City Research Online

City, University of London Institutional Repository
Citation: Hoover, J. (2010). Book Review: On compromise and rotten compromise. By
Avishai Margalit.. International Affairs: promoting dialogue between academics and policymakers, 86(5), pp. 1209-1258. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2346.2010.00937.x

This is the accepted version of the paper.
This version of the publication may differ from the final published version.

Permanent repository link:

https://openaccess.city.ac.uk/id/eprint/11914/

Link to published version: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2346.2010.00937.x
Copyright: City Research Online aims to make research outputs of City,
University of London available to a wider audience. Copyright and Moral Rights
remain with the author(s) and/or copyright holders. URLs from City Research
Online may be freely distributed and linked to.
Reuse: Copies of full items can be used for personal research or study,
educational, or not-for-profit purposes without prior permission or charge.
Provided that the authors, title and full bibliographic details are credited, a
hyperlink and/or URL is given for the original metadata page and the content is
not changed in any way.

City Research Online:

http://openaccess.city.ac.uk/

publications@city.ac.uk

Draft

Do Not Site Without Permission

On compromise and rotten compromise. By Avishai Margalit. Princeton, NJ, and
Oxford: Princeton University Press. 2010. 232pp. Index. Hb.: £18.95. ISBN 978 0
691 13317 1.
In this work, philosopher Avishai Margalit pursues a simple argument: in general
compromise for the sake of peace is a good thing, but we should not make rotten
compromises that create or maintain an inhuman regime. This is an important topic
and a promising place to start an examination of the moral issues involved in
balancing the claims of peace and justice. Such questions are recurrent in world
politics where the protection of human rights, the advent of international criminal
trials, and changing norms of sovereignty and intervention push us to confront the
dilemma of how far the pursuit of peace can be advanced at the cost of justice. While
Margalit’s book is timely and relevant, the intellectual payoff is limited. Pinpointing
why it does not satisfy is not easy; it is engagingly written for a non-specialist
audience, and Margalit consciously avoids abstract examples that can rob moral
philosophy of practical impact. In the end, Margalit’s analysis suffers from an overabundance of analytic distinctions that, while pursued with vigour, do not amount to a
rigorous examination – this is not necessarily a bad thing, but the looseness and
ambiguity it generates obscures rather than reveals.
The central distinction is between peace and justice, as Margalit argues that we should
leave the greatest possible room for compromises in the name of peace. This is an
essentially negative argument; he tries to identify those compromises that are
disallowed, without suggesting that peace must always be pursued in favour of justice.
Those compromises that are disallowed are rotten compromises, which he defines as
‘an agreement to establish or maintain an inhuman regime, a regime of cruelty and
humiliation, that is, a regime that does not treat humans as human’ (p. 2). This
prohibition is based on the claim that such a regime undermines the shared humanity
that is the basis of morality. While clearly inspired by Kantian morality, he further
analyzes his injunction against rotten compromise in terms of a religious view of
politics that supports a sacred understanding of the absolute principle against
compromising with inhuman regimes. Along the way he contrasts each element: a
religious versus economic view of politics, value based on scarcity or sacredness,
absolute versus relative taboos, and the dichotomizing goes on. While some of these
distinctions reveal important considerations – the tension within a religious view of
politics, which allows us to rule out some compromises, but can also encourage the
pursuit of justice at the price of peace – the extended argument does not really
advance on the initial claim.
As we are introduced to examples of compromises intended to clarify the matter at
hand the distinctions proliferate. The role of recognition, sacrifice, concession and
coercion are introduced before Margalit examines the “Great Compromise” in the US
Constitution protecting the slave trade. While he offers some interesting reflections,
the analysis does not depend or build upon the concerns that precede it – instead we
get a repeated injunction against undermining the possibility of morality. Further
examples include the Yalta Conference, where Roosevelt and Churchill agreed to the
transfer of Soviet war refugees to ensure their alliance with Stalin (a rotten
compromise), and, the US and UK alliance with the USSR in WWII (which he argues
was not a rotten compromise because Stalinism did not undermine the shared
humanity necessary for morality, which Nazism did). Yet, however commendable
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Margalit’s use of historical examples may be, they only provide an ever-expanding
analysis of the constituent parts of compromise, rather than a practical framework for
evaluating current compromises.
Part of the difficulty arises from using historical examples with settled evaluations –
World War II provides a plethora of extreme examples, but those examples underplay
the ambiguity of judging when a compromise will lead to or maintain an inhuman
regime in the present. It is disappointing that the analysis of rotten compromises is not
conducted in the context of more contentious cases, which would go a long way to
forcing us to put the myriad distinctions that Margalit draws to work. World politics
provides numerous cases to examine, including the difficulty of establishing peace in
Uganda between government and rebel forces, or the negotiations with Iran over
nuclear weapons. Despite the limits of the study, Margalit does bring together the
moral and political questions opened up by advocating compromises that may be
justified without being fully just, which is an important advance and provides an
opening for further consideration.
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