
strategic interaction 

ordinating on our normal practice. Hence, in this 
and in many other contexts, we do not need govern­
ment for much of the detail of daily life but only for 
large-scale structuring of our possibilities. 

A major forerunner of Hume in grasping the stra­
tegic structure of social order was Thomas HOBBES 
(1588-1679). Hobbes is often held to have argued 
that society is regulated by a contract, which implies 
an exchange theory of social order. The central part 
of his argument, however, is that order is to be se­
cured only by our universal coordination on a single 
government or sovereign. Once we coordinate on it, 
that government has the POWER thereafter to coerce 
us individually to keep our order. 

Hence, Hobbes's account combines the tradi­
tional conflict theory with a limited but fundamen­
tally important element of the coordination theory. 
We might instructively divide these two in the fol­
lowing way. The problem we face is one of pervasive 
conflict of interest. I want the goods you produce as 
well as my own, and you want mine plus your own. 
But our resolution of this pervasive problem is 
through coordination, a coordination that works for 
the simple reason that we have no interest in oppos­
ing it or engaging in severe conflict with each other 
once our coordination has been effective in putting 
a sovereign in power. More generally, we might say 
that it is our ongoing coordination on an extant sov­
ereign that enables that sovereign to sustain order. 

Concluding Remarks 

The influence of game theory in contemporary so­
cial science and philosophy derives from the fact 
that it provides a wonderfully lucid schema for de­
scribing and cataloging strategic interactions. It is 
sometimes criticized or even dismissed for its sup­
position that all action is based on self-interest. That 
criticism is wrong. Game theory (and also RATIONAL 
CHOICE) can represent interactions based on any 
principle choice of outcomes, including purely al­
truistic principles. Valuations or principles of choice 
merely determine individuals' orderings of outcomes. 
My ranking of one outcome over another can follow 
from, for example, the fact that you are better off in 
the first. Game theory then works with these order­
ings, sometimes with weightings that can convert 
the orderings to cardinal values. 

Cardinal values are very commonly used in game 
theoretic analyses, especially when outcomes at is­
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sue are valued in something like monetary value or 
interest. Although this may be a common form that 
values in applied game theory take, it is merely one 
of the kinds of values games can represent. Strategic 
interaction is, of course, not restricted to monetary 
issues or even to interests. It is a central part of OUr 

lives whenever we must interact, directly or 
rectly, openly or subtly, with others, which is essen. 
tially in every aspect of our social lives. 

If social life is fraught with strategic interaction 
in such manifold and important ways, then we might 
expect our moral theories to deal with such prob­
lems. It seems natural for utilitarianism to deal with 
them because, in a sense, it is a generalization from 
individual choice for the sake of the individual 
chooser to individual and collective choice for the 
sake of all. Some moral theories are apt to have 
greater difficulty in accommodating themselves to 
the problems of strategic interaction. 
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COOPERATION, CONFLICT, AND COORDINATION; DE­
ONTOLOGY; DETERRENCE, THREATS AND RETALIA­
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STATUS OF; HOBBES; HUME; INEQUALITY; INTERESTS; 
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rez took as good for a thing that which perfects the value," positive value results from an act of will: 

1663 



Suarez, Francisco 

what is commanded by civil law is made good by the 
command. Nevertheless, he was clear that it is an 
honest good that subjects obey their legitimate rul­
ers. Similarly, he held that political POWER is be­
stowed on communities originated in free contract, 
and he thus combined a recognition of personal au­
tonomy with the doctrine that authority comes from 
God. 

Suarez was a man attuned with his times, sepa­
rating the moral and spiritual jurisdiction of the 
Church from the material jurisdiction of civil gov­
ernment. Commentators have emphasized his eco­
nomic or utilitarian conception of the state. All the 
same, he upheld the preeminence of ecclesiastic au­
thority in cases of conflict between material and spir­
itual concerns. His treatment of PROPERTY relations, 
central to his understanding of good government 
and the common good, reveals the extent to which 
he submitted the pursuit of material prosperity to 
moral constraints. Like most Scholastics, he be­
lieved that everything is by nature common. Yet he 
considered the assignment of productive goods to 
individuals to be a permissible institution of positive 
law. But an owner ought not to dispose of something 
superfluous, if someone else needs it to survive with 
DIGNITY. SO, he concluded, owners are mere admin­
istrators of their surplus wealth, and they become 
thieves if they fail to distribute their surplus among 
the needy. 

Christian charity is indeed difficult to reconcile 
with acceptance of the coexistence of opulence and 
extreme poverty. The duty to love one's neighbor 
drove Suarez, as it had many of the Church Fathers, 
toward austere socialism. He denounced the desire 
for individual gain, and built self-denial, discipline, 
and solidarity into the very constitution of the social 
order. He maintained that, in any system of govern­
ment, under threat of rightful and possibly violent 
deposition by the community, political power must 
be exercised for the common welfare and never 
against it. Moreover, he defended the overriding 
claim of the community, when in need, over any citi­
zen's property or life, adding that subjection to com­
munal interest and authority is necessary for indi­
vidual flourishing. Toward the end of his life, Suarez 
was able to know of the relatively successful Jesuit 
reducciones in Paraguay, organized in 1610 around 
the communal ownership of goods. 

Scholars have connected these Suarecian doc­
trines with latter-day MARXISM. However, it is per­

haps more informative to focus on the ethical un­
derpinnings of his politics, and, consequently, to 
underscore his divergence not only from Protestant 
INDIVIDUALISM but also from historicist commu­
nism. In fact, much remains to be learned here and 
elsewhere from the unjustly neglected writings of 
this brilliant thinker, a fully entitled participant in 
the timeless conversation of philosophy. 
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LOSOPHY; SOCIAL CONTRACT; THEOLOGICAL ETHICS; 
THOMAS AQUINAS; WELFARE RIGHTS AND SOCIAL 
POLICY. 
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subjectivism 
There are different sorts of subjectivism: (1) subjec­
tivism about personal good, (2) subjectivism about 
PRACTICAL REASON, (3) subjectivism about moral re­
quirement, and (4) subjectivism about evaluative 
judgments. Subjectivism about personal good, sub­
jectivism about practical reason, and subjectivism 
about moral requirement are quite different from, 
and potentially inconsistent with, subjectivism about 

evaluative judgments. 
Subjectivism about personal good includes a fam­

ily of theories. Each of these holds that personal 
good-a person's welfare or well-being, or what is 
best in terms of that person's self-interest-depends 
on the attitudes of the person, or, we might say, on 
the attitudes of the subject. One such theory holds 
that a person's good is constituted by the net enjoy­
ment she or he gets. Another such theory holds that 
a person's good is constituted by the extent to which 

his or her desires are fulfilled. 
Those are different theories. Of course, normally 

people enjoy having their desires fulfilled. Neverthe­
less, in some cases, people do not derive enjoyment 
from the fulfillment of their desires. For example, 
they may get no enjoyment from the fulfillment of 
some of their desires because they never find out 
these desires are fulfilled. Likewise, people can enjoy 
believing their desires are fulfilled although their be­
liefs are in fact false. So increasing people's enjoy­
ment and increasing the fulfillment of their desires 
do not necessarily go hand in hand. 

subjectivism 

Still, the theory that personal good resides in en­
joyment and the theory that personal good resides 
in DESIRE fulfillment are alike in being subjective 
views about personal good. Whether something 
brings you enjoyment depends on contingent and 
variable facts about you as a subject. Whether some­
thing fulfills your desires also depends on contingent 
and variable facts about you as a subject. Hence, 
both of these theories maintain that whether some­
thing constitutes a benefit to you depends on contin­
gent and variable facts about you as a subject. 

Subjectivism about practical reason is the view 

that all reasons for ACTION ultimately depend upon 

an agent's subjective (contingent and variable) de­

sires. This is supposed to be true not only of so­

called motivating reasons-i.e., the reasons that as 

a matter of fact do bring the agent to act. It is also 

supposed to be true of good REASONS FOR ACTION­

i.e., normative reasons determining how people 

should act. 
Suppose we accept the subjectivist thesis that 

what good reasons there are for an agent to do some­
thing depend on (and vary with) the agent's desires. 
Suppose we also accept the thesis that an agent can­
not be morally required to do what she has no reason 
to do. If we maintain these two theses, then we must 
also accept the subjectivist view of moral require­
ment. This holds that whether an agent is morally 
required to do a certain act depends on whether the 
agent has desires that this act would fulfill. 

Subjectivism about moral requirement is highly 
suspect. It seems to allow agents to reject any re­
quirement simply by denying they have any desire 
that would be fulfilled by their compliance with the 
requirement. Yet morality seems to have an author­
ity independent of and superior to the agent's de­
sires. When someone has no desire that compliance 
with a moral requirement would fulfill, this seems 
to count against him, not against the requirement. 
Subjectivism about moral requirement reverses the 
order of AUTHORITY. This is counterintuitive. 

If we therefore reject subjectivism about moral 
requirement, we have to decide which premise is 
mistaken in the above argument for this kind of sub­
jectivism. Rejecting the second premise, some phi­
losophers maintain that what one is morally re­
quired to do does not depend on what one has 
reason to do. Rejecting the first premise, other phi­
losophers hold that good reasons for action do not 

depend on the agent's desires. 


