to be shared by a public opinion used to seeing
the world as a very unfair place, where the rich and

great powers are always trying to get ahead at the
expense of the weaker peoples. The materialization
of this idea would include, for example, reforming the
UN Security Council, new efforts by the United States
and European nations concerning the developmental
agenda of the Doha Round, new postures within the
environmental debate that take into account the situ-
ations of late developers and, unlikely and radically,
global nuclear disarmament. Unfortunately, in my
view, this is the only way to secure important Brazilian
cooperation in addressing global issues.
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CHILE

Carlos Portales
Director, American University

here has been a profound transformation in
TChiIe, from a "predatory” view of the interna-
tional system in the 19th century toward an increas-
ingly rule-based approach in the 20th century, with
a significant emphasis on participation in multilateral
affairs after 1990. The rule-based approach is not nec-
essarily founded in a view of the international system
as a fair one, but more in the imperative for small
states like Chile to have a predictable system. It is a
cautious view, which we could label “Kantian by neces-
sity.” This conclusion derives more from an historical
analysis of Chilean foreign policy and views of the
elites than from public opinion studies, which are only
contemporary. But recent polls confirm support from

the public at large to this approach.

From the period of independence, beginning in 1810,
to the end of the War of the Pacific in 1883, a preda-
tory approach to international relations prevailed.
This early organized country went twice to war with
its neighbors Peru and Bolivia, in 1831 and 1879, re-
spectively, but also went to war in support of Peru
against Spain in 1866. Meanwhile, a border dispute
with Argentina was prevented from escalating to war
at the end of the 19th century through the adjudica-
tion of a third party, the British Crown. Chile has never
again used force against an external enemy.

During the 20th century, respect for international law
became the “leitmotif” of Chilean foreign policy. The
idea of the international law of the Americas, based
on a respect for sovereignty and the principle of non-
intervention, was promoted by Chilean jurists. Inter-
American conventions on asylum were agreed to,
strengthening humanitarian law in the region. In 1955,

Chile promoted the creation of the Inter-American
Commission on Human Rights within the Organization
of the American States (OAS). During the late 1960s
and early 1970s, Chile promoted Latin American re-
gional integration, particularly the Andean Pact. Thus,
respect for international law became a shared prin-
ciple of the Chilean elites. The value of cooperation
and the strengthening of a rule-based international
system were perceived as coherent by public opinion
in a progressively more democratic country, and they
guided Chilean foreign policy. As a result, the coun-
try gained a respected position in the international

system.

Extensive human rights violations by the military dic-
tatorship from 1973 to 1990 led to action by regional
and global human rights organizations, and interna-
tionally, the military government had to be on the de-
fensive during this period. Although some elements of
a predatory view reappeared in the difficult manage-
ment of bilateral relations with bordering countries,
pragmatism prevailed.

An important element of foreign influence over the
Chilean political process was President Nixon's policy
of U.S. intervention, first to prevent the accession of
the government and then against President Allende
from 1970 to 1973. The elite was divided; supporters
of the Allende government strongly criticized the in-
tervention, while followers of the military junta under-
played the American role. More important in the long
run was the new human rights policy—started by the
U.S. Congress as a result of the investigation of the
U.S. role in Chile—and the United States' active sup-
port in the mid-1980s for the peaceful transition to
democracy in Chile. Thus, the new government after
the transition, a coalition (Concertacion) of political
parties that had both supported and opposed Allende
in the 1970s, would have cooperative relations with
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Washington. However, a public opinion study done in
2008 showed that 56 percent of Chileans were dis-
trustful of the United States, while only 35 percent
had confidence in it.

The fall of the Berlin Wall and the end of the Cold War
coincided with the democratic transition in Chile. The
first goal of the foreign policy of the new democratic
government was reintegration into the international
system, developing an active role in the subregional,
regional and even global multilateral affairs. The
promotion of international rule-making was actively
pursued, which was indispensable to guaranteeing
national interests in a global world. Public opinion
backed this view. In 2008, 80 percent supported ac-
tive participation in world affairs, while only 13 per-
cent preferred to remain in the margins.®

To have an international system supportive of the na-
tional interest requires participation. The Rio Group
started in the 1980s as an active political grouping
under the principle of democracy. Chile not only
joined the group but played an active leadership role
by hosting the summits of 19993 and 2003. In the same
vein, Chile was very active in the establishment of
the Ibero-American Summit in 1991 and hosted the
summits of 1996 and 2007. The importance of Latin
America in Chilean foreign policy was an opinion
widely shared by the public; in 2008, 45 percent of
Chileans saw Chile seeking leadership in the region,
44 percent supported active participation but without
leadership and only 7 percent showed a preference for
being apart from regional processes.

At the inter-American level, Chile has promoted the
solidarity of democracies since the early 1990s. The
Santiago Commitment to Democracy and the Renewal
of the Inter-American System was approved in the
General Assembly of the OAS held in Santiago in 1991

and Resolution 1080 on representative democracy
established a mechanism to address any occurrences
giving rise to the sudden and irreqgular interruption
of the democratic political institutional process or
of the legitimate exercise of power by the demo-
cratically elected government. Following this idea,
Chile has been one of the strongest advocates of
the Inter-American Democratic Charter approved on
September 11, 2001.

During the 2000s, Chile has been an active promoter
at the global level of the Community of Democracies
(CoD), hosting its third ministerial conference in 2005.
The Santiago Commitment stressed the importance
of cooperation for democratic progress. Accordingly,
Chile promoted a fund for democracy in the U.N.
Chile is also a founding member of the International
Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance
(International IDEA), a Stockholm-based international
organization to promote democracy.

Reversing the earlier military government policies,
human rights has been a central concern since the
1990s. Instead of a defensive international posture,
Chile assumed a cooperative approach, and it has
participated in rule-making through the contributions
of prestigious Chilean experts in the U.N. and OAS hu-
man rights organizations. Chile became a full part of
the most important human rights treaties, but diver-
gence with part of the elite reappeared when General
Pinochet was detained in London in 1998. The ratifica-
tion of the Treaty of Rome, done only in 2009 after
a protracted legislative process, marked a renewed
consensus among the elites.

Chile also played a role in the U.N. bodies. The most
notorious decision was not to support a U.N. Security
Council resolution to authorize the use of force against
Irag in 2003 because then-President Lagos decided
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that there was still space for U.N. diplomatic action
before using military means. But when the Security
Council passed a resolution on Haiti in 2004, Chile
immediately joined the multinational force to avoid
a civil war in Haiti and then joined the peacekeeping
operation, the United Nations Stabilization Mission in
Haiti (MINUSTAH). For the first time, massive Chilean
military participation in U.N. peacekeeping operations
became part of Chilean foreign policy.

The goal of reinsertioninto theinternational system led
the country to join the nuclear nonproliferation zone
in Latin America, renegotiate the Treaty of Tlatelolco
in 1994 and sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
in 1995, reversing a 30-year policy. Furthermore, Chile
has increasingly played an active role in the promo-
tion and application of confidence-building measures
and transparency in the region. The role of the inter-
national system in strengthening security has also
been fully recognized by Chile.

Domestic strategies have led to economic and social
transformations, which in turn are leading Chile to
seek out cooperative international arrangements. The
opening of the economy to world markets—started
under military rule—was complemented by the demo-
cratic regime with a policy of social equity, giving
strength to a model that needed legitimacy at home
and internationally. In 2008, 77 percent of the popula-
tion viewed the impact of economic globalization as
positive for the country.

International trade rule-making has been an integral
part of Chilean foreign policy. There is agreement
among the elites on universal rule-making and con-
stant support for GATT and WTO negotiations, where
mechanisms for dispute settlement and antidump-
ing measures have been strongly advocated. Chile

focused significant resources on attaining free trade

agreements (FTAs). Today, Chile has trade agree-
ments with 57 countries, which comprise over 90
percent of the country's foreign trade. Chile has given
particular importance to including mechanism of dis-
pute settlement in the FTAs, thus stressing the value
of a rule-based system. In 2008, public opinion recog-
nized FTAs as the most outstanding achievement of
Chilean foreign policy in the last 10 years (46 percent),
well above Chilean aid to and cooperation with third
countries (13 percent) and the Chilean image as a re-

gional model (11 percent).

Chilean foreign policy should follow a Kantian
objective: Building a rule-based system for
small nations to fully participate in the global

world.

Chile was a dynamic supporter of the U.N. Millennium
Summit in 2000, which established the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs); it was one of the leading
negotiating nations in the International Conference
on Financing for Development in Monterey, Mexico, in
2002; and it joined Brazil and France in establishing
innovative forms of cooperation for development, like
UNITAID. In Monterey in 2002, then-President Lagos
strongly advocated reforming the rules of the inter-
national financial system to improve international
financial governance, well before the international
economic crisis of 2008. During the last few years,
former President Bachelet led the implementation
of the health components of MDGs 4 and 5 to reduce
infant and maternal mortality. Chile has also become
interested in climate change, trying to help bridge
opposing positions in global negotiations. Former
President Lagos has been a special representative of
the U.N. Secretary General for such purposes.

Meanwhile, a certain amount of caution comes with

a balanced view of a world with cooperative and
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predatory elements. In 2009, 58 percent of Chileans
sustained that “our nation should consistently follow
international laws. It is wrong to violate international
laws, just as it is to violate laws within a country”; this
is above the 57 percent average among 24 countries
surveyed on the same guestions. However, 27 percent
affirmed that "if our government thinks it is not in our
nation's interest, it should not feel obliged to abide
by international laws,” which is below the 35 percent

average.?

Chilean public opinion in 2009 favored international
cooperation. When questioned in general on whether
the government should be more ready to act coop-
eratively when it negotiates with other countries,
60 percent of Chileans supported the proposition;
this is above the 55 percent average among the 24
countries surveyed. However, 26 percent of Chileans
answered that the government tends to be too willing
to compromise, which is below the 39 percent average
among the countries studied.”®

Revisiting the initial question, we can conclude that
fairness does matter for Chilean elites and public
opinion, and therefore, Chilean foreign policy should
follow a Kantian objective: building a rule-based sys-
tem as a needed framework for small nations to fully

participate in the global world.

Policy elites and public opinion would be more sup-
portive of enhanced national contributions to over-
coming global problems if they perceive results.
Evaluation of the participation in MINUSTAH was
positive, as it has allowed the maintenance of peace
and stability in Haiti. Training for further peacekeep-
ing operations has become an important concern for
Chile's armed forces. FTAs have also been highly val-
ued by elites and public opinion, and global trade rules
would be positively estimated. Although the national
contribution to global problems could be enhanced, it
will need a process of deliberation among the elite and
the general public, which should take into account the
costs and benefits for a small country.
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CHINA

Daniel R. Fung

National Delegate, Chinese People’s Po-
litical Consultative Conference

he question of whether China's foreign policy is
T infused with a Hobbesian or a Kantian vision is an
important one that embraces a philosophical paradox.
This arises from the fact that the respective political
philosophies of Thomas Hobbes and Immanuel Kant
do not differ as fundamentally as they might first ap-

pear to do.

Hobbes is often regarded as a premodern cynic who
presented to posterity in the Leviathan a bleak vision
of human nature left to its own devices leading to a
state of war, where every state is pitted one against
the other and people struggle to survive in a jungle
where life is “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short.”
Kant, conversely, is portrayed more sympathetically
as a “modern” German Enlightenment philosopher
who, on the eve of the Napoleonic convulsion that
engulfed Europe in the late 18th century, advocated
in his last major treatise Perpetual Peace (published
in 1795) that human salvation lies in establishing a
federation of free states that subscribe to an interna-

tional covenant forbidding war.

Received wisdom can often be an oversimplification,
if not a fallacy, of which the above dichotomy is an ex-
ample. Far from believing in war, Hobbes sought order
so as to check humanity's self-interested desire for
power. He perceived the solution to be the establish-
ment of a civil society presided over by a sovereign
who would impose such order but advocated that this
sovereign be voluntarily chosen by the majority. To
understand Hobbes, one must remember that he lived
at a time of wrenching political upheaval when his
sovereign, Charles | of England, was executed. Kant

lived in the shadow cast by the French Revolution and
yearned for peace conferred by an international cov-
enant forbidding war.

In reality, neither thinker was all that different from
the other, at least in the realm of political philosophy.
Both Hobbes and Kant wrote under the shadow of
their respective reigns of terror. Both were suspicious
of democracy and argued that order should be im-
posed vertically from above by a sovereign and sub-
scribed to by people of the state of their own free will,
conceding power to that sovereign.

In reality, therefore, China's vision of the ideal interna-
tional order is neither strictly Hobbesian nor strictly
Kantian, given that no sovereign state today, let alone
China, would argue in favor of a world government
run by a universal sovereign. Indeed, China, long the
rhetorician castigating the U.S. for its real or per-
ceived hegemonic tendencies, is the last state wish-
ing to see world government led by, say, the unipolar
superpower the United States, which China knows it
has little or no chance of realistically surpassing in the
foreseeable future.

Furthermore, China is not even interested in playing
deputy sheriff to the United States, this position hav-
ing been vacant and begging since Australia gave it
up shortly after John Howard's electoral defeat in
December 2007 and because the European Union
does not have the capacity, inclination, interest or
taste to assume it.

In truth, the specter of China bestriding the globe as
an insatiable colossus—gobbling up natural resources
in Africa and companies in the United States and
Europe; hoarding rare earths within its own borders;
building missiles to shoot down satellites, stealth

submarines to challenge the U.S. 7th Fleet and an
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aircraft carrier or two to augment its budding blue-
water navy; and nurturing a secret army of hackers to
wage a cyberwar against the United States-reminds
one of nothing so much as a fairy tale or moral fable.
No doubt the West, in particular the United States,
which has the greatest reserves of power for renewal
and reinvention seen in modern history, will bestir it-
self from slumber and reach for yet greater heights,
in much the same way as the specter of Sputnik
spurred the Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon administra-
tions to put the first man on the moon, and the angst
generated by Ezra Vogel's 1980s thesis of “Japan as
Number One"-with the Japanese keiretsu buying
such treasures of Americana as Columbia Studios
and Rockefeller Center—spurred the United States to
launch the dot-com revolution in the 1990s.

China’'s vision is prosaic: China needs a stable
international environment and domestic eco-
nomic modernization.

14

China's vision for the future is far more prosaic. As
every Chinese leader for the past 30 years, from Deng
Xiaoping to Hu Jintao, has emphasized, China needs
to focus above all else on domestic economic mod-
ernization and on maintaining its momentum to attain
real annual growth of close to double digits, so that it
can continue lifting a fifth of humanity out of abject
poverty to a state of modest, lower-middle-class pros-
perity (currently hovering around $3,200 in terms of
per capita gross domestic product). And for this to
happen, China needs a stable international environ-
ment, so that oil keeps flowing to East Asia through
the twin Straits of Hormuz and Malacca, as well as a
world economy that recovers at least to the extent of
maintaining the rude health of China's export markets
and its appetite for Chinese-made consumer products.
In pursuing this course, China freely acknowledges

and will continue to acknowledge the status of the
United States as the world’s sole superpower for at
least the next generation, because China will certainly
not be ready to take over anytime sooner-if at all. And
if that superpower wishes to play international global
police officer, China would be reasonably tolerant,
subject only to the NIMBY (not in my own backyard)
principle that applies as much to international as to
domestic politics. In other words, so long as no invis-
ible tripwires are crossed, such as the 7th Fleet pa-
trolling the Taiwan Strait or U.S. spy ships sucking up
electronic signals within spitting distance of China's
submarine base in Hainan, China will at least turn a
blind eye, if not be openly supportive.

All the actions that China has taken over the last de-
cade underscore this fundamental perception of its
needs. Its entry into the World Trade Organization
in 1999 and its support for other multilateral institu-
tions—in particular, the United Nations and the entire
Bretton Woods architecture, including the World Bank
and the International Monetary Fund—constitute elo-
guent testimony to this old-fashioned vision. Indeed,
China is so "retro” in its outlook that it even went
out of its way to host the Summer Olympic Games in
2008, an event regarded as so irrelevant by the jaded
developed world that the irony was not lost on Chinain
2000 when Beijing, in its second bid, finally succeeded
in securing the Olympics for 2008 and held a massive
public celebration on the streets of the capital, while
its erstwhile rival Osaka held a public demonstration
celebrating its failure to secure the Olympics!

Are there any differences between China's policy
elites and Chinese public opinion on the nation's for-
eign policy or approach to foreign relations, and if so,
what are they? Even the most cursory surf through
the hyperactive Chinese blogosphere reveals that
the nation’s public opinion is anything but homoge-
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neous. By definition, therefore, the view of Chinese
public opinion is different from that favoring consen-
sus-based policies embraced by China's policy elites,
which are developed through a laborious process of
consultation and consensus-building strikingly differ-
ent from the vociferous partisan debates in the West
enacted dramatically on the public stage known as
the marketplace of ideas and covered assiduously by
the media. At the risk of making a gross generaliza-
tion, however, it is tolerably clear that Chinese public
opinion on issues of foreign policy can be more stri-
dently nationalistic and iconoclastic than the position
adopted by the nation's policy elites, who tend to sup-
port a much more traditional, conventional and multi-
lateral framework.

On questions of territorial integrity, cross-Straits rela-
tions, Taiwanese unification, Tibet and Xinjiang, the
opinions of the overwhelming majority of the Chinese
public are at least as trenchantly nationalistic as the
position of the policy elites. On Sino-Japanese rela-
tions, however, the nation's public opinion is unques-
tionably more strident and anti-Japanese than is the
position adopted by the policy elites. On China-U.S.
relations, the country as a whole, as well as individual
Chinese citizens, remain endlessly fascinated by the
U.S.—and this long-standing, starstruck infatuation re-
mains unabated for the present generation of Chinese
youth, who have been seduced by the freedom, open-
ness, optimism and dynamism of the American socio-
economic system to the extent that the U.S. remains
far and away the destination of choice for both higher
education and migration.

However, on broad questions of Chinese foreign policy
vis-a-vis America, Chinese public opinion is not no-
ticeably less nationalistic or hostile toward the U.S.
than are the policy elites. On the contrary, China's

rapidly increasing national pride in its achievements

since 1979, not just economically but also socially,
politically and militarily, has led to the situation of
Chinese citizens not wishing to be bullied or cowed
by the United States in matters of foreign policy or
military confrontation. Only in the areas of public and
corporate governance, the rule of law, property rights
and human rights, including the right to freedom of
information and free expression—all more important
as issues of domestic rather than foreign policy-is
Chinese public opinion noticeably more liberal than
that of the policy elites. Indeed, in the run-up to the
18th Party Congress scheduled for October 2010, trig-
gering the Fifth Generation's succession to the helm,
with Chongqging Party Secretary Bo Xilai's jockeying
for inclusion on the Politburo Standing Committee
alongside the anointed ones (current Vice President
Xi Jinping and Executive Vice Premier Li Kegiang), no
one in this current collective leadership of nine would
risk appearing craven in foreign policy, more particu-
larly vis-a-vis the United States.

The billion dollar question, which is more difficult
to answer, is still whether Chinese public opinion or
that of the policy elites would more readily support
an increase in national spending to build a fairer in-
ternational order—at least, one that is fairer to China
from its perspective. Although Chinese public opinion
would certainly welcome the nation attaining a higher
and more favorable international profile, it is by no
means a foregone conclusion that public opinion
would necessarily support greater overseas spend-
ing just for the sake of building a fairer international
public profile.

On the contrary, given that China's economy is, like
that of the U.S., predominantly continental, and China
is, even more than the U.S., a universe unto itself, and
given also that China exists at a much lower stage of
development, a broad swathe of Chinese public opin-
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ion would likely prefer to see such expenditures take
place domestically. The adage that “charity begins at
home" could well become a Chinese domestic political
slogan in the first half of this century.

As for China's policy elites, however, there is little
qguestion that they would be prepared to countenance
a higher and more favorable profile for the country on
the international stage and to see it at least partially
spend its way to achieve that goal. Witness China's
policy in Africa and the spreading of largesse in such
forgotten corners of the world as Moldova, not known
for being endowed with a cornucopia of natural re-

sources.

Given the turmoil and tragedies experienced by China
during its recent history—and more particularly since
its dramatic relative decline, from contributing close
to 30 percent of the world's gross domestic product

in 1820 to only 4 percent in 1900-the country has
only just begun its long and painful climb back to nor-
mality after its turn-of the-20th-century humiliation
by the great powers, its occupation by Japan and its
self-inflicted disasters of the Great Leap Forward and
the Cultural Revolution. The goal of China's trajec-
tory is, of course, to regain its legitimate position as
a regional leader in Asia, which it has held for 18 of
the past 20 centuries. It is little wonder that China
yearns for a bit of peace and stability, both domestic
and international, so it can pick up and glue together
the shards of its old civilization, like a broken Ming
vase, and hopefully regain at least a semblance of
its previous glory. China subscribes to the old-fash-
ioned notion of a classical Westphalian architecture
of nation-states suspended, in Metternich's delightful
expression, in “a chandelier balance.” Little wonder
that China regards Metternich’'s most famous modern
pupil, Henry Kissinger, as an “old friend.”
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EGYPT

Mohamed EImenshawy
Editor, World Security Institute

M ost Egyptian citizens and policymakers view
international institutions with great skepti-

cism—fueled by the widely held belief that the Western
powers, specifically the United States, manipulate in-
ternational bodies to maintain power over the political
and economic landscape of the developing countries.
Specifically, most Egyptians see the international le-
gal system as a by-product of World War II, and they
feel that this 60-year-old arrangement does not rep-
resent today's geostrategic reality.

The Egyptian perception of the United Nations is am-
bivalent at best. There is popular support for the U.N.
to assume a more active role in Egyptian domestic
affairs. Yet conversely, the U.N. cannot escape its im-
age as a U.S. proxy, and dissatisfaction over the body's
handling of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict has fur-
ther damaged its credibility. A poll conducted among
Egyptians by the World Public Opinion Program of the
University of Maryland on December 2, 2008, demon-
strates this ambivalence. When asked whether they
believed the U.N. to be under U.S. control, 68 percent
of those asked responded yes. However, because
political freedom in Egypt has often been promised
but is long overdue, 63 percent of those responding

still would like U.N. observers to monitor elections in
Egypt.

There are three major contributing factors to Eqypt's
divided opinions about international law: what | call
the Israeli Exception, the Iraqg invasion and Farouk
Hosni losing the race for the UNESCO directorship. It
is useful to briefly examine each.

The Israeli Exception

The establishment of Israel in 1948 and the subse-
guent Arab-Israeli conflicts have shaped the Egyptian
view of international law for the worse. Disgruntled
Egyptians have arrived at a conclusion that | call the
“Israeli Exception”: Under the auspices of interna-
tional law, Israel is allowed to redraw its borders at
will, and at the expense of its Arab neighbors. Dozens
of U.N. Security Council resolutions designed to de-
ter such Israeli expansions have been vetoed by the
United States. Moreover, no steps have been taken
through international law to prevent Israel from ac-
quiring nuclear weapons, while every step imagin-
able is being taken to prevent Iran from developing
a nuclear arsenal. Egyptians, who have not forgotten
recent regional history, believe that the international
system observes a double standard for Israel vis-a-vis
the other states of the Middle East.

Even when international nongovernmental organi-
zations, such as Amnesty International and Human
Rights Watch, issue reports condemning Israeli ag-
gression against Palestinians, they have little effect
on the international community. So far, international
bodies have done little to prevent Israel from con-
structing a wall through the West Bank, dividing thou-
sands of Palestinians from their families and their
livelihoods. Many Egyptians would take international
bodies more seriously if they were able to deter Israel

on such issues.

After Israel’s latest “hot" conflict in Gaza ended in
early 2009, the United Nations established a fact-
finding mission to investigate whether human rights
abuses had occurred or international law had been
transgressed by either side. The resulting document,
the Goldstone Report, elicited hope in Egypt that Israel
might be forced to change its ways. This hope grew to
an expectation after the U.N.'s Human Rights Council
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fully endorsed the Goldstone Report. However, despite
the report’s accusations of war crimes and possible
crimes against humanity, Israel faced no major reper-
cussions from the Gaza War. In Arab minds, this con-
firmed the Israeli Exception.

Even if U.N. resolutions were followed, there is a lin-
gering fear in Egypt that allowing the U.N. a greater
role (either domestically or in the Arab-Israeli peace
process) would amount to yielding authority to the
U.S. When President Barack Obama and Secretary of
State Hillary Clinton declared in the summer of 2009
that Israeli settlements on the occupied West Bank are
illegal and should be stopped immediately, the Israeli
government simply chose to ignore them. This kind
of empty rhetoric only furthers the impression, held
by 60 percent of Egyptians according to the World
Public Opinion Program, that the U.S. has no intention
of helping to create a Palestinian state. When it comes
to Israel, it is nearly impossible for an Egyptian leader
to be diplomatic and maintain any credibility with the
domestic population.

The Iraq Invasion

Egypt, one of America's strongest regional allies in
the 1990-1991 Gulf War, was dismayed by George W.
Bush's “unilateral diplomacy" leading up to the 2003
Irag war. Like many citizens in the Middle East and
throughout the world, Egyptians saw the American
invasion of Iraqg as proof of international law's inability
to counter the will of a superpower. It appeared, as it
has for much of history, that great powers will do as

they please.

When Bush's claim of Iragi weapons of mass destruc-
tion failed to materialize, his justification for the
conflict quickly shifted to democratic reform. Most

Egyptians cynically rejected this new explanation,

and they continued to believe that America's inter-
est in Irag centered on gaining access to its oil. What
Egyptians perceive as the illegitimate war in Irag con-
tinues to jeopardize the ability of the nation’s citizens
to trust a system of international law.

Farouk Hosni Loses the Race for the
UNESCO Directorship

Egypt exploded in collective outrage when its cul-
tural minister, Farouk Hosni, lost the race to be-
come UNESCO Director General in September 2009.
Egyptians had hoped that the election of Hosni as
UNESCO's first Arab-born head would advance the
visibility and authority of Arabs in the international
arena. When the U.N. elected a Bulgarian diplomat,
Irina Bokova, over Hosni, the Egyptian press cited the
event as evidence of a cultural war between the Arab
world and the West.

In 2008, while serving as Egypt's minister of culture,
Hosni pledged to burn any Israeli book he found in an
Egyptian library. This statement, an attempt to bolster
domestic support for his programs, returned to haunt
him during his UNESCO campaign. He was met with
accusations of anti-Semitism, and he faced strong
opposition from the U.S. and Europe. Elie Wiesel, a
Holocaust survivor and a Nobel Peace Prize laure-
ate, declared that appointing Hosni would shame the
global community.

After Hosni's defeat, the Egyptian press condemned
the Israeli-Western alliance and framed the allega-
tions of anti-Semitism as a pragmatic tool to margin-
alize Arabs. No one was willing to remember notable
Egyptians who held prominent international posi-
tions, such as Boutros Boutros Ghali as the Secretary
General of the U.N. and Mohamed EI Baradai as the
head of the International Atomic Energy Agency
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(IAEA). Few were willing to admit that Hosni had
made a political gamble and lost; his “book-burning”
comment had played well at home but played poorly
in an international setting. Rather, the day after the
election, Al Masry Al Youm, a leading Egyptian news-
paper, proclaimed, “A clash of civilization determines
the UNESCO fight,” adding that “America, Europe and
Jewish lobby brought down Farouk Hosni after honor-
able competition by the Egyptian delegation.”

This line of reasoning was largely accepted by citizens
and policymakers alike. The failed election, and its
exaggerated retelling in the press, went largely un-
noticed in the American and European news media
but reinforced the Egyptian view of the U.N. as being
anti-Arab. After returning to Cairo, Hosni gave his own
version of events: “The U.S. ambassador to UNESCO
acted very strongly, and did everything possible to
prevent me from winning.” Regrettably, this is still
what most Egyptians will continue to believe.

Inthe End...

Despite its disagreements with the United Nations,
Egypt continues to contribute to U.N.-led peacekeep-

ing efforts in Darfur and the Balkans, and 57 percent
of Egyptians believe their country should play a
greater role in U.N. operations. Realistically, given that
it is a developing country, Egypt’s ability to transform
international bodies is limited. Still, Egypt has a large
presence in Africa and in the Islamic world, and if the
U.N. made an effort to appear more sympathetic to
Arab concerns, Egypt would be more likely to partici-
pate in U.N. programs. For instance, Egypt could take
a leading role in combating East African piracy or the
water shortage crisis and in coordinating humanitar-

ian work in Afghanistan, Darfur and Yemen.

Egypt's stance on Israel and its perception of interna-
tional law are inescapably threaded together. The more
frustrated Egypt becomes with Israeli policy, the more
unjust international law appears to Egyptians, and the
less warmth Egypt receives in international settings.
Conversely, if these strands could be delicately un-
tangled, a breakthrough in the Israel-Palestine crisis
could restore a tremendous amount of Egypt's faith in
international law. But such a breakthrough will not be
likely unless Egypt makes a commitment to the Israel-
Palestine peace process.
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INDIA

Rakesh Batabyal

Associate Professor, Jawaharlal Nehru
University

he driving force of Indian polity and its norma-
Ttive horizon are premised on the ideas of equal-
ity, justice, secularism and democracy. The experience
of fighting a national freedom movement against
colonial rule and the deepening and expansion of
democracy in post-Independence India have meant
that these four ideas have become part of the larger
public consciousness. The leaders who molded public
consciousness starting in the early 19th century were
open to the world and articulated their support for
democracy, equality and world peace. The interplay
of these ideals within India as well as outside the na-
tional boundaries has provided a very dynamic tem-
plate both for the leaders who gquide policy and for
public opinion, which expresses and also molds this
worldview among the leaders. The world is not seen
as inhabited by predatory or exploitative states, but
instead, there has developed a philosophical horizon
in which the expansion of peace, prosperity and de-
mocracy is seen as desirable and possible. The shared
universal horizon of public opinion and the political
leaders is, in many senses, a Kantian one. Both agree
that there should be a peaceful world order based on
a normative structure constituted of equal nations
and rule-based organizations.

India's colonial experience and strong opposition to
a hierarchical social order have made both its lead-
ers and the public sensitive to the issue of equal-
ity. Discrimination on the basis of race, religion or
nationality has been strongly resented ever since
Independence." Thus, Indian leaders had wide support
from the people when they decided to raise the issue
of racial discrimination in South Africa, and in fact,

they did not agree to have even diplomatic relations
with that nation until it ended its policy of apartheid.
And this desire for a democratic world order has also
been in tune with the expansion of democracy inside
India. In this sense, the Indian contribution to world
events will continue to deepen and expand in the
future as this internal expansion of democracy con-

tinues.

Since the early decades of the 20th century, India's
leaders have held a very strong belief about the ef-
ficacy and significance of international organizations
for establishing democratic norms for global gover-
nance and leading the way toward world peace. This
in turn has led India to play an active role in world fo-
rums. For instance, it was this belief that led Jawaharlal
Nehru to approach the United Nations when Kashmir
was invaded, an act for which he is still criticized by
a large section of public opinion because the issue
became enmeshed with the anti-India position of the
erstwhile colonial power, Britain. Consequently, pub-
lic opinion of many shades became suspicious of the
commitment expressed by many developed countries
to equality and impartiality while they played their
part in the institutions of global governance. To their
credit, however, Nehru and his successors did not al-
low this pervasive suspicion to dictate India's foreign
policy. Instead, engagement with states, institutions
and polities through dialogue and negotiation, and
not distrust, remains the defining feature of Indian
foreign policy—and therefore, with the evolution of the
nation’s economy and polity to a more mature shape,
India will achieve, all indicators suggest, even more
global engagement.

The U.S. attack on Irag in 2003 seems to be a water-
shed for the way India's leaders and public opinion
have tried to relate to each other in a rapidly changing

world. The government's readiness to send troops for
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peacekeeping in Irag was met with strong rejection by
public opinion. Notwithstanding complete disapproval
of Saddam Hussein's undemocratic regime by all sec-
tions of popular opinion, they were not convinced
by the justification for the attack given by the U.S.
government. This came in sharp contrast to the sup-
port for the government's decision in 1983 to airdrop
humanitarian aid for the Sri Lankan Tamils in Jaffna,
where they were trapped by their own army. Likewise,
public opinion was not averse to sending military aid
at the request of the president of the Maldives, M.
A. Gayoom, when mercenaries tried to attack that
nation's capital. In pursuance of the Indo-Sri Lanka
agreement, in 1987 India also sent the Indian Peace
Keeping Force (IPKF) to help demilitarize the Sri
Lankan separatist movement, the Liberation Tigers
of Tamil Eelam (LTTE). There was opposition from
different quarters, but the leadership decided to call
off the operation only when public opinion at home
had turned almost hostile against the continuation of
the operation after news began pouring in about the
killing of IPKF troops by the LTTE. In a different situ-
ation, today, a large number of Indian personnel are
engaged in Afghanistan in peacekeeping and humani-
tarian work. They are also being regularly targeted
and killed by different terrorist groups. However, in
India there has been no public opposition to this in-
tervention. It appears, therefore, that neither the
country's leaders nor public opinion are prisoners of
a principle of no intervention. What would define the
public response, one would presume from experience,
is how people see the intentions behind such interven-
tions. And here a sense of equality and the sharing of
the global responsibility for peace will definitely be
the two constants.

Indications of altered self-awareness could also be
seen in India's nuclear behavior. India was one of the

original members of the International Atomic Energy

Agency, and the nation's leaders have from the begin-
ning been committed to world disarmament. There
has also been strong popular support for it. However,
Chinese aggression in 1962 and wars with Pakistan in
1965 and 1971 increasingly led public opinion on this
issue to politically range from the extreme right to
the centrist and socialist, demanding efforts to arm
India with nuclear weapons. While negotiating under
this pressure, the nation’s leaders did not give up their
advocacy and work for global disarmament. This has
quite often been ridiculed as moralistic rhetoric and a
hypocritical stance. India's leaders, however, did not
give up this commitment, and in the 1980s, when talk
of the U.S. Star Wars defense strategy and the Russian
reaction to it dominated the strategic sphere, then-
Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi initiated the Six-Nation
Declaration for Disarmament.

The shared horizon of public opinion and polit-
ical leaders is a Kantian one where expansion
of peace, prosperity and democracy is desir-

able and possible.

Following this same trajectory, India's leaders have
left their traditional position and, in fact, have voted
against Iran’s effort to construct nuclear weapons
on two recent occasions—February 4, 2006, and
November 28, 2009.? This was a very big political risk
because it gave leverage to the forces busy consoli-
dating popular opinion around the theme that India
is part of the U.S.-Israel-India axis. And this also has
serious ramifications for Indian polity and society be-
cause it could become the locus for a communal, fun-
damentalist mobilization against the secular Indian
state. The anti-Americanism of such a mobilization
would also be a foregone conclusion. It was in this at-
mosphere that India’s leaders went ahead and entered
into a nuclear deal with the United States. Public opin-
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ion seemed to have gone against the government on
this. However, the government won a majority in the
ensuing general elections to the House of the People,
the Lok Sabha, indicating that public opinion, though
divided, can be supportive of the government if it
perceives, as in this case, that such moves go in the
direction of making India a responsible global power
of equal status. This also can explain why public opin-
ion will not support any move by the nation’s leaders
to sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, which is
viewed as unequal and discriminatory. On the other
hand, achievement of a more equal international or-
der will strengthen the voices for disarmament within
India, as the desire for disarmament among the peo-
ple is genuine and deep and necessarily clashes with

nationalistic feelings.

India's leaders and public opinion therefore appear
to have reached a new stage; there are expectations
from the former that the nation should become a
leading voice on human rights, environment, trade
and globalization issues. However, on terrain where
the rules are still unequal, India's leaders seem to be
saddled with two simultaneous responsibilities: the
expectation of sharing more global responsibilities,
and doing this while struggling to establish the prin-
ciple of equality. Public opinion, too, seems divided
broadly along these two different trajectories. Though

a vocal majority would like India to be a major actor in
world affairs, a silent but ever-watchful minority will
not allow the country to withdraw from the fight for
equality for both itself and other poor and developing
countries.

This dilemma was most visible at the Copenhagen
meeting on climate change in December 2009, where
India’s leaders, notwithstanding popular objections
back home, announced that their nation would make
voluntary cuts in greenhouse gas emissions to miti-
gate the effects of global warming. However, the news
of the unequal and nontransparent move to get the
heads of state present in Copenhagen to assent to a
resolution angered both the nation's leaders and pub-
lic opinion of almost all shades.

One can argue, therefore, that the constitution of a
new world order based on the shared universal values
of peace and prosperity will need to emphasize the
context of equality. Thus, international institutions
need to follow Kantian democratic principles of gover-
nance, interpreted through norms and rules, to enlist
increasing commitment to their goals. Otherwise, we
will lose the support of the public opinion, which is the
real guarantor against attempts by those with preda-

tory sensibilities.
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INDONESIA

Hadi Soesastro and Evan A. Laks-
mana

Senior Fellow and Researcher, Center for
Strategic and International Studies

ndonesia seems to be making a comeback in world
I politics lately—from its regional leadership in
Southeast Asia to its global role in the U.N. Security
Council and the Group of 20, all suggesting that the
nation is on its way to “creating a better world” in
conjunction with its long-held doctrine of pursuing
an “independent and active” foreign policy. Scholars
argue that such a growing role hinges on Indonesia’s
status as the world's third-largest democracy, with the
world's largest Moslem population. In a sense, these
unique qualities, especially when seen from the per-
spective of the country’s highly strategic location, do
give the nation a significant regional and global pres-
ence. But to say that Indonesia has the capacity to
play a global role and that it is willing to do so are two
different things.

Why is Indonesia trying to take on the mantle of global
prominence? Is it simply because of normative ide-
als—a belief that the world is generally benign and
that therefore Indonesia’s ideals and values could
help make it a better place? Or is it because the world
is simply seen as a hostile place and that therefore
Indonesia must take a proactive role in shaping global
politics?

Indonesia and the World: Aligning
Global and Domestic Interests?

Indonesia’'s worldview is perhaps best described by
the constant feature of an “independent and ac-
tive" foreign policy, which came out of the country's

struggle for independence from the Dutch during the

throes of the Cold War. This policy, first promulgated
by then-Vice President Muhammad Hatta, essentially
outlined the need for Indonesia to have an indepen-
dent policy in charting its own course—based on its
own national interests and free from the dictates of
others—as well as being active in shaping, not just sit-
ting idly by, the global arena.?®

This policy further carries a mixture of ideal or norma-
tive goals, such as anticolonialism and independence,
and a strong sense of pragmatism. Throughout the
Cold War and beyond, though under different guises,
this paradox of wrapping realpolitik-style pragmatism
with a strong brand of idealism (such as the “Non-
Aligned Movement") has continued to underline
the worldview of Indonesia’s foreign policy elites.
Specifically, the world is seen to be an unfair arena
of competition among states that has often provided
both opportunities and threats to Indonesia—and, thus,
the country needs to be not only independent but to
also actively seek to shape international events.

However, given Indonesia’s continued domestic prob-
lems, and its lack of military and economic power, such
views can only be implemented using the nation's
“moral force,” as Hatta put it—or what the world now
sees as the country’s “soft power,” including its demo-
cratic credentials. Put differently, though Indonesia
sees the world as a hostile environment, it still seeks
to engage in international affairs through normative
instruments rather than power politics per se.

Today, however, for Indonesia to translate this view
into concrete policies is more complicated and chal-
lenging than one might expect. For one thing, it seems
that there is ultimately no wholehearted consensus
on the basic foundations of foreign policy among the
country’s policymakers, including what constitutes
its “national interests,” or from where the threats to
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those interests might come. Any appearances of unity
in foreign policy have often reflected only a temporary
alignment of the elites’ domestic political interests.

Since the advent of democracy in 1998, the making
of foreign policy has become further complicated as
new actors have emerged, especially in the National
Parliament. In fact, constitutional amendments have
empowered the Parliament to endorse or reject presi-
dential nominees for ambassadorial posts, start a
legal inquiry into the president's foreign policy and
block or pass any international agreements that the
government has signed. The problem here is that leg-
islators have occasionally framed foreign policy issues
as part of a “neonationalist” agenda. Many legislators
in charge of foreign affairs have also often lacked the

necessary expertise and experience.

Arguably, therefore, despite the relatively constant
interplay of pragmatism and idealism in Indonesia’'s
worldview, domestic political calculations still take
precedence over international interests. Consequently,
the specific pronouncements of Indonesia's foreign
policy—whether it becomes a global player push-
ing normative ideals (for example, the Non-Aligned
Movement in the 1950s) or an inward-looking power
trying to restore domestic stability (for example, dur-
ing the first two decades of Suharto’'s New Order)—de-
pend largely on how its policymakers align domestic
and international interests, with the former being
most important.

World Peace: How Indonesia Chips In

Indonesia’s first moment of global prominence was
perhaps the 1955 Bandung Conference of Afro-Asian
Leaders attended by developing countries, which then
led to the creation of the Non-Aligned Movement.
Though taking place under the shadow of what

President Sukarno described as a struggle between

the Old Established Forces versus the New Emerging
Forces, this initiative came on the heels of the domes-
tic battle between the Indonesian military and the

National Communist Party (known as the PKI).

Another crucial mark was the formation of the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN),
which President Suharto took the lead in creating in
1967. He also ensured that the organization would
help defuse various regional conflicts under the ra-
tionale of ensuring regional stability, while Indonesia
focused on internal consolidation and economic re-
covery. Only after the dust settled did he begin to bid
for global leadership—leading to Jakarta's chairman-
ship of the Non-Aligned Movement in 1992.

Following Indonesia’s recovery from the 1998 demo-
cratic transition, it again tried to reassert its re-
gional leadership upon assuming the chairmanship
of ASEAN in 2003, especially through its proposal to
create a regional security community. This proposal,
totaling more than 70 specific ideas when it was first
announced, actually calls for the promotion of democ-
racy and human rights, for a commitment to free and
reqgular elections and for the building of open, tolerant
societies.

Additionally, Indonesia also continued its international
peacekeeping operations under U.N. auspices by par-
ticipating in Lebanon’s peacekeeping forces. In fact,
as a reqular contributor since 1957, Indonesia by 2009
had sent 65 different contingents on U.N. peacekeep-
ing missions.

The Yudhoyono Paradox and Foreign
Policy

Interestingly, however, on the global stage, President
Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono has recently taken a

rather moderate stance. Many feel that he is not mak-
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ing use of Indonesia's favorable position, especially as
a member of the Group of 20. Such moderation, he
has argued, is appropriate mainly because other coun-
tries were already voicing more progressive or radical
views, and therefore, Indonesia is wise to simply act as
a bridge between the developed and developing coun-
tries. This position was stated again in Copenhagen in
December 2009.

Such a stance cannot be entirely explained without
referring to Yudhoyono's domestic weakness in recent
years. Despite the fact that he was directly elected
twice—for the first time in Indonesian history—and
with a large parliamentary coalition, he still remains
subject to the "Yudhoyono Paradox": feeling insecure

despite being at the apex of power.*

Additionally, public opinion begins to feature promi-
nently in Yudhoyono's image-conscious administra-
tion. This does not mean that the president is more
amenable to public opinion, per se, but rather that he
would prefer policy options based on how much they
could elevate his favorability ratings.

Indonesian public opinion is volatile, and this can
partly be explained by the overall low education level
of many Indonesians and is partly due to the minimal
overseas travel, travel being a privilege of the few. In
fact, when asked in 2005, only 1 percent of the public

said that they had traveled overseas in the previ-

ous five years.” Given these hurdles, therefore, the
nation’s political elites, including the members of the
president’s administration, often use the pursuit of
foreign policy goals or achievements for domestic po-
litical purposes—an established tradition in Indonesian
politics since the 1950s. As such, the main concern is
not how much the public can be persuaded that there
is a hostile or benevolent world order that could allow
Indonesia to take a more active role in global initia-
tives but how receptive and stable domestic politics
are and how well the president can align competing
domestic interests and public opinion with foreign

policy goals.

Conclusion

For all Indonesia’s potential as an emerging world
power, its entanglement of domestic and global poli-
tics in its foreign policy remains. Consequently, any
foreign policy goals and initiatives will often depend
on how the nation's policymakers, especially the presi-
dent, can engage public opinion and cajole domestic
forces in its favor. Thus, the key question here is not
so much whether Indonesia's global profile will con-
tinue to rise—or in what portfolio—but whether or not
President Yudhoyono can overcome his “inferiority
syndrome” and rally the domestic support needed for
his foreign policy goals. Perhaps Tip O'Neill's old say-
ing that “all politics is local” remains the logic underly-

ing Indonesia’s quest for a better world after all.
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o Italians believe that the international order is
D essentially predatory or fair and rule-based? This
fundamental question can be unpacked by answering
three further questions. First, do Italy's policies sug-
gest an underlying Hobbesian or Kantian worldview?
Second, to what kind of world order would Italians as-
pire and be ready to contribute? Third, if there is a gap
between the answers to these first two questions, why
does it exist and how can it be bridged?

Italy remains solidly anchored in the European and
transatlantic structures of cooperation. No political
party or movement with a significant following chal-
lenges Italy's membership in the European Union and
NATO. Both Italy’s decision makers and public opinion
also attach great importance to the country’s role
within international organizations, notably the United
Nations. For example, in the last 15 years, Italy has
been one of the major contributors to U.N.-mandated
peacekeeping missions. However, particularly under
the center-right governments led by Silvio Berlusconi,
Italy’s foreign policy has been characterized by an
increasingly assertive defense of “national interests”
and vocal complaints about the constraints posed by
international cooperation. A vivid example is the anti-
EU rhetoric of the Northern League, a populist party,
which is a minor but influential partner in Berlusconi's
governing coalition. Further examples include the re-
luctance of the center-right government to accept EU
commitments on immigration and climate change.

Berlusconi himself has made no mystery of his unease
with the EU’s rules and obligations, which he views as

excessively rigid and bureaucratic. He has preferred

pursuing international relations by cultivating per-
sonal ties with leaders ranging from George W. Bush
and Recep Tayyip Erdogan to Muammar Ghaddafi and
Vladimir Putin, even when his acquiescence to them
has risked tarnishing Italy’'s international image. As
this attitude takes root, Italy may find itself entrapped
in a Hobbesian vicious circle: the more it acts as an
international and European outlier, the more other
countries seek to marginalize it; and the more Italy is
marginalized, the more ammunition is given to those
seeking to rid the country of its international and
European obligations, which they see as hampering its

pursuit of its national interest.

Does this frame of mind coincide with the way the pub-
lic views the world and Italy’'s role in it? The answer is
an unambiguous no. A cursory glance at the results
of opinion polls, such as the World Values Survey
and Transatlantic Trends, suggests that Italians are
characterized by anything but cynicism. Italians feel
strongly about a wide variety of global problems—such
as poverty, climate change and conflict—-and they
manifest a clear willingness to help in solving them
through multilateral rules and action.’

When it comes to development, not only do 80 per-
cent of Italians consider the fight against poverty the
most serious global problem but a majority would be
willing to pay higher taxes to increase Italy's develop-
ment aid. This stands in contrast to the nation’s dwin-
dling contributions to development aid, which have
sunk to shamefully low levels compared with those of
other Western countries. Turning to climate change,
Italians are deeply concerned about the problem (86
percent), calling for action at individual (40 percent),
state (60 percent) and international (77 percent)
levels and accepting to do what it takes, even if this
means doing more than other countries (87 percent).
As for questions of war and peace, Italians manifest a
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strong belief in soft power as a recipe for dealing with
global conflicts, with 81 percent of respondents con-
sidering economic instruments to be more effective
than military ones, while decisively shunning the claim
that war may be necessary to achieve justice (80 per-
cent). More generally, Italians remain committed to
multilateral rules and institutions, with approximately
70 percent of the public expressing confidence in the
EU and 60 percent in the U.N.

So what explains the disconnect between popular
attitudes and the emerging tendencies in foreign
policy conduct? The main reality underpinning Italy's
retrenchment, nationalism and flamboyant unilateral-
ism is a deep sense of unease with a changing world
that is viewed as hindering the country’s ambition to
act as a midsize power with a prominent regional and
international role. Italy's many structural weaknesses,
which have worsened during the last two decades,
make its foreign policy challenges all the more daunt-
ing. They include an economy that for many years has
recorded the lowest growth rate in Europe (even be-
fore the 2008-2009 global financial crisis), worrying
demographic dynamics and a volatile political system
that has been unable to rejuvenate itself.

Three examples highlight this growing sense of un-
ease. The first is Italy's unsuccessful attempts to re-
vive the moribund Group of 8 (G-8), of which it has
been a member since the mid-1970s. Italy's futile
resistance to transfer global governance responsibili-
ties from the G-8 to the Group of 20 (G-20) during its
G-8 presidency highlighted its difficulty in adjusting
to major international developments. The rise of the
G-20 has been a source of embarrassment for Italy.
During the final press conference of the G-8 summit
in July 2009, Prime Minister Berlusconi expressed
deep reservations about the G-20, which he described

as too large to be effective, just two months before

the Pittsburgh summit sanctioned the G-20's primacy
in global economic governance. What haunts Italian
elites is the specter of their nation’s continuous loss
of relative weight on the international scene. Hence,
the shift from the “exclusive"” G-8 club to the broader
G-20 is perceived as resulting in a loss of prestige for
Italy and a downgrading of its global status.

The second example is Italy's exclusion from key EU
decision-making structures. Italy has always struggled
to be accepted as an equal partner in the restricted
structures within the European Union, composed of
the biggest member states—France, Germany and
the United Kingdom. Yet in recent years, it has been
almost reqgularly excluded from them. Most vividly,
the emergence of the “EU-3" (made up of these three
biggest member states) as the lead group in European
foreign policy has been perceived as a blow to Italy's
ambitions. This is partly attributable to Berlusconi's
erratic attention to, and limited interest in, the EU and
the fact that he is seen as a controversial figure in
many European capitals. However, these problematic
aspects of his foreign policy have only exacerbated
the much more structural problems undermining

Italy’s international role.

A cursory glance at the results of opinion
polls suggests that Italians are anything but

cynical.

The third, more generally applicable, example of this
growing sense of unease is Italy's perplexed and
perplexing reaction to the emergence of a multipo-
lar world—particularly to the rise of powers such as
China, India, Russia, Brazil and South Africa. Whereas
concern about multipolarism and its consequences is
no higher in Italy than it is elsewhere, the nation has
often stuck its head in the sand. It risks succumbing to
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the temptation to embark on shortsighted policies to
defend the status quo and its immediate national in-
terests rather than devising new strategies for adapt-

ing to a changing world.

Given the glaring gap between Italy’s aspirations and
conduct in practice, what can be done to reassert the
nation’s role as a value-driven world citizen? First, fol-
lowing from the discussion above, Italy would need to
engage in a painful adjustment process to preserve
its international role and consequently contribute to
fulfilling the values advocated by its citizens. This vital
link between domestic reforms and international pro-
jection is rarely acknowledged in the country’'s foreign
policy debate. Second, Italy should accept the need to
change the rules of the game and contribute to the
ongoing international efforts to do so. The nation is
well-versed in playing such a role, as evidenced by its
diplomacy within the U.N. to promote a reform model
aimed at preventing the consolidation of a new, rigid
international hierarchy. Third, Italy's political elites
must take heed from the public and refocus their
energies on the EU. The precondition for an effec-
tive Italian contribution to the world is a strong, more
coherent European Union. Only if the EU succeeds in
becoming one of the pillars of the new international
system can Italy hope to avoid being marginalized
and avert the risk of a Hobbesian retrenchment. The
Lisbon Treaty opens the possibility for the EU to play
such a role, but its ability to seize this opportunity is

not a foregone conclusion. Italy's challenge will be to
reacquire its traditional role at the heart of Europe,
pushing for a rapid implementation of the Lisbon
Treaty and thereafter participating in shaping EU
solutions to global challenges. Only by regaining its
central place within the EU can ltaly reverse its cur-
rent trend toward irrelevance, which is widening the
gap between its international conduct and its people's

Kantian aspirations.

If these reforms were to be carried out and Italy could
fulfill its potential in the international and European
realms, a virtuous circle would be created, whereby
the Italian belief in and willingness to contribute to a
fair international order would most likely increase. In
other words, much of the cynicism that characterizes
the Italian political debate today is strictly correlated
with the country’s perceived weakness on the interna-
tional stage. This said, Italy's enhanced international
ability to exert its power is unlikely to be sufficient
to fundamentally alter the public's perception of the
current international order. Italians are aware of their
country’s limited capabilities, as a midsize power, to
bring about a just international order. Only if the in-
teractions among the major powers—such as the U.S,,
China, India and the EU-were to point in a more value-
based direction would Italians be persuaded that a
just international order is possible and imminent and
then be willing to concomitantly increase their own
contribution to such a new global situation.
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n Japan, as in other nations, cynicism about the
I international order, outside the hard core of those
involved in working with this order, originates in the
still-dominant view that this order can only be main-
tained by the rule of power—power politics—not the
rule of law, as far as international affairs are con-
cerned. This view is also based on the assumption that
people are resigned to the fact that the international
system is fundamentally and unchangeably so anar-
chic that no human efforts could transform it.

Revisiting the history of humankind, however, we can
easily trace the growing recognition of the notion of
human dignity as the essential universal value. As a
result of World War Il, basic human rights and democ-
racy have become the minimum norms for any state
seeking to claim legitimacy as a responsible member
of the society of nations—standards that were un-
imaginable as recently as before the war. Why, then,
can we not transform the perceived anarchic and
power-dominant international system into one that is
friendly to, if not based on, the rule of law and the uni-
versal value of human dignity? The day has come in
this 21st century when idealistic realism needs to take
the place of power-driven realism as the guiding prin-
ciple for international relations. In this essay, | use the
term “idealistic realism” in the sense that we must re-
alistically recognize that the fundamentally anarchic
nature of the international system comprising nation-
states will last indefinitely into the future but that this
system is destined to be transformed into a society
where human dignity and the rule of law increasingly
prevail, replacing power politics, as has been the case
for individual states.

Recognizing that the course of human history and the
international order is positive and progressive, there-
fore, we may be freed from cynicism and regard in-
vestments to maintain international peace and order
based on human dignity and the rule of law as neces-
sary and constructive, not just an opportunity cost.

Japan's Peace Constitution is an early materialization
of such idealistic realism in human history. The provi-
sion of its Article 9 is as follows: “(1) Aspiring sincerely
to an international peace based on justice and order,
the Japanese people forever renounce war as a sover-
eign right of the nation and the threat or use of force
as means of settling international disputes. (2) In or-
der to accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph,
land, sea, and air forces, as well as other war potential,
will never be maintained. The right of belligerency of
the state will not be recognized.”

Furthermore, the preamble to the Peace Constitution
states the national resolution “that never again shall
we be visited with the horrors of war through the ac-
tion of government” and the nation’s determination
“to preserve our security and existence, trusting in
the justice and faith of the peace-loving peoples of
the world.” It also states that “[w]e desire to occupy
an honored place in an international society striving
for the preservation of peace, and the banishment of
tyranny and slavery, oppression, and intolerance for
all time from the earth. We recognize that all peoples
of the world have the right to live in peace, free from
fear and want.” Article 97 also makes it clear that the
Peace Constitution is in line with the history of the
gradual universalization of the notion of human dig-
nity, when it states that “[t]he fundamental human
rights by this Constitution guaranteed to the people
of Japan are fruits of the age-old struggle of man to
be free; they have survived the many exacting tests
for durability and are conferred upon this and future
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generations in trust, to be held for all time inviolate.”
As such, the Constitution has gained the support of
the majority of the Japanese people and has formed
the main pillar of informed public opinion throughout
Japan's postwar political history.

The dominant intellectual current of Japan's policy
elites, however, has been heavily imbued with power-
political thinking throughout Japanese history, since
the nation’s opening to the world in 1868. The U.S.
policies, which gave birth to the Peace Constitution,
were quickly abandoned in favor of fortifying the
country as an outpost of anticommunism and rehabili-
tating the prewar policy elites, who now avowed their
commitment to the anticommunist, pro-Americanism
policy without having sincerely repented of their crim-
inal past. One important politico-military result was
the conclusion of the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty as a
price of Japan's recovery of independence in 1952, in
contravention to the pacifist spirit and provisions of
Article 9 of the Peace Constitution. During the post-
war period, successive conservative governments
have accommodated escalating U.S. military demands
by repeatedly reinterpreting the meanings of Article
9's words and phrases, thus hollowing out the very
pacifist spirit of the article.

The international system is destined to be
transformed into a socety where human dig-
nity and the rule of law increasingly prevail.

30

Maruyama Masao, an outstanding political thinker and
scholar on the history of Japan's political thought,
once characterized the concept of Japanese “reality”
as having three strong political biases: It is submissive
to, rather than challenging, the given; it is one-dimen-
sional and, therefore, ossified rather than multifac-
eted and flexible; and it is subservient to the strong

and coercive against the weak. In sum, resignation
imbued with cynicism to power politics has thus been
a part of the national character. The introduction of
pacifism and individualistic democracy onto Japan's
political soil by the Peace Constitution led, for the
first time in its history, to the emergence of civil pub-
lic opinion. Now, however, after more than 60 years'
experience with constitutional democracy, Japanese
public opinion has still not yet established itself as
an independent political force against the power-
oriented, conservative political establishment. With
this historical background in mind, | would argue that
Japan's conservative policy elites stubbornly believe
that the international order is unchangeably preda-
tory, whereas its public opinion is still in a state of flux
between Hobbesian and Kantian views.

Japan's conservative political elites have consistently
maintained that its Peace Constitution is a foreign
document that must be revised so that Japan can
become a “normal,” rearmed country and thus adapt
itself to the power-driven international system, and
they have also maintained that the Constitution’s “ex-
cessive” human rights guarantees must be restricted
in favor of what they call the “national interest.” The
fundamental contradiction between the Constitution,
which is based on Kantian idealistic realism, and the
U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, which is driven by con-
siderations of Hobbesian power-politics, should be
settled in favor of the latter. Japanese public opin-
ion, conversely, has been divided between believ-
ers in the Kantian international order and those of
Hobbesian convictions. Incidentally, the Democratic
Party, the governing party since the fall of 2009, in-
cludes a mixture of policy elites who share the con-
servative Hobbesian roots of the former ruling Liberal
Democratic Party and grassroots members who, by
and large, mirror mixed public opinion.
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According to Japanese political elites’ Hobbesian
view, the U.S.-Japan military alliance should be a
precondition and central pillar, not a policy option,
for maintaining not only Japan's security but also
the international order in general. The provision of
military bases for free U.S. use is regarded as a nec-
essary opportunity cost. However, Japanese public
opinion of a Kantian persuasion looks at the bilateral
military alliance and U.S. bases differently. The root
causes of international disorder should be addressed
not militarily but by nonmilitary means. Especially,
according to such public opinion, since the end of the
Cold War, the alliance and U.S. bases have become not
only a net liability for Japan as it seeks to pursue its
Constitution-based Kantian diplomacy but also a seri-

ous destabilizing factor for the international order.

The Cold War mentality and Hobbesian worldview
of Japanese policy elites is specifically manifest in
their belief in and reliance on U.S. nuclear deter-
rence for the country's security against what they
term “nuclear threats” from China and North Korea.
Antinuclear sentiment is very strong, however, among
many Japanese people, based on the national experi-
ences of the atomic bombs dropped on Hiroshima and
Nagasaki in 1945 and the Happy Dragon incident, in
which a Japanese fishing boat was exposed to heavy
radiation caused by a U.S. hydrogen bomb experi-
ment in the Pacific Ocean. The policy elites could have
hardly ignored such strong national antinuclear feel-
ings when, in the late 1960s, they promised a national
policy of the so-called Three Non-Nuclear Principles:
not possessing, not producing and not allowing the
entry of nuclear weapons onto Japan's territory. To
bridge the gap between reliance on U.S.-extended nu-
clear deterrence and this avowed policy of not allow-
ing the entry of nuclear weapons, secret agreements
were reached between the U.S. government and

Japan's policy elites. Incidentally, the public exposure

of the existence of such secret agreements in 2009
inflamed public opinion, forcing the new Democratic
Party government to launch a full investigation.

Such global issues as climate change, poverty and
hunger have a common thread: They threaten human
dignity, the essential universal value. A Hobbesian,
power-driven worldview is fundamentally indifferent
to and even hostile to this value. Market capitalism,
by the way, should be understood as an economic
expression of Hobbesian philosophy. Since the 1980s,
Japan's policy elites have pushed, together with
their U.S.-led Western peers, such politico-economic
policies, which have aggravated the effects of climate
change and jeopardized living standards. Without
external interference, these negative consequences
will continue unchecked, accompanied by increasing
international disorder.

Japanese informed public opinion has increasingly
reflected alarm about this deterioration of the Earth'’s
environment and worldwide living standards, along
with encouraging signs of a desire to look to interna-
tional cooperation to stop this decline. The guiding
principle for public opinion has been the preamble of
the Peace Constitution. A hopeful sign for public opin-
ion is the push, for the first time in Japan'’s history, for
the nation’s traditionally power-driven policy elites to
seriously address global environmental and humani-
tarian issues. The latest example is Prime Minister
Yukio Hatoyama's widely reported political commit-
ment regarding climate change.

For Japanese political elites of a Hobbesian inclina-
tion, including the leaders of the ruling Democratic
Party, the question of whether the international order
should be fair is fundamentally irrelevant. Bluntly put,
whatever the United States claims is white is white
to them, and whatever the United States claims is

DOES FAIRNESS MATTER IN GLOBAL GOVERNANCE?

31



32

black is black to them. They are ready to pay the op-
portunity costs of maintaining and strengthening the
U.S.-Japan bilateral military alliance, but they will act
on global and humanitarian issues only under strong
external pressures to which the United States, the
very patron and guide of Japan's political elites, can-
not help but succumb.

Japan’'s informed public opinion stresses the nation’s
nonmilitary roles in overcoming global problems,
guided by its Peace Constitution, which identify its
peace and prosperity with those of international so-
ciety. The day will hopefully come when people who
hold such opinions become a political majority and
fundamentally transform Japan'’s political thinking
and behavior, departing once and for all from a cynical
resignation to the Japanese style of “reality.”
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POLAND

Krzysztof Bobinski
President, Unia & Polska Foundation

oland, like other countries that emerged 20
Pyears ago from the Soviet bloc, is special. For
half a century or more, these countries were all sub-
jected to a political, economic and intellectual regime
that sought to subordinate them to the global inter-
ests of an outside power, the Soviet Union.

However, Poland is particularly distinctive in that
much of Polish society was subjected to a near-death
experience under the Nazis during World War Il. The
Nazis not only embarked on an unthinkable genocide
of murdering the entire population of Polish Jews but
left no doubt that a similar fate awaited the country's
elites.

To make things worse, Poland’'s wartime experience
came only 20 years after regaining its independence
and followed a century or so of partition between
more-powerful neighbors. It was then that the state
disappeared from the map of Europe, which left suc-
cessive generations of Poles with a choice between
acceptance and national struggle in various forms as

the only issue in public debate.

No wonder then that once independence was re-
gained in 1989, one of the key issues for Poles was
security, and they looked to membership in success-
ful western European organizations, such as NATO
and the European Union, as a means of securing their
new-found freedom.

This meant adapting national priorities to the de-
mands of the members of these two organizations and
mimicking and not challenging their attitudes on the
Kantian or Hobbesian scale in order to get recognition

as a member of the club. This left little room for any
debate about what a newly refounded Poland should
stand for: either a recognition of the power relation-
ships in a dangerous and predatory world or for an
international role in a virtuous struggle for a harmoni-

ous world.

One choice was made early on. Krzysztof Skubiszewski,
a cantankerous international lawyer and the first
post-1989 foreign minister, insisted that Poland sign
friendship treaties with all of its neighbors. This was
a Kantian act of faith in the rule of law by a largely
defenseless Polish Republic as it emerged from the
Soviet bloc. But it was not as foregone a choice as it
now seems. For one thing, Poland exchanged three
pre-1989 neighbors—the Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia
and the German Democratic Republic—for six af-
ter 1989-Russia in Kaliningrad, Lithuania, Ukraine,
Slovakia, the Czech Republic and the Federal Republic
of Germany. There were also historic issues with al-
most each of these countries, which could have flared
up into some form of border or ethnic conflict. There
was the bad blood between Poles and Ukrainians en-
gendered by wartime massacres and reprisals. The
Lithuanians were concerned that Poland would seek
to dominate them and seek amends for the loss of
Vilnius. No less were the Poles worried that Germany
would make demands for the loss of its eastern terri-
tories as part of the Soviet-sponsored postwar settle-

ment.

A combination of Skubiszewski's single-mindedness,
an internationalist approach to newly independent
neighboring states by Solidarity elites and an insis-
tence by Poland'’s Western mentors that conflict would
bar its entry into NATO and the EU averted the kind of
conflagration in Poland that engulfed the Balkans a
few years later. But this was not to say that Poland had
embraced the rule of international law as its sole way
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of life in foreign relations. Rather, the country sought
out a powerful patron who could provide the promise
of hard security and secure Poland's independence.
And that in the 1990s meant partnering with the
United States and being a part of the NATO expansion.
The European Union was seen as less important as it
promised little more than soft security.

The young fail to see the logic of Poland being
helped when many abroad are so much more

in need.
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The choice of the United States as the hoped-for
ultimate guarantor of national security meant that
breaches of international law, such as NATO's fail-
ure to secure a U.N. resolution for its attack against
Serbian leader Milan Slobodovic over Kosovo, were
accepted. Poland also followed the U.S. into Irag under
the assumption that a part in the fight for Baghdad
would be reciprocated by the U.S. if the security of
Biatystok in eastern Poland was ever to come under
threat in the future. The Polish government was also
complicit in the illegal incarceration and interrogation
of U.S. prisoners on Polish soil. Thus, Hobbes won out
over Kant, but not exclusively. The latter could be in-
voked as and when expedient in circumstances decid-
ing which worldview was to be promoted at any given
moment.

None of these choices was ever put to the test of pub-
lic opinion, and these questions never became elec-
tion issues. Where Polish lives were at stake, as in Iraq
and in Afghanistan, public opinion polls showed sig-
nificant opposition to participation in these wars. But
opposition to these wars never forced government
decisions. Rather, the government was guided by the
strategic choices made by the U.S.

Polish public opinion has shown and continues to
show little interest in foreign policy issues. This has
left a great deal of space for elites to shape policy. But
they failed to use this space to develop new strate-
gies, such as a consistent foreign relations doctrine,
based on the experience of the Solidarity elites who
came to power after 1989. The Solidarity opposition to
Soviet communism had been a nonviolent movement.
It had placed its faith in negotiation rather than con-
frontation to achieve its aims. It invoked human rights
ideals as a source of legitimacy in its struggle. It was
a perfect recipe for a movement unable and unwilling
to turn to armed struggle to achieve its ends. It relied
entirely on the ability to cry foul and appeal to public
opinion at home and abroad for fairness if thwarted.
But memory of this political practice was not enough
to underpin a foreign policy once independence had
been achieved.

Instead, membership in NATO in 1999 and the
European Union in 2004 tied Poland firmly to the
coattails of more-powerful Western partners. Over
time, however, the country has become more self-
confident, as the country’s size and historical tradi-
tion seem to predestine it to play a role in the region.
This has centered on challenging Russian influence
in Eastern Europe by promoting democracy and the
independence of former Soviet states, such as the
Ukraine, and the fight for Poland's national interests
inside the European Union.

This is and looks set to be the legacy of the Solidarity
generation, which is still in charge in Poland. It came
of age amidst the student protests of 1968 and cut
its political teeth on the dissident movement of the
1970s. It graduated through the clandestine activism
of the Solidarity movement in the next decade and
came to power after 1989. Cold War divisions and at-
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titudes, the Soviet threat, the promise of Reagan’s
anticommunism and a feeling of abandonment by the
West were all watchwords for a generation, which still

holds sway but whose days are now numbered.

This legacy is still strong, however. It assumes that
security can only be assured through alliances with
strong partners ready to use armed force should the
need arise. And the only candidate for the time being
isthe U.S. It is felt that the rule of international law un-
derpinning a fair world order is no substitute for hard
power given Poland's experience. Only if attitudes
among major Western players were to change would
Poland's present elites then begin a reassessment.
But Poland would make no move on its own to ensure
security by playing a greater national role in building
a fairer international order.

Nevertheless, a change in attitudes may well come
from a younger generation born after 1989 and now
coming of age. Also, a 40-year-old in 2010 may have
been born and gone to school under the old regime
but has spent his or her entire adult years living un-
der democratic conditions. The change as these new
generations take over could be all the more dramatic,
as Poland has currently reached a number of calendar
milestones that potentially question the attitudes and
behavior patterns of past generations stretching back
at least a couple of centuries, if not more. Poland has
now been truly independent for longer than at any
time since 1795, the date of the last partition. Poland’s
system of parliamentary democracy under universal
suffrage has now lasted longer than ever. In a unique
development in Polish history, economic growth is
bolstered by external aid in the form of EU regional

funds. Poland is more secure than ever before, despite
the fears enumerated above. This means that many
young people are more self-confident about the out-
side world. Free to travel, they are much less focused
on the problems of the region, feel more comfortable
with their neighbors and are more interested in the
world at large. They are also much more ready to see
their country as a member of a bloc of richer nations
with an obligation to help the less fortunate abroad.
The older generation sees itself as a victim of history
and deserving of help from abroad. The young fail
to see the logic of Poland being helped when many

abroad are so much more in need.

Would this be enough to see a Kantian comeback in at-
titudes to foreign policy in coming years? Membership
in the European Union is forcing Poland to address
foreign aid questions, and the foreign aid budget is
slowly increasing. World issues, such as the fight to re-
verse climate change or disarmament, are forcing the
developed world, including Poland, to recognize the
arguments of those countries that see themselves as
treated unfairly. Hobbesian force is no longer enough
to bring countries to the negotiating table and force
recalcitrants to bend to the will of the developed
world. As the economic and political centers of power
shift to the East, Western countries, including Poland,
will have to deploy the force of reason rather than
reasons of force if climate change or disarmament is-
sues are to be addressed effectively on a world scale.
Poland's present ruling generation lacks the imagina-
tion to see the implications of the changes in the post-
Cold War world. Poland's new, more self-confident
generations who are now coming onto the political
scene may well rise to that challenge.
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RUSSIA

Fyodor Lukyanov
Editor, Russia in Global Affairs

ussia has had a unique experience. Over the last
R 25 years, it has traveled a long way from almost
absolute foreign policy idealism manifested by Mikhail
Gorbachev's “new political thinking” in the late 1980s
to extremely mercantilist approaches and total disbe-
lief in ideals, which characterized the end of Vladimir
Putin’s presidency. This amplitude is easier to under-
stand when one takes into account the scale of turbu-
lence Russia went through during those years.

Over the past 25 years, Russia has experienced a se-
ries of disappointments. Inside the country, all possi-
ble types of social organization have been discredited:
socialism, democratic liberalism and authoritarian
progressivism. While in other countries public opinion
is more inclined to multilateral approaches than the
elites are, this does not seem to be the case in Russia.
The people and the rulers are products of the same
period of socioeconomic disasters and conceptual
turmoil, and total disillusionment marks the whole so-
ciety, making them both equally wary of multilateral
approaches. In fact, public opinion sometimes demon-
strates an even more conservative and inward-looking
stance than the authorities do, rejecting, for example,
Russian participation in international peacekeeping
efforts or relief operations as not serving Russia's
national interest.

The world still underestimates the magnitude of the
shock to Russian society and its political class caused
by the break-up of the Soviet Union. The collapse had
several dimensions: (a) the status dimension—the col-
lapse of a superpower that was one of the two pillars
of the world order for half a century, leading to a loss
of global political influence; (b) the geopolitical dimen-

sion—the collapse of a power that had for several cen-
turies provided structure to a vast Eurasian space; (c)
the mental dimension—Russia lost not only its “colo-
nies” but also territories that it viewed as its natural
parts, including Kiev, the cradle of Russian statehood
and the place where the nation was baptized; 25 mil-
lion Russians became foreigners overnight, without
making a move; (d) and finally, the socioeconomic
dimension—the habitual way of life collapsed for 150
million people, and the majority of the population lost

more than it gained as a result.

This emotional complex has determined Russian poli-
tics for the last 20 years. But there is one main point
in the context of our subject: The aforementioned
changes resulted from the idealistic attempt by the
last general secretary of the Soviet Communist Party,
Mikhail Gorbachev, to rebuild the country and the
world on the principles of a new, fair world order. One
can argue that the gloomy fate of the Soviet Union
was predetermined by decades of its previous history.
However, the public consciousness sees a direct link
between total national disruption and Gorbachev's de-

sire to walk away from a predatory system.

At first, this attempt received strong support from
society, which passionately longed for change. The
fantastic popularity of the early Gorbachev, who gave
people a ray of hope amidst the cynicism and degra-
dation of the late Soviet era, eventually turned into its
opposite. In Russia, Mikhail Gorbachev is considered
either a traitor who “sold” the Soviet might to the
West for personal popularity and economic hand-
outs or a naive idealist who was simply deceived by
hard-boiled realists, such as George H.W. Bush and
Margaret Thatcher. As a result, it is widely believed
that his policies benefited only the West, while Russia
lost everything.
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By the mid-1940s, the Soviet Union, which once upon a
time started as a communist utopia keen to transform
the whole world according to revolutionary guidelines,
turned into a classical continental empire obsessed
with expansion and security buffer zones. The gen-
eral spirit of European politics of the 1930s and 1940s
contributed a lot to this change. Territorial gains in
Eastern and Central Europe were seen as legitimate in
the eyes of both the rulers and the majority of people
because of the unprecedented human price paid by
the Soviet population in Word War Il-where up to
30 million of Soviets were killed—and the division of
Europe was accepted by all members of the anti-Hitler
coalition in Yalta, Potsdam and, finally, in Helsinki.

By deciding not to fight for the Soviet sphere of influ-
ence in Eastern Europe, Mikhail Gorbachev discarded
the whole approach based on the legitimacy of war
deeply rooted not only in the Soviet but also in the
European political mentality. Gorbachev was the last
Wilsonian of the 20th century. Like Woodrow Wilson
during World War [, he believed not in deals based on
a balance of powers but in “new thinking"” in the name
of global harmony, built on the primacy of “universal
human values.” Gorbachev wanted to turn the end
of the Cold War—a unique confrontation between the
U.S. and the Soviet Union that did not evolve into a
head-on clash—into a "“joint venture” between the two
superpowers. It turned out, however, that Gorbachev
had no superpower behind him. Consequently, no one
wanted to discuss principles of the world order with a
weaker partner. He was simply to accept what more
powerful actors decided to do.

However, the triumph in the Cold War played a mali-
cious joke on the victors. The liberal values of democ-
racy and human rights and confidence in the rightness

of the victorious social and political order were cou-

pled with an unprecedented military might to which
there was no counterweight. The era of the declared
“end of history"” brought not “eternal peace” but three
wars initiated by NATO or its individual members. The
famous maxim that democracies do not fight each
other has not been disproved yet, but it is a fact that
democracies now simply fight much and long; the
wars in Afghanistan and Iraqg have already surpassed
World War Il in duration.

In peacetime, at the end of the 20th century, the air
force of the alliance of democratic countries bombed
the capital of a European state. The overwhelming ma-
jority of Russians and a large part of the non-Western
world did not, and still do not, believe that the war
against Yugoslavia in 1999 was launched in the name
of preventing a humanitarian catastrophe. It should
be noted that the background that led Western pow-
ers to war against Yugoslavia, namely, bloodshed in
Bosnia through terrible acts of genocide, was largely
overlooked by the Russian population as it played out
at the time when Russia was fully bogged down in in-
ternal turbulence, including an episode of civil war in
October 1993. Also, Russia during the 1990s looked at
all developments through the prism of its own weak-
ness. Increasing disappointment in the results of the
anticommunist revolution and defensive suspicious-
ness of any military actions undertaken by a superior
military force against a much weaker entity were seen
as a display of a highly predatory approach hypocriti-
cally masked under humanitarian slogans.

But even if we were to assume that NATO's motives
were sincere, the consequences of the war were sym-
bolic. First, the expulsion of Serbs from Kosovo and
then the recognition of its independence ran counter
to international law and were driven essentially by
political calculations. This recognition opened a new
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chapter in the history of the redrawing of European
borders. But whereas in Kosovo's case the motives
can be at least debated, the actions of the George W.
Bush administration in Iraq finally erased the bound-
ary between the pursuit of U.S. geopolitical and
geoeconomic interests and the advocacy of certain
political ideas and values. In other words, democracy
and regime change became an instrument of the
great-power strategy, which seriously discredited any
ideological slogans in the eyes of the rest of the world,
above all Russia.

Public consciousness sees a direct link be-
tween total national disruption and Gorbachev's
desire to walk away from a predatory system.
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The system of multilateral institutions, which formally
has not changed since the second half of the 20th
century, obviously does not correspond to the new re-
ality and is degrading on its own. In any case, it serves
less and less as a guide to action for leading players
who are working out rules of their own that are ben-
eficial above all to themselves—rules of force adopted
by the U.S. or legal and economic ones adopted by
the European Union. Such rules are inevitably void of
universal legitimacy, so they can only be imposed on
other participants in international relations.

Rehabilitation after the collapse of 1991 has been
the main mission of Russian politics over the last 20
years. During those years, Russia was first a status
guo power, which tried to preserve the remnants of
geopolitical assets remaining from the Soviet Union,
and then a revisionist power, which lost faith in the
possibility of achieving anything by playing accord-
ing to rules. Its mercantilism and belief only in force
peaked in the mid-2000s and was largely a reaction

to the erosion of international institutions and the
triumph of coercive approaches in U.S. politics. Now,
both Russia and the U.S. are entering a new stage,
namely, awareness of their limited power-at the
global level for the United States and at the regional
level for Russia. Having achieved de facto the recogni-
tion of its own exclusive interests in the post-Soviet
space, Moscow has faced a shortage of political, eco-
nomic, military and intellectual resources required for
implementing its goals. The need to interact with its
competitors causes Moscow to harmonize the rules of
conduct with them. However, these rules do not seem
to be based on values; rather, they are based on a so-
ber understanding of one's own interests.

In an era of an increasingly interconnected economy
and an increasingly fragmented system of political
relations, order is very difficult or even impossible to
establish in the 21st century. A huge superiority in mil-
itary strength, political influence or economic capabil-
ities does not help solve problems. Perhaps order, if it
ever returns, will come from the bottom upwards—that
is, from regional centers of influence to the system
of relations between them-rather than from the top
downwards—from universal institutions or from one
dominant power. From this point of view, Russia will be
able to contribute to the establishment of order only
if it becomes a real regional center/pole.

After 20 years of political pitfalls and bumps, Russia
seems inclined to accept a more rule-based system.
Most likely because Russia exhausted the potential of
compensatory growth after the collapse of the Soviet
Union and looks at the future with uncertainty, Russia
is now starting to realize that it does not have many
chances to find itself among the strongest powers in
the decades to come. Those who are aware of their
weaknesses are used to being more interested in a
rule-based system. The key notion, however, is how
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those rules will be defined and who will do the defin-
ing. Western civilization used to determine rules dur-
ing the centuries it was the dominating world power.
Now the situation is changing in terms of the inter-
national distribution of economic, demographic and
likely even technological forces. The Russian dilemma

is simple and very complicated at the same time. It is

too big and powerful to accept rules imposed by any-
body else but too weak to determine rules on its own.
Most likely, Russia sooner or later will need to join one
of the emerging leaders of world constellation, but
Russia will try to postpone the final choice as long as
possible, which also means it will hesitate to endorse
any system of rules.
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SOUTH AFRICA

Siphamandla Zondi
Director, Institute for Global Dialogue

outh Africa's attitude toward international rela-
Stions, and therefore its foreign policy, exhibits
a profound belief that the international order can be
reformed to create a better world. Since 1910, when
the Union of South Africa was declared, there has
been much evidence of South Africans' strong trust
in the international system as an antidote to misrule,
both domestically and internationally—particularly
in that South Africa's policy elites have seen the in-
ternational order as being capable of progressive
reform. The consistent faith in the positive role of the
international order is an artifact of the coexistence of
neoliberal and neorealistic doctrines of international
relations among political elites in South Africa. Yet
still, there are divergent views within the mainstream
about what the country's worldview should be and
what national interests should inform this.

The Eclectic Perspective of the Inter-
national Order

This coexistence in South Africa of faith in the in-
ternational system and commitment to the creation
of a new world order is heavily influenced by the
eclectic ideology of the nation's current governing
party, the African National Congress (ANC). The ANC
is the oldest liberation movement in Africa, born out
of the African elites’ quest for a progressive plat-
form to express their yearning for a policy space and
for modernizing South Africa. From the outset, the
ANC's leadership—made up of African elites educated
in Christian missions, mainly teachers, pastors and
lawyers—linked their struggle to the evolving cosmo-
politan values of equality and freedom. And when

national efforts failed, they took their appeals to key
international actors, like the United Kingdom and
the League of Nations. In fact, the ANC's leaders at-
tempted to propose a global human rights charter in
the early 1920s, one that would link national unity and
international solidarity.

Of course, given the ANC's situation now as the gov-
erning party, and earlier as a deeply entrenched mass-
opposition movement under apartheid, it has evolved
over the decades from an African liberal nationalist
platform to a more militant and radical organization,
especially after its marriage with the South African
Communist Party in the 1940s. This has given the ANC
a pluralist political philosophy, combining conserva-
tive and liberal doctrines. Yet its leaning toward pro-
gressive liberalism has remained intact.

The ANC took the lead in the struggle against apart-
heid on the international stage in 1961, at the same
time it launched the armed and underground strands
of the struggle. This reflected continuity with the
internationalist tradition of the ANC, which was
founded on strong faith in the utility of the interna-
tional order. There was unanimity among the forces
fighting apartheid that the time was ripe to mobilize
the international community and institutions of global
governance to isolate and put pressure on the apart-
heid government to agree to negotiations with the
freedom fighters. They did not see the international
order as a state of anarchy, as did the realists; nor did
they see it as essentially fair, as from a Kantian per-
spective. Instead, they saw it as capable of protecting
the vulnerable and weak, while evolving into a more
democratic and just order. Today, the international
order is seen as a bastion against misrule and abuse
by the powerful against those possessing limited or no
power at the nation-state level.

GLOBAL ECONOMY AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM



This eclectic ideological position on the international
order informs the ANC's long-standing commitment
to a new world order, where this means reforms of
the power structures that underpin the current insti-
tutions of global governance. This has always been
seen by the majority as an extension of the national
and continental quest for freedom and newness, typi-
fied by the motto “A better South Africa, better Africa
and better world.” The neorealist idea of reform coex-
ists with the liberal faith in international institutions
as well as cosmopolitan values and norms. A radical
quest for the democratization of the international sys-
tem to reflect post-World War Il realities was marked
by increased membership from the global South. The
policy elites were also committed to bridge-building
between the North and South through consensus and
cooperation.

This view of the international order as credible but
in need of further reform pervades general public
opinion in South Africa. If election results and opinion
polls conducted over the past decade are anything to
go by, the majority of South Africans subscribe to a
mixture of ideological perspectives on all matters of
public policy, including international relations. This is
underpinned by a profound belief in the evolution of
an ideal global order, with tectonic changes that co-
incided with decolonization in the 1960s and the end
of the Cold War in the late 1980s. While the view that
global reform is necessary is widespread within the
ANC, there is no definite consensus on how radical
such changes should be; some favor gradual reform,

while others espouse radical change.

Three Cases That Inform the South
African View

Three cases epitomize this eclectic view of the inter-
national order in South Africa. The first is the role of

the international community in the struggle against
apartheid. Both the policy elites and sections of the
public constantly recall how the internationalization
of the struggle led to a gradual shift in the power of
forces within South Africa in favor of prodemocracy
movements led by the ANC. This moment in South
African history is told as a narrative about the victory
of multilateral cooperation, nonstate solidarity and
public diplomacy over the connivance of some within
the apartheid state. The disinvestment by major multi-
national companies and the freezing of diplomatic ties
with South Africa in the 1970s and 1980s are seen as
evidence that the international community espouses
and promotes cosmopolitan values of human rights,
democracy, equality and good governance.

The second case is the spread of democracy in Africa,
which has been used by South African policy elites to
frame the international order as an effective instru-
ment for the creation of a more democratic and egali-
tarian world. The international order was seen to be
gradually transforming during the 21st century, and
the new South Africa and Africa are simply epitomes
of this evolution of a new world. Policy practitioners
and decision makers see progress, even if piecemeal,
toward a new world order. This has inspired the idea of
an African Renaissance, which has been reconceptual-
ized to mean both the resurgence of self-confidence
and self-reliance, on the one hand, and the political
stabilization and democratization that prepare Africa
to participate fruitfully in what is envisaged as a dem-
ocratic world system, on the other.

Finally, the third case is the growing power and influ-
ence of emerging democracies like India, Brazil and
South Africa, among other large emerging nations,
which has newly inspired the South African political
elites’ faith in the international system and optimism

about its transformation. They recognize that the rise
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of what are commonly called the “emerging powers" is
an artifact in part of the elasticity of the international
system that allowed it to cope with both unipolarism
and multipolarism in the 1990s. These new significant
actors in the international system are able to estab-
lish issue-based alliances in multilateral forums to
counterbalance the power of the few globally domi-
nant states. The belief is that this asymmetric power
imbalance will provide a stimulus for the incremental
reform of global institutions with respect to economic
and political power.

South Africa: A Norm Entrepreneur?

The dismantling of South Africa’'s nuclear arsenal
on the eve of democracy, which was driven more by
the white government’s unwillingness to handover a
nuclear state to the ANC than by a strategic calculus
on the part of the black-led government after 1994,
projected the nation as an exemplary actor in the
growing pursuit of a nuclear-free world. This gave the
country moral authority to position itself as a bridge
builder between various power blocs during the ne-
gotiations that led to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty and to intervene in tensions between the con-
tentious nuclear states India and Pakistan in the mid-
1990s. South Africa used the force of its example and
the iconography of the reconciling Nelson Mandela to
position itself as a major actor in nuclear questions,
a tradition it sought to continue during its bid for
the position of Director General of the International
Atomic Energy Agency in 2009.

South Africa’s extensive involvement in peacemak-
ing diplomacy in various parts of the world has been
informed by a moral duty to replicate its “miracle” of
democratic transition in other parts of Africa. For this
reason, whether in Burundi, Cote d'lvoire or Northern
Ireland, the country has pushed for a formula for con-

flict resolution that replicates its successful transition
from apartheid. In doing this, it has sought to spread
democratization, peace and stability in the belief that
these are necessary preconditions for development.
The country's enthusiastic push for the reengineer-
ing of the United Nations' human rights architecture,
leading to the Human Rights Council, was designed to
project the country as a champion of human rights at
a time when the “war on terror” had relegated issues
of values to a lower priority, as matters of security and

interest became prominent.

Conclusion

The challenge for South Africa is that crude power
politics and tension in the international system are
more prevalent than is generally assumed. This situ-
ation, then, is bound to push the country into one or
the other camp in the global power struggles, which
will weaken its capacity to act as a global norm entre-
preneur, bridge builder and an agent of stabilization.
Another challenge is the growing domestic pressure
for the government to project the country’s national
interests more sharply in international affairs. This
suggests that public attitudes toward international re-
lations are changing toward guarded optimism, if not
downright pessimism, which may gradually transform
South Africa into a state with a realistic perspective
on its conduct of international relations.

However, in the end, it is likely that a number of factors
will reenergize South Africa’s search for a reformed
global governance system-including incremental suc-
cesses in multilateral negotiations on climate change
and multilateral trade, a continuing focus on a global
development agenda epitomized by the Millennium
Development Goals, the growing importance of the
Group of 20 and the increasing global efficacy of the
emerging powers. A new international order holds out
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the promise of beneficial partnerships and political
clout for Africa, and South Africa’s ability to defend
and advance Africa’s collective interests means that
the continent will thrust upon South Africa, in the ab-
sence of a fitting alternative, the responsibility to lead

its engagement with the world for some time to come.
That is, if South Africa’s membership in structures like
the G-20 does not transform it into just another status

quo regional power.
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SPAIN

Jordi Vaquer

Director, Barcelona Center for Interna-
tional Affairs

n late 1985, weeks before Spain became a member
I of the European Communities, a major Spanish
television show popularized a sentence that caught
the spirit of the moment: “Finally, we are Europeans!”
At last, the country could turn the page from the
international isolation it had endured since 1945 un-
der the dictator Francisco Franco, when it had been
excluded from the United Nations and the emerging
Western European order. But now, after the tyrant's
death, Spaniards embraced the post-1945 interna-
tional system with the enthusiasm of new converts.
And since then, Spanish public opinion has by and
large remained essentially pacifist and positive toward
a rule-based idea of international relations.

Spanish public opinion on international issues can
be monitored through two main national sources:
the poll of the public Centro de Investigaciones
Socioldgicas (CIS) and the poll of the Barémetro del
Real Instituto Elcano, which is commissioned by an
independent think tank that focuses on international
relations. However, the opinions of the elites are not
systematically surveyed in any comparable manner.
Spain is also included in several international surveys,
which makes possible some interesting comparisons.
These international surveys that regularly include
Spain among the countries they study include the
European Commission’'s Eurobarometer, the Pew
Global Attitudes Survey, and Transatlantic Trends.
Additionally, both the CIS and the Real Instituto Elcano
have included in their own survey questions that can
be compared with those of other international sur-
veys, such as Latinobarémetro. As a result, there is
a wealth of materials for comparison between public

opinion in Spain and in other countries, particularly
European ones. This aggregated picture shows that,
within the general trends in European public opinion
on international affairs, Spanish public opinion has

kept some characteristics of its own.

By and large, Spaniards declare themselves more in
favor of international law and multilateral solutions,
against hegemony (in particular, American hegemony)
and for a stronger European role than most Western
European societies. Spaniards’ enthusiasm for multi-
lateral solutions, however, stops at the military option;
they stand out as being considerably less inclined to
using military force in almost all cases (66 percent of
respondents vs. 42 percent in Western Europe and 10
percent in the U.S.), whether or not Spain is involved.
In the wake of the administration of George W. Bush,
when the exceptional anti-Americanism prevailing in
Spain was first matched by the deterioration of the
U.S. image elsewhere in Europe and then reversed
after the election of Barack Obama, Spaniards have
been closer to the Western European average in sup-
port and/or sympathy for the U.S. In this new context,
it becomes clear that Spain’'s opposition to unilateral
action and preference for solutions more in line with
international norms and under the leadership of in-
ternational institutions was not a simple product of
anti-American feelings. In fact, the source of these
positions runs deeper, as a part of a general under-
standing of how the international system should work
that is prevalent in Spain. We could explain this paci-
fist and normative view of international relations as
related to three major processes that have affected
Spain’'s international standing: isolation, integration
and politicization.

The exclusion by the winners of World War Il reduced
Spain to a peripheral position and deprived it from
participating not just in the design of the new interna-
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tional system but also in almost every major interna-
tional event for four decades. Resolution 39(1) of the
U.N. General Assembly (December 12, 1946), barring
Spanish entry into the United Nations, sealed the iso-
lation of Spain, which would only be fully overcome 40
years later. The will to break this marginalization and
to participate in the new international order became
a crucial part of any program for democratization.
As a result, adherence to international law, partici-
pation in international institutions and the contribu-
tion to the solution of global issues seems, to many
Spaniards, a natural consequence of their nation’s
new democratic character. Spain’s late reintegration
into the international order spared its citizens the
disappointment with international mechanisms that
had eroded other countries’ confidence in them dur-
ing those three decades. Whereas situations where
international law and institutions were powerless to
avoid large-scale violence and even genocide, such
as Cambodia or Rwanda, remain relatively obscure to
even the most internationally oriented sections of the
public, other situations where U.N. resolutions are at
stake, in particular in Western Sahara and Palestine,
remain central in Spain's foreign policy debates. This
might explain why Spaniards often have a traditional
and relatively static view of international law and why
concepts such as the responsibility to protect have
been questioned unless they are applied with the full
backing of U.N. mechanisms. The latest example of
this attitude can be found in Spain's refusal to recog-
nize Kosovo's declared independence, on the grounds
that it breaks international law.

A second event that explains Spanish attitudes con-
stitutes, in a way, the total reversal of the effects of
U.N. General Assembly Resolution 39(l): Spain’s acces-
sion to the European Communities in 1986, the most
symbolic moment in a series of accessions—to the
Council of Europe in 1977, to NATO in 1982 and to the

Western European Union in 1989. The Euro-enthusi-
asm of Spanish civil society, which has eroded but still
remains stronger than the Western European average,
also extends to the vision of a world that should be-
come a sort of wider version of European integration
as experienced by Spain's public opinion: norm-based,
driven by economic and not military means and highly
beneficial, in particular to those most in need, but also
devoid of major controversy on the overall objectives
and paid for, by and large, by others. In fact, even the
last point has become less controversial since the one
paying is the public budget, and Spanish society has
kept a constant pressure on its governments, which
has translated into considerable growth in develop-
ment aid. This kind of solidarity, however, does not
apply when jobs and personal (and corporate) income,
rather than aid from the state budget, are at stake—as
reflected by the government's largely unchallenged
positions on agricultural subsidies and international
fisheries. Spain's integration into Western institutions
was seen in the first years of democracy by parts of
the country's political left wing as contradictory to
its more universalist positions—some even advocated
integration into the Non-Aligned Movement-however,
since a referendum in 1986 confirmed Spain's NATO
membership, its full participation in Western institu-
tions and commitment to a law-based international
order have by and large been understood as two sides
of the same coin.

Contributing to the solution of global issues
seems to many Spaniards a natural conse-

guence of the nation's democratic character.

The broad consensus on the benefits of belonging to
the European family and on the global objectives of
Spanish foreign policy was broken in the foreign policy
cycle that followed the September 11, 2001, terrorist
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attacks in the U.S. The Spanish government, led at
that time by José Maria Aznar, decided to realign itself
more closely with the American position, to the point
of the country’'s becoming one of the most ardent
supporters of the U.S.-led invasion of Irag in 2003.
However, this support contradicted two primary inter-
national instincts of Spanish public opinion—pacifism
and the nation’s attachment to the United Nations and
international law—and was pursued in the face of oppo-
sition from a staggering 92 percent of polled citizens.
The subsequent terrorist attacks in Madrid on March
11, 2004, which left 200 dead and hundreds more in-
jured, were thought to be related to Spain’s position
on the war in Irag by 64 percent of its citizens. The
mismanagement of the aftermath of these attacks is
widely seen as the main factor for the later victory of
the Socialist opposition. And once they had entered
office, the Socialists reversed Aznar's foreign policy
course and began to strongly emphasize international
law, starting with a speedy withdrawal of Spanish
troops from Irag. In the aftermath of its overcoming
isolationism and embracing the Western model of in-
tegration into the world, Spain has arguably entered
a phase where competing understandings of how
international relations work (a more Hobbesian view
embraced by Aznar's Popular Party vs. a Kantian one
defended by the Socialists under Rodriguez Zapatero)

are behind several fundamental disagreements in
international issues. This politicization of Spain's for-
eign policy can be interpreted as a normalization after
the years of consensus on its aspirations to regain its
place among Western nations.

Given these realities, then, could Spanish public opin-
ion be persuaded to increase the national contribution
to organizations and initiatives seeking to solve global
problems? Spanish citizens have so far supported
international military involvement, the acceptance
of global commitments (which have not always been
respected, as shown by Spain's paltry performance
in meeting its Kyoto Protocol targets for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions) and an increase in devel-
opment aid. This would not necessarily automatically
translate into a readiness to make further, more sub-
stantial contributions. An explicit link to international
norms and to the United Nations and other global in-
stitutions and agreements would almost certainly be
required. A significant European dimension would in
all likelihood help. But even then, the support of pub-
lic opinion could not be taken for granted in cases of
offensive military operations, or global contributions
that have negative effects on jobs and other economic
interests within Spain.
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AFTERWORD

Brian Urquhart

dvocates of global fairness, or more formally,
Aof global civics, face a less-than-encourag-
ing picture in 2010. In many countries, let alone the
world at large, there is a querulous and ungenerous
political and social mood, while international rela-
tions, freed from the monstrous hazards of the Cold
War, are for the most part anxious, cool, quarrelsome
and uncertain. Within the United Nations, the world's
most universal forum, there is little evidence of the
enthusiastic solidarity or forward-looking leadership
that is needed to resolve threatening global problems
successfully, let alone to seek fundamental changes
in human attitudes or behavior. While the interna-
tional humanitarian response to disasters is relatively
strong and the realization of human rights has many
active supporters all over the world, the vital concept
of fellowship of the human race is honored more in
rhetoric than in practice.

Nonetheless, since World War Il, much progress has
been made toward a more equitable and just world.
The Human Rights conventions, decolonization, inter-
national law, care for the environment, concern with
large-scale poverty, the spread of democracy, interna-
tional peacekeeping and the proliferation of interna-
tional nongovernmental organizations in every walk
of life would have been inconceivable 70 years ago.
Such achievements are indispensable to fairness and
the civic conscience, both nationally and internation-
ally; but until the actual inhabitants of the planet de-
velop a stronger feeling of mutual responsibility and
mutual pride, and communicate such feelings to their
rulers, the necessary popular pressure to move us into
a new era of global civics will be lacking.

It is not surprising that the contributors to this volume
tend to be more concerned with governmental policy
than with popular opinion or influence. The quest for
fairness needs tangible goals in order to succeed.
Solidarity and cooperation can sometimes be mobi-
lized to face common dangers or threats, provided
that those threats are perceived in time, but they tend
to evaporate quickly when the danger is past. A uni-
versal tradition of fairness and public spirit—a glorious
objective—will not be created quickly or easily. This is
why the foundation from which it can grow needs to
be established as soon as possible.

What are the elements of such a tradition? Motofumi
Asai suggests what | believe to be the essential start-
ing point in any advocacy of global civics and fairness,
the “recognition of the notion of human dignity as
the essential universal value.” That is one of the ba-
sic principles of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, but in the storm and stress of both public and
private affairs in the last 60 years, it has very often
been forgotten. The universal recognition of human
dignity is, of course, actively denied by any form of
bigotry and by ethnic or religious fanaticism. It is
often the first casualty of violence or war. Until the
recognition of the notion of human dignity becomes
universal rather than a distant aspiration, progress
in establishing universal respect for human rights will
remain partially unfulfilled, and the growth of a uni-
versal tradition of fairness will be stunted.

Anyone who has worked for many years in an admit-
tedly flawed international system becomes accus-
tomed to being called deluded, naive or unrealistic. In
the end, however, it is possible to look back on a sur-
prising degree of progress that was difficult to discern
at the time, sometimes toward objectives that were
previously thought to be hopelessly unattainable.
Fairness and civility are vast objectives even for a sin-
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gle state, but if we pride ourselves on having achieved
globalization and a revolution in human communi-
cation, why should fairness and civility not also be
global objectives? Such vast objectives may never be
altogether realized. They stand as a guide to behavior,
a great work in continual progress in which leaders,
teachers, NGOs, the media, artists and intellectuals
can play their part. Human nature can develop and
change, and not always in the wrong direction.

In his introductory essay, Hakan Altinay asks, “Will
we be able to acknowledge with genuine sincerity the
legitimate disappointments of many with the interna-
tional systems and yet still harness their readiness to
take a realistic leap of faith for a better world where
they share in the responsibility?” | would answer that
unless and until the peoples of the world, whom the
U.N. Charter names in its opening words, associate
themselves actively with the higher aspirations of the
international system, the best hopes of our human
civilization will remain, to some extent, unfulfilled.
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