tTHICS,

AMERTCAN
FOREIGN POLICY,

AND THE

[HIRD WORLL




Ethics,
American Foreign Policy,
and the Third World

David Louis Cingranelli
State University of New York at Binghamton

St. Martin’s Press
New York



Senior editor: Don Reisman

Managing editor: Patricia Mansfield-Phelan

Project editor: Cheryl Friedman

Production supervisor: Katherine Battiste

Art director: Sheree L. Goodman

Cover design: Jeannette Jacobs Design

Cover art: Diego Rivera, Distributing Arms, ca. November 19, 1928. Mexico City, Secretaria de
Educacién Piblica, Court of Fiestas. Photograph: Founders Society, Detroit Institute of Art.

Copyright © 1993 by St. Martin’s Press, Inc. All rights reserved. No part of this book may be
reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted by any form or by any means, electronic,
mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherwise, except as may be expressly permitted by the
applicable copyright statutes or in writing by the Publisher.

Manufactured in the United States of America.

76543

fedcba

For information, write:
St. Martin’s Press, Inc.
175 Fifth Avenue

New York, NY 10010

ISBN: 0-312-05669-9 (paperback)
0-312-06519-1 (hardcover)

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Cingranelli, David L.
Ethics, American foreign policy, and the third world / David Louis Cingranelli.
p. cm.

Includes bibliographical references.

ISBN 0-312-05669-9 (pbk.), 0-312-06519-1 (hardcover)

1. United States — Foreign relations —Moral and ethical aspects. 2. United States —Foreign
relations — Developing countries. 3. Developing countries —Foreign relations — United
States. 4. United States— Foreign relations—1945-1989. 5. United States— Foreign
relations — 1989- I. Title.

E183.7.C56 1992
327.730172'4—dc20 92-50013

CIP

Published and distributed outside North America by:

THE MACMILLAN PRESS LTD.

Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire RG21 2XS and London
Companies and representatives throughout the world.

ISBN 0-333-58893-2

A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library.




Ethics, American Foreign Policy,
and the Third World



To my parents, Louis and Josephine Cingranelli,
whose love and encouragement over the years
have been a constant source of inspiration for me.



Acknowledgments

I would like to thank Scott L. Bills, Stephen F. Austin State University;
Robert Elias, University of San Francisco; David P. Forsythe, University
of Nebraska at Lincoln; James M. Lutz, Indiana University at Fort
Wayne; Richard A. Melanson, Brown University; Kathleen Pritchard,
Marquette University; Brian Ripley, University of Pittsburgh; and Andrew
J. Rotter, Colgate University, for the assistance they rendered in the
preparation of this book. In addition, the staff at St. Martin’s Press has my
thanks, especially my editor, Don Reisman, and my project editor, Cheryl
Friedman. An abundance of detailed suggestions were provided by Brian
Ripley and Scott L. Bills.



Preface

When Jimmy Carter was elected president of the United States in 1976, he
announced that human rights would be “the Wpolicy.” The
ensuing debate over the proper role of human rights considerations sparked
my interest in the relationship between moral values and fgr\eiwlicy. I
wondered whether such a bold statement of purpose woﬁi' have any effect
on U.S. behavior toward other nations, especially developing ones where
human rights were fragile and U.S. influence great. Even if the new policy
rhetoric brought changes in this behavior, I wondered whether the changes
would produce effects different from those spawned by past policies.

In 1981 I began working on a series of projects with students and
colleagues on various aspects of human rights, including one project on the
relationship between the human rights practices of developing countries in
Latin America and U.S. foreign policy toward those countries. A paper
based on that research, co-authored with Thomas E. Pasquarello, was
published in 1985." It demonstrated that America’s leaders had considered
the human rights practices of governments in Latin America when making
some, but not all, kinds of foreign aid decisions. That research convinced
me to write this book. My earlier work had focused solely on Latin
America and examined onl/ foreign aid allocations, neglecting other
instruments of foreign policy such as trade, military intervention, and the
exercise of influence over the lending policies of international financial
institutionylt presented a picture of the allocation of foreign aid in 1981
and 1982,”but gave little evidence of how either aid allocations or human
rights conditions were changing as a result of the newly stated policy goal.
Finally, its focus on human rights and foreign aid precluded attention to
the other foreign policy goals of the United States and how they might have
affecied foreign aid policies.

'David L. Cingranelli and Thomas E. Pasquarello, “Human Rights Practices and the
Distribution of American Foreign Aid to Latin American Countries,” American Journal of
Political Science 25, No. 3 (August 1985): 539-563.
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viii Preface

I decided to address a broader set of questions by examining U.S.
policies toward a more representativ sroup of developing countries and by
incorporating more information about the historical development of U.S.
foreign policy toward the Third World. As the project progressed, I
gradually came to the conclusion that the moral and ethical dimensions of
foreign policy-making were crucial and that foreign policy behavior
flowed naturally from some basic ethical and moral choices.

Philosophers have offered several standards by which particular acts
can be judged as moral or 1mmomms derived from rational
arguments concerning what kinds of things are “good” and why, are
usually i ims. At one end of the moral continuum are
ethical egoists, who argue that asking “what is good?” is the same as asking
“what is in my long-term self-interest?” The basic premise of this school of
thought is that there is nothing inherently immoral about the pursuit of
individual or national self-interest. The most important question in the
context of foreign policy, however, i§ how much responsibility the leader
of one nation should have to protect the welfare of the peoples of other
natiorfs] Should the United States, for example, in its attempt to advance
its own economic and military interests, be concerned about any negative
impacts on developing countries?

Implicitly or explicitly, (utilitarianism is the moral standard U.S.
policymakers most commonly usé to justify all public policies, including
foreign policy. Even within the field of political philosophy, utilitarianism
operates as a standard against which all other political philosophies must
be judged.? The utilitarian maxim is fAct so as to bring about the greatest
good possible, not just for you, but for all actors.” IIn other words, choose
the act with the best total consequences. Accordmg to this standard,
policymakers act immorally if they do not think through the full range of
consequences a policy will have on others, if they expect the total
consequences of the action chosen to be worse than if some other course of
action is pursued, or if they know that the announced policy will not really
be implemented or has a very small chance of being successful even if
implemented. Ultilitarians emphasize the idea that acts are not morally
good in and of themselves:—Rather, the moral good or evil of an act
depends entirely on its conseq for -others to whom the person acting
should be held responsible. In the context of international relations,
utilitarians Tecognize that the same act — for example, breaking a treaty —
may have good or bad consequences in different situations.> Therefore,

2Will Kymlicka, Contemporary Political Philosophy (New York: Oxford University Press,
1990), p. 9.

3See William K. Frankena, Ethics (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1973), for an
extended discussion of utilitarianism.
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whether it would be right or wrong to break a particular treaty would
depend on the particular circumstances. For this reason, those who prefer
ab: rules sometimes refer to utilitarianism derisively as@l
(_ethics.”

‘Another approach to deciding what is righumd,ﬂat\is\ wrong is to
choose a process for deciding on the%ejst moral principles Jand then to
abide by the results of that process. One reason why emocr?j is so
valuable is that it provides a process for choosing among “alternatives even
when the advocates of different positions are unwilling to compromise.
Many people accept a truly democratic process as fair and legitimate and
are, therefore, willing to abide by the results whether or not they like them.
For this reason, some h argued that democracy or, to use the more
general term, seﬁﬁf&_n_ﬁnaﬁ is the most fundamental value in the
sphere of politics. When a nation resolves to abide by decisions reached in
the United Nations, it essentially places faith in a process that is felt to
transcend any particular moral principles. But no process is ever entirely
neutral. The most important decisions in the United Nations, for example,
are decided by the United Nations Security Council, where any one of the
five permanent members (China, France, the Russian Federation, the
United Kingdom, and the United States) may cast a binding negative vote.
Most matters of less importance are decided by the General Assembly,
where the one-nation/one-vote rule gives small and large countries equal
weight.

In an attempt to construct a process that would be impartial, some
philosophers hav/e_g{_gg)\sed_l.ha.t—-t-he—beskpfinciples would be the ones
approved by a hypothetical “ideal observer.” Briefly, an ideal observer
would be one who (1) is impartial or unbiased, (2) has full knowledge of
the pertinent facts of the situation, and (3) can empathize fully with every
person involved in the situation. According to this view, knowing that the
ideal observer approves X is the same as knowing that X is right.*

mﬁ has developed a theory of justice using a variation of the

deal observer” criterion. Recognizing that it was difficult for anyone
judging among several alternative ethical and moral principles to be
unbiased, he suggested that the observer could don a “veil of ignorance” to
achieve impartiality.® The veil of ignorance would enable a person to
choose principles for making decisions about the distribution of scarce
valued things in ignorance of the place in society the person would have.
Under such circumstances, he contends, everyone would agree on two
principles for dividing scarce valued things among competing interests.

“John Hospers, An Introduction to Philosophical Analysis (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, 1967), p. 570.

5John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press, 1971), p. 12.
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‘R_'JVTIS’S first principle of justice is that “each person is to have an equal
ight to the most extensive total system of basic liberties compatible with a
‘similar system of liberty for all.”® His second principle is that any social
nequalities are to be “to the greatest expected benefit of the least
/tgg;d”;amnct subject to “conditions of fair opportunity.”

Charles has extended Rawls’s principles, stressing their redistrib-
utive implications, to develop less familiar, more radical principles for
1ntech. Regarding the distribution of resources among
nations, he predicts that, operating under the veil of ignorance and not
knowing the resource endowments of their own societies, “the parties
would agree on a resource redistribution principle that would give each
society a fair chance to develop just political institutions and afi economy
capable of satisfying its members’ basic needs.’l’ Rawls and Beitz, as well
as others who have attempted to find a compromise position between the
values of liberty and equality, have staked out what may be called the
“liberal equality” position. ———

Still another moral position is that of the n@aﬁrx@ who favor
absolute equality, even at the expense of liberty. They appeal to a more
radical theory of justice in which the existence of private property is
considered intrinsically unjust. The unequal distribution of property,
political power, and well-being among individuals and among nations of
the world is, therefore, doubly unjust. As a first and modest step in the
right direction, neo-Marxists believe U.S. foreign policy should be de-
signed to support a radical redistribution of wealth and power from the
more advantaged nations to the less advantaged.

The major purpose of this book is to locate U.S.-Third World
relations within this rich debate over standards for moral conduct and to
provide a historical perspective. As I see it, the main controversy can be
reduced to different conception$ of (1) what “good” should be/r;?dmized

and (2) to whom national leaders should be held morally responsibfe. Part I
describes four moral positions that represent the four logical combinations
of answers to these two questions. Each moral position incorporates a view
of the nature of humankind and a related empirical theory from which a
set of propositions are derived explaining the nature of international
relations. From that theoretical explanation, we can infer the set of goals
that actually motivate U.S. foreign policy toward the Third World, as well
as the moral and ethical values that should guide it.

Standard treatments of Amerlcan forelgn policy and 1nternat10nal

Sp— > s —

" e ——

SIbid., p. 302.

"Charles R. Beitz, Political Theory and International Relations (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1979), p. 141.
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relations-often ignore or give only brief attenti moral principles,
North-South relations, and historical develom War I1.
Therefore, the discussion of the moral dimensions of U.S. foreign policy
toward the Third World in Part I is followed, in Parts II and III, by a
historical overview of significant developments in U.S.-Third World
relations. This overview, which begins with the early years of the American
republic, is necessary because moral choices take on meaning only in the
context of real-life situations that force decisions to be made. Only an
understanding of the particular situ situﬁ@%ons or to
major new policy initiatives allows us to consider the Ki alues that
often conflict and the kinds of tradeoffs that must be made among them.
A historical overview also enables us to see in concrete terms the kinds of
real policies that flow from the application of alternative sets of moral
principles. It also helps make sense of the extensive anti-Americanism we
often find among Third World peoples today. Part IV focuses on present
and future policies, which are of immediate interest. However, an aware-
ness of the past public statements of U.S. leaders, and of policy actions
and their consequences, is essential if we are to understand present
developments and to predict the future.

Consideration of the values and objectives that motivate U.S. foreign
policy toward the Third World is especially important at this juncture in
-history. The plight of the Third World, and-therésponse of the United
States to it, expose the kinds of){édeoffs U.S. leaders have been willing to
make between values generally associated with the pursuit of national
self-interest and those associated with altruism and humanitarianism
American value tradeoffs are particularly significant and far-reachm/
because, since World War II, the United States has been the acknowledged
leader of the industrialized democracies and the leading contributor to
most important international lending organizations including the-World
Bank and the International Monetary Fund. U.S. foreign policy toward
developing countries, therefore, has had—and will continue to have—a
profound effect on the character of North-South relations and on the
welfare of people living in less developed countries.

America’s relations with Third World countries are also becoming
increasingly important to the-welf U.S. citizens. More than ever
before, the United States is vulnerable to threats emanating from Third
World regimes or from people living in Third World countries:” The
Atlantic and Pacific oceans once provided the United States some security
from external threats, but they will not protect us from@nronmental
degradation perpetrated by other nations, from the expoff ‘of dangerous
drugs to our shores, from the effects of externally supported terrorism, or
from militant Third World leaders JFew Third World states have nuclear
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weapons, but many that are unfriendly to the United States have developed
frightening chemical and biological weapons. American leaders must
decide how the United States should respond to these potential threats.

Finally, in the name of anti-communism, since World War II the
United States has conducted morally reprehensible foreign policies toward
some Third World countries. It has developed close relationships with
repressive, but anti-communist, dictators in the Third World, including
three generations of Somozas in Nicaragua, Ferdinand Marcos in the
Philippines, and Mohammed Reza Pahlavi, the former shah of Iran.
American leaders have also attempted to undermine some pro-communist
regimes in the Third World, in some cases even financing the assassination
of Third World leaders. Many ostensibly successful U.S. policies have had
terrible consequences for the poor and powerless in Third World societies.
Chile, in the aftermath of the assassination of Salvador Allende, is a case
in point.

Of course, it is difficult to write about the future of any aspect of
international relations when the world is changing so quickly. With the
historic transformations taking place in the former Soviét Union and in
Eastern Europe, U.S. leaders will have the opportunity to reassess past
policies and modify them in response to a new, less threatening climate in
East-West relations. Failure to do so will call into question the rationale of
anti-communism that was used to justify nearly a half century of U.S.
intervention in Third World politics. Chapter 11 discusses three possible
scenarios for U.S. foreign policy toward the Third World in the twenty-
first century. The United States’ response in 1991 to Iraq’s invasion of
Kuwait and to subsequent provocative acts by Saddam Hussein’s regime
gives us some concrete evidence about the direction U.S. foreign policy
toward the Third World will likely take in the aftermath of the Cold War.

In the small contemporary body of literature dealing specifically with
ethics and U.S. foreign policy toward the Third World, both neo-Marxists
and neoconservatives have been disproportionately represented. Both sides
have focused on the moral and practical failures of U.S. foreign policy
toward the Third World. However, they have ignored progressive elements
in that policy or have treated them with derision. In this book I have tried
to stake out a more balanced approach.

Davip Louis CINGRANELLI
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