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ABSTRACT

This thesis investigates the discourses of world kinship that are bound up in the founding
documents of the United Nations such as the UN Charter and the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights. These discourses have constituted a sense of mission for the United
Nations throughout its history. Building a human family from the fragmentary reality of
wortld politics has become a widely stated purpose not just of the UN, but of politicians and
NGOs through into the contemporary period.

In light of the impracticability of these sentiments, the thesis aims to trace their origins,
meanings, and continued appeal. Beginning with the planning process of the United
Nations, I show how the UN resulted from a highly exclusive State Department enterprise.
The small planning circle believed that the organisation should be imbued with the most
visionary ideals. Today the discursive landscape favours such statements as the ideal of the
family of nations much less, and yet such discourse remains a resource for those seeking an
idealistic vision of world politics.

I argue that kinship discourse endures because of its particular cognitive facility, but that its
continued usage is problematic. Kinship discourses may be used flexibly to draw
boundaries between in-groups and the ‘Other’ in world politics in ways that enable us to
reconceptualise Schmittian decisionism. Further, understanding usages of kinship discourse
presents us with an image of a world which is sometimes incapable of defining its interests
and identity coherently. While being potentially useful tools for engineering emotive
consensus, the modes of discourse employed are Western in nature and can easily slip into
registers which are setiously counter-productive to UN projects. Thus, a case may be made
that the UN, and wotld politics in general, will eventually rethink the notion that a ‘human
family’ is the ultimate goal of international life.
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PART ONE — The UN and Universal Discourse:
Problems and Approaches

INTRODUCTION - Putting the UN’s Moral Vision in Question

“...if our system is indeed the best, and my religion the truest, then keep me faithful to both of them, and bring
the rest of humanity to adopt the same way of life...

“today’s world of strife is like a powder keg. In such a volatile environment, we need to do everything we can to
keep differences, rivalries, hatred and ignorance from erupting into violence. But even that, vital as it is, is not
enongh...(T)he Alliance (of Civilisations) gives us a chance. A chance to consign identity-based divisiveness to
the past — something we should have done long ago. A chance to recognize our common humanity before it is
foo late.”

The will to eradicate difference in the global inter-relation of human beings or to nullify the
perceived ‘problems” that difference creates, are recurrent dreams in the history of world
politics. As an entreaty to a divine powet, a credo for a national sense of self, or a basis for
political manifesto making, difference has been commonly addressed by war-makers and
peace-makers alike as a problem to be solved, a divide that seems to demand to be bridged.
For instance, the expansion of the sphere of Roman influence by military force was followed
up by the policy of remaking the barbarian tribesmen of Gaul, Bithynia or Britain into
dependable Roman citizens. The tutelary and missionary aspects of European colonialism
from the Spanish conquest of the Americas through to nineteenth century religious
expeditions in Africa and East Asia were invigorated by the same transformative zeal'. As
Tacitus mockingly notes in his description of the transformation of the culture of Britain, the
‘gift’ of the ‘civilisation’ of the powerful is arguably zmperium through uniformity: “(A)nd so the

population was gradually led into the demoralising temptations of arcades, baths, and

! More, T. (1961) ‘The Utopian Prayer’ in Utopia p128
2 Ban, K-M. (2009) ‘Speech of the Secretary General to the Istanbul Forum of the UN Alliance of Civilisations,
6™ April 2009, SG/SM/12173.” Available at: http: .un. ;

Accessed on 10/05/2009.

3 See, for instance, Inayahtullah, N. and Blaney, D. (2004) International Relations and the Problem of Difference,
Medina, J. (2003) ‘Identity Trouble: Disidentification and the Problem of Difference’ in Philosophy & Social
Criticism, 29(6), p655-680, or for a more political and feminist approach, Armour, E. (1999) Deconstruction,

mini ology, and the Pr f Difference: Subverting the Race/Gender Divide.

4 See, for instance, Comaroff, J. and Comaroff, J. (1991) Of Revelation and Revolution: Christianity, Colontalism

and Consciousness in South Africa Vol 1.



http://www.un.orp-/News/Press/docs/2009/sgsml2173.doc.htm

sumptuous banquets. The unsuspecting Britons spoke of such novelties as ‘civilisation’, when
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in fact they were only a feature of their enslavement.

Power, and particularly power which confers a feeling of absolute, hegemonic or moral
authority, has the tendency to fuel such a will to uniformity, to integrate the ‘other’ into the
group, to bestow upon them the gifts and insights which propelled the powerful to their
exalted position. Following Todorov’s presentation of the dilemma of the ‘other’ in The
Conquest of America, the conguistador is either a Las Casas or a Cortés, a converter or a killer,
whose zeal may not be as jaded as that of Tacitus. The encounter, as Todorov desctibes, was
filtered through two possible beliefs. Either ‘difference’ between the Spanish and the Indians
was take as a mirage, the natives thus being ripe for transformation into Catholic subjects; or,
on the other hand, if the natives’ alterity was perceived as being insurmountable, then, as
Cortes asked: “(W)ho can deny that the use of gunpowder against pagans is the burning of

incense to Our Lord?”®

This binary logic is certainly helpful though not definitive. A significantly varied spectrum of
responses to the other is observable, even within the period of the Spanish Conquest for
instance. As Inayahtullah and Blaney sensibly point out, “the truly difficult work is to sott out
the similarities and differences among processes of proletarianizing, feminizing, racializing,
and...indianizing others.”’ In the encounter between powerful groups and weaker groups we
are shown the potential range of human narrative practices, and that breadth is made all the

more apparent, by the hubristic sense of self that often comes with power.

The focus of the present investigation is on perhaps the most imposing attempt yet made to
‘bring the rest of humanity to adopt the same way of life’, through the development of the
universal moral project instantiated in the founding of the United Nations. Reflecting upon
the increasingly fragile situation in Europe in the 1930s, the Ametican Academy of Political
and Social Science produced a series of yearly collections of articles by mainly American

authors, debating the failure of “the American pattern of the European peace settlement of

5 Cornelius Tacitus, P. (1948) transl. Mattingly, H., The Agricola and The Germania p73

6 Todorov, S. (1984) The Conquest of America: The Question of the Other p151
7 Inayahtullah, N. and Blaney, D. (2004) International Relations and the Problem of Difference p.x

10



1919 and the vast array of plans for a new peace that American scholars and politicians
wete already preparing for Europe. As one writer put it, this drive for peace planning in a war
that had yet to begin (and in which most Americans in the late 30s and early 40s had no
intention of being involved), was arguably demonstrative of “the puritanical devotion of
Americans to quick solutions...and...other plans for saving humanity.” Planning by the US
government for what would become the United Nations began in 1939, two years before

America would decide to enter World War Two.

The outcome of the planning procedure was a set of documents closely modelled on the
American Declaration of Independence and the United States Bill of Rights. The UN Charter
and the UN Declaration of Human Rights in particular represent a grand manifesto
purporting to provide “for the first time in history, a universal creed”" for the improvement
of humanity. As well as the establishment of an ‘enlightened’ sense of ‘mission’ in preserving
peace, developing a common standard of human rights, and bringing the benefits of liberty
to the colonial territories of the European Empires, the international machinery of the
United Nations and its auxiliary bodies has long been discussed in terms of reinforcing and
making more inclusive, a community, or ‘family’ of nations. The UN founding documments
are monuments in a discourse which argues for the need for and the existence of, not only
common human values and purpose, but also common substance and moral truth. They
claim, by their very desire to apply to all human life, to represent the pinnacle of political

goals, and an unsurpassable vision for the human future.

The first major thrust of this thesis is to examine the logical dtive to universalism manifest in
the rhetoric and doctrine of the United Nations, the second thrust is to explain the
significance of metaphorisation of universal assimilationist rhetoric in terms of worldly
kinship. The contribution of this work then, is a species of intellectual history of the UN,

though not quite in the same vein as the UN’s own ‘Intellectual History Project’. While the

8 Rappard, W. (1940) “Why Peace Failed’ in When War Ends, Annals of the American Academy of Political
and Social Science, p1

9 Borchard, E. (1936) ‘The Various Meanings of International Cooperation’ in The Attainment and Maintenance
of World Peace, Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, p122

10 Feller, A. (1953) United Nations and World Community p30
11



works published by this project'’ and various international organization scholars' look at the
UN’s intellectual contributions to global politics in the form of concrete norms, agreements
or changes in policy established through some branch of UN endeavour, my focus is instead
on a broader level of analysis. The concern of this thesis is that level of discourse which sits
above the technical workings of UN bodies month by month or year by year. It is those
statements of global vision, unity, notions of a desirable ‘human family’ - discourses which
seem to encompass almost everything, but whose concrete meaning and referents are

difficult to determine.

Along with Ricoeur, I take the stance that, when the investigator’s focus moves from
linguistic analysis to discourse analysis, “the issue is no longer the forz of the metaphor...nor
even just the sense of metaphor...but the reference of metaphorical statement as the power to
‘redescribe’ reality.”"® Ricoeur further insists, “(T)he metaphorical ‘is’ at once signifies both ‘is
not’ and ‘is like’. If this is really so, we are allowed to speak of metaphorical truth, but in an
equally ‘tensive’ sense of the word ‘truth’.”’** This notion of ‘tension’ inherent in metaphorical
descriptions coincides with Vico’s maxim that human beings make their world in those
instances or thought projects when complete understanding is lacking - ‘homo non intelligendo fit
omnia’. As Vico states, “when he (man) does not understand, he makes (things) out of
himself.”"® As suggested above, the difficulty of grasping the vast totality of human political
relations lends itself to metaphorical encapsulation harbouring a disjunction between the all-
encompassing scope of statements of the world-as-family, and the lack of clarity of what

such a notion really entails.

Forming notions that the world may be conceptualised in terms of family is a particular way
of ‘organising our view’'® of global politics which demands explanation both in terms of how

such a metaphor works and what it does when it is employed. Part of the method of

11 See UNIHP publications such as Jolly, R. Emmerij, L. and Weiss, T. (2001) Ahead of the Curve? UN Ideas and
Global Challenges, Jolly, R., Emmerj, L., and Weiss, T. (2005) The Power of UN Ideas: Lessons from the First
60 Years and Jolly, R. Emmetij, L. and Weiss, T. (2009) UN Ideas That Changed the World.

12 See for instance, MacFarlane, N. and Khong, Y.F. (2006) Human Security and the UN: A Critical History

13 Ricoeur, P. (2003) The Rule of Metaphor: Multi-Disciplinary Studies of the Creation of Meaning in Language
p5

14 Ibid. p6

15 Vico, G. (1999) New Science, translated by Marsh, D. p160

16 This formulation of the work of metaphor is attributable to Max Black and his seminal article ‘Metaphor’ in

Black, M. (1962) Models and Metaphors: Studies in Language and Philosophy
12



providing such explanation is enabled by what James Fernandez recognises as the most
important contribution of social anthropology to the study of metaphor, namely the
“insistence upon the role of culture in the formation of metaphoric models with which
various peoples reason.”’” In other words, aspects of the usage of metaphor may be
organised with relation to the values culturally placed upon components within the
metaphor, in this instance, the meanings of ‘family’ within the Western culture that gave rise

to UN rhetoric.

By virtue of its designation as the foremost (ideally) non-partisan international authority on
matters of human welfare, the United Nations has been conceived as carving out a role of
moral authority within world politics'®. The very fact of this authority places great importance
on understanding the role of the grand visions of world unity held out by the UN in shaping
the aims and practice of international politics. Further importance is added by the fact that
this discourse, formally adopted in the UN founding documents has widely diffused and is
today replicated time and again by political figures, the media and NGOs, as will be shown in
later chapters. Metaphorts of kinship — notions of the ‘human family’, the ‘family of nations’,
‘international brotherhood’ and so on — are a prevalent way of representing grand visions of
wotld unity. I argue that such statements are of greater metaphorical import than other
notions of unity - partnership, community and so on. They imply shared substance rather
than simply alliance and thus speak not of the uniting of a world of different entities, but
embody an envisioning of a wotld without difference. In this respect, they are among the most

untealistic of visions of the future.

I propose that the individualistic discourses of the post-Enlightenment West have suppressed
the realm of kinship to a subservient position within cultural system of values. It is the
private, feminised, insignificant partner to the masculinised world of economic and political
action. This suppression leads us to assume that when we metaphorise politics in terms of

kinship, this is meaningless linguistic felicity, that such assertions have no character or

17 Fernandez, J. (1991) ‘Introduction: Confluents of Inquiry’ in his edited volume, Beyond Metaphor: The Theory

of Tropes in Anthropology p9
18 See for instance, Kille, K. (2007) The UN Secretary-General and Moral Authority: Ethics and Religion in

International Leadership or Vanden Heuvel, W.J. (2000) ‘The United States and the United Nations: The Moral
Authority to Preserve Peace’ in Kennedy, M., Hoxie, R.G., and Repland, B. (2000) The Moral Authority of
Government

13



meaning of their own other than an unequivocal positivity allied to notions of care and
nurturance. Rather, I contend that the persistent reappearance of kinship in political
discourse — from the ‘family’ of nations, to the human family, to international brotherhood
or sisterthood — is significant for processes of dividing as well as uniting the world. Rather
than being a side-issue, kinship is both a tremendously powerful way of conceiving of, and
making patterns of, inclusion and exclusion in politics. Kinship discourses are highly
politically significant because of the way that kinship as a symbol is constructed within
Western social forms of knowledge. The sphere of kinship is conceived as the anti-political,
anti-economic sphere. By holding out world-kinship as a future ideal we avoid practical
consideration of present discordance within political life. Further, as Keally McBride argues,
kinship, prefigured as the opposite of contractual, political relations, helps support the
continuation of the self-serving liberal capitalist world which it symbolically opposes®.
Kinship cannot be the Utopian ‘alternative’ without the existence of that fractious political
status quo by which it is defined. Thus, the idea of wotld-kinship (as symbolically conceived)
logically supports the existence of the current order of self-interested politics and economics.
Were that order not to exist, kinship could not have the positive valuation it enjoys in

formulations such as the UN’s mobilisation of the notion of the human family.

The paradoxical quality of these discourses prompts the set of investigations of this thesis.
On the one hand, the use of these metaphors in attempting to elide difference is vague, self-
deluding and in some ways, presents a hoped-for state of international relations that might
well be said to be impossible to teach and out of touch with present or historical conditions.

These paradoxes raise the central questions to be tackled in the main empirical chapters:

1) How did the ‘universal’ ideals of kinship and brotherhood of the UN founding documents
come to exist through the design process of the organisation?

2) Are such ideals as the human family as self-evident or useful in the work of contemporary
UN staff as the planners of the organisation imagined they would be?

3) What are the typical modes of using kinship discourse to speak about wotld unity?

4) How do these metaphors compare with other ways of envisioning the world? What work

are they employed to do?

19 McBride, K. (2005) Collective Dreams: Political Imagination and Community ch4.
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5) Why do such metaphors make sense in certain contexts but not others, and why do they
continue to hold appeal given their vagueness and Utopianism?

6) What cultural and historical meanings are embedded in such kinship metaphors?

7) Given their vagueness and ethnocentricity, how useful an ideal is ‘human kinship’ in

today’s globalised world? Do we need more practical visions of world unity?

These questions are opened out more fully in the following two chapters. Chapter One
introduces the universal ideals of the UN, and the paradoxes thrown up by speaking in
universal terms in a divided wotld. It also opens the discussion of trajectories of thought that
have inspired the UN master discourses, and the ways of relating to the world and the ‘other’
that are embodied therein. The latter parts of the chapter put forward in brief the argument
that thinking of the world as kin and non-kin is not only cognitively and socially cohesive in
Western modes of thought, but crucial as a mode of dealing with graded and ambivalent
distinctions in a complex international sphere of allies and enemies. Chapter Two puts
forward the philosophical and anthropological theory which underpins the gathering and
analysis of the subsequent historical and political data.

The original contribution of the thesis stems from the novel methodological approaches
taken to the analysis of the idea of the family of nations and associated concepts. The set of
inquiries, while rooted in IR topics are very much anthropological and philosophical in
nature. Questioning the notions of the family of nations at the heart of the UN project does
not lead into an institutional history as such, or into specific study of the effectiveness of
particular UN policies®. Even the works of the UN Intellectual History Project” do not
address the broadest social and philosophical assumptions which underpin the possibility of
such an organisation existing in its present form. This is one gap that this thesis intends to
fill. In looking at how and why the West believes in and uses the notion of the world-as-
family, the UN is actually only a case-example. It is a critical example because, at the end of
the Second World War, the Western world embedded this quixotic wotld family metaphor as

20 See, for instance, Luard, E. (1982) A History of the United Nations, Vol 1,,Yoder, A. (1993) The Evolution of
the United Nations System 2™ ed., Alger, C. F. (ed.) (1998) The Future of the United Nations System: Potential

for the Twenty-First Century
21 For instance, Jolly, R., Emmerij, L., and Weiss, T. (2001) Ahead of the Curve? UN Ideas and Global

Challenges, Jolly, R., Emmerij, L., and Weiss, T. (2005) The Power N Ideas: Lessons from the First 60 Years
and Jolly, R., Emmerij, L., and Weiss, T. (2009) UN Ideas That Changed the World

15



the grandest goal of the overarching world organisation that has become a global moral and
political authority. Thus, rather than being a critique of, or laudatory for the UN based on
practical assessment of its values and policies, my analysis is based upon the philosophical,
political and social implications of this core goal of world-kinship which lies behind the UN’s

projects.

A second key contribution the thesis makes is in looking at the notion of kinship as a
mechanism for espousing universal projects and values which actually divide the world.
Several attempts at rethinking the work of Carl Schmitt have taken place in recent decades™,
but kinship discourses as principles of distinction have yet to be coherently addressed. This
thesis fills that gap, suggesting that Western modes of conceiving of kinship as a social and
anti-political ideal lend great flexibility to kinship as a way of making political decisions.
Kinship can be used to exclude, but at the same time offer the potential for re-incorporation
into the in-group. The multiplicity of ways of ‘being’ kin in Western formulations renders the
Schmittian moment of decision unstable. ‘Kinship’ is defined both as a ‘natural’ marker of
unchanging substance but also as a relationship based on behaving according to the character
of relations expected of kin. Thus, decisions of inclusion and exclusion may be ambivalent

and incomplete.

In the second part of the thesis, Chapter Three presents a detailed archival investigation of
the history of the founding of the United Nations, and the derivations of the discourses
embodied in its great texts. From this point in the thesis, empirical evidence is laid out to
answer the above questions and advance the following key arguments. In this historical
chapter, I highlight the very limited group of actors involved in the production of a vision
that was purportedly derived from a global will. I argue that the ‘universal’ values of the UN
were not produced through global consultation and dialogue, but that instead a systematic
process of limiting external conttibutions to the planning process was made by the Roosevelt
government. From this small circle, the conviction that the UN needed potent, emotive

ideology to succeed and inspire the wotld was imbued into the founding documents.

22 For instance, Mouffe, C. (1999) (ed.) The Challenge of Carl Schmitt, Meier, H. (1998) transl. Brainard, M. The
son of Carl Schmitt: Four Chapters on the Distinction n Political Theology and Political Philosophy,

Odpysseos, L. and Petito, F. (2007) (eds.) The International Political Thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror, Liberal War
and the Crisis of Global Order
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Naturally the languages chosen reflected the Western, Christian backgrounds of most of the

contributors.

Chapters Four to Six display original contemporary research focusing on the two principal
strands of inquiry. Chapter Four looks at how UN officials themselves administer the global
vision of the UN, and considers the disjunction between the feeling of the UN planners that
kinship values were required at the centre of the organisation to motivate members, and the
counter-productivity of such rhetoric in UN bureaucratic work today. Chapters Five and Six
look at the political rhetoric used by the UN, NGOs and politicians in recent crises where
attempts have been made to transform the edges of ‘civilisation’ to bring more peoples
within the scope of membership of the ‘family’ of nations. These chapters map the contours
of the overall discourses of human unity, comparing, for instance, usage of the now-
hegemonic notion of ‘international community’ with kinship metaphors. Chapter Five looks
at a humanitarian crisis in the shape of the conflict in Darfur between 2003 and 2005, where
notions of responsibility to protect part of the human family were deployed. Chapter Six
investigates the incarceration of terrorism suspects at Guantanamo Bay and modes of
speaking of the limits of a putative human rights community or family. Here I show how the
niches within discourse where kinship is deployed are quite specific. General, aspirational,
and emotive statements are made and kinship performs a double movement of affirming the
values of the in-group while contrasting these against the injustices perceived beyond that
group. This said, I argue that Schmitt’s logic of decisionism may be reformed as outlined

above, by considering the ambivalent character of distinctions made on the basis of kinship.

Chapter Seven explains in depth the relations of kinship to politics, and of kinship to the
development in individual persons of the consciousness of social distance and the other. In
particular, the characteristics of Western kinship that give meaning to the metaphorical
connection between ‘family’ and ‘humanity’ are laid out. This discussion leads to the
aspiration of the concluding Chapter Eight to form a constructive set of critiques of the
deployment of kinship rhetoric in world politics. If we wish to explain vague feelings of
commonality we must explain not only our desires to express these feelings, but also the
mechanisms of language and social logic that enable ambiguity and imprecision to further the

applicability of our practices of metaphor. It is the shortcomings of these practices, as well as
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our failure to understand our drives to metaphorise the world in the ways we do, (to dream
our dreams of wotld community, say) that cripple our universal projects, such as the UN,

with ego- and ethno-centrism.

I argue thus that there are political and philosophical difficulties with envisioning world-
making in terms of building kinship. This is a project which cannot be operationalised. These
languages are anti-political, lulling the world away from confronting political discord or from
addressing the conflict between liberal and communitarian impulses in the UN project. Such
discourse, associated with colonial discourse of patriarchal patronage and religious idealism,
lends negative symbolic capital to the UN around the world. Such discourse, I argue, shows
the propensity in world politics to fall back on comforting ideational templates. Lest we
should hold faith in the theorist’s ability to define the interests of his or her subject of study,
the following work on these vague and impossible discourses of kinship shows us a picture
of world which is sometimes unable to define its own interests, values and principles in a

coherent way even using the most ‘inspirational’ of languages at its disposal.
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CHAPTER ONE - World Kinship Discourse, Selves and
Others, and the UN’s Global Order

1.1 The US and the UN Founding Documents: Self-Evident Truths and
Carpe Diem Politics

In the contemporary world, where uni-polar American hegemony has become the status quo,
it is pethaps easy to forget the uncertain nature of the rights and visions outlined in the
Charter of the United Nations. In this document and the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights®, a language of equal human rights, the preservation of peace, national sovereignty,
good neighbour politics, a reliance upon bureaucratic practice, and the exemplary role of the
United States become manifest in a form proclaiming a universal set of truths. It can often
seem in the Western world that everyone has agreed upon these ‘self-evident’ truths.
However, when they are hastily invoked as part of the reason for interventionist wars for the
purpose of regime-change, it acts to bring home to us what an attempt to engineer consensus

and unity in the international can really mean.

It is important to remember that the confident, optimistic, indeed hubristic tones of the UN
founding documents were not indicative of the popular perception of world politics in the
mid forties. Indeed, as Catl Friedrich pointed out in 1948, the mood among the Western
powers (the founts of the philosophical grounding of the UN) “contrast(ed) with the
mentality after World War I. Then, overwhelming public sentiment...held that the war ‘to
end all wars’ had been won for good.”* He presents a Gallup poll conducted in July 1946
wherein, in answer to the question “Do you believe there will be a (world) war in the next 25
years?”, 50% of French people, 48% of British people, and 69% of Americans responded in
the affirmative.” That such a set of documents could be produced and signed amid such
general pessimism attests both to the paradoxically closed nature of the process of planning
these articles of universal values, and to the desperate war-weariness of most of the nations
of the world, most of whom had little input into the documents they would sign at San

Francisco in 1945.

23 See Appendices A and B, respectively UN Charter and the UN Declaration of Human Rights. In particular, the
preambles and initial articles of the two documents are instructive.

24 Friedrich, C.J. (1948) Inevitable Peace p3

25 Ibid.
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The American domination of the planning of the League of Nations and the United Nations,
ensured that values supposedly representative of the whole world, were given to the world by
one powerful nation. Indeed many American authors on the eve of World War Two were by
no means timid about proclaiming national desire to “apply the principles of our
Constitution to the wotld”* and to “prepare the people of the world for some such miracle
as happened in Philadelphia in 1787.”% As if to suggest that like a lackadaisical pupil, Europe
had been 150 years too slow to catch on to simple principles, Clyde Eagleton wrote in the
eatly months of World War Two: “(L)ike the United States under the Articles of
Confederation, nations have learned that it is not so bad to work together in a common
system...the next step (for humanity as a whole) is obviously that which the Confederation took

when it transformed itself into a stronger system.”%

The founding documents of the UN are the final expression of an increasingly confident
American desire to build a new world order based upon principles of liberty and equality and
a notion of the rights of man stemming not only from the desire to right the injustices of two
wortld wars, but to bring the values of the American Revolution to the rest of the wotld. So

2329

thorough was the planning procedure for a “desirable world order”™ in the State
Department, and so eatly did it commence (September 1939), that when in 1941 the Atlantic
Charter was signed, even the British were hopelessly out of touch with what was underway in
Washington. The British government sent a missive to the State Department shortly after the
meeting of Churchill and Roosevelt with reference to the possibility of co-operation on a
post-war international juridical structure. As Secretary of State Cordell Hull notes in his
memoirs, the Department had to reply with a note letting the British know, to their
annoyance, that their idea for an international juridical organisation would be subsumed
within the State Department’s wotld organisation plan which by 1941 had already been two
years in development™. By the time the Dumbarton Oaks conference was organised in 1944,

the State Department’s modestly titled “Tentative Proposals’ constituted “the only detailed

26 Page, R. (1940) ‘Designs for a World Order’ in When War Ends, Annals of the American Academy of
Political and Social Science, p54

27 Ibid. p56

28 Eagleton, C. (1940) ‘Peace Means More Than Political Adjustment’ in When War Ends, Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science, p41

2 The words are those of Leo Pasvolsky in a memo to Secretary of State, Cordell Hull in September 1939,
quoted in Schlesinger, S. (2004) Act of Creation: Founding of the United Nations p35

30 Hull, C (1948) The Memoirs of Cordell Hull Vol. IT p1631
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and fully developed agenda paper.”” The British assented without many queries to what had
been outlined and the Russians submitted a paper that was utterly overridden as it proposed
that “talks should be limited to a proposed organization devoted exclusively to security.””
The founding texts of the UN display both a concern with the interconnectedness of a family
of nations, and also a notion that there is a universal ‘human’, a standard for the lives of
every person and the common values that each nation should strive to ensure for its people.
The Declaration of Human Rights encapsulates these twin strands best in proclaiming that
“the equal and inalienable rights of all members of the human family is the foundation of

freedom.”*

1.2 Discourses of World Community and the Human Family — Historical
Sediments

With the European powers shattered, the United States found itself in the position to lead the
Western wotld (and by implication the who/e world) for the first time in 1919. Recognition of a
truly global role for the United States dawned. As Schlesinger argues, the American political
paradigm began quickly shifting from a past moulded by “prid(ing) itself on its...distance

from the conflicts and corruption of Europe™*

to a present marked by interdependence with
Europe. Woodrow Wilson himself regarded the United States as the “chief interpreter to the
wotld of those democratic principles, which can rid the wortld of injustice and bring peace and
happiness.” While it may be claimed that the institutional model for the UN, the League of

Nations, was a case where “the President’s principles conquered Europe,”*

it was not merely
the idiosyncratic desire of one idealist. Rather, as Rob Kroes recounts, in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth century as their power came to eclipse that of the British Empire,
Americans conceived of their own relation to their frontiers, to the ‘others’ beyond the

border, to their mission in the world, as an “impetuous forward march of universalism, the

universalism of human equality and human rights, symbolizing America as the usher of a new

31 Donovan, F. (1966) Mr. Roosevelt’s Four Freedoms: The Story Behind the UN Charter p106
32 Ibid. p104

33 See Appendix B, United Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948)

34 Schlesinger, S.C. (2004) Act of Creation: The Founding of the United Nations p17

35 Bell, H.C.F. (1945) Woodrow Wilson and the People p253
36 Rappard, W. (1940) “Why Peace Failed’ in When War Ends, Annals of the American Academy of Political

and Social Science, p4
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world order.”” As confidence grew and a sense of Europe’s moral bankruptcy increased
through the years of warfare between 1914-1918, the desire to preserve the mythical ‘city on
the hill’ behind the walls of Monroe Doctrine isolation was replaced by a briefly flourishing
desire to give the benefits of American liberty to the world.

The Senatorial decision not to join the League plunged the USA back into isolationism.
Meanwhile, the failings of the League to prevent, for instance, the Ruhr crisis of 1923, lent
scepticism to grand supra-national projects. Throughout the isolationist 1920s, public
commentators and scholars in the United States such as John Dewey and Walter Lippmann
debated the viability of the concept of democracy, initially in a domestic context, and later
with reference to the potential for world community. Dismayed by the control of Big
Business’ over government in an age of rapid industrial, capitalistic expansion, Lippmann in
particular lamented the disintegration of the connection between the public and government.
“Common interests” he claimed, “very largely elude public opinion entirely.””*® Dewey, on the
other hand looked upon the disconnect between the public and government as only a
temporary problem. He looked to the gradual process of greater interconnection made
possible by more efficient transport and communication as one possible way to turn the face-
to-face interactions which build the spirit of local communities into the bedrock for a sense
of a ‘global public’. He hoped for “a diffuse and seminal intelligence” based on global

communication to help to build a ‘Great Community’ in the world at large.

The fallout of the Great Depression brought the hopeful notion of a community of nations
back to the fore in democratic states faced suddenly with expansionary nationalism from
fascist states. Throughout the thirties, this notion became more prevalent in the public
speeches of Franklin Roosevelt. Crisis upon ctisis assailed the League of Nations, particulatly
the Japanese invasion of Manchuria, Italian aggression in Abyssinia and Hitler’s

demilitarisation of the Rhineland. What began as another Monroe Doctrine set of statements

37 Kroes, R (2000) Them and Us: Questions of Citizenship in a Globalizing World p15. Kroes’ argument is well

accepted and is rehearsed here only for the sake of providing acknowledgement of the cultural sediment present
in the minds of the generation who would plan the League and the UN. Other wotk on the topic of American
Exceptionalism at this point can be found in Voss, K. (1993) The Making of American Exceptionalism: the

Knights of Labor and Class Formation in the Nineteenth Century
38 Lippmann, W. (1922) Public Opinion p310.
39 Dewey, J. (1927) The Public and Its Problems p217/8
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in praise of the unity of the New World against the failings of the Old, was expanded into a
genuine discourse of world unity. The crises caused by aggressive nationalism, prompted
Roosevelt’s struggle to motivate the American people to come to terms with the fact that the

Monroe Doctrine of an unassailable haven protected by oceans, was now outdated.

In order to convince a recalcitrant public, we see Roosevelt beginning to employ a discourse
that has remained at the heart of the American consciousness since its founding. In his
famous ‘Quarantine Speech’ from 1937, he likened the Japanese to an “epidemic of physical
disease” and urged the world to quarantine them in order to protect the health of the
international community and for the “maintenance of international morality.”* This sounded
like too much of an ‘entanglement’ to American ears and was greeted with open hostility. His
annual message to Congtess in 1939 was veined through with a steely resolve that masked a
growing desperation at the American people’s belief in their hemispheric refuge. At this
point, we see the re-emergence of a discourse that FDR would surely have known was the
best way to motivate the public. He called the United States “the last best hope of earth”*
and laid out his plan to be an arbitrator in global conflicts, but with no practical
commitments towards peacekeeping. His Christmas message to the Pope stressed his
appraisal of the increasing interconnectedness of humanity and he began to refer openly in

1940 to isolationism as “a helpless nightmare.”*

Over time and through this growing reaction within his administration to the isolationism
hanging over his country, Roosevelt had set the State Department, under Cordell Hull and
Sumner Welles, to covertly bring about the mechanism of a US-driven interconnected world
order. In addition to the peace-keeping that had been the intention of the League of Nations,
they sought ways of organising economic re-ordering and international trusteeship at the

moment of an anticipated wave of decolonisation. The Four Freedoms speech encapsulated

40 The full text of the speech, given at Chicago on October 5% 1937, is available at:
rar2/d FDRQuar.htm. Accessed on 10/12/2009.

H Donovan F. (1966) Mr Roosevelt’s Four Freedoms: The Story Behind the UN Charter p15

42 Ibid. p16

43 Ibid. p19. Roosevelt envisaged the end result of isolationism as a “nightmare of a people lodged in prison,
handcuffed, hungry, and fed through the bars from day to day by the contemptuous, unpitying masters of other
continents.” See Address at the Umverstty of Vitginia, Chatlottesville, VA, June 10t 1940. Available at:

tD: o .ucsh. dex.php?pid=15965. Accessed on 10/12/2009.

23


http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu

what Roosevelt saw as the United States’ traditional “faith in freedom under the guidance of

God.” “Freedom”, he said, “means the supremacy of human rights everywhere.”*

Through this petiod we note these same discourses appearing in American media culture and
in academic and public debates. A collection of speeches and broadcasts was organised
throughout the mid-to-late 1930s by Nicholas Murray Butler, the President of the Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, under the rubric of the ‘Family of Nations’. Statesmen
from around the wotld took part in annual Armistice Day broadcasts to argue for the
common identity of man and the rhetoric of Roosevelt’s policy re-emerges in some of their
contributions. Richard B. Bennett, the Foreign Minister of Canada, made this comment in
the Armistice broadcast of 1934 reflecting the ‘Good Neighbor’ policy outlined initially the

year before®: «

(S)ecurity based on armaments inevitably means war. Security based on good
will and friendly, neighbourly relations, such as exist on this Continent of North American,
insures peace.”* Further, we note in Butler’s own 1937 speech at the Carnegie Endowment’s
European Committee in Geneva, the discourse the Roosevelt would use in 1939/40 of the
Western Hemisphere as an example to the rest of the world. Butler spoke of the need to
begin a ‘worldwide federal experiment’ rather than to continue with the divisive building of
nations. He comments: “(I)t is interesting for an American to be able to point out that from

the history of the United States may be found both guidance and encouragement in pursuit
of this ideal.”

What Butler refers to is the period between 1781 and 1789 in American history, a time when,
he claims, “every single problem with which the world is faced today presented itself in the
lives of those 3,000,000 people organized into thirteen conflicting and competing states.”*®
The federalisation of America duting those years is, for Butler, a “lesson which we of the

American states can take to our brothers across the sea to show them how.”® It is almost a

duplicate of the discourses present in the speeches and writings of Roosevelt’s

4 Donovan, F. (1966) Mr. Roosevelt’s Four Freedoms; The Story Behind the UN Charter p26
+ See Roosevelt F. (1933) ‘First Inaugural Address Washington DC, 4% March 1933. Available at:
h ch

html. Accessed on 01/12/2009.
46 Butler N. M (1938) The Faml.l;z of Nations: Its Need and Its Problems p113

47 Ibid. p362

48 Tbid. p363

49 Ibid. p365
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administration®, and echoes the discourses of revolution from those years in the late
eighteenth century. The linkage between the twentieth century and the eighteenth here exists
in the voices of the writers before the Second World War. Their connections of their own
expetience to elements of American national myth are not direct treproductions of
eighteenth century ideas. The fact that linkages are made however, alerts us to the fact that
articles of discourse and meaning within discourse are indeed recyclable even given the

disparate web of differences and continuities that relate the two periods.

In his preface to the pamphlet, ‘Common Sense’, Thomas Paine makes a forceful statement
of the global intent and vision of the trans-Atlantic radicals. “The cause of America is in a
great measure the cause of all mankind.”' The invigorating discoutse of common humanity
informs Paine’s greatest work, and is the bedrock of his thought. Without wishing to draw
too stark a conclusion, the British imperial system - positing a ‘natural’ distinction between
classes of people, and between rulers and subjects - is the antithesis of Paine’s viewpoint.
Paine’s utter rejection of the hierarchical social systems of Europe is neatly expressed when
he asks, “who is there in the world but man?”** It is difficult to overstate just how remarkable
a statement Paine is making, all the more so given his matter-of-fact tonality. Indeed, prior to
the American and French Revolutions, most societies across temporal and cultural space had
operated with strict concepts of internal differentiation that overshadowed a discourse of
human commonality, if it were indeed, present. Such a discourse of intrinsic and common
humanity which Paine helped popularise, was, Sturzo points out, something largely confined
to the texts of religion. It speaks almost prophetically, addressing itself to the widest flock of
all. The initial seeds of the conception of a common humanity in the Western world lie in
Christianity” and infuse directly into the US Declaration of Independence in the primary
claim that that “all men are created equal...(and)...are endowed by their Creator with certain

unalienable Rights.”* The Roman world for instance, could have no comparable notion as

50 See for instance Roosevelt, F. (1937) ‘Quarantine Speech’, Chicago on October 5% 1937, available at:

./ /www.sagehistory.net/wotldwar2/docs/ FDRQuar.htm. Accessed on 10/12/2009. Roosevelt, F. (1940)

Addrcss at  the Uruvcrs1ty of Virginia, Charlottesvl]le VA, June 10%® 1940. Available at:
ide: i 5. Accessed on 10/12/2009.

31 Pame T. (1976) Common Sense ed Krammk I p68
52 Paine, T. (1984) The Rights of Man ed. Foner, E. p65

53 Sturzo, L. (1929) International Community and the Right of War p23/4
54 Umted States Dcclarauon of Independence (1776) Available at:

document/index.htm. Accessed on 15/01/09.
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that of the equality of every man before God and in the eyes of the Divine Creator. This is a
point that Paine uses in his argument for the ‘naturalness’ of the rights he champions.

9355

Liberty, equality and “the unity of man”” are seen as steadfast rights that have been

oppressed temporarily by the tyranny of class, arbitrary power and hereditary rule.

In the eighteenth centuty, Thomas Paine proudly proclaimed that the “American
constitutions were to liberty, what a grammar is to language.”™® A grand sense of human
renewal pervades Paine’s work, and also the writings of contemporaneous American
statesman that remains a strong discursive referent in the ideas behind the world
organisations of 1919 and 1945. Never afraid of the very boldest turn of phrase, Paine states
that in a new independent America, “(w)e have it in our power to begin the world over

again®™” and to create “an asylum for mankind.”*®

Alexander Hamilton addressed the people of New York in similar terms in the first of the
Federalist Papers: “(I)t has been frequently remarked that it seems to have been reserved for
the people of this country, by their conduct and example, to decide the important question,
whether societies of men are really capable or not of establishing good government from
reflection and choice.”” This is the discourse of the political, moral and social experiment of
the New World that is in evidence in the 1930s with Butler. Hamilton’s is a curt dismissal of
the political efforts of humans throughout history and this is demonstrative of what
Tocqueville calls “the idea of the indefinite perfectability of man.”® A high level of equality
in society, he claims, produces the notion that every person can improve themselves to a
great degree, conditional only upon their ingenuity. Holding common humanity as the most
prevalent knowledge complex, and rejecting subject positions defined by class, is arguably
productive of the notion that the new country of the “western sons of liberty”®' could and

should improve upon the societies that have gone before.

55 Paine, T. (1984) The Rights of Man ed. Foner, E. p66

5 Ibid. p95

57 Paine, T. (1967) Common Sense ed. Kramnik, I. p118

58 Ibid. p101

3 Hamilton, A. (1787) Federalist Papers No. I, ‘General Introduction’. Available at:

http://avalon.Jaw.vale.edu/18th century/fed01.asp. Accessed on 05/11/2009.

60 de Tocqueville, A. (2003 ed.) Democracy in America and Two Essays on America p521
61 Jay ] (1787) Federahst Papers No II ‘Concerning Dangers From Foreign Force and Influence’. Available at:
htt rale.ed ; 225

. Accessed on 05/11/2009.

26


http://avalon
http://avalon.law.vale.edu/18th

In this sense the discourse of equality opens up conceptual space which was constricted by
the limited possibilities of more hierarchical social structures. We might call the discourse of
‘America as example’ a derivative discourse of the discourse of human equality. Certainly
though, this derivative discourse would seem a powerful motivator of potential American
foreign policy, including the shaping of international institutions through the lens of the

founding principles of the American state.

We have begun to tie the conceptions of humanity in the eighteenth and twentieth centuries
together loosely around common discourses. It is not my ultimate aim to prove their
similarity. A good many differences can be found between the projects undertaken by the
protagonists in the late-eighteenth century and the 1940s and the documentary outcomes of
their respective works. A surface reading of the UN Charter for instance reveals a gendered
aspect (‘equal rights of men and women™) that has a separate history. The influence of the
two world wars is also patently clear, as is Roosevelt’s ‘Good Neighbor’ policy. The Charter is
not a reproduction of the eighteenth century documents, but what should be highlighted is
the continuing presence, during the planning procedure for the UN, of evidence that the

discourses of the age of revolution still retained influence.

A universal vision then lies at the heart of the discourses of the founding texts of the United
Nations. Obviously, the promotion of this vision does not sum up the work of an
enormously diverse organisation. However, arising from the universal values that the UN is
founded upon, arte a number of paradoxes concerning the right to delineate the lives of
others. Any universal vision must, by virtue of its claim to universality, hold within it the
desire to transform those who do not conform. The ways we distinguish those within our

sphere of values (universal or not) and those without, is the topic of the next section.

%2 From the preamble to the UN Charter (1945). See Appendix A.
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1.3 Metaphors of Distinction in World Politics: the Other and Processes of
World-Making

“We the peoples of the United Nations determined...to reaffirm faith in the fundamental human rights, in
the dignity and worth of the human person, in the equal rights of men and women and of nations large and
small...and for these ends...to practice tolerance and live together in peace with one another as good
neighbours. ... have resolved to combine our efforts to accomplish these aims™

Just six weeks separated the solemn agreement to these glorious aims in late June 1945 in San
Francisco, and the first and only belligerent uses of nuclear weapons across the Pacific in
August. Not only, as we saw in the previous section, were these ‘universal’ visions far from
the result of universal debate and consensus, but they seemed to be aims to which even their
primary authors did not wish to adhere. The deaths of nearly 200,000 Japanese civilians in the
wake of the dawning of this ‘new world order’ attest to the fact that the claim to the equal
worth of the human person had, in June 1945, some important caveats. A fascinating aspect
of hastily made claims to universal values is how we relate to the ‘Others’ who we deem to be
exterior to our vision. The ‘Other’ is crucial to all claims to universal values investigated thus
far, indeed, the paradox of these statements of universalism, is their lack of universal
applicability. This section looks at ways of relating to the ‘Other’ who fails to fit into the
universal ideal, and the limits of popularly invoked modes of ‘Othering’.

The proclamations of universal values touched upon so far (such as Paine’s writings and the
US Declaration of Independence) have emerged in times of crisis and were produced by
groups faced by tyrannical oppression. Their proclamations of their equality to their social
superiors in the order of the stafus gquo were a revolutionary call for transformation and
liberation. On the contrary, the declarations of equality after World War Two were made
primary by those in a victorious position of great power. The discourses of the UN envisage a
core of nations presumed to share the values enshrined in the key documentary statements
and also, implicitly, assumed a remaining set of nations and people who have as yet, failed to

agree to the common values and aspirations. It is these ‘Others’, against whom the United

63 From the preamble to the UN Charter (1945). See Appendix A.
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Nations “have resolved to combine our efforts” in accomplishing the aims of equality,

peace and security.

As Charlotte Girard argues, this assertion of commonality is “a necessary yet always fictional
condition to achieve wotld-making.”® Girard further asserts that claims to community, let
alone kinship (as in the human family) are unnecessarily specific for delineating a social and
political space in projects of world re-making. Girard’s argument, as will be shown in Chapter
Four, is borne out in the experiences of UN staff. Languages such as that of the human
family are not only described as being of little practical use in motivating support for UN
projects, but actually may be counter-productive to consensus building. In fact, the world-
making propensities of the United Nations, by infusing their discourse of unity with notions
both of community and family, layered over a vaguer base of commonality, actually

strengthen the boundaries and the exclusivity of their putative social space.

Couched in moralistic and semi-religious terms (“the advent of a world in which human
beings shall enjoy freedom of speech and belief”®), the foundational texts of the United
Nations attempt to position, through their use of notions of community and family, any
opponents as ‘Others’ who are in the minority, and in a morally negative position. What it is
important to note however, is the mutability of the supposed boundary lines between the
functioning core of nations, and the exterior Others who are deemed unbelievers in those
universal principles required for the promotion of “social progress and better standards of
life in larger freedom.”*” The prominent logics of making political distinctions, which are used
in contemporary social theory often seem too rigid to make sense of the way the community
of nations draws its boundaries of inclusion and exclusion. In particular, over the course of
the following chapters, the mechanisms of kinship metaphors as principles of distinction will
be contrasted with notions of Schmittian friend/enemy distinctions which have taken such a
firm grip on IR scholarship. By way of introduction however, world-kinship metaphors are

here situated with relation to Schmitt on the one hand and Said’s Orentalism on the other.

¢4 From the preamble to the UN Charter (1945). See Appendix A.
65 Girard, C. (2007) ‘Contracting and Founding in Times of Conflict’ in Karagiannis, N. and Wagner, P. (eds.)

Varieties of World-Making: Beyond Globalization p218
66 Preamble to the United Nations Declaration on Human Rights (1948). See Appendix B.

67 Preamble to the United Nations Charter (1945). See Appendix A.
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This begins to locate the work of kinship discourse within the scope of common alternative

principles of making distinctions in the world.

The practice of using a purportedly universal statement of commonality to define a standard
for humanity would seem to be a Schmittian political decision par excellence. Schmitt’s

“insistence on the centrality on antagonistic relations”®

seems plausible in this statist
proclamation which holds a distinct power to produce conforming subjects, and to deny the
validity of other truths about the human condition. However, the United Nations, blessed
with a position of great power and authority in 1945, made sure not to make an explicit
friend/enemy distinction in its foundational rhetoric. Instead it went to great pains to

proclaim a universalism that was, and remains, no reflection of world politics.

The reincorporation for instance, of Japan and Germany into the notional core of the
international community over the past fifty years would seem to be an important example
standing in contradiction to Schmitt’s notion that defining a commonality (to use Girard’s
terminology) must be a question of the definition of the right to exist and the right to destroy
the ‘Other’. Indeed, as Mary Hampton has argued, a central component of the liberal
internationalist (Wilsonian) impulse in American foreign relations since Versailles is the belief
in the need to rehabilitate rather than destroy former enemies.” The formulation of who lies
within and without the conceptual boundary defined by the ‘shared values’ of the UN, is
more complex than state-made notions of friend and enemy as Schmitt formulated them. It
has already been noted that for the United States, the principal purveyor of those ‘shared
values’, it was permissible to contravene them spectacularly in the cause of bringing a swift, if
morally questionable end to World War Two. On the other side of the fence, the conceptual
‘Other’ has changed many times since 1945. In the planning process when the UN was being
designed, the greatest stimulus, especially with respect to the insistence on common human
worth and rights, was outrage at the Holocaust. Ending the war by decimating Japanese cities

was justified by Truman in that “a beast had to be dealt with as a beast.”” Kennan’s ‘Long

%8 Strong, T. (1996) ‘Foreword’ in Schmitt, C. The Concept of the Political, p.xix
% Hampton, M. (1995) NATO at the Creation: US Foreign Policy, West Germany and the Wilsonian Impulse’

in Security Studies 4(3) p616. As Hampton further notes, this rehabilitation impulse visible at Versailles and
then later at San Francisco replicates in turn the rehabilitation of France after 1815 by the Concert of Europe.

70 Harle, V. (2000) The Enemy With A Thousand Faces: The Tradition of the Other in Western Political
Thought and History p87

30



Telegram’ of 1946 soon placed a supposedly expansionist, Godless power that was bent on
wotld revolution as the arch-enemy of the liberty of the US/UN canon of values.” Latterly,
significant ‘Others’ have been embodied in discourses of radical Islamist terror groups, the
‘China Threat’™ discourse, and the supposed ‘barbatism’ of oppressive regimes and civil war
making in sub-Saharan Africa.

Certainly the authority of being able to “make the Orient speak”” is central to the elucidation
of global wotld-making practices. “What he says and writes,” Said argues, “is meant to
indicate that the Orientalist is outside the Orient, both as an existential and as a moral fact.””
A great number of the discourses of Said’s ‘orientalism’ have been prevalent in Western
discussion of the various threats to the vision outlined in the United Nations’ version of the
future. The defining features of the orientalised ‘Other’ in Said’s discussion of eatly twentieth
works of Louis Massignon and Hamilton Gibb"”, are a-temporal stasis and an absence of
progress™, and a reductive view of Arab society as in petrified thrall to its religiosity, with

Islam having “an ultimate precedence over all life in the Islamic Orient.””’

In the diverse collection of international ‘Others’, we can define neither a common reason
nor logic for their status as ‘Others’, nor a common policy towards them. As Said
demonstrates, focusing only on the Western appreciation of the Islamic world, the corpus of
knowledge built up to situate the ‘Other’ may claim that the latter is “antthuman, incapable of
development, self-knowledge or objectivity, as well as uncreative, unscientific, and
authoritarian.”” Since 1945, multiple discourses have been mobilised to set various ‘Others’
as outcasts from the community and to situate their actions in opposition to a principle of

‘world’ orthodoxy, usually as embodied by discourses close to those of the UN.

" Harle, V. (2000) The Enemy With A Thousand Faces: The Tradition of the Other in Western Political
Thought and History p89. The object of Kennan’s telegram was, of course, the USSR.

72 See for instance Bernstein, R. and Munro, R. (1997) — The Coming Conflict With China, Gertz, B. (2002) The
China Threat: How The People’s Republic Targets America or Terrill, R. (2003) The New Chinese Empire and
What it Means for the United States

73 Said, E.W. (1985) Orientalism: Western Conceptions of the Orient p20

74 Ibid. p21

75 Said, E.W. (1985) Orientalism: Western Conceptions_of the Orient Chapter 3, Section 3, p255-284

76 An exemplar of the arguments put forward in Fabian, J. (1983) Time and the Other: How Anthropology
Makes Its Object

7 Said, E.W. (1985) Orientalism: Western Conceptions of the Orient p278
78 Ibid. p296
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Explanation for the malleability of the boundary of the acceptable members of the
international community is hard to find either in Schmitt or Said. Friends have become
enemies since 1945 and enemies have become friends. The socialist wotld could only
tenuously be racialised, and it was represented as having little of the allure that led nineteenth
century colonialists to feminise Africa or India. Far from a universal agreement on values, the
United Nations has had to rationalise and confront an extraordinarily diverse set of
challenges (Communism, wat, civil war, genocide, terrorism, state collapse, people trafficking)
which have seemed to contradict the idea of a shared value system in a bewildering variety of
ways. And yet, a clear discourse of where the boundaries lie is maintained through political
discourse and action and media rhetoric to the present day, of how Britain and America
remain within the community despite warlike aggression, of how Zimbabwe is bordering on
international pariah status and how much of the Muslim world is viewed with suspicion fot

wholly different reasons.

The metaphorisation of the core, value-sharing international community in terms of kinship
has been neglected as a mode of the explanation of our principles of distinguishing the
boundaries of that community. This is despite the prevalence of the use of this metaphor; as
one author rightly sums up: “(D)epiction of the human family as an ideal to be pursued is far
from original. Indeed, it is so common as to be nearly a cliché.”” Rather than being a cliché
however, both the prevalence of this metaphor and its commonplace dismissal ate significant.
A focus on the mutability of Western notions of kinship provides a useful additional model in
seeking to explain the logics of seemingly capricious practices of boundary-making. Fictive

kinship is a crucial but neglected mode of distinguishing ‘us’ and ‘them’ in world politics.

79 Weatherford, R. (1993) World Peace and the Human Family p72
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1.4 The Use of Metaphor: Making Sense of the Public and the Private

Many anthropological and sociological studies which have reflected upon the individualistic
cultures and philosophies of the Western world, have noted the tendency for the domestic,
private sphere of life to be placed in a conceptually inferior position to the sphere of political,
public action. Indeed, an enormously diverse literature extends through philosophy, political
science, history, gender studies and anthropology aiming at unpicking the assumptions and
putative categorical division of the world that underpin, not only the suppression of the
concern with kinship in favour of individualism, but also by association, the restrictive
expectations upon the lives of women®. As Terrell Carver writes: “(B)ehind public man there
is a private world to which woman is consigned through omission, tradition, nature, and
explicit theotization.”® As we argued, following McBride above, kinship in Western logic is
conceived as the anti-political sphere. It is feminised and dismissed as itrelevant to politics.
There are several modes of downplaying kinship, all connected to this symbolic association of
kinship as a domain of anti-political life.

The implicit alliance of power, politics, public life, competition, cultural achievement and
masculinity in opposition to an aggregation of weakness, kinship, domestic life, nurturing,
natural instinct and femininity has remained a potent organising mode of Western social life
that continues to provide feminist scholarship with a formidable scholarly task and political
agenda. All of these categorisations and their unquestioned acceptance have been thoroughly
critiqued in the past thirty years, and the study of kinship itself has come into question®. The
study of ‘relatedness™ has seemed to contain fewer assumptions about a notional domain of
life, and a more reliable focus on discourse and practice of constructing relatedness rather
than on the structures of kinship. It remains the case though that, as Jacqui Stevens notes:
“(Kinship and political society are attended to simultaneously in discussions of ‘primitive’ or

‘tribal’ societies of Africa (and those pre-modern societies in Asia and the Americas that

80 See, for instance Rosaldo, M. and Lamphere, L (1974) (eds.) Woman, Culture and Society, Elshtain, J.B. (1993)

Public Man, Private Woman: Woman in Social and Political Thought, Burns, N. et al (eds.) (2001) The Private
Roots of Public Action: Gender, Equality and Political Participation

81 Carver, T. (1996) Gender is Not a Synonym For Women p17
82 See in particular, the reconfigurations of kinship studies made in response to Schneider, D. (1984) —~ A Critique

of the Study of Kinship
8 Espoused by, for instance, Carsten, J. (2000) (ed.) Cultures of Relatedness: New Approaches to the Study of

Kinship
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resemble them), while a ptivate/public heuristic is frequently relied on by political scientists
to render invisible aspects of the (European) state.”® Where a new literature on Western
kinship practices has emerged, it has been on subjects driven to the margins by mainstream
society — creation of kinship in same-sex relationships®, practices of adoption®, abortion and

the New Reproductive Technologies.87

The implications of this ‘rendering invisible’ have been discussed at great length particularly
in feminist scholarship on the triumph of the public and political sphere in becoming the
legitimated and legitimating sphere in which rights and citizenship were first debated. Carole
Pateman’s work™ on the grand Western tradition of political theory detived from a social
contract between men is extremely persuasive in its explanations of two of the central
implicitly masculinist premises of such theory in setting up the division between the public
and the devalued private spheres. Firstly, she argues, the social contract in political life can
only come about based on the favourable (for men) terms of the sexual contract of kin
relations. Secondly, in Yuval-Davis’ words, the social contract represents changing the
“hegemonic power relations in the society from a patriarchy, in which the father (or the king
as a father figure) ruled over both other men and women, to a fraternity in which the men get
the right to rule over their women in the private domestic sphere, but agree on a contract of a

2589

social order of equality among themselves within the public political sphere.

Nevertheless, kinship has remained a prominent discursive symbol. However, the trajectories
in which it is used still place it as the humblest, smallest level from which other modes of
human interaction emanate. It is symbolically the ‘root’ of other modes of social interaction —
without it, growth is impossible, yet it is the lowest part of the overall organism. Many works
that deal with the metaphor of family, as applied to the universal human community, trace a
simple analogy of the principle of social organisation from the family as the most basic kernel

of affiliation upwards to the nation state and into the international domain. “Men achieve

84 Stevens, J. (1999) Reproducing The State p51
85 See for instance, Lewin, E. (1993) Lesbian Mothers: Accounts of Gender in American Culture, Weston, K.

(1995) ‘Forever Is A Long Time: Romancing the Real in Gay Kinship Ideologies’ in Yanagisako, S. and Delaney
C. (eds.) Naturalizing Power: Essays in Feminist Cultural Analysis
86 Strathern, M. (1992) Reproducing the Future: Anthropology, Kinship and the New Reproductive Technologies

87 Ragoné, H. (1994) Surrogate Motherhood: Conception in the Heart
8 See especially Pateman, C. (1988) The Sexual Contract

89 Yuval-Davis, N. (1997) Gender and Nation p79
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freedom and peace as their loyalties and their sympathies become progressively identified first
with the family, then with the tribe, the state, the nation, the hemisphere, and finally expand
to include the whole world.”” It is a2 mode of optimistic and simplistic extrapolation, and yet
fails to explain upon which grounds such identifications may be possible, and on which
grounds they may fail. Rational connections — division of labour, survival, nurturing — and
connections of affection and identity are presumed to play a role in the transferral of

association from the level of kinship to the level of the family of nations.

As a denigrated domain assumed to be irrelevant to political life, kinship has been long
neglected in IR studies of discourses of affiliation and distincon. As Stevens says:
“(A)nthropology is a discipline that studies kinship — the principles and meanings associated
with rendering some insiders and others outsiders....In the realm of international relations,
where we might expect to find some serious interest in the practices that render some
populations ‘us’ and others ‘them’, the most influential practitioners display hostility to such
concerns.”' Stevens’ own argument shows how reckoning kinship is central to the definition
of membership of the nation state - “(E)very political society bases rules of inclusion and
exclusion on invocations of birth.””? Such an argument suggests the close relationship that
political authority does indeed have to the definition of kinship, but with reference to the
metaphorical practices of the putative family of nations, the only significance of birth is that it
is claimed to equally confer and signify humanity.

Stevens’ argument alerts us to the fictive community of the nation, a group which is built (like
kinship) in the interpretation and reconstitution of facts of reproduction and inter-
generational continuity which may claim an historical ethnic core, a commonality of blood. In
any case, the relationship of affect and identity that is claimed to be a feature of the modern
nation is suggestively redolent of the sphere of affect and identity which supposedly
characterises kinship as Western society characterises it in opposition to politics. Building
imagined communities of nationhood, or, for the purposes of the case of UN, inter-

nationhood, are often projects founded, in words of Thomas Eriksen, on the belief that the

90 Curtis, L. (1938) Civitas Dei: The Commonwealth of God p51/2

91 Stevens, J. (1999) Reproducing The State p52
92 Ibid, p269
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members “have something profound in common — which could be described as metaphoric

kinship.””

The importance of kinship for the nation state is almost beyond question. Not only in the
politics of representation in terms of national history and unity, but issues of citizenship,
population control and even morality, are sites where states attempt to influence kinship. This
section has pointed to reasons why the importance of notions of kinship in the international
sphere has been downplayed. It is also clear that in terms of international practices of
metaphor, our ways of making sense of the wotld, kinship is important in conveying a sense
of the world unity that is desired, and the limits of the community that has been fostered at
present. Kinship is, as Stevens notes, a way of rendering ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’, but it is
much more than that. It should be clear that this is so in our prevalent use of kinship
metaphors to speak in a double-edged way about a human family that has limits, but which
we wish to make limitless. In an individualist culture where kinship is devalued, how might

our use of kinship as a metaphorical goal for world politics be explained?

1.5 Kinship, Politics and International Relations: Rethinking
Relationships

“The last few years have provided numerous examples of groups whose chart of kinship terms does not
accurately reflect family attitudes, and vice versa. It would be incorrect to assume that the kinship system
constitutes the principal means of regnlating interpersonal relationships in all societies.””*

The imprecision of the metaphorisation of wortld politics in terms of kinship in Western
writing on the United Nations, and in the discourses and documents of the UN and its
planners, stands in stark contrast to the technical rule systems described by many early social
anthropologists in their investigations of the kinship systems of stateless societies. In
anticipation of a fuller discussion in Chapter Seven, this final section outlines four bases upon
which it becomes possible for an extrapolation to be made between a notion of kinship and a

notion of an inclusive human community.

93 Eriksen, T.H. (1997) ‘The Nation as a Human Being — A Metaphor in a Mid-Life Crisis?” in Hastrup, K. and

Olwig, K. (eds.) Siting Culture: The Shifting Anthropological Object p106 (Original emphasis)
94 Lévi-Strauss, C. (1963) ‘Structural Analysis in Linguistics and in Anthropology’ in Structural Anthropology
Volume [ p38
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The notion of the ‘family of nations’ as expounded in the UN texts is a Western formulation.
It does not encompass a great mass of kinship terms or structural rules, nor is it related to any
specific notion of common descent other than on the level of the human species. This is
where other authors” may have been eager to draw simple and direct comparisons between
Judaeo-Christian notions of the ‘children of God’ and current Western employment of
notions of the family of nations. No descent structure, no putative root, delimits the latter
notion, or sets apart a specific genealogical kinship group from others. In fact, the notion of
the human family, metaphorical and imprecise as it is, is arguably reducible to three major
principles. Western notions of a ‘kinship’ extensible to the whole world are prefigured upon a
biological notion of defining kinship which is universalised by concepts derived from
Western science of a genetic species commonality of all human. Secondly and in contrast to
this first principle, membership of the kin-group entails responsibilities — such as listed in the
UN Declaration on Human Rights and the UN Charter — and confers benefits and respected
status. As Feller wrote of the new post-colonial signatories of the UN Charter during the
Korean War: “eight of its members have achieved full independence, and for them,
admission to the UN has meant in the fullest sense of the word, admission to the family of
nations.” Thirdly, shared values outweigh considerations about shared substance. In other
words, the group is often presented as a family made up of affection rather than rules and

terminology.

As the quote from Lévi-Strauss at the start of this section makes plain, all kinship is a matter
of both terminology and feeling, and yet, as the recent kinship studies work on the
processual’ creation of bonds of kinship makes clear, modern Western notions of kinship
revolve more around feeling than around pre-agreed rules. When David Schneider claimed

939,

that kinship had become a “non-concept™, he intended to bring anthropologists’ attention

to the use of Western categories for the interpretation of indigenous kinship systems. In

95 For instance, Weatherford, R. (1993) World Peace and the Human Family ch4

% Feller, A. (1953) United Nations and World Community p123

97 The work of Kath Weston and others on the creation of kinship in same-sex couple adopting families has
demonstrated that the processual creation of kinship noted by common practices such as sharing financial
burdens, common residence or food-sharing, operate equally in the West. See for instance, Carsten, J. (1995)
After Kinship.
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short, ethnographers were, he argued, inventing a domain of kinship to map onto local
practices. This critique, though valid, turns ethnographic facts upside down. As McKinley
comments: “it ignored the diminishing importance of kinship in Western culture, where it has
virtually vanished”” and also “that most other cultures still highly value kin ties.”'® In a
Western culture where we can talk about kinship based on a process of creating it through
affection or shared values, we are free to apply the term %kin’ to any people we choose. In a
culture where, as in Lévi-Strauss’s examples, ‘the kinship system constitutes the principal
means of regulating interpersonal relationships’ it is not a case of free processual creation of
kinship and relationships. Rather, it is a rule-governed process. In cultures where kin remain
governed by rules situating a person with relation to the subject and prescribing patterns of
behaviour consonant with relations of social distance, a free metaphorisation of global kin
would both be impossible and non-sensical. Even in societies with more processual, practical
modes of kin-creation (co-habitation'”!, food-sharing etc.) where nevertheless well-observed
rules govern the success of such a process, a metaphorical extension of a kinship claim to the

entire globe would make little sense.

The rules of kinship in the individualist West have been partially broken down to leave a
kinship sphere marked keenly by individual choice. We can claim as kin who we wish and it 1s
this malleability of our notions of kinship that permits us to use kinship as a metaphor in
world politics. Once the domain of kinship has been impoverished by individualism, it is used
to express not the specifics of rules and identity, but the imprecision of feelings of affection,
shared values and siwélarity. These flexibilities noted above constitute the first base for the

patterns of applicability of kinship metaphor.

While the surface representations of Western forms of kinship may support such a notion,
this ‘flexibility’ of use of kinship as a meaningful trope in Western societies does not render
such formulations infinitely variable. Employing the given menu of meanings inherent in

Western cultural understandings may encompass various modalities permitting subjects to

9 McKinley, R. (2001) ‘The Philosophy of Kinship: A Reply to Schneider’s Critigue of the Study of Kinship’ in
Feinberg, R. and Ottenheimer, M. (eds.) The Cultural Analysis of Kinship: The Legacy of David M. Schneider
p142
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occupy differing subject positions. Whilst multiple uses of the notion of the family of nations
detive meaning from fictive feelings of closeness, shared cultural and spiritual ties — ties
explicitly created through affection rather than harbouring even the pretence of natural given-
ness — may also be detived from the implicit association with ‘natural’ subject positions
within the family at the same time. In the above quotation concerning the admission into the
family of nations of newly independent former colonies after the Korean War, a similar sense
of patriarchal tutelage may be inferred as was explicitly used in the colonial era. As Freud'”
reminds us, the very notion of family denotes patriarchy — male dominance of a female and
offspring makes up the family unit. Freud notes that much early anthropological work on
matriarchy observed that family nuclei rarely existed and were absent from kinship
terminology. Women lived with children in separate houses, men with their brothers. The use
of kinship metaphors to perpetuate colonial patriarchal relations will be further noted in the

103

following chapters. Brysk, Parsons and Sandholtz™ review the widespread vestigial usage of
such tutelary discourse and policies relating to post-colonial relations in the French Africa,
Spanish Latin America and the British Commonwealth. They argue such parent-child
constructions produce indulgence of aid and investment in former colonies, but also, more
negatively, have lead to incursions upon the sovereignty of the former colony by the former
coloniser. This production of a relationship of superority by kinship metaphors and their
lingering association with colonial discourse will be further examined in Part Three. This
limited number of subject positions and symbols within western kinship thus constitutes the

second base of their applicability.

The third and fourth bases of the UN use of the kinship metaphor explain less the possibility
of its use, and more specifically, its desirability. The third base is entwined in the valuing of
the kinship sphere in Western social thought. It has been noted how the domestic sphere has
been politically debased, and categorised instead as a domain of natural care and support. The
kinship sphere, in terms of public action, is deemed worthless, and yet in opposition to the
public sphere, when it is portrayed in a positive light, it is in terms of the dependable
affection, the support and understanding, the peace that is supposedly characteristic of the
safe-haven of the family. In this way, the idealism of kinship, constructed in opposition to the

102 See Freud, S. (2001) “The Return of Totemism in Childhood’ in his Totem and Taboo
103 See Brysk, A., Parsons, C. And Sandholtz, W (2002) ‘After Empire: National Identity and Post-Colonial
Families of Nations’ in European Joural of International Relations 8(2)
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cutthroat world of politics and commerce, displays a host of favourable and attractive tropes
for the creation of a new world at the end of a catastrophic conflict. When the UN
Declaration of Human Rights speaks of the human family, a multplicity of notions is
embedded in the idea of kinship behind that metaphor which are necessary for the metaphor
to convey the required idealist aspiration. Finally, as will be explored in detail in Chapters
Two and Seven, the fourth base for the success of this metaphorisation helps to explain its
cross-cultural appeal. It is not only the West that would wish for a human family, though for
the reasons outlined above, there are specific ways that our notions and use of kinship
prompt us to metaphorise politics in this way. Kinship relations are both cognitively
extremely useful concepts to use in practices of metaphor and are psychologically important
forming grounds for ways in which human beings learn to distinguish between the trusted
and the untrustworthy. In terms of the metaphorisation of politics in terms of kinship, the
very vagueness of what is meant by a human family helps to preserve this notion across
cultures. Such a notion is ‘semi-propositional’'®, conveying an indistinct sense of a complete
proposition of truth. It is therefore widely interpretable; a diverse selection of meanings can
be derived from the simple ideas of ‘human’ and ‘family’ and this re-interpretation and
continual debate and re-claiming of meaning ensures the continuation of the discourse.
Kinship relations, in terms of the developmental stages of the socialisation of children,
generally provide the first principles of distinguishing between ‘us’ and ‘them’ and as such
form not only (in most cases) a comparable cultural representation of the ‘safe’ kin

environment, but also the first template for practices of distinction between peoples.

Through the chapters that follow, I hope to show that the practice of metaphor in national
and international politics needs further consideration. The metaphors we choose speak
volumes about the concepts we assume to be true, the representations of the world that we
believe in and the desires for the world that we hold. What is more, when we use metaphor, it
is often, as in the case of the kinship of the international community, to speak in terms of
notions whose value and meaning to us has diminished or is obscure. Metaphors, in their
vagueness, may represent concepts which have become indistinct. Through metaphorical
discourse, the effects of power can be transmitted in ways that are opaque. If an ideal of

human kinship is held out by the West as a universal goal, it remains a kinship that has been

104 Sperber, D. (1985) On Anthropological Knowledge: Three Essays p51
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subjected to the vagaries of individual choice, and is blighted by underlying assumptions of
patriarchal domination. It remains a sphere of life degraded by comparison to the public
world of politics, the static ‘natural’ space of an undervalued version of femininity and a

sphere whose image of security may be dubious indeed.

The next chapter lays out the theoretical foundations for the empirical work to follow. To
analyse the various discourses that are in play in the later parts of the thesis, a seties of
frameworks need to be established to enable comparisons of discourse of numerous speakers
in differing contexts. In order to be able to provide answers to the questions of why world-
kinship discourses exist and what effects they have, a methodology for approaching discourse

and discoursing subjects is fundamental.
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CHAPTER TWO - The ‘Family of Nations’ Deconstructed and
Reconstructed

2.1 Constructing The ‘World’

“buman actions and relations are formed through a double hermenentic: we identify what we do through an

account of what we do; words and deeds are equiprimordial”™”

Seyla Benhabib’s formulation of the simultaneity of acting and speaking highlights that
whichever strand of social theory, mainstream or critical, we may rely upon to apprehend the
world, we are always confronted with actions and discourses together. The channels of
causation may differ depending upon theoretical outlook, but the ways in which we talk
about the world shape our actions in it, regardless of any ‘objective’ realities confronted by
those actions. The central formulation of this commonplace notion under consideration here
is, as was discussed in the previous chapter, the widespread political and cultural discussion of
a putative ‘family of nations’. This particular discursive formulation as used in and after the
formation of the United Nations, is formed in reference to long historical trajectories in the
Western world. A fuller mapping of the continuities and innovations inherent in these
trajectories will be necessary in order to situate the particularities of the discourse under

scrutiny.

For now however, the primary task is to set out the theoretical tools with which to make a
useful and reliable investigation of a discourse which, internationally is of great importance.
Over the last fifteen years, it has been drawn to the fore in such global flashpoints as
humanitarian interventions, pre-emptive wars for the purposes of regime change, and debates
over the rights of political prisoners. What happens though, when we claim to trust in the
transmission between, on the one hand, our discursive presentations of the world and of
ourselves, and on the other hand, our political actions in the world? What sort of perspective

allows us to investigate this transmission responsibly?

105 Benhabib, S. (2002) The Claims of Culture: Equality and Diversity in the Global Era p6
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Discursive presentations of ‘reality’ — hallowed master-discourses with global reach, and
everyday micro-discourses of self-situation — these are the prime foci of this thesis, and as
such I am speaking in terms of Foucauldian analyses and ‘post-structuralism’ more so than
conventional constructivism in an IR sense. However, in situating acts and actors in the
context of a powerful discourse of human universalism that inspires and is manifest in a
concept of a family of nations, my approach may conceived as largely constructivist. Many of
the basic tenets of constructivism form part of my package of theoretical and methodological
assumptions. In looking at discursive practices of individuals in creating the UN founding
documents, or in the patterns of discourse produced in UN and political debates today, an
understanding of the transmission between discursive resources and individual choices is
required. In this respect, it is necessary to delineate my methodology in these enquiries from
existing debates on the agency/structure problematic. Normative discourses such as that of
the family of nations are deployed to make statements about the moral value of the speaker
and the in-group and to construct a particular image of the wotld. Thus considering these
discourses ovetlaps into the tetritory of constructivist concepts of norms and identity. The

following sections situate this enquiry with relation to these constructivist concepts.

2.1.1 Discourses and Discoursers

Considering the discourse of common humanity as embodied in the UN-era entails
investigating the problem of the creation and subsequent usage of this instantiation of
discourse. Individuals created this ‘universal’ set of values and individuals and organisations
choose to deploy these values in their discourse. However, the UN-era did not witness the
invention of these notions of the human family, but only their re-invigoration by being set at
the heart of the new international architecture. Is such a discourse (or implied norm, as
constructivists might say) of human commonality fully a product of normative, moral,
discursive structures and the historical developments thereof? Or alternatively, is its particular

nature and formulation a consequence of the authorial agency of the human creators?

Contra to the methodological individualism of neo-realist and neo-liberal thinking in the IR

mainstream, constructivists from the 1990s onwards “emphasize a process of interaction
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between agents and structures; the ontology is one of mutual constitution, where neither unit
of analysis — agents or structures — is reduced to the other and made ‘ontologically
primitive’.”'® As regards a basic principle in looking at the UN discourses, more subtle
analysis might result from accepting this line of reasoning rather than vouching
unquestioningly for the primacy of structures or agents. However, the recourse to claiming
that a vague process of ‘mutual constitution’ is at work in all instances, is far from helpful
given the plethora of speakers, subject positions and audiences which will be considered over

the course of the following chapters.

As pointed out by Pettman'”, wotk by neo-realist scholars in the recent past has made an
effort to re-incorporate a notion of relational co-constitution into a frame of analysis which
still preserves the reified concepts of agency and structure to be used as the bedrock of
naturalistic scienticising enquiry. In these terms, the concepts of agency and structure are

quite distant from the universe of discourses and discoursers which are under consideration.

For Katzenstein, Keohane and Krasner, constructivism and rationalism are metrely “different
styles of analysis — ‘thin’ information for rationalists versus ‘thick’ notms and identities for
constructivists.”® While both they as rationalists, and the constructivists they discuss,

apparently share a belief that human “beings operate in a socially constructed

53109

environment” ", on issues of epistemology and the methodological implications for

investigating structuring and structured ‘agents’, they claim that “no great differences divide

conventional constructivists from rationalists.”"°

106 Checkel, J. (1998) "The Constructivist Turn in International Relations Theory" World Politics Vol.50, No.2

197 Pettman, R. (2000)Commonsense Constructivism, Or, The Making of World Affairs p13/14

108 Katzenstein, P., Keohane, R., and Krasner, S. (1999) ‘International Organization and the Study of World
Politics’ in their edited volume Exploration and Contestation in the Study of World Politics p42. Just as in the
case of Alexander Wendt, these scholars remain instinctually ambivalent about giving up on empirical, objective
inquiry, in other words, taking the science out of social science. Their wotk has often fought shy of taking an
‘ideas all the way down’ approach, and while leaving them open to accusation of adheting to too many rationalist
assumptions, their commitment to the practical process of proving hypotheses in social science remains
admirable. As will be later discussed, social anthropology suffered a self-flagellating episode in the 1980s and
1990s when, concerning issues of the potential philosophical impossibility of writing the experiences of others,
ethnography itself as a practice fragmented. See Clifford J. and Marcus G. (1986) Writing Culture.

109 Thid.

110 Katzenstein, P., Keohane, R., and Krasner, S. (1999) ‘International Organization and the Study of World

Politics’ in their edited volume Exploration and Contestation in the Study of World Politics p35
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Social construction, in such a formulation, is invoked in name, but the implications of the
idea for the status of agents and structurtes are neglected. The work of Giddens on

. 2 . .
"1 and Bourdieu'"” on structured ‘praxis’ to name but two prominent examples,

‘structuration
though produced in the 1970s, constitute a more sophisticated treatment of this question, and

also would seem to fit in 2 more commonsensical way into the remit of constructivist project.

The enquiries into patterns of discourse presented in the following chapter involve subjects
ranging from UN planners in 1940s to UN staff today, from political leaders to writers for
global NGOs to Sudanese rebels. All of these speakers are aware of and use articles of
common discourses such as that of the human family or the international community. The
difficulty with labelling such discourses as ‘structures’ and assuming we can impute
structuring processes to such discourses is that exactly the same discursive articles may be
used, but given the varying social and temporal subject positions of the discoursing subject,

the character of the discourse-as-structure may vary.

Furthermore, discourses such that of world kinship are both vague in terms of meaning and
multivalent in terms of effects. It is not a simple process to discetn why an agent deploys
them. Also, as will be seen in the comments of UN staff in Chapter Four, it is often hard for
actors to describe much more than some imprecise ideas about what these discourses mean.
Rather, it is easier to trace the effects of discourses. Sometimes such discourses are deployed
as rhetorical tools, sometimes as ways to politically position one’s identity in relation to an
‘Other’. There are multiple sources of inspiration for such discourses of the world-as-family
and for the use of such concepts. These include religious associations, liberal ideologies,
historical colonial templates, the cognitive fitness and flexibility of the notion of kinship.
Thus in each instance of the use of discourse, the same article of discourse may produce
multiple structuring effects and the individual discourser may be agentive in multiple ways.
Also, given the vagueness of the discourses in question, the meanings behind instances of the
use of discourse may not even be clear — in other words, processes of agentive action or

structuring may not always be apparent.

11 Giddens, A. (1984) The Constitution of Society: Outline of A Theory of Structuration ~ taken on by, for
instance Onuf, N. World of Our Making: Rules and Rule in Social Theory and International Relations (1989) and
The Republican Legacy in International Thought (1998)

112 Bourdieu, P. (1977) Qutline of a Theory of Practice
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Thus, given the character of the enquiry as the analysis of multiple instances of practices and
patterns of discourse, these reifications of agent and structure are not of great assistance. The
individual has no easy relationship with discourse as such. The notion of a family of nations is
instead arguably an excellent example of Sartre’s notion of a transcendent goalm. It is, in
many ways, beyond the grasp of the individual to apprehend its meanings and import cleatly,
let alone to conceive (in each instance of the practice of discoursing) of the sediments of
meaning which comprise the atticles of discourse of which s/he is aware'™*. 1 investigate the
instances of discourse in the following chapters therefore as processual interactions between
Sartrean striving consciousnesses and the transcendent goal of a particular knowledge or state
of being defined in ideas and discourse of world kinship. World kinship is present as an idea,
a metaphor in discourse, and in its broadness and vagueness seems to represent almost an
ineffable state of affairs. Present in the paradox of every statement of the family of nations is
the transcendent goal of world-kinship and the fact of the political discord of the world.
Every instance of world-kinship discourse is a practice of experimenting with a transcendent
and impossible idea. This experimentation, as we said before, may have multiple motives and
effects depending on the discourser’s perception of the present and the future which is
envisaged. We can, in this way, desctibe a very specific model of interaction, in which there is
not ‘mutual constitution’ which presupposes separate entities, but a transcendence-facticity
complex in which consciousness on the one hand, rooted in the facticity of existence, and
transcendent ideas or discourse on the other hand, directly imply the existence of each other.
In other words, the ‘horizon’ described by Gadamer can only exist as the horizon of a

being'".

The merit of this perspective is that it allays questions of primacy in our modelling of the
relations between agents and structures. They are captured and analysed simultaneously in
any given moment. There is no structure without agents to perceive it and to bring its
existence about in a given moment; in the same way there is no possible agent whose

consciousness is not brought into being by its act of perception of social structures and other

113 See, Sartre, J-P. (1943) Being and Nothingness: An Essay on Phenomenological Ontology Part 2.3

114 In dealing with such vague discourses, the need to keep in play a conscious subject is vital. Sartre’s subject
permits use to conceive of an individual experimenting with ideas and ideals beyond his/her understanding.
115 Gadamer, H. (1989) Truth and Method
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agents. It is the accumulation of these simultaneities which make up historical trajectories of
discourse. Such a perspective is also attractive because the analysis of metaphorical practices
laid out in later chapters reveals a wide variety of modalities of kinship usage, a diverse
multiplicity of ways of manipulating the agreed meanings and symbols of various objects in
the cultural constellation of kinship ideas. While the actual statements (written, spoken) may
be items in a limited list of formulations, their diversity of usage bears out the importance of
recognising the primacy of the individual consciousness interacting with the complexities of

meaning that transform a set of statements into the dense web of discourse.

2.1.2 The ‘Family of Nations’ as a Statement of Identity and a Normative Vision

The universalist ideas embedded within the foundational texts and later actions of the United
Nations make bold moves towards claims of common identity. This is at the very least, an
intriguing claim and perhaps, in the broad sweep of human culture and conflict, a counter-
intuitive one. However, it is not altogether a surprising emergence, given the dramatic context
of the end of a global war. From the League of Nations to the UN to NATO, peace-building
initiatives are natural habitats for rhetorical emphasis on shared interests and shared
substance of some kind. This is not to say that this historical context causally explains the
specific content of discourses produced. The introduction of a concern for ‘identity’ and
‘culture’ when explaining political phenomena is welcome in IR to tie theory to inter-
subjective levels of analysis and bring us away from assumed ‘interests’ based only on
materialist judgements. However, this introduction has not been uniformly practiced as
Daniel Green summarises: “(A) key fault line is between those who incorporate cultural
elements as ‘variables’ within neopositivism and those who adopt culturalism holistically,
viewing the world as ‘ideas all the way down’ in its full implications for ontology and
epistemology.”'' In Green’s formulation of a two-way addition of culturalist notions into IR,
the former school of thought, the tentative, halting one, is the easiest to critique. In effect it is
a stunted effort at ‘putting culture back in the picture’ with very little critical interest in the

implications that a consideration of cultural variability might have for global politics. Scholars

116 Green, D (2002) ‘Constructivist Comparative Politics: Foundations and Framework’, in his edited volume
Constructivism and Comparative Politics p23
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such as Katzenstein'"” for instance, operate with the broad notion of domestically constituted
identity, formed with reference to domestic culture, being a determinant of state interests in
the negotiating realm of the international. Critiques of this position emphasise the
problematic nature of the essentialist reifications of the state, culture and identity. As Zehfuss
claims, in a statement much closer to my own approach to the individual instantiations of
discourse which make up a discursive terrain: “identities are continuously articulated, re-

articulated and contested, which makes them hard to pin down as explanatory catezc_gories.”118

This point is critical in investigating discourses of such imprecision as the notion of creating a
family of nations. Multiple potential identities are created by the deployment of this discourse
due to the various points of connection that such notions as the family of nations have with
other discourses and discursive referents. As discussed at the end of the last chapter in the
work of Brysk et al.'”’, one prominent way of deploying the notion of the family of nations is
in a colonial representation of the tutelage of colonial children by metropolitan parents. While
this was (and remains) deployed in order to advance a caring, generous identity, it also
advances an image of identity based on superiority and hierarchy in world relations. Because
‘kinship’ as defined in the Western formulations under investigation has so many overlapping
meanings, the process of constructing identity out of this symbol must be examined based on
case by case situation of practices of speaking within larger discursive parameters. Similarly,
the discourse of family of nations cannot be simply said to be a ‘norm’ in international

society, though its deployment is often normative.

The idea of the existence of ‘norms’ derives partly from reference to legalistic theories
concerning human cooperation, and also partly from reference to rule-based approaches to
interaction as a Wittgensteinian game in which linguistic formulations influence human
behaviour by shaping an ‘inter-subjective context’. In the words of Kratochwil:
“(N)orms. ..establish inter-subjective meanings that allow the actors to direct their actions

towards each other, communicate with each other, appraise the quality of their actions,

117 Katzenstein, P. (1996) Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics

118 Zehfuss, M. (2002) Constructivism in International Relations: The Politics of Reality p92
119 Brysk, A., Parsons, C. And Sandholtz, W (2002) ‘After Empire: National Identity and Post-Colonial Families

of Nations’ in European Journal of International Relations 8(2)
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criticize claims and justify choices.”'” Even within the work of a prominent theorist like
Kratochwil, there remains a tendency for ‘norms’, ‘rules’ and “values’ to be used “more or less

2512

interchangeably.””" A perspective dominated by norms and actors, while paying lip-service to
a belief in the inter-subjective creativity of possibility, still requires a strongly entity-focused
outlook. Holding, as theorists like Kratochwil, and also Onuf do, that inter-subjective
meaning is dependent upon rules'”, makes a mockery of any idea that agents and structures
have been reconciled in these approaches. As Zehfuss astutely highlights, claiming that a
particular action is the proven instantiation of a general rule, “obscures the responsibility of
the subject.”'” This is tantamount to showing that the subject who acts is a mere derivation

from the rule-based structure. The metaphorical practices I highlight in the later case study

chapters could not be said to bear out such a strict level of conditioning.

As a result, I am reluctant to use ‘norms’ as a concept of analysis in the derivation of
discursive practices, though I would not deny the effects that may be felt by subjects
attributable to social pressure which might be called ‘norms’. Speaking of norms pre-
supposes numerous potentially untenable assumptions about the structure of society. Firstly,
it pre-supposes consensus — an act implying a level of volition surely impossible if agents are
indeed constituted by the pre-existing rules. Secondly, it pre-supposes power relations
wherein the ‘normal’ interpretation of any given idea has come to attain its privileged status
by processes that are never charted in conventional accounts of norms. In the case of the
discourse of common humanity that is our prime object of analysis, it might be said that
certain aspects of the United Nations formulation of this discourse are approaching the status
of global norms, but these remain hotly contested. As such, by approaching these ideas,
speech acts, and written formulations plainly in their discursive manifestations, I seek to
avoid the value judgements of dealing with the concept of ‘norms’. I also wish to avoid the
notion that these discourses will necessarily be confining - as they would certainly seem
were I to construe them as norms, or in a normative light. As in the discussions on agency

and structure, precisely the same articles of discourse may be analysed as normative in one

120 Kratochwil, F. (1993) ‘The Embarrassment of Changes’ in Review of International Studies 19, p76

121 Kratochwil, F. (1989) Rules, Norms, Decisions: On the Conditions of Practical and Legal Reasoning in
International Relations and Domestic Affairs p10
122 Tbid. p11 “human-action in general is ‘rule-governed™. See also, Onuf, N.G. (1989) World of Our Making:

Rules and Rule in Social Theory and International Relations p21-2
123 Zehfuss, M. (2002) Constructivism in International Relations p147
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context, but not in another. This is once again due to the imprecision and flexibility of the
metaphots at hand. The effects of this discourse, and reactions to it, will be crucial subjects of
study, but I wish to leave the conceptual field open, as I noted previously, to genuine spaces

of inter-dependency between consciousness and discourse.

In short, and to return to Benhabib’s neat image at the start of the chapter, I take the issue of
social construction of reality seriously because discourses, discursive effects, and actions are
inseparable. The relation then, of individuals to discourse and their production and re-
production of discourses concerning their action is the matrix in which I seek out processes

of identity formation.

2.2 On Discursive Origins

It is hardly enough, when considering the historical trails of discourses of human
universalism, to make a comprehensive list of the popular touchstones within the scope of IR
thinking. Paul Kennedy'*, for instance, makes much of joining the dots between authors and
groups whose ideas immediately might spring to mind in relation to hopes for a sense (and a
practice) of common humanity. He lists the various Greek federations of states in the fifth
century BC, the Stoics, the disciples of Confucius, Dante, assorted Catholic theologians of
the mediaeval period, William Penn, ’Abbé de St. Pierre, the American Founding Fathers,
Kant, and even Lenin. This serves to highlight, more than any genuine commonalities
between these thinkers and writers, the point that we must be critical about our own ways of
representing a discourse. It is clear that certain judgments and pre-figured choices condition
the list that Kennedy makes. It is crucial to try to account for our own productions of
particular groupings of ideas. In this section I aim to show how I understand discursive
production and the relations that people (‘discoursers’) have to discourse. I shall also try to
explain a method for studying discursive production, situate myself in relation to mainstream
discourse analysis, and troubleshoot some of the critiques of this approach that emanate from
more empirical standpoints in IR. A preliminary remark on the value-neutrality of ‘discourse’

as a concept is first necessary. I take a complex of statements of world kinship over the

124 Kennedy, P. (2006) — The Parliament of Man: The United Nations and the Quest for World Government p3
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course of this thesis, and I take them as ‘discourse’ simply in the fact that they are formulated,
they are things said and things sayable. I wish to make no other blanket assumptions about
this totality of statements. Parallels between certain of those statements will be drawn where
appropriate, though the investigation as a whole reveals diversity of meaning within set
formulations, rather than making attempts to coagulate these formulations into a monolithic

‘discourse’ and claim that all the statements have the same ideational roots ot meanings.

2.2.1 Tracing Discourses

The formation of discourse and the political application of what we hold to be truths, are my
central concerns. I seek to analyse a particular instantiation of a discourse of common
humanity and trace the political and individual reactions caused by it. Having done that, it
falls to explain the activating (objectivising and subjectivising) power that is transmitted
through such a discourse. Foucault outlines three modes of delimiting a discourse'® which I
intend to follow throughout. Firstly there are criteria of formation, namely, the set of rules
which can explain and predict all objects, concepts, theories and operations of a discourse.
Secondly come criteria of threshold, being details of the conditions required for the
inception of the discourse, what modifications the discourse has undergonem, and where
new discoutses have sprouted off from it. Lastly there are criteria of correlation, in other
words, details of the sets of relations that set the discourse apart from and situate it amongst

other discoutses.

These are terms taken from a later, and less formal exposition of a method for investigating
discourse than the Archaeology of Knowledge'”, and are products of a period when Foucault

had begun to consider the mechanisms and articulations of power (manifest in discourse,

125 Foucault, M. (1991) ‘Politics and the Study of Discourse’ in Burchell, G. et al. (eds.)_The Foucault Effect:
Studies in Governmentality: With Two Lectures by and an Interview with Michel Foucault p54.

126 See for instance on the discourse of bourgeois sexuality, Foucault, M. (1979) The History of Sexuality Vol. I.
Alternatively, for the criteria of threshold for the ‘arts of government’ see Foucault, M. (1991) ‘On
Governmentality’ in Burchell, G. et al. (eds.) The Foucault Effect: Studies in Governmentality: With Tw

Lectures by and an Interview with Michel Foucault
127 Foucault, M. (1972) The Archaeology of Knowledge
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naturally) to be the most criticial object for his work.'”® In looking at the discourses of
common humanity instantiated in the post-war institutional world order, the three
aforementioned delimiters of discourse will be put to use in the following ways. Considering
the criteria of formation, the main question to address will be what the critical object of this
discourse might be. In other words, what is the ‘human’ at the heart of UN discourses of
common humanity? How is this concept and object (and others besides) formed? We may
describe such criteria of formation as notions of the meaning of kinship as a sphere of
nurturance opposed to politics, or the meanings of the family as a sphere of protective
patriarchy. These meanings and symbols help form statements within discourse. The criteria
of threshold for these discursive productions will be outlined in the following chapter on the
creation of the UN discourse during the Second World War in (predominantly) the State
Department in Washington. What explains the particularities of this discursive emergence,
authored at this particular time and under such particular circumstances? Such discourse has
thresholds at the point where Judeao-Christian notions of the world-as-family or flock feed
into modern discourse, or alternatively in the roots of colonial discourse of patriarchal
tutelage of family of advanced and infantile states. Uncovering the criteria of correlation
(how this discourse is situated among other discursive referents) will feed into the processual
investigation of its inception - its threshold. Criteria of correlation may be discerned for
instance in the relations between patterns of occurrence between world-as-family discourse
and more bureaucratically hegemonic notions of the wotld as a community. How do such

alternatives correlate? Where and for what purposes is kinship employed?

Foucault’s accounts of the creation of subjects are an important starting point for much of
my work, because I am interested in looking at the production of discourses that emerge in
history which amount to claims about the fundamental character of human values. Foucault
admits openly to the study of technologies of power and technologies of the self which
would seem to hold out a philosophical technique which need not be crucified on the
problematic of ‘agency and structure’. Foucault focuses both on “technologies of power,

which determine the conduct of individuals and submit them to certain ends and domination,

128 It seems more pertinent to rely on later Foucauldian work because the discourses under consideration in my
work are prime examples of hegemonic master-discourses, like those of sexuality or government, which speak to
the essence of what it is to be a subject of a power that aims towards universal reach or universal definition of
subjective traits.
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an objectivizing of the subject” and also “technologies of the self, which permit individuals to
effect by their own means or with the help of others a certain number of operations on their

own bodies and souls.”'®

In fact, possibly my prime referent in terms of the oeuvre of Foucault is The History of
Sexuality. In a sense, considering a discourse of human universality that is idealist in the
extreme, every process of self-situation with reference to that discourse is a truth-telling
confessional. The confessional and later the medicalised incitements to speak of sex in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries created a discourse of sexuality, but more pertinently, a
reflective  self-fashioning. The confessional, and the confessional sciences (like
psychoanalysis) were “the formidable injunction to tell what one is and what one does, what
one recollects and what one has forgotten, what one is thinking and what one thinks he is not
thinking.”*” In much the same way as the ‘menace’ of sex was controlled by power through
specification in discourse and confessional truth-telling, the ‘menace’ of discourses of human

1

difference that had produced such virulent ideologies™ in the 1940s, were controlled by
discourses of human commonality and new modes of truth-telling. Foucault’s articulation of
discourse then, as the relay for the simultaneous subjectivising and objectivising processes
that form discursive subjects and in turn, new discourses, is the foundation of the

investigations I make into the sense of UN ‘mission’.

Thus, I will be looking for the effect of discourse production, UN statements of mission, and
protocol on people who work for the UN. To what extent, as Dreyfus and Rabinow put it,
does this environment become a “mise en discourse (which) has placed the individual in a
network of power relations with those who claim to be able to extract the truth?”’** To what
extent does the gap between the great UN ‘mission’ and the myriad obstacles on the ground

force an internal questioning that shapes the subject in relation to that master discourse?

129 Foucault, M. (1988) “Technologies of the Self’ in Martin, L (ed.) Technologies of the Self p16.
130 Foucault, M. (1979) The History of Sexuality Vol. I p60

131 One need only think of the actions predicated on notions of insurmountable human difference and gradation
which formed the immediate historical backdrop to the formulation of the UN founding documents — the Rape
of Nanking, the Great Purges and, in particular in American minds, the Final Solution.

132 Dreyfus, H. and Rabinow, P. (1982) Michel Foucault: Beyond Structuralism and Hermeneutics p174
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The elasticity of Foucault’s theory is critical for the success of the work undertaken in this
study. Critics of discoutse analysis and so-called post-modern approaches tend to see subjects
as defined by the structures of already existing discourses. However, as the evidence of
ethnographic work among individuals enmeshed in the political enactment of policies
inspired by the discourse of human universalism shows, one cannot expect the
uncomplicated formation of uniform subjects. Even less can one expect such subjects to
relate in uniform ways to such subjectification. In effect the subject is a bricoleur whose
relattion to ideas of self is influenced by discourses which intersect. It is the task of the
discourse analyst both to unpick the discourses, map the points of articulation between them,
and to map the similarities and differences between the discursive bricolage of individual

subjects, and thence to give a sense of their subjectivity.

2.2.2 Discourse and the Self

As was noted in critiquing the ontological indecision of some types of constructivist position,
the relation between subjects and discourses is to be understood both in a Foucauldian
fashion, but also through an existentialist perspective. The work of Sartre™ on
transcendence-facticity complexes in human consciousness suggests itself strongly to work
involving global normative discourses. A transcendent ideal is held before us in the
discourses upon which the United Nations was founded, and yet, on the ground in peace-
keeping operations, diplomatic missions, human rights negotiations and other UN work that
aims at establishing in political and human relations the practical application of these ideals,
the UN has to admit to an important gap between current actuality and ideal transcendental

templates.

Though Sartre’s existential philosophy as a whole is not central to the investigations which
follow, one patticular insight he offers helps us to close a gap which would seem to appear in
these investigations of discourse. Naturally, in considering the creation by a group of Western
individuals of a ‘universal’ discourse in the form of the UN founding documents, or the

individual usages these global discourses in political circles today, one has to find a way to

133 Sartre, J-P. (1943) Being and Nothingness: An Essay on Phenomenological Ontology
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conceptualise the relationships between individual subjects and discursive resources. Sartre’s
portrayal of the individual as a consciousness which aims towards the transcendent while
remaining rooted in the factual or the particular, closes the gap between the notional
concepts of agency and structure, or Foucault’s notion of the subject and discourse. Sartre
gives us a model of the subject which is, in its very existence, a construction and a
constructor of wider transcendent ideals and ideas. Sartre also forces us to focus on the
individual practice of living and discoursing, of conceptually manipulating what exists in the

present and what we desire for the future.

Using his classic example of the over-bearing café waiter, Sartre illustrates the idea of the
being-for-itself acting out a role based on a transcendent template — a waiter playing at being
a ‘waiter’ as is understood. The reality of the waiter’s actions pivot between the transcendent
template to which he models his actions and the facticity of his abilities in a state of worldly
immanence. The transcendent potentiality of the consciousness can only act in a state of
facticity. The socially agreed upon, outward signs of sadness are brought up as another
example. Gloomy facial expressions, sighs, tears, or quietude are not sadness itself in an
absolute sense, neither are they one’s own particular sadness. They are attempts to act and
bring into being sadness as felt in the ways the self comes to understand what sadness is. As
Sartre puts it; “I am never any one of my attitudes, (or) any one of my actions.”’** The actor
holds before him/herself a transcendental model of ‘self and plays at this role, matching his
own actions to this objectified template. Thus, as mentioned before, the process of

subjectification is continual and imperfect.

The authorial consciousness therefore is always in flight toward something. It is constantly
placed in question by the fact of always referring to things outside itself (that of which it is
conscious), and always in a state of not-being those things of which it is conscious.” We are
pointed towards the hollowness of consciousness and the tension between the ideal and the
existing. Durkheim comments that “society can neither create nor recreate itself without
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creating some kind of ideal by the same stroke”™, and that in the form of ‘collective
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representations’ “ideal society is not outside the real one but is part of it.”"”’ Indeed, if we
conceive of the international project of producing a cohesive community of affect in a loosely
Durkheimian fashion, then in the same way as the individual consciousness strives towards
transcendent models, and disintegrates by that striving, so does international society in the
pursuit of universalism. In the example of trying to produce a universal community, the effort
disintegrates in the violence of transforming the Other — betraying the ptinciples of its

universalist discoutrse.

An approach to discourse analysis and processes of subjectification then must be tempered
by a concern with individualistic experience. The individual fashioning of self and the
individual apprehension of discourse as fixed into a transcendent ideal means that we must be
cautious when speaking of general processes of subjectification. Indeed, substantiation of
such a claim is a difficult enterprise. The individuality of orientation towards the world
personalises the experience of perception. The presences and truths which appear to me are
contingent upon my own, and only my own, perspective and experience. The organisation of
the wotld around and to us on a subjective level is not presented as fragmentary sensations
which consciousness cements together. Rather, aspects of a person or a nation or for
example, though presented to us sequentially ate comprehended as a “whole, already

pregnant with an irreducible meaning.”"*®

Our conscious bricolage of aspects of discourse, of Others and of the wotld, is the starting
point for conceiving of the relationship between discourses and individuals through the
notion of existential consciousness rather than as separate agents and structures. There is
never any structure until it is perceived and this is always done by a self-producing
consciousness dependent upon, conditioned by and in reference to, externalities. As Sartre
puts it, by looking at individuals in terms of their consciousnesses we are focusing upon “a
being such that in its being, its being is in question in so far as this being implies a being other
than itself.”"” This crisis of consciousness then requires a simultaneously constitutive frame
of reference for our existence in the world. It also sows the seeds for representations of the

world in terms of inside and outside, the ‘me’ and the ‘not-me’, representations which do
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injustice to our never-ending creation within the world rather than division from it. The
roots of these presentations are not in politics, as Schmitt would suggest, though they do
form, as I shall show, the paradoxical disintegration of political discourses that aim at

universal sameness.

2.3 Inside/Outside and the Kinship Metaphor

2.3.1 Kinship and the Universal ‘Human’

In almost all cultures, there is a conceived ‘outside’ — to the ancient Greeks, for instance, it
was the realm of the ‘barbarians’ — a region whose inhabitants are thought of as something
less than human. Concomitantly it is almost universally the case that throughout history and
cross-culturally “each system of kinship is seen in its own context as the ‘natural’ or ‘god-
given’ one.”"* Societies have a tendency to refer to only themselves as ‘people’ or ‘the
people’, and name their land, and their gods, to reflect their belief that they were the only
existing, true, valid humanity. Whether in the relations between warring groups in a
segmentary societal system, in the relations between the global North and South or in a
simply theoretical perspective, we can see possible ways to argue that the source of the
discourse of human unity must, in adopting a universalist standpoint, force (successfully or
unsuccessfully) this universal vision on the ‘Other’. Agreeing upon one version of humanity is
a denial of the discourses of other societies. The principle of distinction between the
universal truth and all else, can lead to the hostile denigration of other regimes of truth — in
particular when concerning claims over such primal values as what it is to be ‘human’. This is
the danger inherent in the ‘problem of difference’ and an example of this peril is only too

clear in the sardonic appropriation of the Wilsonian humanist striving to unification we find

in Mein Kampf:

“anyone who sincerely wishes that the pacifist idea shonld prevail in this world ought to do all he is capable of
doing 1o help the Germans conquer the world... you wounld have to make up your mind to forget wars if you

140 Maynes, M. et. al. (1996) ‘Introduction: Toward a Comparative History of Gender, Kinship and Power’ in
their edited volume Gender, Kinship, Power p3
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wonld achieve the pacifist ideal. Nothing less than this was the plan of the American world redeemer,
Woodrow Wilson...The pacifist-humanitarian idea may indeed become an excellent one when the most
superior type of manhood will have succeeded in subjugating the world to such an extent that this type is then
the sole master of the earth...So, first of all, the fight and then pacifism.”*"'

If kinship systems provide a basic articulation of universal humanity in opposition to all else,
then this very universality means that kinship distinction are metaphorised and extrapolated
to form discourses at a political level. Similar paradoxes of contradiction and denial of
competing discourses naturally inhere. As Delaney points out, in the Western tradition, the
first Biblical notion of a patriarch is Abraham, a name meaning “the father of many
nations.”'* Principles of patriarchal kinship, generativity and nationhood stem from the story
of Abraham. Crucial to the story are God’s demand in the ‘trials’ of Abraham for one lineage
to be created, ‘the people’ so to speak, distinct from all others and favoured by God. The
boundary of kin and non-kin is established in Genesis 17:10-11 through God’s demand for
the mark of circumcision to “be a token of the covenant betwixt me and you.”'* This
classification is the primal mark of separation of a people from the rest of the world, and also
the guarantee of their success as people — “a symbol of genealogical continuity and
rupture.”’* As David Schneider'® has suggested, the act of creating kin groups, nations and
religions (certainly in Western traditions) involves the same sense of denying the worth of the
Other, the exterior. Ties that bind people within these groups are essentialised, often into
discourses that claim universal truth or worth and are created in all three domains either by

birth or by ‘naturalization’.

The story of Abraham establishes not only the principle of drawing kin/non-kin boundaries
in the world, but also the paradoxical monarchy of patriarchal kinship inside a domain that is
supposedly that of the chosen people. The chosen ‘people’ in Abraham’s story does not seem
to include his wife Sarah, passed off to the Pharoah and to the king of Gerar, nor his
abandoned son Ishmael and his sacrificed son Isaac. Where we would perhaps expect only
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care for the people/population within the kinship domain (a governmental relationship')
and antagonism towards the outside, what is evident in patriarchal kinship of this sort is
sovereign power within a sphere that is supposedly the chosen few. There is a certain
violence in this kinship towards women and towards sons, towards the apolitical members of

society who do not share in the power relationship with God, the defining source of the

‘human’.

The same paradoxes flow through kinship, and up into the politics that we metaphorise using
kinship as a mode of representation. The first and most direct political move to stem from
the isolation of a kinship group from the rest of the world is that of claiming to be the chosen
people. As Nietzsche comments in his discussion of the origins of morality, the Greek nobles
described by Theognis called themselves the esthlos, “according to its root (it means) one who
is, who possesses reality, who is real, who is true.”™* The powerful patriarchal groups in these
examples claim authority from sources, whether religious or political, beyond the grasp of
those who must simply contend with the existing system which maps throughout the
domains of kinship, politics and religion. “(T)he head of the family is the father; the head of
the nation is, normatively and often literally, a man; as father of the state; and the head of the
religion is a male-imaged God, often referred to as father.”'™ It might seem natural then for
these metaphorical transmissions between domains to be used to express common features
of authority and distinction. The following section demonstrates further cognitive principles

for the use of the kinship metaphor in politics.

2.3.2 The Facility of Representational Beliefs in Semi-Propositional Content

As highlighted in Chapter One, political appeals to sentiments of kinship switl around the era
of the founding of the United Nations and NATO. This metaphotisation of political relations

146 See Foucault, M. (1991) ‘On Governmentality’ in Burchell, G. et al. (eds.) The Foucault Effect: Studies in

Governmentality: With Two Lectures by and an Interview with Michel Foucault. The population is the critical
unit of governmental management with the object of the maximisation of the potentiality of life.
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is widespread culturally and  historically and is a pervasive example of the

“metarepresentational abi]ity”149

of human beings, the facility of creating representations of
states of being which are only available to our consciousness in the form of already existing
representations. In other words, we can only make a representation of world politics rather
than be in factual touch with it, and must then re-represent that in terms of kinship

metaphors.

Such a conceptual move is a reflection upon one representation (politics), detived from a very
much separate cognitive domain (kinship). Such crossovers are common. Sperber notes that
one “may believe with total faith in the Holy Trinity, and yet be aware of the intuitive force of
the idea that a father and son cannot be one and the same.”™ Or equally, “understand why
black holes cannot be seen, and yet feel the intuitive force of the idea that a big solid, indeed
dense object cannot but be visible.”"*! Sperber evaluates this example by suggesting that a
working knowledge of modern astrophysics fails to penetrate into the cognitive domain of
naive physics. In the example of the Trinity, the cultural representation of Christian religious

dogma fails to penetrate into the domain of naive kinship.

Thus, humans have the capacity for entertaining knowledge and making claims which appear
to confound the domain-like structure of cognition on the one hand, but also the worldly
checks and balances we might use to verify claims about the world. Many of the beliefs we
articulate about the world, and our discourses of human unity would be one such example,
fall into Sperber’s category of cognitive relations to semi-propositional” representations. A
‘proposition’ as defined linguistically, is clear-cut and can refer to only one sharply delimited
thing. To believe in a proposition is an uncomplicated action. As Sperber says, “if it were true
that the objects of belief necessarily were propositions, then we could only believe ideas
which we fully understand.”’® We might express a belief in a discourse of human
commonality but not be able to accurately articulate what sort of proposition was intended in

that statement. We could express our own version of the idea, and therefore demonstrate a

149 Sperber, D. (1994) ‘“The modularity of thought and the epidemiology of representations’ in Hirschfeld, L. and
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working understanding, explaining several aspects of the idea clearly and other aspects less

clearly. The representation thus believed in, is taken into consideration as a semi-proposition.

Relating to semi-propositional statements cannot rationally take the form of a factual, testable
belief, but must always be a representational belief. This cognitive nexus of semi-
propositional statements about the world and our holding them in belief of a representational
order is not simply vagueness. By offering weak criteria for the acceptance of a
representation, it facilitates the processing of large amounts of information by opening up the
potential for multiple interpretations of given statements. By permitting multiple
interpretations, it acts “as a source of suggestion in creative thinking”'** and facilitates the
domain cross-overs of metaphorisation that, as Spetber shows, “is a common expetience of
childhood, when lexical meanings are not fixed in our minds.”'” Kinship, as one of the
earliest formed cognitive domains of understanding, forms a fertile ground for the creation of
metaphorised semi-propositional representations of the world. Not only Sperber, but also
Pascal Boyer provide a theoretical framework for discussing the transmission of cognitive
connections between domains of representation into cultural connections of representation

that become metaphorical discourses.

2.3.3 An Epidemiology of Representations?

My analysis in the coming chapters of the formation of the idea of the ‘family of nations’
through supranational discourse and action, is a genealogy in two important senses. In
Foucauldian style I aim to chart the discursive history of the formulations of common
humanity that inspire UN policy, and also the policy of the global hyperpower. The second
task I wish to tackle is to provide an account for the discursive trajectory that provides a
commentary, if not an explanation, for why this discourse linking kinship and international
politics is so prevalent. In Foucault’s words “(T)he question proper to such an analysis might

be...what is this specific existence that emerges from what is said ...?”"*
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Two methods of explaining the transmission of representations suggest themselves: either we
seek to explain their dispersal across time through discourse analysis, or through reference to
the quality and character of the concepts themselves. The first method consists of seeking out
what Foucault calls the “epistemse of a period...an open and doubtless indefinitely describable

25157

field of relationships™”’ to explain, not through cause and effect, but through the opening of
conditions for the emergence of particular statements in place of others. In other words, the
explanation is extraneous to the representation, and is concerned with the purely social
aspects of transmission of ideas. The second method seeks explanation internal to the ideas
themselves. “To explain culture” as Sperber boldly puts it, “is to explain why and how some
ideas happen to be contagious.”™® Both approaches can yield rich results but neither is
sufficient alone. To produce a worthwhile characterisation of a powerful discourse, one
cannot neglect its genealogy and the other discourses and cultural resources that it is tied to.
Neither does a full picture with explanative value for the power and durability of a discourse
emerge from merely a consideration of the situation of one discourse within its temporal and

discursive parameters without an analysis of the content of the discourse and the content of

the response to it by individual consciousnesses.

As Boyer makes clear, to argue for cognitive structuration of the transmission of
representations should not lead us necessarily down a classic structuralist path in the
footsteps of Lévi-Strauss. Indeed, the structuralist obsession with systematising into binary
oppositions runs up against scientific contradiction — “(p)sychological research...has never
found anything of the sort in the mental representation of concepts and categories.”'”
Rather, all that cognitive anthropologists like Boyer seek to do is to grant recognition and an

explanatory gesture towards common repertoires of cultural representations that are

observable cross-culturally, but are usually lost in relativist ethnography.
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For Boyer, the successful transmission of representations lies in the fact that they are
“culturally fit”'® in the sense of a natural selection of ideas, by virtue of a combination of
ontological sensibility and the memorable ‘unnaturalness’ of the juxtapositions of
representations from different cognitive domains. In other words, the cross-over
metaphorisation discussed earlier is a potential source of memorable unnaturalness. The
paradoxes inherent in talking of world politics as if it were kinship, of talking of the wotld as
a family when it is in no way a family, adds to the potential for such representations to be

transmitted through time.

Furthermore, Sperber and Boyer posit the psychological ease of application of
representations as another factor in their potential for successful transmission. The necessary
criteria for transferral between cognitive domains are narrative memorability'®, semi-
propositional vagueness (leaving room for re-telling and re-interpretation — what Boyer
terms, ‘wnder-determination”” of concepts) and a “psychologically fixed and universal basis”'®’
for the cognitive domain, meaning that is in regular use within our minds. This last point
requires some explanation. To claim that there is a universal basis for the domain of kinship
within human cognition is not to claim that pa#ferns of kinship are universal. Rather, the point

is that every human being thinks of kinship in some way, despite the cultural vanability of

those thoughts and narratives.

The attraction of extrapolating kinship metaphors to world politics is precisely on the one
hand the multiplicity of meanings that can be attached, meaning that is a fertile ground for
interpreting the wotld. On the other hand, it is an extrapolation of a cognitive domain that,
though differently configured cross-culturally, is ever present. In summary, this metaphorical
move is a semi-propositional meta-representation that is comprehensible to everyone. The
very fact of the diversity of possible interpretations means that this metaphotisation is never
incomprehensible, ideal in a sense for application to global institutional discourse. It reaches

to a cognitive domain constantly in use, and a cognitive domain formed in the developmental
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stages of each life. It reaches to a cognitive domain that, as we have already seen, is used to
delineate ‘the people’ from the non-people in the early history of most culture. In this sense
too it is psychologically powetful. The following section now returns more fully to political
“claims about universal rights, values and the character of ‘man’. Our analysis of the
transformation from kinship metaphors to political divisions shows the lattér to be based on
the paradoxical boundary between the (false) universal ‘inside’ and the ‘outside’ that is denied.
As we will fully demonstrate over the course of the following discussion, the flexibility of
kinship as a symbol opens up space to rethink Schmittian friend/enemy descriptions of the

boundary of the application of universalist discourse.

2.4 What Do Discourses of Universalism Do?

2.4.1 The Emergence of ‘Man’ as Universal Object

The preceding discussion of kinship noted how the division between kin and non-kin is
frequently transformed into a distinction equating kinship groups with the human. The
master-discourse of human universality of the world institutions though has spread through a
kinship metaphorisation to present the ideal of the ‘family of nations’. The cognitive facility
of this process has contributed to the success of this discourse, as has the power of the
institutional framework promoting this discourse. However, the unification of a discourse on
the life and rights of man has also been facilitated by the rationalisation of the ‘sciences of
man’ in the Western world since the Enlightenment. A unified discourse on man, mutated
into a ‘monument’’® was enabled by the scienticising of a human object, which could be

studied simply and solely as a human object and acted upon by rationalising government.

As Foucault describes, prior to the seventeenth century, knowledge about man or the world
was garnered from processes of divination and interpretation of signs: “God, in order to

exercise our wisdom, merely sowed nature with forms for us to decipher.”'®® The entire world
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was conceived as a sacred text with signifiers present in the natural world that suggested
correlations with a divine plan. The status of a man within the world was significant of God’s
value of that particular man. In this sense, the logic of a divinely approved hierarchy was self-
fulfilling. In the eatly seventeenth century, the notion of resemblance came under attack
philosophically and scientifically from Bacon, Newton and Descartes among others.
Resemblance was replaced by surer notions of identity and difference, measurement and

order.

Foucault explains the change through a shift in the notion of signs. Processes of signification
became capable of expressing probability and they became conventional as well as natural'®.
Liberating Western thought from divine resemblance opened up processes of ordering and
the classification of man as a scientific unity. As Foucault writes: “(W)e are inclined to believe
that man has emancipated himself from himself since his discovery that he is not at the centre
of creation.”'”’ From the particular determinants of any given person and his possibilities and
limits, imposed by the divine plan and the strictures of sovereign authority, we move to a
wotld where ‘man’ is a subject which can be defined in his unity and distinct from all else.
The weaker part of Foucault’s analysis, his reification of tracts of time into the products
singular mindsets, is perhaps to be viewed with scepticism. However, as will later be
discussed in relation to a fuller analysis of the bases of Western notions of kinship, an
important aspect of the cultural application of kinship to politics in modern Western
discourses is the scientifically based notion of natural equality derived from seeing ‘man’ as a

species.

This scientific object ‘man’ then becomes a universal given that is at the root of the trans-
national institutional framework that espouses a ‘family of nations’ where the ties of kinship
are close between a functioning core of nations and non-existent in the case of relations to
states placed beyond the pale in terms of their relations to this human gold standard.
However, the fact that universalism does not brook contradiction works not only across the

putative boundary between worldly kin and those rogue Others, but it also purports to
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establish an unchallengeable ideational monopoly within the bounds of its own sphere of

nations.

In short, the paradox of universal political discourse is that while preaching commonality, it
becomes repressive unilateral dogma, and establishes, not only hierarchy, but ideational
monopoly or mon-archy. This logic of disintegration at the heart of claims to universalism
addresses itself to the work on inclusion and exclusion by scholars from Schmittian
backgrounds. In deciding upon a specific form for universal values, one defines the character
of those decisions based upon a constituent negative. Engaging with Schmitt is critical here,
especially given the wide-ranging effect that Schmittian perspectives have had on IR in recent
years. Particularly with reference to the subject matter of Chapter Six, the War on Terror,
Schmittian notions of the sovereign decision were widely invoked. Investigating metaphors of
a sphere of world kinship presents an ideal opportunity to revisit and rethink the notion of

the character of sovereign and their finality and effects.

In the concluding two sections, I wish to explore the differing but related practices of
inclusion and exclusion that stem from claims based on a singular idea of what should
constitute ‘man’. How has the idea of ‘man’ outlined above been put to use? How have other
forms of universal characterisation of humanity worked in similarly paradoxical ways? I shall
suggest that the practices of distinction rising out of these characterisations are less a
derivative of political logic, but rather a transformation through metaphor, one of kinship

expetience.

2.4.2 Friends/Enemies, Bios/Zoé

Discourses of human universalism would seem to deny the need for principles of distinction
between human beings, or between states. Yet, the making of claims about universalism has,
until the present day, been conducted in a world divided by states, cultures, sentiments of
alliance and fear. What is more, I wish to recognise and give credit to the dominating power

of the discourses produced in certain powerful parts of the wotld — discourses capable of
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overriding comparable or contrasting ones produced elsewhere. As we have seen there is a
significant violence inherent in a discourse produced in an institutional setting with the power
for significant dispersion of its ‘truth’, which proclaims a universal definition of the condition
and aspirations of humankind. Distinction thus is at the heart of the formation of discourse
in that the sgyable emerges from a much wider field of possible discursive options which
become marginalised. As Sartre says: “to posit as an ideal the being of things, is this not to
assert by the same stroke that this being does not belong to human reality...>”'® Both
politically and existentially then, the act of making universal claims is an act of bad faith and

of discriminatory violence.

Further, in the aspiring tenor of the mission of the United Nations lies a blueprint for global
transformation. To a certain extent, the universalism of the claims made seem inevitably to
tend towards global homogenisation in pursuit of these ideals. These are the frameworks of
our political age, but the notion of a radical distinction between those agreed on a standard of
‘humanity’ and those judged as yet exterior to this standard, prompted Schmitt to conclude

that the only possible fate of those beyond the pale was destruction.

“If he discriminates within humanity and thereby denies the quality of being human to a disturber or destroyer,
then the negatively valued person becomes an unperson, and his life becomes no longer of the highest value: it
becomes worthless and must be destroyed. Concepls such as ‘human being’ thus contain the possibility of the
degpest inequality and become thereby ‘assymetrical’.”’”

What must be stressed in considering the metaphorical practice of constructing the wotld-as-
family, is that it can establish a variety of exclusionary boundaries not limited to the creation
of Schmitt’s ‘unperson’. Kinship discourse may be used, as previously discussed, by colonial
powers to establish a ‘private sphere’ in international relations, a family of nations compzising
a metropolitan ‘parent’ and colonial dependent ‘infants’. The upshot of this may be increased
tutelage in the context of supetiotity/infetiority relations solidified by kinship metaphors, ot
the ‘private sphere’ notion may be employed to justify incursions on the sovereignty of the
colonised nation on the part of the metropolitan parent unmolested and unmonitored by

outside powers. On the other hand, kinship discourses may be used much more harshly, to
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define ‘unpersons’ in the case of wars, crimes against humanity and tetrorism. As we will see
in Chapter Six however, the dual bases of kinship determination, unchanging ‘natural’
commonality and contingent behavioural actions, render the Schmittian moment of decision
incomplete. Even when we use kinship to exclude, an olive branch is offered based on
changing behaviour. Thus though it would be unwise to reject this Schmittian position out of
hand in light of the practical application of ‘state of exception’ politics in the contemporary
political landscape, there is scope for rethinking. This rethinking is timely, for, as Agamben
shows, a moralising homogenisation is not the only effort at work, but a tendency to
normalise an appeal to a state of exception has also been developing. He discusses as an
example, the extra-juridical status of Guantanamo Bay ‘detainees’ who are produced by the
US Patriot Act as “un-namable and unclassifiable being(s).”'® Part Three thus contains an
investigation of the relationship between the production of unclassified beings, and the ideas

that constitute the identity of those on the ‘inside’ of the ‘universal’ boundary.

The United Nations formulations on the rights of man are particularly pointed examples of
the construction of universal standards. In a sense, such decisions relate directly to a
fundamental decision upon what ‘life’ is and means. Setting boundatries of human rights
impinges on the moral standing and bio-political integrity all human beings. For Agamben,
“the production of a bio-political body is the original activity of sovereign power.”"”" This
statement relates to the fact that, following Schmitt, Agamben defines the sovereign as he
who decides upon the exception to the law, he who puts a person’s body outside the political
domain. To use Chantal Mouffe’s terminology, the body placed beyond the pale of

universalist sovereign claims falls outside the ‘rights group’ of the ‘demos’.'™

This terminology is not without significance. Dating from political re-structuring in the
Cleisthenic reforms'”, the idea of ‘demos’ is a formulation of the ‘populace’, or more broadly,
the ‘people’, in political and juridical terms. It was made, of course, with reference to

individuals who remained excluded from political life — primarily women and slaves. This

170 Agamben, G. (2005) State of Exception p3

171 Agamben, G. (1998) Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life p6

172 Mouffe, C. (1998) ‘Carl Schmitt and the Paradox of Liberal Democracy’ in Dyzenhaus, D. (ed) Law As
Politics: Carl Schmitt’s Critique of Liberalism p160/1

173 For a neat summary, see for instance Fornara, C. and Samons, L. (1991) — Athens from Cleisthenes to Pericles
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principle of exclusion from political life is double-edged though. Not only must we consider
the practical exclusion from ‘deme’ elections — participatory exclusion — but also the
exclusion of being deemed ‘apolitical life’. In Agamben’s Greek terms, sovereign power
makes the distinction as to where human and political life (bios) ends and where a pure state
of bare, or natural life (z0€)'™ is all that remains. In the Cleisthenic case, the individuals
outside of the ‘demos’ could only be considered under the logic of property and possession.
The Roman jural criterion of homo sacer — the criminal found guilty who forfeits his right to
life — could be killed non damnatur’”” having been legally committed to the underworld in lieu
of his impending death. In a similar sense, the treatment of the zo€ of women and slaves was

an issue that bore no political consequences or accountability.

It is important to remember here that the apolitical status of women in our examples of
ancient Jewish or Greek kinship cannot be elided in any sense with the apolitical fate of
Holocaust victims or Guantanamo prisoners. Agamben and Schmitt are guilty of producing
single-minded binary distinctions which fail to capture differing levels of exclusion based on
relationship distance. Exclusionary decisions do not stem from politics alone. Kinship and
politics mesh in the patrilineality of the Jewish and Greek examples, women are social kin,
but the political dimension of kinship and the continuity of the kin group is not something in
which they can be involved. Likewise, the assumption that Schmitt makes that being excluded
necessarily leads to destruction, is unsubstantiated. As Butler states, “universality is
necessarily undone by the exclusion of particularity on which it rests.”"® It must define itself
against something and in doing so betrays the falseness of its claim to universality. But also,
“(T)here is no way to bring the excluded particularity into the universal without first negating
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that particularity.” " This negation need not be destruction, but, as in the case of the
optimistic universality of the UN discourse of common humanity, it may take the form of

practices of transformation.

174 Agamben, G. (1998) Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life p7
175 Ibid. p85

176 Butler, J. (2000) ‘Restaging the Universal: Hegemony and the Limits of Formalism’ in Butler, J., Laclau, E. and

Zizek, S. (eds.) Contingency, Hegemony, Universality p24
177 Ibid.
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A discourse purporting to a universal claim to or defence of a model of human life such as
the foundational texts of the United Nations, is set up as a manifesto for the transformation
of an imperfect world. In effect then, the tendency of claims of an ideal human condition to
reinstate divisions between bios and zog, can lead to differing standards of the treatment of
human beings that betrays the universalist tone of the discourse. As in Agamben’s
Guantanamo example, the treatment of prisoners rendered ‘bare life’ is justified by their
supposed threat to the lives and rights of the majority. In effect, this resembles the
justification for the Nazi Holocaust. Furthermore, the perceived apolitical nature of peoples
beyond the core nations of the UN, provides leeway for the lack of accountability for

‘collateral damage’ caused during invasive military actions aimed at regime change.

Discourses justifying regime change or the reformation of political and social systems to fit
the tenets of the humanising missions of Western institutions, reveal further paradoxes
concerning the logical work of universal values. In apologies for collateral damage in conflicts
conducted in the name of Westernised ‘human’ values like democracy or human rights, there
is an attempt (as we will see in Part Three) made at identifying the common people of the
invaded country with the mission of the invading or peace-keeping Western forces. The real
‘enemy’ within this discourse is the objectionable political system - communism or
dictatorship, for instance. As we noted above, the boundary of inclusion and exclusion may
appear differently depending on the character of the discourse of universality invoked. The
logic of inclusion and exclusion then, when applied to political situations is particular rather

than general.

2.4.3 Using Notions of the ‘Human’ in Universalist Discourse

While we have noted the propensity for universalist discourse to place certain groups into an
apolitical state of being, we must be aware of the particular character of each instance of
universalist discourse. The paths open for the placing of life into the zoé category are
structured in and through discursive formulation and action and through the gradations of
relationship /kinship distance inspiring these discourses. In the political formulations of the

United Nations’ defence of universal human values, the essences of human nature are
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conceived in positive light — the world is potentially redeemable. The instances of failure to
respect such rights can be glossed in terms of contingent aberrant regimes, open to re-
structuration. To bring this into the starkest possible relief, it is worth contrasting the rhetoric
during the second Iraq war with two historical examples predicated on somewhat different
discourses of a universal goal for humanity. Firstly, I shall look at the transformative logics of
the civilising missions of nineteenth century colonialism. Secondly, I will contrast these
examples with the origin of the crusading ethic of Western intrusion in the Middle East, that
of Urban IT’s address at the Council of Clermont in 1095.

In the joint addresses by Tony Blair and George W. Bush from 10® April 2003 there are clear
attempts to make a claim to commonality with the hopes and desires of the ‘Iragi people’
while rooting the cause for Iraq’s lack of a “respected place in the world”'”® in the Ba’athist
regime. Blair makes the plainest distinction: “(o)ur enemy is Saddam and his regime; not the
Iraqi people.”’” The hope of re-incorporating Iraq into the family of nations was always an
express aim of the war, to bring the country back from isolation and fear and into the UN
framework. Bush praises the ‘Iraqi people’ by referring to an imputed common human legacy
derived from Mesopotamian history: “(T)he nightmare that Saddam Hussein has brought to
your nation will soon be over. You are a good and gifted people - the heirs of a great

civilisation that contributes to all humanity.”'®

At the height of European colonialism, a different sort of commonality was felt with the
people of the colonized lands. The socio-biological notion of a Great Chain of Being “served
as a powerful metaphor, for it conjured up a hierarchy of distinct varieties within (a single)
humankind.”"® However, the unshakeable truth of the European version of humanity was
that the undisputable acme, or the ‘telos’ if one thinks in terms of temporal evolution, was
the European version of humanity. A singular discourse on humanity meant a singular

pinnacle. This self-assurance allowed administrators such as Frederick Lugard, the British

178 Bush, G.W. (2003) ‘PM’s Message Broadcast to Iraqi People.” 10 Apr 2003. Retrieved on 9 Sep 2008 from
http:/ /www.pm.gov.uk/output/Page3469.asp.

179 Blair, T. (2003) PM’s Message Broadcast to Iraqi People.” 10 Apr 2003. Retrieved on 9 Sep 2008 from
10.gov.uk /Page3469

181 Comaroff J. and Comaroff J. (1991) Of Revelatlon and Revolution Vol I p98
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governor of Nigeria in the early twentieth century to claim that Europeans were “custodians
of the tropics” and “trustees of civilisation for the commerce of the world.”"** Such was the
power of the message of one singular path for the improvement of humanity, that protests
for the vernacularisation of education in British India in the 1890s, organised by Indians
themselves, called for a greater application of “the universal spread of European
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enlightenment among the large mass of people and throughout all of India.’

On the other hand, the claim to universal See by Urban II is of a quite different order,
diverging from the models of humanity in both the contemporary and colonial periods,
which shared the scientific notion of ‘man as object’, even if differing in their applications of
this bedrock of claims to commonality. In the account of the Council of Clermont given in
the chronicle of Fulcher of Chartres, Urban introduced himself to the assembled nobles thus:
“(m)ost beloved brethren: urged by necessity, I, Urban, by the permission of God chief
bishop and prelate over the whole world, have come into these parts as an ambassador with a
divine admonition to you, the servants of God.”'® Far from this bishopric of the whole
world being a shepherding of common humanity though, it is a shepherding only of Christian
‘brethren’ whether in Western Christendom or in the besieged Eastern realm. Urban exhorts
the Franks to relieve the suffering of Eastern Christians under Turkish and Arab oppression,
calling these peoples without distinction “a despised and base race, which worships
demons.”"™ Such racial essentialism led the crusade to acts of brutality and destruction, not
only in the Holy Land, but also en route in vicious attacks on Jewish populations in the cities
of Germany and Eastern Europe. These acts, zealous overspills of crusading fervour has led
this period in the early months of the crusade to be termed “the first holocaust.”"® In this
sense, the formulation of ‘the infidel’ as the exception, the rejection of the “the Redeemer of

the human race”'®

, would seem a more radical and pessimistic principle of distinction — one
that could only lead to the crusaders seeking the destruction (as Schmitt predicts) of their

enemies.

182 Spurr, D. (1993) The Rhetoric of Empire: Colonial Discourse in Journalism, Travel Writing and Imperial
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However, the First Crusade was not intended as a genocide, but as a strategic recapturing of
the Holy Sepulchre and the restoring of freedom to the Eastern Church. In the testimony of
the Council of Clermont given by Guibert de Nogent, who was actually present, he records
Utban asking the nobles: “(A)nd you ought, furthermore, to consider with the utmost
deliberation, if by your labors, God wotking through you, it should occur that the Mother of
churches should flourish anew to the worship of Christianity, whether, perchance, He may
not wish other regions of the East to be restored to the faith against the approaching time of
the Antichrist.”"™ The possibility of redemption is held out just as in the political
interventions of modern times, though in this case, it is redemption on an individual and

spiritual level, rather than at a political and systemic level.

In these three cases, separated by a thousand years, leaders strive for a world that is yet to
come. The character of their ideal model of the ‘human’ is markedly different in these
discourses of a desired universal state of being. And yet, the universalist claims to truth about
the human condition, which are culturally-specific in their respective origins, lead the projects
of these leaders to career towards conflict from their very beginning. The critical mediaeval
claim is that one Redeemer came to unite all the human race, but was rejected by some. The
critical modern claim is that one standard of human rights and life, created by Westerners to
unite all the human race, has been rejected by some in the contemporary case of rogue states,
or has not been attained by some in the case of the colonized populations. Such discourses
throw their users into paradoxes of hypocrisy and crises of identity. Those who fall within the
bounds of these universalist discourses are often claimed as kin, those outside the bounds
rejected as radically Othered non-kin or shows of incorporation are made that reveal the
insubstantial nature of the original claims to commonality. The paradoxes of politics and the
paradoxes of kinship are smaller and larger models of similar relationships of processually-
made sentiment. Our capacity for metaphorisation permits transmissions between the two
and also the creation of boundaries of differing permeability where the political nature of

kinship distinctions is revealed.

188 Guibert de Nogent (1921) ‘Historia quae dicitur Gesta Dei per Francos.” In Krey, A.C. The First Crusade:
The Accounts of Eyewitnesses and Participants.
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2.5 The Sphere of Kinship: Friend/Enemy Distinctions Rethought

The case made so far for the transmission of kinship to political relations of universalist
discourses remains incomplete. To conclude, I intend to return to the phenomenology of
experience and the cognitive formation of the kinship domain. Schmitt’s friend/enemy
distinction principle is less useful than the idea of a transmission between kin distinction and
political distinction for two reasons. Firstly, there are many instances in human relations
(which are broader than the political relations upon which Schmitt is focused) where an
expression of distance, of Otherness, cannot be categorised by friend/enemy logic.
Difference does not equal conflict; what is at stake is a lack of grounds for relationship, or a
lack of feeling of relationship. It is perhaps indicative of the scientificity of the language of
modern social science that relationships between states, say, are conceived as if we were
discussing the relation of forces to objects, or the relations of different chemical substances.
Our use of the language of relationship tends to deny the etymological kinship notion at
work. A perceived distance from the Other or a lack of relationship to the Other is precisely

that — a lack of perceived grounds for extending our kinship metaphors to the Other.

Secondly, Schmitt’s logic of friend and enemy is assumed to be a cross-cultural given. Rather,
to return to the existential and phenomenological perspectives with which I intended to place
caveats upon the use of discourse analysis, I see an important distinction between people as
made and practiced, and not as given over to a status by a specific logic. At the root of the
transmission between kinship and politics are three key principles. Firstly, the kinship
distinction as we have seen is the primary political action. Secondly, the existential crisis of
consciousness discussed eatlier, grounds the inevitable logics of failed universal
transcendence in the face of external particuliarity. Thirdly, the metaphorical richness of
gradations of kinship enables us to work past binary distinctions between inside and outside
into actions of transformation, redemption, apoliticisation, negation, and assimilation as well
as destruction of the Other. I wish to finally think about the socialisation process within the
sphere of kinship in the developmental stages of life to draw together the strands of

cognitivism and phenomenology that would seem to compete.
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Christina Toren’s work addresses the mind not as a universal and pre-formed information
processing tool, but through a phenomenological perspective. With reference to Piaget, she
admits that certain ‘modules’ and ‘schema’® (the ‘domains’ for instance, of kinship, that we
have already discussed) are present biologically in every mind-brain, but the elaboration of
these domains means that each mind is a culturally bound construction. An embodied and
social view of mind, as espoused by Toren, involves perceiving the mind as a production of

the interaction between sociality and “autopoeisis™™

— the processual, embodied making of
self, a creative bricolage of expetience unique to the self. In a sense this is another way of
conceiving of the matrix of consciousness and discourse discussed earlier. The very fact of
being given a world to grow and develop into by the actions of parents and other adults
prefigures the fact that the making of meaning within the social world is a process of both

recreation and inheritance of meaning on the one hand, and transformation of meaning at the

level of consciousness on the other.

What Totren shows in her ethnography of children in Fiji, is that the kinship domain, and the
distinctions within it, are fertile learning grounds for the mmeta-representational domain
crossing that occurs later in life when kinship metaphors are extrapolated. As Sperber argues,
the ability to make semi-propositional statements about representations is an acquired skill.
Toren highlights how kinship distinction expressed in terms of place and position during
ritual ceremonies, are learnt first by children as rules articulated around simple axes of
kin/non-kin and spatial position within the ceremony. The templates of differentiation are
put in place cognitively using kinship examples before the child can explain the significance

of why their uncle, say, sits above a non-relative in a £ava ceremony."

Around the practical
axes of kinship and position form, in later years, an understanding of symbolic differentiation,

and this ability was acquired through experience of ritual and not explicit teaching.

The sphere of kinship then furnishes principles of distinguishing between people and is a rich

metaphor for the use of expressing ideas of inclusion and exclusion in politics. What we must

18 Toren, C. (1999) Mind, Materiality and History: Explorations in Fijian Ethnography p12
190 Toren, C. (2002) ‘Anthropology as the whole science of what it is to be human’ in Fox, R. and King, B. (eds.)

Anthropology Beyond Culture p107
191 Toren, C. (1999) Mind, Materiality and History: Explorations in Fijian Ethnography p91
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be aware of though is the very success of this transmission is based upon, not only pre-
existing discursive guides to usage of the metaphor, but the combination of universality on
the one hand and also phenomenological differentiation between use and understanding of
kinship on the other. These factors, it should be remembered, are inherent in its structure as a
cognitive domain. It is this combination, and its primal influence as a practical sphere of the
socialisation of principles of distinction that makes it a successful metaphorical selection for
extrapolation to political life. Its universality and flexibility as a cognitive domain unite and
provide the most apt way to fashion our desire to speak of ourselves in universal terms'”, the
mnevitability of boundary drawing that that action entails, and the masking of the paradoxes of
power both within and at the edges of our principles of distinction. Western aptness for
extrapolating from atomistic individuals, proven to have a scientific shared genetic substance,
eases the cognitive work of the world-as-family metaphor and, in denying otherness, extends
its potential positive assurance to its infinite boundary. Armed with these methodological
insights, the next chapter begins the empirical mapping of terrains of world-kinship

discourse.

192 Discourse establishing a worldwide ‘family of nations’ centres the speaker implicitly within the sphere of
common substance. Taking up a position exterior to the ‘international community’ for instance, is much easier.
Kinship metaphors thus have an egoist element which adds to their appeal. The positive valuation of kinship as a
sphere of nurturance and affection in Western complexes of meaning makes such discourse reassuring, and as
will be later seen, it is often employed specifically to emotionally reassure as to the motives of actors.
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PART TWO - Creating the UN’s World-Kinship
Discourse and Its Place in the UN Bureaucracy

CHAPTER THREE - Uniting Nations: A Local Project for
Global People

3.1 Acts of Creation and the Post-Conflict Moment: Writing History in
the Rationalist Canon

3.1.1. 1945, The Second Chance

As the surety of victory steadily increased throughout 1945, the San Francisco Conference set
for April of that year came to be seen as a seminal moment in the re-defining of the way that
the international order was to be governed. In his final State of the Union Address in January
1945, President Roosevelt concluded his speech with his hopes for the UN conference in
terms which spelled out the transformation which he wished it to bring about. His final
exhortation ran as follows: “(M)ost important of all — 1945 can and must see the substantial
beginning of the organization of wotld peace. This organization must be the fulfilment of the
promise for which men have fought and died in this war...We Americans of today, together
with our Allies, are making history — and I hope it will be better history than ever has been

made before.”™

Perhaps it is true in the way that the history of the twentieth century has been told and lived

out, that this moment was given added importance by the notion that it was, in many ways, a

194

second chance . The grand hope of a ‘war to end all wars’ had proven false and it was

widely believed that important Jlessons’ had either not been learned or had not been correctly

193 Roosevelt, F. D. (1945) ‘Annual Message About the State of the Union to the Congress, January 6t 1945,
Reprinted in Holborn, L. (ed.) (1948) War and Peace Aims of the United Nations Vol II: From Casablanca to

Tokio Bay January 1, 1943 — September 1, 1945 p313

194 See Divine, R. (1967) Second Chance: The Triumph of Inter-Nationalism in America During World War Two
for a full exposition of this appreciation of and failure to learn from the ‘lessons’ of the First World War.
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put into practice. On both sides of the Atlantic, debate in political circles, in the press and
public media, and in influential study groups, contemplated in the most general terms why
war had yet to be eliminated from the moral and political compass in the international sphere.
Most particularly, as we saw in Chapter One, these discourses were highly prevalent in the
United States where commentators in the inter-war period could lull themselves into a sense
of detachment from the cockpit of Europe, and where the failure of the US Senate to ratify
the League Covenant had left politicians with the sense that a new organization must be

planned with greater care to ensure bipartisan American support.'”

As charted in Chapter One, much was made in interwar discourse of the incendiary economic
policies of protectionism that had been applied to try to lift nations from the grips of
depression at the expense of collective freedom of trade between countries. Many portrayed
these structural discriminations within the international system as the prime cause and excuse
for the militarist expansionism of totalitarian states in Europe and Asia. Much was also made
of the weakness of the League of Nations, and a great number of formerly idealistic
internationalists such as FDR came to be “disgusted by the ways in which France and Britain
consistently blocked the League’s efforts to respond effectively to aggression”"® throughout
the 1930s. The failure to use force during the early months of the invasion of Manchuria in
1931 and the unwillingness to embargo shipments of oil during Mussolini’s campaign against
Abyssinia have often been highlighted as key examples of a “myopic and irresolute”™’
attitude by the Western powers. However, dismay among Americans at the policy of
appeasement was tempered to a degree by the memory of the political refusal to countenance
Wilson’s wording of Article X' of the League Covenant in 1920. The major reason that
Americans had shied away from making the global financial and military commitments

required by the League system of collective security was precisely the same reason why

195 Especially concerned to get bipartisan support for the UN organisation and thus make up for America’s
rejection of the League was Cordell Hull. Hull was an unsophisticated thinker in terms of international affairs but
a giant on Capitol Hill and a past-master at engineering cross-party support. See Hinton, H. B. (1942) Cordell
Hull: A Biography

1% Hoopes, T. and Brinkley, D. (1997) FDR and the Creation of the United Nations p9

197 Ibid. p12

198 See Appendix C, Covenant of the League of Nations. Article X established the principle of collective security
and the commitment to preserve the tertitorial integrity of other members. The Senate objected to the burden
this might be expected to place on the US as the most financially and militarily capable nation after the First
World War.
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Britain and France, as the main League powers, had often dragged their heels when swift

action was necessary.

Perhaps the most problematic aspect of the League of Nations system was simply its name
and reputation — those developments in international politics attributed to the League’s
‘failures’ haunted the political generations of the 1940s. However, its underlying philosophy
was seen as being both fundamentally commendable and, in practical terms, redeemable in
the architecture of a new peace settlement. Indeed, Vice-President Truman made the firm
proclamation in February 1945 that: “the only rational alternative to existing international
anarchy lies in some reasonable form of international otganization.””” In other words,
Truman and his generation kept faith with the same institutional formula of organised supra-

national architecture that the League had embodied.

Such a statement, and much of the political and philosophical thought of humanistic
Enlightenment and post-Enlightenment traditions and also religious traditions, has perceived
war as the prime evil of society. Contra Clausewitz**, war is not an extension of policy, but
an admission of the failure of reason and reasonableness — its violence is a social sin, its
rupture through the social fabric a lamentable tragedy. From this perspective, the moment
following a major conflict presents an opportunity to safeguard nations against a ‘relapse’ into
a violent conflagration. This might fairly be characterised as a Wilsonian attitude — the leading
power taking responsibility and employing an example of moral authority to re-organise the
nations of the world. An ideal encapsulation of this attitude can be found in one of the first
summary reference documents produced for debate on Sumner Welles’ Subcommittee on
Political Problems in July 1942: “(I)t may seem utterly Utopian at this time consider the
possibility of the prevention of war. Nevertheless that is what the American soldiers fought

for in the last war and a fighting for in this.”*"

199 Schlesinger, S. (2004) Act of Creation: The Founding of the United Nations p7
200 See Clausewitz, C. von (2003) On War

20p_[-O, Document #2’, ‘Preliminary Memorandum on International Organization’ 31% July 1942, p6. Sumner
Welles Papers, Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park NY. Box 189 — Postwar Foreign Policy Files 1940-43, Folder 5 —
Documents 2-17.
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In 1945 then, the post-conflict moment was imbued with massive significance. Not only had
the conflict been the most all-encompassing in history, but powerful discourses portrayed it
as being the catastrophic and doubly bitter result of failing to learn from the first global
conflagration. Furthermore, the struggle had been dramatised by Manichean rhetoric of
universal human freedoms and their potential destruction by totalitarian enslavement.
American portrayals of the motives of the belligerent powers tended towards such
formulations in spite of the diverse philosophical and political stances of the component
nations of the Axis and Allied coalitions. As Hilderbrand rightly notes, this simplification and
exaggeration was often orchestrated for political purposes: “(E)arly planning for a postwar
security organization...had practical utlity: it made Amertican involvement in the war seem
more palatable to those who doubted its immediate value...FDR’s response, like Wilson’s,
was in patt a public relations campaign to expand the importance of the war for Americans
by transforming its ultimate purpose into something larger than the issues of the conflict

29202

itself — the establishment of permanent peace through postwar international organisation.

The character of this post-conflict moment was presented as the most universally significant
in history and the notion that this was an all-or-nothing war for a set of fundamental values
was concretely enshrined in the international institutional framework designed to maintain
the peace. Two questions must be addressed in order to proceed into the detail of the
planning process with a clear notion of what is being examined. Firstly, how can we go about
explaining the particular character of the response to this post-conflict moment? Secondly,
how might the particular character of the moment of genesis manifest itself in the
philosophies of the resultant institution? On the basis of tackling these questions it will be
possible to present the planning process as a highly constrained and exclusive milieu
producing purportedly universal discourses, principles and morals for the world after the war.
Crucial to the planners, as we shall see, were the moral visions and values that were to be
enshrined in the documents of the UN. This was not to be simply a political settlement but,

as Eleanor Roosevelt said in reference to the Charter, “a guiding beacon”” for the world.

202 Hilderbrand, R.C. (1990) Dumbarton Oaks: The Origins of thi and the Search for Postwar Securi
For further details on Churchill’s attempts to persuade Roosevelt to join the war, and Roosevelt’s concern with

selling the war to the American people, see Kimball, W. (1984) Churchill and Roosevelt: The Complete
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203 Roosevelt, E. (1948) ‘The Struggle for Human Rights’ - Speech at the Sorbonne, Paris 28 September, 1948.
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80



This desire to morally re-make the world — set in stone in these great documents — echoes in
contemporary discourse as we will see in Part Three. However, the expectations that value
statements could bring the world together have perhaps not been as essential as the planners
imagined. As will be shown throughout the coming chapters, usage of such Utopian and
sentimental discourses as that of the human family has declined, while scholars and
practitioners within the UN itself admit that employing notions like the family of nations may
put them “at risk of sounding like members of the lunatic fringe.”* The following sections
thus investigate the process of how such discourses could be planted at the heart of the UN

project.

3.1.2 Institutionalisation: A Rational Response?

In elucidating how I aim to explain the character of the response to the post-conflict moment
in 1945, John Ikenberry’s sophisticated study After Victory is a useful foil. Ikenberry presents
a detailed answer as to why, at this particular juncture in 1945, a highly institutional and
supposedly multilateral response to managing the world after war emerges. Ikenberry himself
contrasts his approach to strictly liberal institutionalist and constructivist positions. The
former™ school of thought sees the trade-offs in negotiations over multilateral power-sharing
as being motivated much in the way that rational economic exchanges are supposedly made.
Actors perform cost-benefit analyses on their negotiating positions and seek to reduce
uncertainty and transaction costs through the regularisation that comes with institutional
organisation. A useful way to think of this perspective is, as Haggard and Simmons term it, a
‘functional’™ notion of international agreement, where actors seek optimal functional utility
through bargaining. The constructivist school, on the other hand, sees the institutional
settlement after a war as a reflection (according to Ikenberry) of “the prevailing thinking

among those party to the settlements about what the proper principles and purposes of

204 Author’s Interview 7, 24 November 2009. Original listings of interviews included in Examiners’ copies but
removed in the present edition for the sake of confidentiality.

205 See for instance, Keohane, R. and Martin L. (1995) — “The Promise of Institutionalist Theory” in
International Security 20(1).

206 Haggard, S. and Simmons, B. (1987) “Theories of International Regimes” in International Organization
41(3) p499
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international order should be.”® Much liberal institutional theory argues that institutions

208

matter most when hegemony is on the decline®®, but instead Ikenberry®” considers the policy
of the creation of an institutional settlement as a rationalist policy move on the part of an

active hegemon.

At the close of a war, Tkenberry argues, the winning state “acquire(s)...a sort of ‘windfall’ of
power assets.””'’ Three options present themselves to the new hegemon: domination of the
weaker states, abandonment of them, or the use of new-found power to create a long-lasting
institutional order which favours the strongest state. Blessed with a huge power disparity in
1945, “(the US sought to take advantage of the postwar juncture to lock in a set of
institutions that would serve its interests well into the future and, in return, it offered — in
most instances quite reluctantly — to restrain and commit itself by operating within an array of
postwar, economic, political, and security institutions.”?"' Strong states, he plausibly argues,
desire to maintain their post-war position, weak states want to be assured that the strong will
neither dominate, nor abandon them. The higher the power disparity, the more the strong
will have an incentive to design an institutional system into which they can lock their weaker
allies and former opponents. The higher the power disparity, the more the weak will have an
incentive to wish to see the power of the strong harnessed and possibly regulated by a high

level of global institutionalisation.”

Ikenberry’s work attempts to provide an explanation for the differences between the world
otders created after the settlements of 1815, 1919 and 1945. Over the course of those
historical junctures, the power disparity between the major hegemon (Great Britain in 1815,
and the United States after the World Wars) and the rest of the world grew, as did the level of

institutionalisation of the peace settlements. Ikenberry’s argument that the greater the power

207 Tkenberry, G.J. (2001) After Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restraint and the Rebuilding of Order after Major
Wars p16
208 See for instance, Keohane, R. (1984) After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political

Economy
209 Tkenberry’s approach retains a primary concern to highlight strategic rationalism in such decision-making, but

also introduces perspectives from historical institutionalism and its notions of the path-dependency of
institutional settlements. For a neat overview of the latter see, Thelen, K. (1999) ‘Histotical Institutionalism in
Comparative Politics’ in Annual Review of Political Science, Vol. 2, p369-404.

210 Tkenberry, G.J. (2001) After Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restraint and the Rebuilding of Order after Major
Wars p4

211 Tbid. p164

212 Ibid. p5
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disparity the more a strong state has an incentive to pursue long term stability by way of
institutional restraint seems sensible and credible. On the other hand, when power disparities
are low, it would also seem reasonable to suggest a counter-argument that the leading state, in
mortal fear of losing its slender advantage, would have little choice but to make institutional
deals with its near-rivals. While Ikenberry looks to the contextual concerns of historical
institutionalism, his three historical studies (1815, 1919 and 1945) are arguably not a

conclusive set of test cases. Multiple vatiables are at work, and not simply power disparity.

Ikenberry rightly highlights the strategic utility for the US of an institutional settlement, and
this is borne out by some of the statements of the UN planning committees. As Leo
Pasvolsky noted, “the American people will probably be more inclined to support the
necessary action by this Government in the interests of peace and secutity through the
international organisation, than to support action...outside the organisation but in concert
with only selected powers.”*” Tkenberry also correctly notes the weakness of the European
states as being a significant factor in encouraging American internationalism particularly with
reference to the potential threat of the Soviet Union to Western Europe.”* As Gaddis argues,
in 1945 “the fear was not of American expansionism but of American isolationism.”** This
conception dovetails with the fact that the UN was a largely American project. It was not the
outcome of the states of Europe banding together to institutionally secure themselves against
the USSR — such a model fits NATO better perhaps. Nor was the UN planning simply the
outcome of a grand constructivist debate on postwar principles. In fact, as the following
sections show, the FDR administration took many steps to close down debate on principles,
rather than open debate up. This enabled the US to craft an UN organization acceptable to

its interests and philosophies without complication from outside interference.

213 Briefing Paper - ‘US Foreign Policy and The International Organization: Framework for the Consideration of
Long-Range Foreign Policy’ 19 December 1944, p5. Leo Pasvolsky Papers, Library of Congress, Washington
DC. Box 5; Folder - US Foreign Policy and the International Organization- 19DE1944.

214 One has only to recall Churchill’s ‘Iron Curtain’ address at Fulton in 1946 to find weight to add to this notion,

recalling his concluding appeal for the “ftaternal assocmtlon of Western democracles agalnst the USSR This
speech is available at: g sine htm.
Accessed on: 13/09/2009.

215 Gaddis, J. L. (1983) ‘The Emerging Post-Revisionist Synthesis on the Origins of the Cold War’ in Diplomatic
History 7(3), p177
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Thus, the point at which I believe it is useful to diverge from, or add to Ikenberry’s insights is
in the overriding weight attached in his analysis to rationalist explanations for determining the
character that decisions have when they become manifest as political realities. Tkenberry
neglects, for instance, the influence that each of the peace settlements (1815, 1919 and 1945)
had on each other. In the case of the relationship between the Concert of Europe and the
Treaty of Versailles, the influence was likely to have been comparatively weak — the
agreements were made over a century apart, the first entirely a European affair, the second
hugely influenced by the United States as the new global power. The first was a balance of
power treaty, the second an attempt at real intergovernmental organization in the
establishment of the League of Nations. Contrary to this, in the case of the relationship
between 1919 and 1945, the idea that Versailles was an example to the present generation in
1945 was extremely strong. In a sense ‘path-dependent’ thinking was critical in the
philosophies of the 1945 settlement — Sumner Welles for instance insisted that his staff begin
post-war planning by making exhaustive studies of the operatioﬁ of the League of Nations in

order to start modelling the new UN organization.”"®

While growing dependence upon institutionalisation is certainly a plausible strategic tactic for
lessening losses and seeking to tie-in favourable relations, it is crucially also wedded to the
ways in which nations have come, perhaps only in the past centuty, to seek international
legitimacy. Given the contextual backdrop of the way the colonial, unilateral nineteenth
century has been portrayed, multilateralism today is seen almost uncritically as being the only
path to legitimate politics in the international sphere. Ikenberry neglects the fact that the
American national history was founded upon a rejection of the self-serving type of power
exercised by colonial Eutope. American politicians have, almost always, wanted power with
moral justification and with some self-assuring sense of legitimacy?’. In that sense, my
focus on the postwar planning for the end of WWII is on how the US wished to lock in
favourable power relations and legitimate them through the universal philosophies of the

UN. By enshrining in a global institution truths and goals purporting to aid and speak for all

216 See, O’Sullivan, C. (2008) Sumner Welles, Postwar Planning and the Quest for a New World Order 1937-1943
p68.

217 Legitimacy may be thought to derive from the fairness and rationality supposedly inherent in organised,
multilateral, consensual politics. Pasvolsky’s analysis above may be borne out by considering the outrage over US
unilateralism in the Iraq War of 2003. Liberal Americans as well as America’s European (and other) partners
clamoured for any intervention to be carried out through UN channels.
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mankind, the institutional settlement was an exercise in the legin}nation of power. In this
sense, the formulation of ideas and discourses is critical even to a strategic project that aimed
to preserve US hegemony. To produce a full explanation of the particularity of the WWII
settlement, both the rationalist aims of the planners, and the discourses in which those aims
were couched require consideration. The following sections explore those aims and the
foundations of the discourses of the UN, both with reference to the narrow group of actors
involved in the planning, and the broader social resources of discourse which they drew upon

to communicate their project.

3.2 Key Actors — The Planners of the New World Order and Their
Ideational Backgrounds

3.2.1 Franklin D. Roosevelt

Critical to Franklin Roosevelt’s contribution to the underlying philosophy of the UN was the
idealist strain of his personality that had inspired, in particular, the great wartime statements
of intent such as the Four Freedoms and the Atlantic Charter. While part of the need for the
Atlantic Charter was to give hope and direction to the countries fighting Hitler in Europe
(and Roosevelt was certainly aware of the political weight of his words), this is not to say that
he did not believe in the principles outlined. As his closest wartime confidante, Harry
Hopkins claimed: “(Y)ou can see the real Roosevelt when he comes out with something like
the Four Freedoms...don’t get the idea that those are...catch-phrases.””® FDR himself
declared in a speech before the Canadian Parliament in 1943 that: “I am everlastingly angry
only at those who assert vociferously that the Four Freedoms and the Atlantic Charter are
nonsense because they are unattainable. If they had lived a century and a half ago they would
have sneered and said that the Declaration of Independence was utter piffle...I would rather

95219

be a builder than a wrecker, hoping always that the structure of life is growing, not dying.

218 See, Sherwood, R. E. (1948) Roosevelt and Hopkins: An Intimate History p266
219 Roosevelt, F. D. (1943) ‘Address Before the Canadian Parliament, Ottawa, August 25%1943’. Reprinted in

Holborn, L. (ed.) (1948) War and Peace Aims of the United Nations Vol II: From Casablanca to Tokio Bay
January 1, 1943 — September 1, 1945 p231
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Roosevelt balanced idealism and pragmatism throughout his political career, and a number of
classic biographies™ have weaved principally similar theses to explain the two apparent sides

to FDR’s personality and political outlook.

Perhaps the most illuminating way to view the UN planning process is to contextualise it in
relation to Roosevelt’s overall Presidential career. From 1933-45 Roosevelt was almost
constantly assailed by crises — firstly the Great Depression and then a global war. Founding
the UN was arguably the final of a series of great projects to remedy these domestic and
international problems. Roosevelt plunged into office with the New Deal, followed this up
with the Second New Deal, instituted Lend-Lease to help in the World War, took America
into conflict with the Axis, and finally helped to found the UN. These great projects all bear
similar characteristics borne, as scholars such as Abbott™ have argued, of Roosevelt’s

Progressive-era background and influences.

All these efforts were centralised, ‘Big Government’ solutions imbued with an idealistic,
moralistic rhetoric focused on transformation and radical improvement of social conditions.
In other words, they were broadly the heirs of the Progressive-era policies of two of the men
who had most influenced FDR in his eatly career. Of course, Teddy Roosevelt’s trust-busting
attacks on monopoly capital and corruption were concerned “to set up a moral standard”*
for fair commercial practices. Woodrow Wilson’s establishment of the League of Nations was
a highly idealistic plan and, in pushing for the nineteenth amendment in 1918 for women’s
suffrége, he urged Senators to “do this just thing and show our women that you trust them

. . 22 2
as much as you in fact and of necessity depend upon them.”*” However, as George Mowry™*

220 See for instance, Dallek, R. (1979) Franklin D. Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy 1932-45, Ryan, H.
(1988) Franklin D. Roosevelt’s Rhetorical Presidency, Kimball, W. (1991) The Juggler: Franklin Roosevelt as
Wartime Statesman, Leuchtenburg, W. (2001) In the Shadow of FDR: Harry Truman to George W. Bush or
Woolner, D., Kimball, W. and Reynolds, D. (eds.) (2008) FDR’s World: War, Peace and Legacies

221 See for instance, Abbott, P. (1990) The Exemplary Presidency: Franklin D. Roosevelt and the American
Political Tradition. Of course, given the Republican dominance of the 1920s and the failure of Progressivism to
deal with crime and corruption in the ways that it had promised, Roosevelt could never term his 1930s projects
Progressive. Instead he recommended them as liberal’ solutions.

222 See Pringle, H. (2005) Theodore Roosevelt: A Biography p419. Roosevelt’s comment here pertains to the
need to establish fair and regular railroad tariffs.

22 Wilson, W. (1918) Address to the Senate on the 19" Amendment, September 30%, 1918. Available at:
http://www.public.jastate.edu/~aslagell /SpCm416 /Woodrow Wilson suffhtml. Accessed on 10/10/2009.
Authot’s emphasis added.

224 See Mowry, G. (1954) The Era of Theodore Roosevelt and the Birth of Modern America, 1900-1912
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argues, the Progressivism of Teddy Roosevelt or Wilson was not simply idealism for its own
sake, but was profoundly a problem-solving ethos, wherein new, rational, sometimes
explicitly scientific methods of analysis were employed to investigate and solve discrete social
problems for the moral and ethical betterment of society. This duality of practical but
thetorically moral action manifest in Big Government projects, was catried through into

FDR’s approach to tackling domestic and international crises.

One way to separate these two facets of idealism and pragmatism is to look at some of FDR’s
own pronouncements, in particular on a theme that demonstrated an important characteristic-
to his thinking. As Range records, whether on the issue of the ratification of the Treaty of
Versailles, the implementation of the New Deal, or the issue of postwar planning, FDR most
often sought to concentrate “on the development of general principles and the achievement
of major objectives and...look(ed) upon many important matters as mere worrisome details
that could be settled later by subordinates.”” In response to press conference questions in
1943 concerning government thinking on the postwar international architecture, FDR said:
“(W)hen people ask the details about an objective, I say, ‘I am not interested’ or ‘I am not
ready to talk’ or ‘We haven’t studied the methods and details.”™ At the level of general
objectives, Roosevelt could air his idealist, progressive desires to re-make the world. Many
times he recognised realistic constraints upon his ideals, particularly in the opposition he
expected to find to plans to enter the war, or to re-design the postwar international
institutional architecture. Simply because contingent realities constrain us however, FDR did
not (as his impassioned self-defence at Ottawa shows above), believe that humanity should
give up on ideals. If the ‘Four Policemen’®, for instance, were required to set up a stable
world in which a more general organisation might not founder as the League had done, then
that admission to power politics would have to be made. As Richard Nixon said of FDR, “he
talked always in idealistic terms, but he was an operator.””® This assiduous blending of
idealistic statements with a keen awareness of the need for pragmatism is petfectly visible in

his FDR’s ‘Four Freedoms’ address of 1941. Being one of his most idealistic

225 Range, W. (1959) Franklin D. Roosevelt’s World Order p29
226 Roosevelt, F.D. (1943) Excerpt from ‘Press Conference for the Amencan Society of Newspaper Editors, Feb
12th 1943, Available at: http: id < 6361. Accessed on 10/09/2009.

. ;. i
227 See Woods, R.B. (1990) A Changing of The Guard Anglo- Amencan Relatlons 1941-1946
228 Nixon’s interviews with Douglas Brinkley, see Leuchtenburg, W. (2001) In_the Shadow of FDR: Harry

Truman to George W. Bush p173
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ronouncements wherein he rallied opposition to dictatorship under the banner of a “moral

p PP p

ordet”, he nevertheless cautioned that the statement was “no vision of a distant
bl

millennium. It is a definite basis for a kind of world attainable in our own time and

generation.” The same discursive juxtaposition of ideal and pragmatic imperatives is

observable in the final article of the Atlantic Charter where nations are exhorted to abandon

the use of force “for realistic as well as spiritual reasons.”?*

He did not believe that either the League or the nascent UN could be petfect, but that in

9231

principle they were, and should be, born of what he called “magnificent idealism.
Assessing the failure of the idealism of the League, he commented in his State of the Union

Address in 1943 that “we have learned that we cannot maintain peace at this stage of human

95232

development by good intentions alone.””” By the time of his 1945 Message to the Congtess

this message had been solidified and reflected the way FDR contributed to leading the
development from uncompromising Wilsonian idealism to the more self-aware idealism that

characterised the UN:

“Nations like individuals do not always see alike or think alike, and international cooperation and progress
are not helped by any Nation assuming that it has a monopoly of wisdom or of virtue.

In the future world the misuse of power, as implied in the term "power politics,” must not be a controlling
Sactor in international relations. That is the heart of the principles to which we have subscribed. We cannot
deny that power is a factor in world politics any more than we can deny its extstence as a factor in national
politics... Perfectionism, no less than isolationism or imperialism or power politics, may obstruct the paths to
international peace. . .the retreat lo isolationism a quarter of a century ago was started not by a direct attack
against international cooperation but against the alleged imperfections of the peace.

In our disillusionment after the last war we preferred international anarchy to international cooperation with
Nations which did not see and think exactly as we did. We gave up the hope of gradually achieving a better
Dpeace because we had not the courage to fulfil our responsibilities in an admittedly imperfect world.”””

22 Roosevelt. F.D. (1941), Annual Message to the Congress, 6% January 1941. Available at
./ /www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches /fdrthefourfreedoms.htm. Accessed on 10/ 10/2008
230 Atlantic Charter (1941), Article 8. Available at:  http: .2
10/10/2008.
31 Roosevelt F D. (1943), Annual Message to the Congress, 7% January 1943. Available at:
; S lex.phprpid=16386. Accessed on 10/10/2008.

22 Ib1d
23 Roosevelt, F.D. (1945) Annual Message to the Congress, 6™ January 1945. Available at
: .presidency.ucsb. : .

Ppid=16595. Accessed on 08/10/2008.

88


http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/fdrthefourfreedoms.htm

FDR’s role was to hold out the general ideals that would later be embodied in the UN.
Thusly Hull wrote to Roosevelt when seeking approval for revamping the postwar studies
section of the State Department, that the task of the whole planning staff and the new
Presidential Advisory Committee on Postwar Foreign Policy would be “to translate into a
program of specific policies and measures the broad principles enunciated in the Atlantic
Declaration and in your other pronouncements of post-war policy.”™* In other words, the
Rooseveltian mantra of grand, macro-level idealism supported by detail-oriented micro-level
realist planning permeated the whole process. Delegating the detail to the State Department
and maintaining a high-level of secrecy until the planning process was well advanced, had
confronted all the potential obstacles and found answers to all possible objections, was the
Administration’s prime method for ensuring that the infant wings of Roosevelt’s postwar

ideals were not clipped.

3.2.2 Secretary of State, Cordell Hull and Under-Secretary, Sumner Welles

While Cordell Hull was involved in the eatly years of postwar planning until his declining
health forced him into retirement in 1944, it has often been noted™ that (perversely for such
a long serving Secretary of State) foreign policy was far from Hull’s speciality, and in many
ways he was an unlikely supervisor for the germination of the UN. In fact, during the
planning process, what turned out to be irreparable tensions grew up between Hull and his
Under-Secretary, Sumner Welles, over the direction and leadership of the project. Welles, a
good friend of FDR, and like his President a former Groton student, was a keen thinker on
international issues and had been sent on missions to South America, Cuba and Japan by
Wilson, and later to Europe in 1940 on behalf of FDR. Welles had proved himself to have
nuanced appreciations for the US’s international role in the developing world crisis as eatly as
1937, when he outlined what came to be known as the Welles Plan in his first year as Under-
Secretary. In a speech at the University of Virginia in July, Welles proposed a highly
Wilsonian conception of ways to improve international stability including ‘international

standards’ of behaviour, regular international conferences and reduction of arms and tariff

234 Letter, Hull to FDR, 17% May 1942. President’s Official File, Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park, NY. Folder -
OF4720, Advisory Committee on Postwar Foreign Policy 1942-4. Authot’s emphasis added, not present in

original.
235 See for instance, Gellman, I. (1995) Secret Affairs: Franklin Roosevelt, Cordell Hull and Sumner Welles
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barriers. Conversations with FDR subsequent to this address gave the President the ideas for
his famous ‘Quarantine Speech’, and Welles later proposed in the autumn of 1937 a
conference of all nations at the White House where neutral nations would guarantee to
quarantine international aggressors.” Welles had found a practical way to promote global
stability without endangering American neutrality and Roosevelt much appreciated the

creative thinking of his new Under-Secretary.

Indeed by 1943, as Schlesinger notes, Welles had assumed “a dominance over UN planning”
that was “starting to embitter Hull.”*" Partly, FDR trusted the internationalist, swift-thinking
Welles far more on UN issues than he did the cautious Hull. Welles and Roosevelt had
known each other since childhood and Welles had been a page at FDR’s wedding. Woodrow
Wilson and his idealist internationalism influenced both men equally and both owed their
political careers to his influence. Wilson had given FDR his first central government position
as Assistant Sectretary to the Navy. Welles declared himself to be “thrilled to the depths
of...(his)...emotional and intellectual being by the vision that Woodrow Wilson held out to us
of a world order founded on justice and democracy.””® Welles’ thetoric throughout the war
was characterised, in the words of Christopher O’Sullivan, by “idealistic pronouncements
about freedom, self-determination and radical change” with “an aura of spiritual and moral
zeal.””™ This idealism though, just as with FDR, remained practical and progressive in nature.
Welles remained convinced in his own writings that his and Roosevelt’s decision to
commence practical postwar planning at the eatliest stage, (even downgrading their plans for
the sake of simplification from universal organization to regional bodies based on the Inter-
American Conferences of the 1930s) was critical to the task of ensuring US and international
support for the new world order when the war ended.**’ Welles “calculated that the war effort
would be better sustained by moral arguments than by appeals to self-interest...his vision of

the postwar order would allow American commerce to flourish alongside universal values and

236 See, O’Sullivan, C. (2008) Sumner Welles, Postwar Planning and the Quest for a New World Order 1937-1943
p22-4.

237 Schlesinger, S. (2004) Act of Creation: The Founding of the United Nations p41

238 Welles, S. (1944) The Time for Decision p3. Welles also gave a passionate oration at Wilson’s tomb on
Armistice Day 1941 entitled “Wilson and the Atlantic Charter’. He called on Ameticans to “turn again for light
and inspiration to the ideals of that great seer, statesman, patriot, and lover of his fellow men — Woodrow
Wilson”. See Welles, S. (1943) “Wilson and the Atlantic Charter’ in The World of the Four Freedoms p32/3.
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ideals.”*' He intended to use grand rhetoric to promote support for a new wotld order which

would greatly benefit the United States’ pragmatic interests.

Hull, conversely, lacked the drive and the expertise to tackle the mountain of issues which
required consideration in the postwar planning process, especially when the planning staff
was increased and the process shifted into top gear in May 1942. His political career prior to
being named Secretary of State conspicuously included almost no foreign experience. He was
principally credited with turning his legal nous to reforming the domestic taxation system
under the Wilson administration.?? As Hoopes and Brinkley remark, Welles rather than Hull
“was the first highly placed US official to make public reference to postwar aims; declaring
that only an ‘Association of Nations’ could rebuild a shattered world”* in a speech at the
Norwegian Legation in Washington in July 1941. Further, Hull’s frequent absences from
Washington due to ill-health allowed control of the processes of planning to slip from his
grasp. As we have seen, Welles had already stolen a march on the Secretary, pushing FDR to

consider grand schemes for reordering the world even as early as 1937.

The initial list of advisors that Hull drew up when his Department was given the go-ahead to
begin to develop plans for a post-war world organization in 1939 is telling, and perhaps
unexpected. He lists five main sources: the Council of Foreign Relations in New York and
the British Foreign Office are his two prime political sources. The rest of his list though is
religious: the Federal Council of Churches of Christ in America, the Jewish Theological
Seminary of America, and Pope Pius XIL** Hull conceptualised his early work under the
mantra of “endeavours for a righteous peace”®. However, it is clear that a grand world
purpose along such shining moral lines was far from his initial thinking and is perhaps the
product of triumphal hindsight when writing up his memoirs and a reversion to his default
Episcopalian religiosity. The war in Europe throughout 1939 and 1940 prompted Hull and
the State Department teams under his control to worty mainly about American trade interests

and the distant possibility of Hitler, having conquered all of Europe, seeking control of the

281 O’Sullivan, C. (2008) Sumner Welles, Postwar Planning and the Quest for a New World Order 1937-1943 p.
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Western Hemisphere colonies of the European nations. His overriding concern in these early
war years was that the US might have to extend heavy export subsidies to Latin American
countries at taxpayers’ expense in order to bolster their economies for their resistance to
Hitler.** In fact, the way in which Hull envisaged the interconnection of the world in the
postwar period differed little from his 1930s obsession with the opening of a global free trade
regime — even though this thinking (part of the Smoot-Hawley era protectionist problems)
had been surpassed by the scope of other State Department ambitions in eatly 1940s. Hull
was a man, according to Hoopes and Brnkley, “whose speeches...seemed like a train of
twenty cars from which emerged only a single passenger. Hull’s single passenger was always

2.
the same — trade agreements.”?"’

Uniting the wotld economically was safe ground™”, perfect for the “obsessive caution™” of
Hull. Desiring bolder thinking and leadership of greater energy, FDR increasingly turned to
Welles, especially when Hull’s health began to decline more rapidly in 1941. While Hull was
given the chair of the Advisory Committee on Postwar Foreign Policy at the request of FDR,
Leo Pasvolsky notes that that body was “not on record as having sent any formal
recommendations to the President.”” The main Advisory Committee met only four times
(thrice chaired by Welles), whereas Welles’ Subcommittee on Political Problems met sixty
times and produced reams of study reports and literature and was the main organ for the
debate and drafting of the UN Charter. Though Welles assumed the mantle of figurehead for
political planning in 1942 and 1943 to the chagtrin of Hull, he found his ideas on world

organisation often blocked or transformed upon reaching the President or Hull.

Welles had been a Latin American specialist since the 1920s and was, in many ways, a
regionalist when it came to world organisation. Having far more detailed geographical and
historical knowledge of vatious areas of the world than his superior he tended to look at

political problems in smaller, more detail-oriented focus. Problems over the fate of postwar
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Poland say, were, in his eyes, strictly a matter for a European council and could not, Welles
believed, be solved by reforming in generalist terms the moral principles or the trade patterns
of the postwar wotld. While Welles had greater Departmental co