Chapter 111
Rationality and Choice
Rationality and Non-rationality

In the previous chapter | outlined six positions which |

called non-rational in contrast to both rational and
irrational decisions and actions. They were depicted by the
substantive character of the decisions rather than the form of
reasoni ng used.
In order to analyze the <character and form of rational
decisions, it will be helpful if we first clarify the formal
characteristics of patriotic and noralistic anti - war
deci sions, of sceptical and enpirical instrumental reasoning,
of external and internal historicism |If readers find this
chapter too abstract and intellectually dense, they may find
it easier to skip this chapter and deal with the same issues
when they are directly applied to the concrete problem of
authorizing the use of mlitary force.

The formal elenents of the different ways individuals
approach problens w Il be approached from four different
angles. In the next section we wll distinguish reasons from
causes by contrasting events and actions and the difference
bet ween | ooking at something from the inside outwards or from
the outside looking in. In the section which follows we wll
contrast universalist versus conmmunitarian approaches and
expl ore the relationship of rationality and values. After that

we wll contrast reasoning and logic to argue that |just
because soneone is logical does not nmean s/he is reasonable.
Finally, we wll distinguish between rationalization and
rationality and, in the process, put forward a nodel of

reflexive rationality.
Acti ons and Deci si ons

Col i ngwood made a distinction between the 'inside or
"thought side' of an action and the 'outside' or physical side
of an action. "An action is the unity of the outside and the
inside of an event."! Caesar's physical passage with his nen
across the Rubicon is a nere event. \Wen we also |ook at the
reasons why Caesar crossed, when we exam ne the thought behind
t he conduct, we focus on the inside of that action. An action
depicted only in terns of physical notion is a nmere event. A

full depiction of an action nust also include the inside or
t hought side - the notives and purposes of the agent. 1In
Wlliam Dray? an action has all the characteristics of an
event, but, in addition, has a thought-side made up of goals

and any policies qualifying those goals.?

Thus, the actual use of mlitary force in the Gulf Wr
that we see on our television screens, for philosophers, is a



nmere event. Yet when the ordinary man in the street thinks of
all the activity and ordinance enployed in the war, which
includes the use of Flying Tankers, B-52 bonbers, stealth
bombers, F/A-18 Hornets, F-14 Tonctats, EA-6B Prow ers, F-4G
WIld Wasel, Tornado GRl jets, French Jaguars, F-4, F-14 and
F-15 Eagle and F-16 fighters, Buccaneers,

F-15E and A-6 Intruder fighter bonbers, CF-18s, F-15s, Mrage
51s, EF-111 Ravens and FB-111 bonbers, Apache helicopters,
SCUDs and tommhawk cruise surface or sea-launched m ssiles,
SAM (surface to air), SLAM (standoff Iland attack), TLAM
(tactical land attack mssiles), HARM (high speed anti-
radiation mssiles) and sparrow and sidew nder short-range

heat seeking air to air mssiles, Patriot anti-mssile
m ssi |l es, antitank mnes and trenches, bunkers, ZSU-23 anti -
aircraft guns and Triple-A T-72 and M1 tanks and personnel
carriers, battl eshi ps, Crui sers, destroyers, frigates,

auxi liary and hospital ships anphibious |anding craft, TNC-45
mssile attack craft (lraqi) and submarines, smart bonbs and
dunb bonbs - all that activity 1is called THE ACTION
Dogfi ghts, bogeys, bandits and furballs (lots of dogfights at
the sanme tinme) added to our |exicon of action.

When we |earned about synthetic aperture radar guidance
systens or SARs and AWACs (airborne warning and control system
pl anes), Lantirn (lowaltitude navigation targetting infrared
ni ght gui dance systens), ECM (el ectronic counter measures to
confuse radar) and ECCM (electronic count er count er
measures), Sigint (signals intelligence nonitoring of eneny
conmmuni cations), Navcent (the US naval comand), MF (the
Maritime Interdiction Force), Centaf (Central Air Force
Command - us) , Canfornme (Canadian Forces Mddle East
Headquarters in Bahrain), JSTARS (the Joint surveillance and
target attack radar systenms, a new |anguage for conmunication
and conmmand systens becane part of our discourse. W |earned
new euphem snms -friendly fire (fire power that killed your own
troops) and collateral damage (non mlitary and non strategic
property damage and civilian deaths). W |earned about
Operation Desert Shield and Operation Desert Storm and, if you
were a Canadi an, Operation Scimtar and Operation Friction for
t he Canadi an portion of the sane thing.

But if we wanted to |earn about the intentions and goals
we of all that activity, we listened to the mlitary spokesnen
and the politicians explain why this or that ordinance was
bei ng enpl oyed.

Action in the philosophical world is the inversion of what we
mean by action in the ordinary world. Action novies are those
with Iots of violence, rapid nmovenents, fights, shootings, car
chases, etc. where the underlying premse is that the viewer
is expected to leave his or her thinking caps at honme. For
phi | osophers, what we see out there - all that firepower, al

that destruction, all that death - they are all nmere events.
To be an action, the thoughts of the agent, the intention and
goals, at the very least, nust be part of the depiction. Wen



we only see the physical activity, or read the physical
description, what occurs is a nere event.

In fact, some philosophers are even nore perverse.
| nacti on and unobservabl e or non-overt behaviour is sonetines
referred to as an action because the essential conmponent of an

action - the thought side - was said to be present.* My own
conviction is that this absurdity sinply carries to its
| ogi cal concl usi on  what M chael Bratman cal |l ed, "t he

met hodol ogi cal priority of intention in action."® Instead of

concei ving of action as a whole of which intentions are a part
- the thought side - we turn directly to intentions as
separate 'events' from the action. Elizabeth Ansconbe does
this in Intention.® Donald Davidson operates on the sane
presunption.’ Thus, we may begin with the intention of turning

on a conputer, the belief that if I plug it in and turn on the
switch the conputer will come on, then the resultant rationa
decision will be to plug in the computer and turn the switch

on. In the nore conplex Gulf War, the intention is to renove
Saddam Hussein fron Kuwait and the belief nmay be that if

sufficient force is utilized Hussein will |eave or be pushed
out, therefore the decision is nade to use that mlitary
force. We construct a sinple syllogism nodled |ike a causa

sequence. But it only appears to work because we seem to have
characterized the intention as a separate entity from the
action itself. In fact, the rational process of decision does
not follow this sinmple deduction at all as we shall attenpt to
show.

| f abstracting intentions froman action, as if they were
a separate entity in the head creates one problem conceiving
of reasons as external entities commts the conplenentary
error. Getting Hussein out of Kuwait is a reason for wusing

mlitary force in the @lf. That 1is, the intention is
concei ved as an external reason sitting in a cage like a puppy
dog in a pet shop which I may or may not adopt as mne.® The

intention is offered as sonething standing outside the agent's
head. Do you or don't you want to expell Hussein from Kuwait?
There is no rational deliberation about that choice. You
ei ther want the puppy dog or you don't. Reasoning and acting
only follow if the choice is first nade to adopt that external
intention. Reasoning is necessarily reduced to an instrunental
cal cul ation and the choice of goals becones arbitrary.

One fallacious nmove is to think of choice as an item to
be selected on a supernmerket shelf rather than an internal
process. A second fallacious nove is to consider intentions,
not merely as distinguishable, but as seperable elenents from
the choice. What we can separate are four kinds of choices,
three of which are decisions per se and one of which is the
action which entails physical activity.

The decisions the nmenmbers of Congress made have to be
di stinguished from any action following from the decision.



Congress, by a mpjority vote, decided to authorize the
President, under certain mld qualifications and inperatives
critical to an interpretation of the constitutional role of
Congress, to use force to get Saddam Hussein out of Kuwait.
The action was an action to authorize, and the decision of
Congress was effectively made, pending nerely the signature of
the President hinmself, which was a foregone conclusion. The
decision of Congress was effectively equivalent to the
action.® |If Congress had decided not to authorize the
President, it too would have been effectively the expression
of the authority of Congress because the status of that
resolution did not require the signature of the President, but
the status of that authority would have been sonewhat
different than the resolution supporting the President which
in whole and in all its parts had the effect of being a | aw

The decision of Congress also has to be differentiated
from the decision of each of the nenbers of Congress.'® Each
menber present was required to decide whether to vote to
authorize the President to wuse force or to deny such
authorization at the tinme. These were not the only possible
actions Congress could have taken. Nor did the decisions have
to entail +the qualifications that those Resolutions did.
Expl aining the formulation of the two major resolutions in the
way they were fornulated and the decision to restrict the
debate w thout any opportunity to amend to those two
formul ati ons would provide material for a different analysis
of explanation. Since only a few of the reasons for those
formul ati ons were nade public, that is not the decision with
which we are concerned. W are concerned wth the
justifications and explanations of the Congressnen for
supporting one of the resolutions and voting against the
other. (This is not absolutely true since Senator Hatfield
vot ed agai nst both Resol utions since he was opposed to any use
of force at any tine.)

There were effectively only two alternatives before
Congr ess.
The nmenbers of Congress were not deciding what was the best
thing to do under the circunmstances given each of the menbers
intentions and beliefs. They were deciding to do one thing or
the other. They were not deciding what was the best thing to
do. The former is a decision to act; the latter is a
deli berative decision to determ ne which possibility is the
best choice. They are two very different types of decision. A
del i berative decision which weighs all the alternatives to
deci de what would be the best choice is very different than a
decision to do, a decision to act one way or another as
provided for in the Resolutions available. The latter are
situations nobst comon to politicians. They are faced wth
very limted choices in the final analysis. They can vote for
Proposition A, Proposition B or abstain. None of these may be
what they would regard as the best choice possible. Wat they
are deciding if they have thought about it and determ ned what




the best alternative wuld be for them is, given the
al ternatives avail able and the circunstances, what alternative
woul d they prefer to see inplemented. The fornul ati on of what
was the best thing to do and what to do could have been
precisely the sanme for sone of the nmenbers, but it need not
have been and probably was not for the mpjority of the
menbers.

One nore type of decision needs to be differentiated from
both a deliberative decision about what is the best thing to
do and a decision to do sonething given the alternatives
avai l able. That is a decision about the basis for nmaking the

deci si on, including the processes to be wused and the
procedural norms to follow as well as the values and
principles which will be operative to determne what is the
best thing to do and what to do. These deci sions about norns,
about whi ch behavi oural nodes will be considered normative,

which norns are to be considered ‘'rational', are nost
fundamental. "To think sonmething rational is to accept norns

that permt it.
They are not only factors taken into consideration as part of
the belief structure of the wvarious agents, but the very
decision itself reaffirms or <can reconfigure the value
priorities of a particular agent.

A common presunption in contenporary political theory is
that nornms are not operative in the field of international
politics. Only coercive power and economc interests matter.
As we shall try to show |ater, one of the key factors in the
decision had to take into account that the decision was part
of the process of institutionalizing |legal authority norms in
the international political ar ena. In other words, the
deci sion was not just a matter of what norns each individual
woul d base his or her decisions on, but what nornms would
become operative in a world political community which was
believed to be energing.*® It is inmportant to note that
deci sions about nornms wusually lead to the nost profound
changes in formal authority structures.®® Further, the npst
flexible as well as effective normative control mechanisns are
t hose which are internalized and which allow decisions to be
adjusted based on the non-alignment of anticipations and
energi ng situations.

We have distingui shed between actions, action-decisions,
del i berative decisions and normative decisions. W have
di stingui shed between actions and events, noting that a nere
event is only the outside of an action while an action has an
inside or a thought side which include intentions and beliefs.
In order to provide the ground for the discussion of
authoritative legal nornms in the international field, | now
want to make a parallel distinction between internal and
external factors that enter into making a decision. There are
authority factors, influence factors and power factors, each
with an internal and an external dinension.



In offering reasons for their decision, mnmany of the
menbers of Congress offered the words of historians -
Thucydides is one exanple | give in the anaysis of the case -
and other experts. Many mlitary figures and forner cabinet
m ni sters, particularly former Mnisters of Defence and
Secretaries of State, were cited for their opinions on both
side of the debate, but the nopst frequent figure that |
believe was cited was the analysis made by Judge Webster, the
head of the CIA, both from his testinmony before the Arned
Services Committee and in a letter he wote on the second day
of the debate which provided his assessnent of the effects of
econom ¢ sanctions on the mlitary and econom c capacity of
lraq. These authority figures were cited for their expertise
and insight. The belief in the verity and value of what they
said constitutes an expert authority source and an internal
belief factor in affecting the decision of the nenber of
Congr ess.

This authoritative belief in a fact or an anticipated
outcome (or in sone cases a value) is to be contrasted with a
formal authority who, from his or her position, conmands that
a certain decision be made. Such a formal authority would be
an external factor affecting the decision. Since the party
whi ps were not used in this vote and many, nmany of the menbers
went to great lengths to stress that each individual was
making a decision on his or her own responsibility w thout
sone authority instructing them how to vote, this external
factor can, at least in the first instance, unless evidence is
available to the contrary, be discounted as affecting the
deci si on. The issue of fornal authority did, however,
i nfluence the actual decision to be made. For there had
traditionally been a struggle between Congress and the
Presi dent on whether Congress had the exclusive responsibility
to declare war. (Why the President's action in inmposing an
econom ¢ enbargo, which is generally considered an act of war,
was not challenged as following wthin the exclusive
perogative of Congress, | was not able to ascertain.) This was
a struggle over fornal authority which influenced the
resolutions, their wording and the order upon which the
menbers voted, but no one in formal authority appeared to try
to affect the vote per se.

Though one often wuses the phrase that those whose
expertise was cited influenced the decision, in our terns we

will be nore precise. An expert and an intellectual influence
will be differentiated as follows. An expert is cited for
i nformati on about a particular fact or an expected outconme or,
as | said, even a value assessnent such as what characterizes
a just war, though the latter was rarely if ever utilized in
this debate. An intellectual influence is cited for the
argument utilized which persuaded the nmenber of Congress. When

James Baker was cited after the breakdown of the talks wth
Aziz and his assessnent that he detected not a whit of give in



the lraqi position, he is being cited as an expert, a source
of authentic authority about a fact, which could or could not
be accurate. When President Bush is cited for his belief that
if the threat of war is nade nore real for Saddam Hussei n that

will inmprove the possibilities of peace, however slim those
possibilities are, "because the only thing SADdam under st ands
is force", then Bush is serving as an ‘'intellectual’

i nfluence. When a constituent is cited for saying to a nenber
of Congress, "Make sure we don't go to war; make sure ny boy
on the S.S. Saratoga does not cone home in a body bag", that
is considered an enotional influence on the heart strings of
t he Congressman or woman. In either case, the influence is an
internal one affecting or reinforcing the beliefs of the
agent .

An external influence is a material rather +than an
intellectual or enotional one or one which influences by
example. A payoff is a material influence, which was the
concern of the inquiry of the Ethics Committee in the Senate
into the Keating-five. If the influence is a matter of
wi t hhol ding votes or promsing a vote, it is also an externa
one. It is influence as pressure. Internal influences act by
persuasi on. Internal influences are those which effect the
beliefs of the agent; external influences are those which only
i nfluence the actions of the agent.

Power too has an internal aspect and an external one. |If
Saddam Hussei n says that unless Kuwait cedes territory to give
lraqg access to the @ulf, Irag will invade Kuwait (assum ng
that Irag was even 'kind enough to actually bother to
threaten Kuwait), then that is an external dinmension of power.
When the United States threatens to use mlitary force to
expel lraq from Kuwait and does, under the auspices of the
United Nations, use force to enforce an econonm c enmargo on
Iraqg, then those actions and threats enploy coercive external
power. Some believe that coercive power is the only rel evant
operating factor. "W define rational political action as
action which is notivated by the pursuit of power payoffs
whi ch result fromcontrol of political office."' Wen supposed
schol ars adopt the view that all politics in the donestic as
well as the international arena (as we already suggested, we
will try to denonstrate that this is no |onger the case even
in the international arena) is sinply a matter of coercive
power, we get reductionist nonsense.

Power is internal when the speakers, particularly near
the end of the debate, congratul ated thenselves for taking the
responsibility and summoning the concentration, the energy,

the stamna, the wll to decide for thenselves whether
mlitary force ought or ought not to be used. Power, in the
internal sense, is the creative energy believed to exist

within each of us. It is not inherently and need not becone
coercive when it is externalized.*®



What nmde the debate so fascinating was not only the
i nportance of the issue but its very high tone and its
apparent freedom from external authority, influence and power
factors which do not affect beliefs but only the behavi our of
the agent with the responsibility of making the decision. That
is also what mkes the case so excellent as a basis for
anal yzi ng t he nat ure of justification and rational
expl anati on.

Bel i efs and Reasons

The general framework for justification appears to be
precisely the same as that which is usually referred to as
"rational explanation' or 'intentionalist explanations'. that
is, explanations that historians use in terns of the beliefs
or thoughts of the agent. G ven the goals of the agent and his
or her beliefs about the situation, including the anticipated
outconmes of the alternative choices available to himher, and
the values held by the agent applicable to those choices,
t hose Beliefs' are used to justify or explain the decision to
take or authorize an action.' The framework consists of four

main categories of Belief: Goals or Objectives and the
Qualification to those goals, Norms both of conduct and
deci sion nmaking, perceptions  of the past and current

situation, including the nmeans available to achi eve the Goal
together referred to as the Conditions, and the anticipated
and possible Consequences of the decision. Those four
cat egories can be configured as foll ows:

The Framework of Justification and Rational Expl anation

Exi sting Fut ure
Val ues Nornms - of conduct Goals - ultimte &
= policy
i mredi at e
- of speech Qual ifications
= procedur al
Fact s Conditions - current Consequences -
di rect
& past - long
term - neans &
' I use beliefs with a small 'b' to indicate what the
agent thought the situation was and what its expected
consequences would be. | use Beliefs with a capital "B to
stand for all the thoughts of the agent, including his/her

goals and nornms applicable to judging the situation, as well
as the beliefs about the situation and its anticipated
out cones.



i ndirect
avail abl e

Now these Beliefs my be conventionally held or
establi shed and even verified. They may al so may be subjective

beliefs. The fact that they are established - such as the
belief in the superiority of the white race so prevalent in
the thirties in the Wstern Wrld - does not nean they are

true. It does nmean they do not belong to the subjective realm
since the community acts to confirm what is believed even if
it is false.

Further, some of the Beliefs are proximate to the action

while others are nore renote. | am not nmerel speaking of the
difference between ultimate goals - establishing a new world
order - and immediate goals - getting Saddam Hussein out of
Kuwai t , and immediate and long term consequences, but

procedural norns which are nore renote fromthe issue than the
policy norms inplicit in the debate.

The specification of Beliefs can beconme nore detail ed and
nore conplicated. A decision my be about doing sonething,
about what the best thing to do is or about the normative
basis for making a decision. A policy norm my be about
procedures (agreeing to back whatever the mmjority decision
is), or, as in this case, about the best technique to achieve
a given end. It may not appear to be about the objectives but
an analysis may indicate that a debate about objectives was
central to the debate. It wmy also be about anticipated
consequences. As we will try to indicate in the next chapter
the debate was really about all of these even though it was
cast in the form about the best nmeans to achieve an agreed
upon end. Thus, the debate about what action to take is not
sinply about the outside or physical behaviour to perform but
about norms and goals, the past, present and the future.

The following chart attenpts to incorporate all of these
factors into a visual schem

[ | NSERT CHART]

Formal and Substantive Rationality

Antigone and the anti-war party, sceptics and internali st
hi storicists all give priority to the internal conmponents of
the soul, whether they be sentinments of the heart, passions or
ideas in the head. Creon and other Patriots in stressing civic
duty, Enmpirical instrunmental calculators stressing materi al
interests, and externalist historicists such as Turner and his
geographi cal theory of the role of the frontier in forging the
American character, all stress the primcy of external factors
in influencing the actions we take. The issue is one of
priority not exclusivity. The externalists will tend to reduce



reasons or beliefs to a subspecies of cause. Internalists wll
stress the independence of beliefs from external causes. The
difference is primarily about the direction in how the inside
of an action is oriented to the outside.

The six schools of nonrational action can also be
di stinguished in a second way, by the type of decision they
each stress. In Antigone and Creon, an action is a node of
giving witness to the norns to which one is conmtted; the
primacy is placed on normative commitnents. In the case of the
sceptics and those commited to instrumental reasoning based on
the analysis of the enpirical conditions, the stress is on
deciding the best thing to do. Decision making is primarily a
del i beration about choosing the best nmeans given a chosen end.
From the historicist perspective, given the values and
convictions of the parties as inbued by the society, or even
the conflicting ways of seeing the world inherited from the
process of social formation or the intellectual ideas of our

ancestors, then the decision will merely be one of assessing
which of the alternatives before us best suits the inherited
way we see the world. The decision will neither be normative
nor deliberative but will be an action-decision, a decision to

do "A'" or 'B'.

The six schools can be distinguished in a third way. To
what extent do the decisions nmake wuniversalist or nerely
particul arist clainms. All six schools nake universalist clains
about their conclusions. For those inpelled by duty, they know
the values they hold, the social values to which they are
commtted, are not held universally, but both the believers in
nmoral duty and the believers in civil duty are convinced that
t he values they hold ought to be universal. Their action gives
expression to the will to actualize that wuniversality. The
sceptics believe that although the passions and convictions we
hold are socially conditioned, there are universal |aws which
can be discerned to understand and predict how people wll
al ways or probably behave because the |aws governi ng passions

are universal. The enpirical instrunentalists hold that
everyone is a possessive individualist out to maxim ze his or
her personal material interests and therefore will deliberate

in precisely the same way given the perception of those
interests. What is particular and relative to anyone is the
particul ar norms and perceptions that individual has of the
world given the way s/he was habituated or the material
conditions in which one finds oneself. Even the historicists
believe that the conclusions they derive from the particular
way they have of perceiving the world has a universalist claim
preci sely because, built into the particular intellectual or
mat eri al conditi oned node of seeing the world is a claimthat
it is the best. Thus, though Anerica was shaped by the
frontier, that conditioning gave Anerican's their essential
faith in the highest and nost universal value, liberty from
coercive restraints. Simlar, if Anmerica was shaped by the



i deas of John Locke, it too gave Anericans a claim that those
i deas enbodied wuniversal truths about human nature. Any
actions consistent with that understanding of what it is to be
human, had to have universal validity. Thus, every perspective
cones to the conclusion that the decision they make or the
action they take has universal validity.

The above three ways of understanding the six schools can
be depicted by the following schema in which the direction of
the arrows indicate whether that particular non-rational
perspective is internalist or externalist while the corner
| ocations indicate the primary decision type, while the
| ocation in the upper versus the |lower half indicate whether
t he begi nni ng and end poi nts are uni versal i st or
particul ari st.
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Rationality and Reasonabl eness

If, for the patriots and noralists, sceptics and
hi storicists, there really is no individual choice, that
perspective runs contrary to what the average Anerican
bel i eves. Fundanmental to the Anerican psyche is a faith in



liberty. Liberty is the freedomto choose. And choice requires
bot h know edge upon which to base judgenent and val ues which
provide Anericans with a solid ground of conviction. Most
Ameri cans believe they both can and should decide what is the
right thing to do, though they del egate that responsibility to
el ected representatives and then observe the process to see if
they agree with the decision that is taken.

This does not nmean that rationality is differentiatiated
from the pursuit of wealth. As C.B. Macpherson depicted the
essence of a capitalist state built on the Lockean nodel, the
roots of the sovereign power of the state rested on a concept
of man who is, "essentially a purposive, rational creature
but the essence of rational behaviour was increasingly held to
lie in unlimted individual appropriation."*® If that man is
distracted fromthe pursuit of wealth by the perceived need to
protect the ability to engage in that pursuit, that is, in
Lockean ternms, in the protection of 'freedoni, then the goal
is redefined in noral terns, but rationality continues to be
perceived as the instrument for deciding the neans to persue

the goal of accumulating wealth even if, in order to secure
that persuit, the rationality has to shift to other persuits
as well, such as the science and politics of war.

When rationality is reduced to instrumentality and
explicated to be a product of a capitalist system we have a

substantive t heory of rationality (concrete mat eri al
circunstances determne a particular 'rationality') as well as
a substantive theory of society (societies are different, in

this case, dependent on the system of ownership and control of
property). This is not, of course, how Anmericans think of
t hensel ves. They view thenselves as enbodying what s
universal in all humans, that 1is, they reason just |Iike
everyone else if they reason properly. Further, the values
they hold are universal and true and not relative to their
exi sting society. They have a conception of thenselves which
presupposes both a formal theory of rationality and of
society. It is not surprising then that the nmajor debate in
America in the philosophical theory of rationality has been
bet ween two versions of rational and normative formalism Both
stand in opposition to the historicist who holds that
rationality is particular to a particular society and the
norms of society are a product of the economc or other
mat eri al conditions (such as geography) of that society.

| nstead  of defining rationality in terms  of an
instrunental version of rationality, the analysis of neans to
pursue a purpose, one which is particular to a capitali st
society ("blood for oil") in the historicist conception, or
defining rationality as a formal process of calculation which
is universal to all humans in order to pursue goals which are
freely adopted as the highest values which should be nmade
universal for all societies (freedom the sanctity of the



nation-state) in the formalist conception, rationality can be
defined as the process of finding a neans that will be the
| east inconpatible between different sets of goals and val ues.
Where those purposes are not elevated to wuniversality nor
reduced to a product of the material circunstances of that
society, but are viewed as being freely chosen to at | east
serve a vision which aspires to universality while, at the
sane time, recognizing that the vision is also a product of
particul ar historical influences which may colour or distort
the vision, then we have a conception of reasonabl eness.

That conception is the inverse of the sceptical position
which holds a formalist theory of society (differences between
societies are irreleant to the conprehensi on of human nature)
and a substantive theory of rationality where reason is sinmply
an instrunental device to achieve goals defined el sewhere. In
a reasonable conception of rationality, soci eties have
different values and norns as products of their history and
mat eri al ci rcunst ances (geogr aphy, economni ¢ node of
organi zation), but reasoning is not sinply instrumental in
achieving particular values, but reasoning affects and can
alter the values we hold even if we believe the values we hold
are i mmut abl e, unchangeabl e and eternal. Those shifts may take
pl ace because of the incongruencies unveiled by the reasoning
process, both in the logic of reasoning itself and between
previous results of that reason in encountering reality.

Reasonabl eness is a conception of rationality which is
not instrunental in terns of choosing the neans to reach an
agreed goal rooted in principle. Reasonabl eness is the
consi deration of various points of viewin order to work out a
conprom se which will have repercussions on the definition of
the goal and the norns held by the parties to the agreenent.
In contrast to America, Canada, as an exanple, was constituted
on a policy of accomodation rather than on an el aboration of
principles and devising the nmeans to live up to those
principles. Wereas Thomas Paine had observed that the
uni queness of the American Revolution rested precisely on its
being a revolution in the principles and practices of
governnment, George Brown, one of Canada's founding fathers and
a strident voice of reform saw a Canada where conscience did

not reside in the hearts of the people, in popular wll, but
in "his mpjesty's |loyal opposition', in parliamentary debate,
in rational dialogue and in responsible government. "The
Reform party that went on to Dom nion and Ontario politics
with Conf eder ati on woul d pr of ess t he m d- Vi ctorian

parliamentary denmocracy of George Brown, not the elective
denmocracy of the neighbouring American republic."?*

Reasonabl eness is the ideology of the Wigs. Anerican
revolutionairies were not Wiigs; they were Liberals. Though
both had to overcome the ancient doctrine of the divine right
of kings in order to vest sovereignty in the people, in the



Li ber al tradition, the sovereign people, t hrough their
representatives, directly pr oduced a constitution and
constructed the institutions of governnent. Governnent was the
direct product of the application of first principles. In the
Whig interpretation, the rationale for governnment per se was
rooted in the |ogical prem se that governnent was intended to

express the sovereign will of the people, but the institutions
of governnent - parliament, the nonarchy - were products of a
hi story of reasonable conprom ses between two different
institutions set up by sovereign will. The Wigs were not

Levellers. The Earl of Shaftesbury, a |eading Wig, assigned a
primary role in government to the nobility.?® The Wigs were
unwilling to go back to first principles and risk civil war
and the horrors and political wuncertainties that conflict
produced when they first argued for the exclusion of the
Papi st James from the throne. The people were to be allowed a
role in government, but according to the guidance of their
betters. Wth the loss or destruction of John Locke's First
Treatise on Governnment, the Second Treatise on Government was
read as the justification for the G orious Revolution of 1688
rat her than an argunment for why and how one candi date for the
monarchy could be excluded from taking up his position in
favour of anot her candi dat e. Locke became the prine
philo%pphical foundation for Liberalism rather than a strong
Whi g.

"In the comng of the Anmerican Revolution 'nmen sought
i berty, know ng what they sought,' as Lord Acton pointed out.
| nstead  of persuing 'sonme sensible object,’ Amer i cans
chal l enged the Whig equation of norality and expediency by
refusing to adjust their conduct to the famliar conventions
of opposition politics. The Anerican revolutionairies 'clainmed

to draw from the pure wells of Whiggism' wote Acton. 'But
they carried Wiiggism from the stages of conpromse to the
crowning stage of principle." In England the Whig nentality

led statesmen to 'the belief that the sordid elenment alone
prevailed in the colonies," an elenment that, had it prevail ed,
could have been accommopdated by urging colonists to consider
their economc interests, weigh the consequences of their
political actions, and concede to the famliar processes of
negotiation and conprom se. But by endowing political ideas
with noral significance, the Anerican Revolution stood as a
reproach to Whig politics and ushered in a new episode of
nodern liberalism 'The Whigs governed by conpron se. The
Li beral begins the reign of ideas.'"?#

Whi I e many Canadi ans are enbarrassed by the overreaching
pride of Anmericans and their constant exhibition of their
belief that they can acconplish what they will provided they

will it hard enough and pursue goals with a disciplined
application of rational analysis, the Canadian belief in
'sweet reason', in the reasonable rather than the rational per

se, has its own detractors. A Canada constituted on a policy
of accommpodati on rather than an el aboration of principles was



derided by liberal continentalists |like Frank Underhill. "This
seem ng incapacity for ideas, or rather this habit of carrying
on our communal affairs at a level at which ideas never quite
energe into an articulate life of their own, has surely
i mpoverished our Canadian politics."?® In this critical view,
rationality that is not an instrunent of determ nation and
pur pose, is 'sweet reason' and saccharine. To be reasonable in
this sense is to be "winpy'. Pierre Trudeau replaced Wi ggism
nmotif as the domnant nmotif of Canadian politics wth
Li berali sm

If we attribute the traditional "reasonableness" of
Canadi ans sinply to the particular result necessitated in a
state with two founding nations with two quite different
outl ooks and/or to the encounter of the Canadians with the
harsh northern | andscape which they could not conquer but only
adapt to it, then we explain this rational pattern in
historicist terms. But if we take it to be a wuniversal
possibility and an ideal to strive for by all humans, then,
t hough it enmerged as a product of a unique history and set of
circunmstances, it is held out as a universal potential and
i deal for the world.

Unfortunately, as we observe before us, countries founded
on accommodation and nutual advantage have a mnuch greater
propensity to unravel than countries founded on natural rights
and service to history and high principle. America was founded
on a faith in the sovereign will of the people in which each
person was endowed with reason and the ability to ascertain
how to use that reason to achieve the high purpose given to
Americans as both their inalienable right and their duty to
def end and serve. This conbination of hard realism and |ofty
idealism is a very different conception of reason than
negoti ati ons between governnents at one |evel and one's nother
country at another |evel. For in the realm of sweet
reasonabl eness, when you grow up and the siblings |eave their
not her's protective enbrace and nore particularly, when
"mutual advantage' may no |onger be nutual or advantageous
given the enticenments of other alternatives, and when there
exists no higher purpose to hold the famly together,?
reasonabl eness may be inadequate to the task of holding a
country together. Reasonabl eness as an i nstrunent of
accommodation is no match for formal rationality as an
instrunent to carry out a task which it is one's historical

destiny to fulfill and which requires determ nation and
resol ve.
The di fference bet ween f or mal rationality and

reasonabl eness can be understood further through the classical
di stinction between scientific reasoning, or episteme, and
practical judgenment. The latter is concerned with beliefs, not
facts, and adjudicates on the basis of experience. |If,
however, the value principles are presuned to be self evident



truths in thenselves, or even through the eyes of the sceptic,
as convictions of passion not subject to alteration by neans
of rational discourse, then rationalisty is and can be
scientific since it is sinply the calculation of the best
means to achieve a given end or set of values which require no
debate or judgenent.

Rationality and Val ues

Before we presune that reason is sinmply an accommpdati on
between two different val ue perspectives or, alternatively, is
sinply a calculation to achieve a set of given values already
in place, it mght be worthwhile to consider a view of reason
as a node of determ ning which values are best and not just
what the best instrunment is to achieve a set of values upon
which there is already an assunmed agreenent or even what to do
in a given situation, knowing full well that the decision wll
have repercussions on one's values. To undertake the task of
anal yzing a possible process of reasoning to determ ne which
val ues to adopt, unlike Hune, we presune that process must be
done from the standpoint of an individual in history, for
there is no absolute standpoint from which to adjudicate
values. Each of us conmes with our individual and collective
sets of beliefs <carrying the baggage of our particular
hi stories. The issue is whether, given our rooted perspectives
and val ues, know edge and debate can be relevant to
determ ni ng those values and the priorities anong them To put
it another way, given that we conme to a problem with a given
set of interests and values, is a critical analysis of those
norms and val ues relevant to the conception of rationality?

We can claim that values can be critically assessed for

their inconsistencies and |ack of coherence. "Rationality is
not properly predicated of individual nornms or goals of
behaviour; it is a feature of the interrelationships of a set

of such norns or goals...Conversely, we do not usually need or
| ook for explanations of rational behaviour other than its
conformty wth the appropriate rules or norns, provided,
however, that these normas thenselves constitute a coherent
set and do not require expl anati ons of t heir own
i nconsi stencies or of the ability of those who follow themto
sustain them despite contradictions."?

In this account, values only becone questionable when formal
logical criteria are breached. And only then by abandoning
rational explanation in favour of irrational explanation.

The problem of detecting any inconsistencies is, however,
nmore difficult than it first appears because value itself is
an equivocal notion, as Aristotle made clear. Wen we say
appl es are good, and rosy cheeks are good, and health is good,
we often nean three very different things. Apples are good
because they contribute to our well being. Exercise is said to
be good in the sane sense. But when we say rosy cheeks are



good, we do not mean that rosy cheeks contribute to our well
being but, rather, that rosy cheeks are a sign of our well
being. Good which refers to something which contributes to
sonething else which is good, or good which is a sign of
sonething else which is good, are both very different senses
of good than that which is considered good-in-itself, such as
wel | being.

For reasoning to be relevant to a choice over values and
not just over the best instrunment, one value nust be
consi dered fundamental. At the sanme tinme, that value nust be
recognized to be context-based and wthout any absolute
status. In other words, though reason may be relevant to
maki ng choices about values, there my be no general
principles or norns by which to make that adjudication.

The problemis whether something |like the preservation of
international |law and the integrity of sovereign states can be
considered sonething which is good-in-itself, or sonething
which is good because it preserves international peace, or is
sinply good because it serves as a snpke detector such that
breaches of international |law nerely trigger an alarm that a
tyranny has breached the nornms of acceptable conduct in
international affairs.

We have to first determ ne what value we attach to a value

that is held. It seems clear that in the American value
structure, international law is not sonething inherently good,
but can serve as a trip wire. International |aw may also be
considered a contributing factor to international peace. Even
the latter is not a good-in-itself which, in the American
| exi con, wusually refers back to the freedom and happi ness of
the individual. Wether you agree or not, to engage in a
rational consideration of what is good, you nust start from
sone fundanental presunption of what is good-in-itself. In the

Ameri can Congress, this was not a subject of direct debate.

To consider the status of values as inherent to the
conception of rationality, using the criterion of consistency,
does not help if the value is held in two quite distinctive
equi vocal neanings. For exanple, upholding the centrality of
the UN but regarding breaches of international |aw regarding
the sovereignty of nation-states as only a trip wire seens, at
| east on the surface, to be inconsistent, whereas believing
t hat breaches in international law of this type is virtually a

causus belli may be consistent. Do we then presune rationality
and, therefore, that the Anericans believed that the breach of
i nt er nati onal was a cause, or at | east a condition

contributing to the breakdown of order, and not sinply a sign
of real future danger?

In this case, | suggest the evidence may be stronger in
support of the latter interpretation, that Anmericans nerely
regard a breach in international |law as a signalling device to



attend to the danger of a real threat and was not in itself as
a cause of mlitary action. But if that were the case, then
the action would be deened irrational and require an
irrational explanation according to the Ilzenberg forrmula. A
finding of 1inconsistency can be used to select from anong
several neanings referring to the sanme value to favour
consi stency w thout weighing the evidence fairly. Instead of
the inconsistency being used to fathom the agent's value
priorities at a different level or to explore the tensions in
the agent's value system a presunption is inmmediately nmade
that the agent is irrational just because he was inconsistent.

There is another problem Though individual |iberty and
happi ness may be at the bedrock of Anmerican values, it is not
always relevant in guiding a decision about what to do. In

sone contexts it is irrelevant. For the pilots captured by the
lraqgis, survival may be the top value. To survive, it my be

critical to engage in what mght, in another context, be
considered a neaningless task, in order to denobnstrate sone
small area of control over one's life. It my also be

worthwhile conplying with the requests of torturers to utter
publicly the words forced upon you rather than resist to one's
| ast breath instead of accepting the indignity of follow ng a
coercive order under torture. The positive value nmay just as
well occur in nuanced forms of resistance as in outright
confrontations.

Val ues are equivocal. I nconsi stencies nmy be nore
reveal i ng about the agent's set of values than any presunption
of irrationality. Values, even the highest ones, are only
relevant to certain contexts and have a different status and
priority in other contexts. |Is there another way they can be
approached as an integral elenment of what is considered to be
rational ?

There is a radically different tact we can take to
approaching an evaluation of the value content of a belief
system as part of the requirenments of a rational analysis. Qur
object as the interpreter is not to evaluate the values nor
presunme they are fixed and given, but to get closer to the
evol ving values of the agent by refusing both to reify them or
to evaluate them as if one was in a position to do so. OQur
responsibility as an interpreter is to attend to the debate,
to avoid inposing on the debate our own prejudices while
approaching the analysis of the debate with the expectations
that nmust be there if we are well trained scholars. "For it is
necessary to keep one's gaze fixed on the thing throughout all

the distractions that the interpreter wi || const ant |
experience in the process and which originate in hinmself."?
The evaluation that goes on will be the reassessnment of our

own expectations and the evaluation of our own values as we
remain open to any transformation of values revealed by the
debat e.



A nore radical version of «critique enmerged in the
Frankfurt school. Inherent in the presunptions we brought to
bear on our analysis were presunptions of freedom and autonony
which are both enployed in evaluating the rationality of the
beliefs and actions of agents and were thensel ves transforned
through the analysis to a higher |evel of  concept ual
clarification and realization. In fact, critique itself
entails a reevaluation of a conception of rationality and the
abandonnent of freedom and autononmy when rationality is
reduced to calculation of the best neans to achieve an end

assumng a given set of values. "Having given up autonony,
reason has beconme an instrunment. In the formalistic aspect of
subj ective reason, stressed by positivism its unrelatedness
to objective content is enphasized; in its instrunental

aspect, stressed by pragmatism its surrender to heterononous
contents is enphasi zed. Reason has becone conpl etely harnessed
to the social process. Its operational value, its role in the
dom nation of nmen and nature, has been mde the sole
criterion."?

VWhat are the characteristics of freedom and rationality
if they were not denied by the instrunentalist paradign? "The
i ndi vidual nust be free to acquire the neans to attain his
end: self-preservation and growth. However, this kind of
freedom is variable to the highest degree: in history, it
ranges from the mere physical ability to accept and use the
means of subsistence, to the power of dom nation and
exploitation. And it includes a rich freedom of choice within
a strong framework of repression, of unfreedom"?® |nner
freedom or freedom of conscience always renni ned inalienable.
Freedom of thought, however, since it is only freedomif it is
translated into expression, "has been politically restricted
t hroughout history - if not by direct censorship then by
wi t hhol ding, from the |arger population, the intellectual and
mat eri al means which woul d enable them to devel op and express
free thought."? So we nust be alert to the degree freedom of
expression is restricted in what can be said in the debate and
how it is said and, if it is restricted, we nust try to
account for those restrictions and measure their inpact on the
debat e.

But we should not make any presunptions that there are
restrictions or define the nature of those restrictions in
advance nor presunme their role is to enhance repression and
serve the lords of exploitation. O herwi se reason becones a
tool again, but this tim a tool for the worst of all
mani pul ators, dognmati sm
"Reason involved in the argunent against dogmatism has
definitely taken up this interest as its own - it does not
define the nonment of decision as external to its sphere.
Rat her, the decisions of the subjects are nmeasured rationally
agai nst the one objective decision, which is required by the



interest of reason itself. Reason has not yet renounced the
will to the rational."®

Was the debate in Congress sinply a device to manipul ate
the public in support of the war? Or was the debate directed
t owar ds rai sing t he consci ousness of Anmeri ca, to
enlightenment, to human beings who live with one another and
must achi eve a nodi cum of common under st andi ng? Was the debate
directed towards enhancing reasonabl eness and enabling human

beings to act in concert wusing speech as the node of
conmuni cation and not coercion of any type?
The key neasure of that emancipation will be the degree to

whi ch dogmati sm was overcone since dogmatism if it pervades
the whole thought process, needs none of +the externa

constraints that coercion frequently enploys. To what degree
were those engaged in the debate devoted to overconi ng
dogmati sm and neking the advancenent of the cause of reason a
central objective? That kind of test is not applicable to
debates anong intellectuals because this was not a thought
exercise. This was not a test of cognitive capacity, but a
producti ve debate which had, as a direct outcone, action.

To the degree the debate was rational, to that degree it
had to <challenge the nobst basic, inherited beliefs of
Americans that have beconme reified as an ideology which no
| onger allows those values to be subjected to a mcrosscopic
critical exam nation. To the degree those values were just
basic axionms from which to deduce what the best course of
action was, to that extent dogmatism ruled. The values of
America had to be up for grabs. To the degree they were, then
the debate was rational in this higher sense. It would not
then just be a debate to choose the best neans to achieve a
defi ned goal

As we shall see in our analysis of the debate, the
rhetoric paid lip service to the belief that it was just that
- a debate over the best mmeans to achieve an agreed end. But
the content of the debate belied that fornulation, thereby
underm ning, at least in part, the foundational character of
t hat formul ati on. To the degree the presunption of
instrunentality was not overtly challenged, to that degree
emanci pation was put off. To the degree the behaviour was a
debate about instrunentality per se and a challenge to basic
val ues, even though unacknow edged, to that degree the debate
was rational in this higher sense.

Rationality and Rationalization

Jur gen Haber mas di stingui shes four | evel s of
rationalization, the first two |evels of which exclude norns
from the argument while the next two |evels subordi nate so-
called irrational values to technol ogical procedures.® To what
extent was the debate based on scientific predictions which



prevented a consideration of the value issues at stake. To
that degree we had a first level rationalization. Rationality
was reduced to efficacy.

But when the debate was whether one technique - sanctions
- was better than another technique - the use of mlitary
force, but the evidence for the efficacy of either was
i nconclusive, then victory in the debate did not depend on the
scientific evidence per se, but on which conclusion received
better support according to the rules of decision naking.
G ven a set of goals and a set of norns and given the facts
and predictions we have, however inconclusive, rationality is
t he process of follow ng second order decison norns to reach a
concl usi on.

In both of the above cases, the values thensel ves are not
subject to debate. This does not nmean they are not being
debated, only that the debaters do not acknow edge that that
is what the debate is about. On the third Ievel of
rationalization, there is an acknow edgenent in the debate
that the decision is being made in the context of Saddam
Hussein, defined already as the opponent, who has his own
values and self-interest at stake in opposition to those
conducting the debate. The values are acknow edged. But the
debate represses a consideration of the validity of Saddam s
values and interests and relegates them to precategorization
as irrational. At stake is the survival of the American val ue
system which is seen to be at risk, but which nust be
defended at mnimal risk in ternms of the sacrifice of the
lives of Anerican soldiers.

There is, however, a fourth Ilevel of rationalization
which is much nore subtle. In the decision nodel, as we shal
see, the goals are set up as fixed entities. The calcul ation
of the likely consequences followi ng one choice rather than
another is done as if that <calculation had no effect on
reformul ating the goals. But a proper feedback system such as
t hose already incorporated in nmuch of the high tech equi pnment
enpl oyed in the war, would recognize that the analysis and
reanal ysis of the data and the l|ikely outcomes will reflect
back and alter the goals. As the cybernetic system becones
operative, however, the norns that went into the reified
deci sion model remain reified even as the goals are altered
and nodified. There is no recognition that the process itself
of deciding and the substantive content fed into the process
of decision nmaking also has a profound effect on the value
presunptions. The values are not inert. They are effected by
t he debate and by the actions that follow

Rationality serves the cause of reason to the degree it
underm nes each of the above four levels of rationalization
and grapples directly with the issue of val ues.
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