CHAPTER I

 thoanw~

A WARNING AND A PLAN FOR LASTING PEACE

mmanuel Kant knew partisanship and the violence of
war at close hand. Most of his life had been spent in
one of the most militaristic nations in history: Frederick
the Great’s Prussia, All around him, Kant had heard cease- ‘
less extolling of military courage, seen the young indoc--
trinated to accept death in battle, and witnessed war after.
war—now against one state, now against another, accord-
ing to the changing patterns of alliances. He was scathin
in his denunciation of rulers for siphoning off all available
funds to pay for war, and he portrayed states as lawless
protagonists displaying in their relations with one another
“the depravity of human nature . . . without disguise.”™t
When, in 1795, Kant finally published “Perpetual
Peace,” his passionate plea for a change in international
relations, he was over seventy years old. In this essay,
Kant presented a stark choice for governments: they must
cither make collective efforts to ensure survival or face
joint self-destruction. To be sure, he argued, war had long
served the function of motivating peoples to innovate and
to exert themselves in order to prevail against their ene-
mies. But unless nations could now reverse course, he
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I, wars would grow increasingly violent and pe-
peace would become more burdened by rearma-
nd by hostile policies that would lead to further

ct, ending in a final war of extermination.
Such a war of extermination, he wrote, “in which
h parties and justice itself might all be simultaneously
thilated, would allow perpetual peace only on the vast
veyard of the human race.”? To the story so relent-
ssly retold through the centuries, of societies caught in a
ral of mutual distrust and injury that inflames partisan-
ip on all sides, Kant could hint at an ending so final as
preclude any further reenactment. His conjecture that
arring nations and justice itself might perish together
eaks to us today in a more direct way than he could have
ticipated. His own conclusion was firm: “A war [of
xtermination] and the employment of all means which
ight bring it.about must thus be absolutely prohibited.”?
Kant proposed a plan, in his essay, for the nations of
the world to break free from the destructive patterns of
onduct that make such a war possible, by deciding to
ooperate in bringing about a lasting peace. The plan in-
‘volved a change, over time, to representative government
Jinas many states as possible; and it called for their joining
together in a federation of free states to keep the peace.
‘reedom and equality, he suggested, would be indispens-
ble for citizens of such states and would enable them to
esist_being drawn into the new wars upon which their
ulers were otherwise all too likely to embark. Federation
would be most likely to promote justice within and be-
ween states, while preserving their unique characteristics

‘and freedom vis-3~vis each other.

: For this purpose, he called for autonomous states to
join in submitting voluntanly to laws thcy had themselves
- authored. In speaking of “‘autonomy,” Kant used a con-
cept that the Greeks had applied primarily to states living

and of a future federaman of states: This selfir pe
moral law would enjoin people, singly or collectively
“act only according to that'maxim whereby you can at:
same time will that it should become a universal law.”
And such maxims could only be those which called for
respecting all human beings in their own right, rather than
treating them merely as means to other ends. :
Only through autonomy, thus interpreted and ap-
plied, could governments achieve universal rather th
partisan respect for human' rights.® First to go, f
person or group. taking autonomy seriously, ‘woul
those policies of violence, : deceit, and open or s
treachery which violate these rights and do most to
crease distrust, exacerbate conflict, and endanger wi
peace. Such policies cannot be cohcrcntly framed a
versal laws. If individuals could reject such pohcaes in th £
own lives, and urge states to do so as well and to join -
other states in diminishing their use internationally, ¢
could help counteract the most debilitating aspects of par
tisanship. It would then be possible for people to stri
Jjustice without blinding themselves to the humanity
others, without losing the capacity to reason adequa
about their own predicament, and without succumbing
the patterns of bitterness and revenge that stand in the
of more reasonable approaches to conflicts. '
For Kant to stress the need for attention to morah
in order to reduce the threat of war was hardly new. Bt
it was unusual to do so both with respect to individual and
to government conduct, domestically and internationall
Those who have written on how to achieve a permane
peace before and after Kant have tended to focus, rathe




onie single level of conduct—personal, societal, or in-
ational. Some, like the early Christian pacifists or
Erasmus and Tolstoy, have written as if what is primarily
eeded is some fundamental change in human nature and
1¢ thinking and conduct of individuals:® Others, Marx,
1, and Mao among them, have trusted that changes
cial structure that they believed historically deter-
d would do away with the need or desire to go to
thus Mao claimed that humanity, once it had de-
d’ capitalism; would “attain ‘the era.of eternal
7 Still others have proposed a world government
international ‘order strong cnough to prevent nations
from going to war.?
Kant, on the other hand, cailed for coordinated ef-
forts at change on all three levels. Only in such a mutually
supportive manner would it be possible to achieve the
minimal trust without which no lasting peace can be estab-
lished. Admittedly, there would be special difficulties in
ying workable constraints at the international level.
t- fully agrced with ‘the Enghsh thmker Thomas
bbes that nations coexist in a “‘state of nature” in which
ey can call on no superior authority to impose justice
mong them. But unlike Hobbes; he nevertheless- claimed
t it was possible for them to bring about a condition of
sting peace, by freely choosing moral and political con-
straints and then abiding by them.
Of course Kant knew that despotism at home and
lawlessness and intense distrust among nations stood in
he way of bringing about such fundamental changes right
‘away. He therefore proposed certain *“‘preliminary arti-
les”” to help prepare the atmosphere for the larger insti-
tional reforms and for lasting peace.* These articles

¢ After the preliminary articles, Kant states three “definitive articles”
fa perpetual peace between nations. They stipulate that the civil con-
itution of every state shall be republican in the sense of guarantecing
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must be preliminary, he suggested, for two reasons. They
cannot solve the problems of nations or of a community
of nations by themselves. Yet if they are not taken into
account, there can be no lasting solutions whatsoever.

Some of these preliminary articles call for immediate -
implementation; others provide goals for more gradual
change. It is from the former that I draw the four con-
straints most needed to achieve the climate in which ¢
threat of war can be reduced. Three of these constraints—
on violence, deceit, and breaches of trust-—are common
even in primitive human groups long before one can talk
about states, much less an international community. They
predate all debate about more complex principles such as
those of equality, liberty, or justice; all discussion of rights
and duties; and all philosophical systems. Kant also
stresses a fourth constraint—on state secrecy—as a way of
guarding against breaches of the first three within and
between governments.

Although Kant does not set forth the four constraints
as prominently in “Perpetual Peace” as in other works, he

freedom for all members of a society, a common legislation forall; and
legal equality for all; that the right of nations shall be based on a feder-
ation-of free states; and that hospitality shall be extended even to strang-
ers in at least the limited sense of not oppressing them, conquering
them, or otherwise treating them with hostility. Kant acknowledges
that the definitive articles will be attained gradually, if at.all, and only
on the basis of the trust made possible by first adhering to the prelimi=
nary articles. Yet only the definitive ones provide the conditions for
lasting trust and thus for a lasting peace. Many nations have come
closer to living up to the first article than in Kant’s day; and we have
much more experience with, and debate about, international federa-
tions (such as the UN) and the rights of strangers. While complexities
far beyond what Kant envisaged have become apparent about the de-
tails of the institutions needed for a lasting peace, his three definitive
articles point in the right direction. In this book, I focus primarily on

the prerequisites for moving in that direction in a-mixed world in =

whiclh rionrepublics (in Kant's sense) still have great power,
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s the first, as far as | know, to have emphasized all four in
he context of war and peace. He saw them as fundamen-
however often breached, to the conduct of individuals
nd societies, no matter how different their forms of gov-
‘ mment If they could be taken more seriously, not only
individual but at the national and international lev-
Is, they could help establish the right climate for achiev-
- widespread collaboration toward greater justice and a

g peace.

MORAL CONSTRAINTS FREELY CHOSEN

I have nothing new to teach the world. Truth and

nionviolence are as old as the hills.
MOHANDAS GANDHI

Kant would have agreed with Gandhi. There is noth-

g new either in stressing truth and nonviolence or in the
orresponding constraints on deceit and violence, for
these, too, are as old as the hills. Every major religion,
very moral tradition, every society has recognized the
eed for at least some constraints on deceit and violence,
since they are the two ways by which human beings delib-
erately injure one another.” From the Buddhist Five Pre-
cepts that delineate “right action” to the Bible’s Ten
- Commandments, from the five Jaina Great Vows to the
maxims of Confucius and his followers or the dictates of
the Roman Stoics, false speech and resort to violence are
consistently rejected. These traditions differ when it
omes to questions of religious belief, sexual conduct, and
cism; but they speak in unison in condemning vio-

. To be sure, the various traditions do not agree in
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every detail even on these two counts. Some texts speak -
of violence in general, others of killing, still others of m
der. Some groups condemn violence against any livi
organism down to the smallest gnat, as do the Jains;.

intend most living beings; still others prohibit it o
against human beings in particular or certain categori
people. Likewise, with respect to falsehood, some rule out
all false speech, othets all lies or, as in the biblical Con
mandment, the bearing of false witness against one’s
neighbors. All have found it necessary to debate just how
to define and delimit the forms of violence and deceit that
they reject and to consider the questions of scope and per-
spective raised in Chapter 1. But in spite of differences of
interpretation, the universal insistence on firm constraints
on violence and on deceit speaks to the need for any com=
munity to keep them within bounds in its internal gover-
nance. ' :

Toward outsiders-on the other hand, the standards
have often been more relaxed. Indeed, while res ;
deceit and violence within the community, most culeure
have at the same time gloried in certain outlets for s
conduct, often carried out by particular gods, heroes, 2
occupational groups. This has often been a way to chann
dangerous practices and thus, again, to constrain them-—
keeping the violence visited upon enemies, for instance,
from breaking out among fellow tribesmen.

Kant, like Gandhi, links both constraints; like Gan-
dhi, too, he sees them as required between all individuals
and all nations, not merely within a community." Force
and fraud, violence and cunning—no lasting peace will be
possible, he argues, so long as nations continue to rely on -
these means of aggression. He proposes a strong )
mediate prohibition of violence among nations, fi
to prevent peace from degenerating into war, or war in
mutual extermination. This is not to say that he was op-
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d 1o all use of force by a state; he concedes that the
course to force is legitimate in defensive wars as a last
ort.'? But even then, it must be limited to combatants;
forms of violence such as poisoning and assassination
hould be ruled out no matter what the provocation. He
rejects the use of force to interfere in the governance of
- other nations and to colonize new territories. Like Simone
" Weil, Kant saw the capacity for violence brought by wars
as intoxicating, corrupting, and debilitating to judgment.
To him, war was “the destroyer of everything good.” "
© Kant often denounced deceit with special vehemence.
‘Even in his earliest lectures on ethics, he had singled it out
as especially corrupting and as undermining the precarious
trust on which human society is based. Though violence
clearly represents the greatest immediate threat, deceit can
sguise planned violence along with every other harm
“until it is too late to take precautions. Lying, for Kant,
repudiates one’s own human dignity just as it undercuts
the communication that is the foundation of social inter-
course. He therefore sees it as more hateful even than vi-
olence: it attacks ‘““the very roots of our thinking,” he
vrote in a letter, “by casting doubt and suspicion on
everything.” * In his emphasis on the effects of deceit on
“trust, Kant was at one with John Stuart Mill, who argued
that every deviation from truth helps weaken that trust-
worthiness of human assertion which is the “principal
~support of all present social well-being.”'*
. To keep such practices of violence and deceit under
; control and cut them back, however, more than principles
or commandments are usually needed. People have to un-
ertake to respect them. Promises, vows, or covenants
ay a central role in most societies, as does the related
rtue ‘of trustworthiness, of holding to one’s word, of
ng a person of honor. As a result, a third constraint is
stressed in just about all moral traditions: that on betrayal,
‘on going back on one’s word. Whatever principle one has

bcrs engage in vxoiencc and deceit directed agam&t o
siders but need to guard agamst such tactics among*
themselves.)

The conflict between fidelity and betrayal is r.herefore

as common in all societies as that between violence.and

nonviolence, or between deceit and truthfulness. It is no
accident that the three lowest circles in Dante’s Inferno are
those devoted, premsely, to the sins of violence, deceit,
and treachery.'® Nor is it hard to understand why those
who personify evil as Satan or some other figure so often
deplct the character as a master tormentor, the “Fathcr Of
Lies,” and a traitor to all loyalties.

In his essay, Kant likewise emphasizes ﬁdchty to
promises and contracts. Breaches of trust, he argues, de-
stroy not only the bonds between persons but also the fa
more fragile ones between nations. To undermine prom-
ises, contracts, and treaties is to invite further violence,
further deceit, further betrayal. Elsewhere, he links the
betrayal of promises with deceit and with the secrecy that
conceals deceit.’” In his eyes, the “fawning, clandestine,
deceitful enemy” was “far baser than the open one, even
though the latter be violent. He who openly declares him-
self an enemy can be relied upon; but the treachery of
secret malice, if it became umversal would mean the énd
of all confidence.” '8

Needless to say, Kant dld not hold that all prtmnses
are’ valid—in particulat, not promises to do som
unlawful or to infringe on human rights, as in conspira
to rob or kill. But lawful promises between individu
should be honored at all costs; so should commitmer

between citizens and governments, and treaties between

nations. On this score, Kant was in fall agreement with




he Dut hola nd fkﬁplomat, who had
itten acentury ;md a half before that good faith-is “not
y the principal hold by which governments are bound
_ together but the keystone by which the larger society of
ons is united.”” '

- Kant broke new graund in stressing a fourth con-
amt, on excessive government secrecy. The functioning

" the representative form of government that he advo-
(the only stable example at the time bemg that of the

ited States) depended crucially on citizens' having ac-

ss to accurate information on which to-base their deci-
sions. Both at the beginning and at the end of his essay,
nt insisted on the need to curtail official secrecy. When
sign a peace agreement, they should not make secret
ervations enabling them to fight a future war. And be-

1 rulers and their subjects, matters of public concern

be openly debated. Secret police, star-chamber
OCeedmgs, and the rigid pohtxcal and religious censor-
ship that prevailed in so many nations offended justice aqd
allowed corruption and abuses of every kind to flourish. It
was the citizens' right, however rarely honored, to be
_ openly consulted about whether or not their nation should
0 to war. This, too, would serve the cause of peace; since
ns had to bear the brunt of the suffering that wars

., they would be much more cautious than kings and

ellors about agreeing to such ventures.®

ut the warning against state secrecy had to be care-

s worded, since secrecy can-also protect what is legiti-
mately private. Secrecy differs from violence, deceit, and
breaches of faith in that there can be no general presump-

~ tion against it. While it is to be feared when it conceals
- wrongdoing, it canalso protect- individuals and groups

from unjustified intrusions and all other harm. With re-
spect to individuals, in particular, the presumption must
be in favor-of their retaining control over secrecy and
openness regarding personal matters; the burden of proof

is on those who would deny the individual d

control. But this burden shxfts for governments. |
must justify all recourse to secrecy, since their vast power
to do harm and to disregard the rights of citizens is mag-
nified to the extent that they can do so in a clandestine
way.

The constraint on secrecy serves a double function in
Kant's essay. In the first place, it is meant to limit the
degree to which governments actually engage in secret
policies that cannot stand the light of day. And second,
the publicity that it calls for can serve as a test of wrongful
policies.? “All actiens”affetting the rights of others ar
wrong if their maxim is not compatible with their bein
made public.”?* Secret government practices, unless the:
can be publicly and persuasively justified (as in the case of
confidential employee records, ongoing diplomatic nego=
tiations, and certain matters of military security), are dan
gerous in the extreme. The test of publicity can also be
applied to forms of secrecy themselves. Citizens may well
be able to accept secrecy with respect to employcc recorc
for instance, if reasons thought to justify it are carefully
explained; but they will judge very differently efforts to
defend secrecy regarding the theft of public funds or ot:her‘
violations of the law.

Secretive regimes in Kant’s time and our own der
onstrate the mismanagement and oppression that accom:
pany unrestrained state secrecy. But the Spycatch'
scandal in Great Britain and-the Iran-Contra schemes o
the Reagan government offer a reminder, if any wer
needed, that democratic nations are anything but immune
to the plague of excessive state secrecy. The events in both
cases have shown once again how secret practices permit
abuses to grow, with corrupting effects on those who are
empowered to deceive and to manipulate others unde~
tected. These practices of secrecy tend to spread precisely
because they are so tempting and because of the power '




onifer; ztheyf:tdd' to wthcéaxig"ei of acts of violence,
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~ deceit, and betrayal by concealing plans for such acts from

normal legislative and judicial checks until it is too late.

: Just as Kant saw all four constraints as necessary and
as reinforcing one another, so he saw the breach of any
one of them as facilitating breaches of the others. This was
one of the reasons why he ruled out secret schemes of
violence against enemies—of poisoning or assassination,
for example—even in a war of self-defense. As for wide-

_spread deceit and betrayal through breaches of treaties or
the secret instigation of treason within enemy ranks, such
activities should also be ruled out, even in times of war.
For a state to ask subjects to engage in any of them not
only risks corrupting those who are thus made to go

_against their principles but also damages the integrity of

the state in the eyes of outsiders. This undermines any
 chance of a lasting peace, for it “would make mutual con-

fidence impossible during a future time of peace.”®
The more governments disregard these fundamental
moral constraints in wartime by sponsoring such prac-
 tices, the easier it will be to do so in peacetime as well,
whether to forestall attacks or prepare for new wars. At
that point, they will have forfeited their own integrity and
the capacity to inspire even the minimal trust that genuine

negotiations and lasting peace require.

For Kant, some degree of trust is therefore a starting
point in the development of fully viable international co-

_existence. By this he does not mean the naive trust that

uld invite aggression but, rather, the minimum of mu-
tual and verifiable trust blended with commonsense cau-

‘tion without which the end of a war would lead to what

- he called ““a mere truce.” * This would be just a suspension

. % Compare the function of trust among nations for Kant and in the
lives of individuals for Erik Erikson. Both see it as a foundation. For

of 1 an a true
between coun ed to the
atmosphere of mutual distrust ;
standing policies of hostility, deceit, and treachery'coul‘d’ '
hardly end in anything but another war. o

ADDRESSING MACHIAVELLI

So far, no prince has contributed one iota to the bet-
terment of mankind ., . . ; all of them Jook ever and
only to the prosperity of their own countries, mak-
ing that their chief concern. A proper education
would teach them so to frame their minds as to pro-
mote conciliation.

IMMANUEL KANT, Lectures on Ethics -

‘ From Kant's earliest lectures and writings on political
issues to his last, he addresses what he knows to be
most compelling challenge to views such as his: do th

Kant trust is indispensable if nations are to control violence enough to
achieve a genuine peace; for Erikson it is necessary from early child-
hood on if individuals are to be able to live-at peace with themselves
and with others. Erikson speaks of ‘trust as an individual's attitude
toward the world as well as toward the self—one that involves perééiw
ing others and oneself as worthy of trust.” Kant similarly stresses the
respect for others and for oneself that should preclude treating ‘anyoné
unjustly. Neither writer claims that the requisite trust should go be-
yond prudence or call for some impossible moral perfection in others;
rather, it operates together with the rational distrust discussed in Cha ‘
ter I, and relies on certain minimal mutual expectations, And
Erikson and Kant recognize that such attitudes of even minimal trust
are more difficult for nations to achieve and to maintain than for chil-
dren, who do not generally experience the iniquity, treachery, and
constant risk of assault that states have to guard against as-a matter of
common precaution.




‘ ‘rk in practzce or are they suited only to saints ready to
ffer martyrdom for the sake of their principles?” In so
doing, he aims his remarks, as in the above quotation, at
Niccold Machiavelli, the most forceful proponent of such
~a challenge. In The Prince, his influential book of advice to
“rulers, Machiavelli argues that while it is all very well and
- good to preach moral constraints, following them simply
' does not work.* Leaders foolish enough to insist on hon-
oring their promises and to recoil from killing the inno-
cent will end up tricked and defeated by those who lack
such scruples.
ertmg from his vantage point in szxtecnth-(.enmry
Traly, with its feuding city-states the pawns in a power
t uggle between the papacy, Germany, France, and
Spain, Machiavelli has little patience with those well-
* meaning leaders who jeopardize the security of their states
through excessive concern for piety and morality. He
urges a prince eager to stay in power and to secure his
state against attacks to dxszegard at will all fundamental
moral constraints that stand in his way. Force and fraud,
particular, are indispensable, Machiavelli argues: almost
ho have achieved great riches or power have attained
by such means.?
ince, - ‘Machiavelli suggcsts, must therefore learn
ot to be good.” He must learn to make use of force and
ud by imitating both the fox and the lion, “for the
cannot protect himself from traps and the fox cannot
‘defend himself from wolves.”? When acting as a lion the
prince has recourse to violence; and in his capacity as a fox
he breaks his word when it suits his interest, and lies if he
 needs false excuses, But because such actions are likely to
 be misunderstood, Machiavelli advises a prince to proceed
with all necessary secrecy and to be “a great feigner and a
_dissembler,” in order to get away with actions that would
otherwise be held against him.®

‘Machiavelli saw Cesare Borgia, with his ruthles
course to force and fraud to consolidate his bloody reig:
as a model for a prince striving to achieve greater power.
“Cesare Borgia was considered cruel, but his cruelty had
brought order to the Romagna, united it, and reduc
to peace and fealty,” Machiavelli writes; whereas others
allow bloodshed and rapine to arise from “excess of ten-
derness.”® The threat of force can often accompli
much as actual violence; in relations with other
fraud is less costly than force and therefore preferable
means to achieving one's ends. ,

Kant knows that if he wants to be persuasi
dressing this challenge, he has to use not-merely the lan.
guage of morality but also that of strategy: he has to spe
of what works to promote the interests of a leader or a
state. Consequently, “Perpetual Peace” stresses the short=
sightedness and naiveté of imagining that violations of
fundamental moral standards have no deleterious effect on
those leaders responsible for them or on their nations. |
points to the corruption and the evils that-attend suc
violations and to the inevitable distrust they arouse; and
he warns that the cumulative effects of such actions will
be to undermine the negotiated collaboration that alon
can avert a final war .of extermination. He shaws (
narrow self-interest on the part of leaders, gi
practical realities, will achieve short-termgains,
the cost of far greater long-term damageeven to t
states. And though Kant agrees with Machiavelli that it is
essential that leaders receive training more in line with '
realities of governing, he insists that these very realities
call for greater attention to an extended and deepened per-
spective on human- affairs and to the moral constraints
without which they will go from bad to worse. .

In the four centuries since Machiavelli advised
judicious recourse to force and fraud, betrayal and se




these practices have found new expression. The technol-
ogy that has permitted such extraordinary escalation in the
violence at the disposal of rulers as well as insurgent
groups, has also brought great sophistication to the tech-
niques of deceit, cheating, and betrayal. Wars to end all
wars have been followed by still more destructive ones;
yiolent revolutions and coups have too often merely re-
placed one brutal regime with another.

But the countervailing responses have been strong
and equally alert to the uses of new technologies, not least
“in the fields of information and communication. The ef-

rts mentioned in Chapter I—in diplomacy, as in re-
search and social action—constitute creative answers to
the increased potential for violating moral constraints. In
our century, we have witnessed the growth of movements
that rely on nonviolent and open means of resistance to
uphold human rights, bring about social change, and cre-
ate the conditions for peace. Like Kant, their members
‘address the challenge voiced so eloquently by Machiavelli.
now, their successes provide a telling answer to the
rge that their methods won't work. I considered, in
apter I, the need for the extended and deepened pet-
spective that is stressed by members of these movements.
their writings, some of them have also paid what may
be the most serious and articulate attention to the equally
indispensable implementation of the four moral con-
straints in both public and private life.

Gandhi’s leadership of the independence movement
in India is'a case in point. The central element in his efforts

personal and social change was nonviolence, or ahimsa.
was meant to be forceful and therefore different from

he passive acceptance of evil that had traditionally been
associated with the concept of nonviolence. For someone
insufficiently prepared to practice such resistance against
an aggressor, Gandhi acknowledged thatit might be better

to use violence in self-defense rather than to give up in
cowardice. And he insisted from the outset that nonvio~
lence by itself cannot render a cause just. It can be coer-
cive, harmful, unfair, untrue—as in nonviolent slander
campaigns or bureaucratic harassment. Nonviolence had;
therefore, to be part of a framework of moral principles,
or “observances,” as hecalled them.* b
Along with. nonviolence, the most important obser- -
vance for Gandhi was a concern for :ruthfulness and
truth.® And fidelity—to his vows in their own right, to
his ideals and thus to himself, to his obligations to others
—was for him what held all the observances together and
bound him to them in turn. Through making and holding
such vows, he trained himself to become someone who
could trust himself and who could be trusted by others.
Finally, Gandhi rejected secrecy in his dealings with sup-
porters as with those who opposed him. He regularly sent
his policy statements and plans to those who might oppose
him, to give them an opportunity to respond in the search
for a just solution. He also disseminated these plans and
articles on his movement as broadly as possible in th
press. This allowed him to build up a much wider fol:
lowing at home and abroad than might otherwise have
been possible, and helped prevent some of the wor
forms of repression that could otherwise have been de-
ployed against him. Secrecy in political work, moreover,
would have exposed him to government spies and agents

* There were eleven of these ebservances. Among the others were ones
also quite' common in different traditions, such as courage and non-
stealing. Some, such as celibacy, the cultivation of detachment, and
work with the body, are found in different religions but far from
and a few, such as the home production of goods and the disposi

to touch everyone, including India's so-called untouchables, we
linked to the particular circumstances in which Gandhi carried on'k
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- provocateurs; with all the smears and scandal they can
genetate.® : it e

. .In our own time, leaders of the Solidarity movement

sland have also stressed the moral constraints that 1

wn from Kant’s essay, Their purpose has been to

n their present lives the atmosphere that they want

eir society to exhibit in the future. As Adam Michnik

rites in Letters from Prison, two principal traits adopted

by Solidarity are “‘the renunciation of violence and the

politics of truth.”* The insistence on both is to his mind

utterly realistic. Violent resistance would most likely have

been brutally crushed from the outset, as happened so

many times in Polish history. And deceit undermines trust

within the group, even as it invites retaliation from with-

sut. A policy of the greatest possible openness goes along

d reinforces the first two. In Poland, full openness

¢ practiced by Gandhiin India would nevertheless

-been impossible. But the movement is far more ac-

le both to Poles and to foreign media and sympathiz-

; n secret resistance groups under repressive regimes

‘otdinarily are. And as with Gandhi’s movement, Solidar-

‘openness and broad media contacts have helped it to

 widespread international support.

: If these contemporary movements differ from Kant,

‘itiis not in their insistence on breaking free from debilitat-

" ing patterns of reciprocal brutality and distrust, or in their

* Gandhi has been justly criticized for rushing 1o advocate an open
- campaign of nonviolent resistance by Jews in Nazi Germany without
adequately understanding their predicament, In the fifty years since he
de suggestions to that effect, those who undertake or. study
iolent resistance have been able to exchange information and to
, from one another in ways denied to pioneers like Gandhi. One
hardly accuse those who have taken part in such resistance in the
ilippines or Guatemala-or Poland of ignoring the realities posed by a
rment far more repressive than that of the British in India.

concern for the extended perspective on human rights.
the moral constraints that he advocated. Rather, the differ-
ence lies in their closer attention to, and their greater ex-
perience with, the practical requirements for effecti
social change and, espet the 5 10 €O
injustice that their members |

great personal risk. It matters, therefore, to a ~
spect to Kant’s views: How might such movements

all who aim to further a strategy for peace draw on t
views, and in what respects must they look elsewhe
practical guidance? :

DRAWBACKS IN PRACTICE?

It had taken courage for Kant to publish his essay on-
petual peace under the narrowly chauvinistic and doctri
naire King Frederick William II of Prussia, the successor
in 1786, of Frederick the Great. Only six months earlicr
the king had accused Kant of debasing Christia
through his writings and insisted that he promise never
write or lecture on religion again. Otherwise, “‘uripleas:
consequences’” would ensue. Yet in this, his very next
published work, Kant denounced despotism and the b
barism of warring states like Prussia and dared to link ¢
observance of human rights to the prospects for world -
peace. :
It is perhaps no wonder that he begins his essay by,
poking fun at philosophers who “blissfully dream of per-
petual peace.” Practical politicians, he hints, need not
imagine that the abstract ideas of mere academics can en~
danger the state, which after all must be founded on
perience: “it thus seems safe to let him fire off his who
broadside, and the worldly-wise politician need not tu ;
hair.”® Having said as much, Kant clims that h




proper style, against all malicious interpretation.”
In the remainder of the essay, he could not be farther
esting or from dismissing the ideas he was setting
. He is especially concerned to disprove the notion
that his views might be impractical—that what seems sim-
ple in theory is bound to encounter obstacles and perhaps
fail altogether in practice.?® He intends his plan for a lasting
peace to be more practical by far than the run-of-the-mill
rationalizations of war on grounds of greater realism. As
a result, he explores the practical aspects of achieving 2a
“cosmopolitan”—or world citizen—perspective, of hav-
ing moral principles guide political action, and of taking
part in a program of gradual reforms within and among
states.
- Both from a theoretical and a practical point of view,
lant’s plan represents a considerable improvement over
-prior writings on perpetual peace.* Previous authors
 had been farsighted and often eloquent, but their solutions
had tended to be simplistic. Some had advocated a change
of heart among citizens and rulers, others rudimentary
 leagues or federations of nations, still others a delicate in-
ternational system whereby a balance of power would
keep war from getting out of control. In his essay, Kant
responds to their writings and to other works on war and
peace, drawing on the moral, religious, and political de-
ates of his and earlier periods and on his own writings.
result is a forceful and subtle defense of the role that
ty should play in human affairs and a persuasive
stence that it be allowed to do so while there is still
me; In considering the moral foundation of a strategy for
ce; 1 have found no other work that comes close to his
cope, in depth, and in relevance for our own period.
~ Nevertheless, Kant’s essay has drawbacks from the
point of view of the practical application of his views to
_ present needs. He offers a strategy for peace in the most

his essay about the role of m: ~and

changes such as bringing about a federation of states is ¢
compressed to be practically applicable, say, by gove
ment leaders sincerely wishing to further the cau
peace. And while he gives advice about how a national
and foreign policy that stresses human rights will further
this cause, he does not address the question of how peo-
ples and civic organizations might resist unjust govern-
ments or threats of invasions from abroad.?” It would be
difficult, therefore, to derive the specifics of a strategy for
peace from his essay.

The obliqueness and abstraction of Kant’s essay stem in =

part from his background. Although he followed political
and diplomatic-events closely, he never had to make daye
to-day choices affecting them. Diplomats, military strat
gists, public officials, members of resistance movements,
and the many others who have to do so—all need more to
go on than he offers. Even if they agree with his views on
an expanded perspective and on morality, they may wish
to qualify some of his judgments. For instance, they may -
disagree with his view that rules out as ‘‘dishonorable” all
spying. Intelligence-gathering is at present indispensable
for defensive purposes. It can shorten some wars and pre-
vent erroneous information from unleashing others. Kant
himself might, faced with today’s many forms of intelli-
gence activities, evaluate codebreaking and satellite sur-
veillance differently from, say, covert acts of deceit and
violence that clearly breach basic moral constraints, .
Those involved daily in practical decisions having

do with war and peace might find another aspect of Kant’s
position unacceptable: his all-or-nothing attitude toward
what he regarded as right and wrong. Though he despise
political or religious zealotry, he had an intransigence all
his own with respect to morality. There could, he de-




dy be no ‘exception to-moral prohibitions. Unlawful

recouirses to force, as well as all lying and all breaches of
valid promises, in particular, were out of the question, no
matter how catastrophic the consequences at stake. He
ruled out a lie even to save the life of a friend being stalked
by a murderer. To be truthful, he held, is “a sacred and
bsolutely commanding decree of reason, limited by no
expediency.”® On this subject, most people have dis-
‘apreed with him. A lic may offer the only way to avert
aster in exceptional circumstances; why should we ac-
ept the use of force in an emergency to defend ourselves
or our fellow citizens but reject deception under the same
‘circumstances? ¥
It is clear from “Perpetual Peace™ that Kant meant to
uphold absolute moral intransigence in international af-
fairs as vigorously as in relations between individuals. Not
even national security or self-defense in extreme danger
Id give reasons, in his view, for breaching moral prin~
es. “Do what is right though the world should perish”
r him no idle rhetoric. Here is yet a third aspect of
ant’s impracticality: in spite of his own warnings about
. possible end to human existence, he refused to believe
- it might come about as a result of someone following
y a motto.} He defended the motto against all comers,

Jeed it is possible to use Kant's own criterion of publicity in order

ow that a maxim of lying in defending oneself or another person

f direct and imnminent assault is as legitimate as the recourse to
'viclence at such a time. A maxim allowing both forms of self-defense
rfectly compatible with its being public; indeed, most people

* would surely prefer forms of self-defense that endangered no one’s life,
ant undoubtedly realized that the conscquentialist challenge to his
‘position has special force here. What is at issue is not only “the vast
graveyard of the human race” but also the end of “justice itself”’ (see
note 2 above). In this context, his unsupported claims that this fate
won't come about if uncompromising morality guides political choice
“ebecause moral evil is self-destructive and because Providence may

holding that though it might sound inflated it was nevi
theless true: it was a “‘sound principle that blocked up
the devious paths followed by cunning or violence.” Tt
world would not in fact come to an end if governments
took such a motto literally, he argued, since moral evil is
inherently self-destructive and “makes way for the moral
principle of goodness, even if such progress is slow.”%®

In Kant's defense, it must be said that though he =
could imagine a final war of extermination, neither he nor
anyone else in the eighteenth century could possibly envi
age what we now know to be true: that such a war might
be sudden, brief, and single-handedly brought abou
the decision of just a few individuals. Moreover, he clung
to the belief that Providence had a plan for mankind that
included the achievement of permanent peace on earth
rather than in some future existence, no matter how hor
rendous the events that would lead up to it. According tc
this belief, the world could in fact not perish if one did
what was just. o o

I say that Kant “clung” to this belief, for all his late
essays show extraordinary anguish about it. In his earli
writings, he was still imbued with the optimism about
peace and human progress so common to Enlightenment
thinkers.# But as he grew older without witnessing th
slightest sign that the human propensity for war was aba
ing, his writings show increasing ambivalence in
gard. In ‘“Perpetual Peace” he alternately sugges 5 ap
then doubts the possibility of a peace that could stave.o
a final war of extermination. He had to hope, he wrot
have a different plan for humanity—are not adequate to meet th
sequentialist challenge.® On the contrary, it is Kant's. appeal to
disastrous consequences for humanity if nations do not take moral
siderations into account that are most persuasive; and such an appeal
need not be linked with his particular view of the uncompromisir
nature of these considerations. i
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hat Providence had planned something nobler and better
-human beings and aimed to teach them—if need be,
through the very horrors of war—to turn to peace.

" Yet he also held that human beings will progress only
by their own efforts—Providence won’t do it for them;

and he feared that, although it would be best for govern-
ments to recognize right away the peril in which they were
placing humanity, the world might have to go through
ever more horrendous wars until one final war of exter-
mination would be staring everyone in the face. The pros-
pect of such a war could then force the shift of perspective
and implement the moral constraints that all should have
acknowledged long before.

Kant’s warning that nations would face a war of ex-
termination unless they could establish a lasting peace
speaks to us more directly than ever. We can draw on his
- essay in working out a perspective and a set of constraints

- capable of guiding a strategy to deal with this threat. In so
doing, however, we need to look elsewhere for ways to
overcome in practice the three drawbacks of his proposals:
their generality and abstraction, their absolutism, and their
reliance on Providence to still any doubts about the con-
sequences of acting on such absolutist views.

: ‘For 4 century and a half after his death, Kant’s warn-
ing sounded too alarmist by far. It was ridiculed by many
who proclaimed the virtues of war, from Joseph de

- Maistre to Hegel and Mussolini. Their voices ring hollow
now as we hear them extolling war’s cleansing nature, its
nurturing of manliness, and its capacity to stir peoples to

reat and noble deeds.® But the strongest of their taunts

- remains troubling. It questions the practicality of Kant’s

‘entire approach by rejecting as sheer, unrealistic folly any
effort to do away with so elemental and abiding an aspect

~of the human condition as war.




(note 6, Chapter I), likewise stresses the need for “high ima
native understanding” in order to avoid the warping that he b
observed in his own thinking and that of so many others. }

tha Nussbaum, in The Fragility of Goodness (Cambridge: Ca;
bridge University Press, 1986), discusses the need for a lively
imagination in seeing 2 situation “as what it is" and in fully
perceiving both sides of a dilemma; she stresses, like Shelley, .
the indispensable function of poetry in illuminating the role of
the imagination for moral reflection. Hannah Arendt discusses
the central role of the imagination for Kant in “Imagination,” ‘
Lectures on Kant’s Political Philosophy, ed. Ronald Beiner (Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1982).

CHAPTER II. KANT ON PEACE

1. Kant, “Perpetual Peace,” p. 103. In quotations from Kant’s
works cited below, I have on occasion altered a word or two in
the translation to bring it closer to the German meaning. The
German text has been reissued along with reviews published
between 1796 and 1800 in Immanuel Kant, Zum ewigen Frieden;
mit Texten zur Rezeption, 1796-1800 (Leipzig: Philipp Reclam,
1984). For a discussion of Kant’s essay in the light of his philos-
ophy, see John Bourke, “Kant’s Doctrine of Perpetual Peace,”
Philosophy 17 (1942): 324-333; Michael W. Doyle, “Kant, Lib~
eral Legacies, and Foreign Affairs,” Philosophy and Public Affairs
12 (Summer 1983): 205-235, and (Fall 1983): 321-353; Carl
Joachim Friedrich, Inevitable Peace (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1948); Otto von der Gablenz, Kants politische
Philosophie und die Weltpolitik unsere Tage (Berlin: Colloqui
Verlag, 1956); Mary Campbell Smith, Introduction to Perpe
Peace, A Philosophic Essay, tr. Mary Campbell Smith (London
Sweet & Maxwell, 1903; reissued, New York: Garland, 1
Wolfgang Schwarz, “Kant’s Philosophy of Law and Interna-
tional Peace,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 23 (1962):
71-80; and Howard Williams, Kant’s Political Philosophy (New
York: St. Martin’s, 1983), ¢h. 10. ~ ~
2. Kant, “Perpetual Peace,” p. 96. A central reason why Kant
objected so fiercely both to individual suicide and to collective -
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self-annihilation was that the link to justice and morality would
then be lost,
©3. Ibid.

4. Immanuel Kant, Grounding for the Metaphysics of Morals, in
James W. Ellington, tr., Immanuel Kant: Ethical Philosophy (In-
dianapolis: Hackett, 1983), p. 30. (This formulation of the cate-
gorical imperative was restated by Kant for governments in

rpetual Peace,” p. 122), For a discussion of Kant’s view of

autonomy, its sources, and its relevance on both a personal, a
national, and an international level, see Jerome B. Schneewind,
“The Use of Autonomy in Ethical Theory,” in Thomas C.

" Heller et al., Reconstructing Individualism (Stanford, Calif.: Stan-

ford University Press, 1986), pp. 64-75. See also Onora Nell,
Acting on Principle (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1975); and Barbara Herman, “The Practice of Moral Judg-
ment,” Journal of Philosophy 83 (1985): 414-436. Erik Erikson
discusses the development of autonomy in early childhood, in
Identity and the Life Cycle, as the second major development after
- that of basic trust. See also his Postscript, p. 154 above.

‘5, - Kant, “Perpetual Peace,” p. 108. Kant repeatedly stressed his
»view of human rights—*“Menschenrechte” or “das Recht der
Menschen”—as the most sacred institution on earth. See, for
example, “Perpetual Peace,” p. 101 and “The Contest of Fac-
tlties” in Reiss, ed., p. 184.

6. Prominent among works on perpetual peace before Kant
~were Dante Alighieri, De Monarchia, bk. 1, tr. Herbert W.
eider, in Lynchburg College Symposium Readings, vol. 5,
War:and Peace (New York: University Press of America, 1982),

: 241-261; Erasmus, oration, 1517: The Complaint of Peace,

tr. Alexander Grieve (London, 1917); King George of Bohemia,

The Universal Peace Organization of King George of Bohemia. A
Fifteenth Century Plan for Peace, (Prague: Czechoslovak Academy

~ of Sciences, 1964); William Penn, An Essay Toward the Present

atid Future Peace of Europe (London: Society of Friends, 1936);

Abbé de Saint-Pierre, Selections from the 2nd Edition of the Abrégé
_ du Profet de Paix Perpetuelle (London: Sweet & Maxwell, 1927);
- and Jean-Jacques Rousseau, A Project of Perpetual Peace, tr, Edith

. M. Nutall (London: Richard Cobden-Sanderson, 1927, Fordiscus-
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sions of this tradition, see F. H. Hinsley, Power and the Pursuit of
Peace (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1963); James
Turner Johnson, The Quest for Peace: Three Motal Traditions in
Western Cultural History (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1987); R. V. Sampson, The Discovery of Peace (New York: Pan-
theon, 1973). P

7. M. Rejai, ed. Mao Tse-tung, On Revolution and War (Garden
City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1970), p. 69. '

8. For an incisive discussion of these three approaches, see Ken-
neth Walz, Man, the State, and War (New York: Columbia Uni-
versity Press, 1959). Walz (pp. 162-164) takes Kant to focus
especially on the second of these levels. I believe that a close
reading of Kant’s works on war and peace, on ethics, education,
and political philosophy will support, rather, the view that he is
concerned with the interaction of all three.

9. Summarizing this ancient perception and echoing Kant’s lan-
guage, Arthur Schopenhauer writes, in On the Basis of Morality,
tr. E. F. J. Payne (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1965), p. 158,
that “there are two ways of doing wrong, those of violence and
of cunning. Just as through violence I can kill another, or rob
him, or force him to obey me, so by means of cunning'I can do
all these things, since I confront his intellect with false motives,
in consequence of which he must do what he otherwise would
not.” The quotation from Gandhi is taken from a wall in his
ashrom in Ahmedabad, now a museum; but he stressed the same
thought throughout his writings. See Mohandas Gandhi, No#n-
Violent Resistance (Satyagraha) (New York: Schocken, 1961), p-

88; and Martin Green, ed., Gandhi in India in His Own Words

(Hanover, N.H.: University Press of New England; 1987),
“Two Posers,” p. 328,

10. In his writings, John Stuart Mill likewise stresses the pri-
macy of avoiding such forms of harm. He calls moral rules that
forbid mankind to hurt one another “more vital to human
beings than any maxims, however important, which only point
out the best mode of managing some department of human
affairs. . . . It is their observance which alone preserves peace
among human beings; if obedience to them were not the rule,
and disobedience the exception, everyone would see in everyone
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else an enemy against whom he must be perpetually guarding
himself,” See George Sher, ed., John Stuart Mill: Utilitarianism,
(Indianapolis: Hackett, 1979), p. 58. Friedrich Nietzsche makes
a similar claim only to draw a radically different conclusion: in
Beyond Good and Evil, p. 201, he argues that the perspective from
which moral valuations are made is distorted by “the utility of
the hetd . . . the preservation of the community.”
11. In referring to constraints rather than to rules, principles,
laws, or prohibitions, I mean to emphasize the variation, from
one culture to another, in the degree to which these constraints
are formalized and the degree to which exceptions are allowed
as, say, in deciding which resorts to violence are allowable in
selfidefense; and to stress, also, the need in all communities to
constrain, hold back, limit the forms of harm to which these
constraints refer. Others who speak of moral constraints include
Thomas Nagel, who refers to “the general constraints of moral-
ity” in Mortal Questions (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1979), p. 79; Robert Nozick, who employs the concept
of “side constraints” on action, in Anarchy, State, and Utopia
(New York: Basic Books, 1974), p. 32, to express “the inviola-
bility of others” and prohibit “primarily physical aggressing
against them”; and Ruth Anna Putnam, who speaks of a
“Framework of constraints” in “Weaving Scamless Webs,” Phi-
losophy 62 (1987): 207-220, at 210.
12. Kant also allowed for capital punishment, though only in
- retribution for murder, claiming that it was a legitimate exercise
of state force. For a critical analysis of this argument by Kant,
see Steven S. Schwarzschild, “Kantianism on the Death Penalty
(and Related Social Problems),” Archiv fiir Rechts- und Sozialphi-
losophie 71 (1985): 343-372.
13. Kant, “The Contest of Faculties,” in Reiss,‘ed., p. 187. See
also p. 183, where Kant characterizes war as the “source of all
evils and moral corruption,” and p. 189, where it is described as
“the greatest obstacle to morality and the invariable enemy of
progress.” But Kant had also written of war as promoting
‘human progress by the very distress it brings, forcing individ-
uals and socicties to make greater efforts. In his last writings,
_ however, such as “Perpetual Peace” and “The Contest of Fac~

Notes 169

ulties,” much of this rhetoric is gone. Hannah Arendt suggests
a possible interpretation for Kant’s complex view of war, in
Lectures on Kant’s Political Philosophy, ed. Ronald Beiner (Chi~
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1982). According to Arendt,
Kant takes war to appear one way to those who take part in the
action of war and suffer its consequences, whereas someone
assuming the perspective of a spectator can sce the design that
Providence has for humanity’s progress through war and dis-
cord. But the double vision recurs, I suggest, even within the
perspective of the spectator in Kant’s later writings: It is pre-
cisely as a spectatot taking the largest possible perspective that
Kant envisages the end that continued wars could bring to all
human undertakings and to “justice itself,” in. “Perpetual
Peace,” the Metaphysics of Movals, and “the Contest of Facul-
ties.” : :
14. Letter to Maria von Herbert, Spring 1782, in Arnulf Zweig,
ed., Kant: Philosophical Correspondence 1759-99 (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1967), p. 189. Kant argued repeatedly
that lying constitutes a breach of one’s duty not only to oneself
and to others but alse to humanity and even to duty itself: See
the Lectures on Ethics recorded by students though never pub-
lished by Kant himself, tr. Louis Infield (Indianapolis: Hackett;
1963); the Critique of Practical Reason, tr. Lewis W. Beck (Indi~
anapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1956); and the Metaphysies of Morals, in
Ellington, ed., Immanuel Kant: Ethical Philosophy. For a thought-
ful view of morality drawing on Kant’s moral philosophy, as
well as on Judaism and Christianity, to stress the centrality-and
universality of moral precepts such as those-ruling out harming
or killing others and deceit, see Alan Donagan, The Theory of
Morality {Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1977).

15. John Stuart Mill, Utilitarianism, p. 22, Mill adds: “Yet that
even this rule, sacred as it is, admits of possible exceptions is
acknowledged by all moralists,” the chief of which is to prevent
great and unmerited evil. While Mill was wrong in attributing
this view to “‘all moralists,”” the vast majority do agree with him
on the subject of exceptions. ‘
16. Dante Alighieri, The Divine Comedy, Inferno, tr. Charles S.
Singleton (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1970).
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For a chart of the “Slopes of Hell,” see Singleton’s Commentary,
2044,
17. Thus in speaking of keeping or breaking promises, Kant
often used examples involving a false promise to begin with.
18. Immanuel Kant, Lectures on Ethics, p. 215. On p. 229 of that
work, Kant distinguishes false promises from promises honestly
. made and then broken: “To cheat is to make a lying promise,
~ while a breach of faith is a true promise which is not kept.”
19. Hugo Grotius, On the Law of War and Peace (Indianapolis:
Bobbs-Merrill, 1925), p. 417.
20. Kant, “Perpetual Peace,” p. 100. Kant used the term “Pub-
lizitit” in referring to the action of making something public.
The corresponding term “publicity’ can be confusing for con~
temporary readers, unless they distinguish Kant’s usage, and
that of John Stuart Mill, John Rawls, and other philosophers,
from other senses of the word in political and commercial con-
texts, as in references to ‘‘publicity stunts” and “publicity
hounds.” For references to different usages of this term and a
discussion of its role in ethics, see my books Lying, ch. 7, and
Secrets: On the Ethics of Concealment and Revelation (New York,
‘Pantheon, 1982), ch. 8.
21, Kant drew a distinction between existing laws, even unjust
ones, that might require citizens to go to war against their will,
and the kind of state that he advocated, in which citizens would
be consulted about prospective wars. Thus he explains, in “On

the Common Saying: ‘This May Be True in Theory, But It !

~ Does Not Apply in Practice,” " (Reiss, ed., Kant’s Political Writ-
ings), p. 91, that “each state must be organized internally in such
2 way that the head of state, for whom the war actually costs
nothing (for he wages it at the expense of others, i.¢., the people)
must no longer have the deciding vote on whether war is to be
declared or not, for the people who pay for it must decide.
(This, of course, presupposes that the idea of an original contract
has already been realized.)”

22, Kant, “Perpetual Peace,” p. 126. While Kant holds that

actions affecting the rights of others are wrong if they cannot be

made public, he adds that the reverse does not follow: actions

are not necessarily right if they can be made public. Even the
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most violent action may be openly performed by individuals-or
governments so powerful as to have nothing to fear from disclo-
sure. ~
23. Ioid., p. 96, Compare John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cam~ :
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press; 1971), p. 37 he
3im of war is a just peace and therefore the means employe
must not destroy the possibility of peace or encourage a con
tempt for human life that puts the safety of ourselves and of
mankind in jeopardy. The conduct of war is to be ccnstramed
and adjusted ro this end.”

24. Erikson, Identity and the Life Cydle, p. 63.

25. See, for example, Reiss, ed., Kant’s Political Writings, pp. 53
and 188-189.

26. Niccold Machiavelli, The Prince and the Discourses (New
York: Random House, 1950).

27. Ibid., p. 318. For a more absolute claim, see the statement
that Machiavelli attributes to the leader of a rebellion in Flor-
ence: “If you will observe the way in which men act, you will
see that all those who attain great riches and great power have

attained them by means of either fraud or force.” The History of ,'

Florence, bk. 3, ch. 12, in Allan Gilbert, tr., Machiavelli: The
Chief Works and Others (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press,
1965), p. 1160.

28. Machiavelli, The Prince, p. 64. When discussing republics,
Machiavelli could nevertheless express caution about the distrust.
that results from a people’s consciousness of having been de-
ceived: “And if it happens that the people have no confidence in
anyone, as sometimes will be the case when they have been
deceived before by events or men, then it will inevitably lead to
the ruin of the state” (ibid., p. 247).

29. Ibid., p. 64.

30. Ibtd., pp. 60~61. See also pp. 24, 29-30; and Felix Gilbert,
“Machiavelli: The Renaissance of the Art of War,” in Peter
Paret, ed., Makers of Modern Strategy from Machiavelli to the Nu-
clear Age (Prmceton, N.J.; Princeton University Press, 1986).

31. Gandhi gave his Autobiography the subtitle Expenmems with

Truth (Boston: Beacon Press, 1977). For the observances he

stressed, see his From Yeravda Mandir: Ashram Observances (Ah-
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Y ';van, n.d.). Gandhi stressed :hat truth md
incss differ; he thonght that he might never attain full
* knowledge of the former but saw the latter as indispensable in
any effort to do so. And nonviolence becomes the more needed
as one realizes one may never be in the possession of full truth,
nor even as close to it as others. To kill or harm others is
therefore to risk injuring persons closer to the truth than oneself.
For a view of Gandhi’s practical strategy, see his Constructive
Programme: Its Meaning and Place (Ahmedabad: Navajivan, 1941);
and R. K. Prabhu and U.R. Rao, eds., The Mind of Mahatma
Gandhi (Ahmedabad: Navajivan, 1967). See also Joan V. Bon-
durant, Conguest of Violence: The Gandhian Philosophy of Conflict
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1965); Erik H. Erik-
son, Gandhi’s Truth (New York: Norton, 1969); Mark Juergens-
meyer, Fighting with Gandhi (San Francisco: Harper, 1984); and
Gene Sharp, Gandhi as a Political Strategist (Boston: Porter Sar-
gent, 1979).

32. Adam Michnik, Letters from Prison and Other Essays (Berke-
}cy; University of California Press, 1985), p. 78. See also the
face by Jonathan Schell,
, Kant, “Perpetual Peace,” p. 93. Hannah Arendt suggests,
- dnher Lectures on Kant’s Political Philosophy, that “the ironical
tone of Perpetual Peace . . . shows clearly that Kant himself did
not take his essays on history and politics seriously.” Neither
Kant's own writings nor their reception by his contemporaries
_ {see note 1 above) supports such an interpretation.
34, Kant, “Perpetual Peace,” p. 93.
35. See Kant's discussion of this issue in his essay ““On the
Commen Saying: “This May Be True in Theory, But It Does
Not Apply in Practice,” ” in Reiss, ed., Kant's Political Writings,
pp: 61-92.
ee note 6 above. It is clear from Kant's Lectures on Ethics
| his essays that he was familiar with many of these works,
ally those by the Abbé St. Pierre and Rousseau.
For views.on Kant’s views on revolution, see Hannah Ar-
endt, Lectures on Kant’s Political Philosophy; the articles by Lewis
W. Beck, Sidney Axinn, John E. Atwell, and C. Dyke in
Symposium: Kant on Revolution, Journal of the History of Ideas 32

~ No

(July—September 1971) 401 -440; and Wﬂiiams, Ki}ﬂff Palmm{
Philosophy, ch. 8. 7
38, Immanuel Kant, “On A Supposed Right to Lxc from Be

nevolent Motives,” in The Critigue of Practical Reason and Other
Writings in Moral Philosophy, ed. and tr. Lewis White Beck (Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1949), pp. 346-350, at 348.

In his Lectures on Ethics, presented before he had worked out his.
complete moral philosophy, Kant appears to hold that the case

in which someone attempts to force statements from one who

seems intent on making improper use of them, in order to mis-
use them, is the only one in which a lie can be justified. It would
be wrong, however, to see the later Kant as being bound to
impossible rigidity in responses to practical difficulties. He in-
sisted on an imaginative search for alternative responses that
would avert both the need to act immorally and the damage
from acting morally. I have discussed this approach in-my article
“Kant on the Maxim ‘Do What Is Right Though the World
Should Perish,” ” Argummtamon 2 (Bebruary 1988): 725, -
39. Kant, “Perpetual Peace,” p. 124.
40. Ibid. For a discussion, see my article cited in nctc 38 abeve.
Among commentators who have either accepted Kant's claimi
concerning providence or left it unchallenged are Friedrich,
Schwarz, and Smith, cited in note 1 above. Diana T. Meyets
argues, in “Kant’s Liberal Alliance: A Permanent Peace?” in
Kenneth Kipnis and Diana T. Meyers, eds., Political Realism &
International Morality (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1987),
p. 215, that “Kant’s claim that peace is the end of history is
hxghly dubious if it is taken to mean that circumstances WIH
conspire to bring about an enduring peace.”
41, See, for instance, the last paragraphs of Kant’s Lectures on
Ethics, clearly intended as a summing up and a peroration, in
which Kant speaks of “‘the ultimate destiny of the human race,”
which is the Kingdom of God on earth. Justice and equ
then rule the world, Kant predicts; but he closes by sayin

“the hope of it is still distant; it will be many centuries before
can be attained.”

42, See C. W. Friedrich Hegel, The Philosophy of Right, tr.

T. M. Knox (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1942), p. 210: *just as
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the blowing of the winds preserves the sea from the foulness
which would be the result of a prolonged calm, so also corrup-
tion in nations would be the product of prolonged, let alone
‘perpetual,’ peace.” See also Joseph de Maistre, Les Soirées-de St.
Pétershourg, vol. 2; and Benito Mussolini, “Dottrina del Fas-
cismo,” in Enciclopedia italiana (1932) 14: 847-851: *War alone
brings up to their highest tension all human energies and puts
the stamp of nobility upon the peoples who have the courage to
meet it. . . . War is to the man what maternity is to the woman.
I do not believe in perpetual peace; not only do I not believe in
it but I find it depressing and a negation of all the fundamental
virtues of man.”
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