
東吳大學九十七學年度博士班招生考試試題 
第 1 頁，共 4 頁 

系 

級 
政治學系博士班 

考試 

時間 
 90 分鐘 

科 

目 
專業英文 

本科 

總分 
 100 分 

1. Please read this article carefully and give your comment. (50%) 

 

To protect sovereignty, or to protect lives? 
From The Economist print edition 

 “IT WOULD only take half an hour for the French boats and French helicopters to reach the disaster area.” 
Those were the wistful words uttered by Bernard Kouchner, France's foreign minister, as his country's 
diplomats at the United Nations vainly argued that aid might have to be “imposed” on Myanmar if the 
military regime refused to co-operate. 

Even as he spoke, diplomats from China, Vietnam, South Africa and Russia were mocking his idea that the 
“responsibility to protect” (a new concept in global affairs, implying that saving human lives might in some 
extreme circumstances override sovereignty) could be invoked in the case of Myanmar's cyclone. China 
noted acidly that the idea had not been cited in 2003 when France suffered a deadly heatwave. 

David Miliband, Britain's foreign secretary, reignited the debate on May 13th. Challenged by a radio 
interviewer to say whether the new concept (designed to deal with crimes like genocide or ethnic cleansing) 
could also apply to natural disasters, he replied: “It certainly could, and we have been absolutely clear...that 
all instruments of the UN should be available.” But nobody expects Britain, France or any other country to 
fight its way into Myanmar. As Mr Miliband observed, “the regime has 400,000 troops in uniform.” For 
ordinary people, unfamiliar with the UN's arcane workings, it looks rather depressing. Will there ever be a 
good moment to cite the notion of a responsibility to protect—unanimously adopted by more than 150 states 
at the UN World Summit in 2005—as Mr Kouchner is now suggesting?  

The tortuous development of that concept is a tale close to the French minister's heart. As a young doctor, he 
saw the horrors of the Biafran famine triggered by Nigeria's civil war. Soon afterwards he co-founded 
Médecins Sans Frontières (Doctors Without Borders) and became a leading supporter of the “right of 
humanitarian intervention” in cases where governments fail their own people. 

What Mr Kouchner was proposing sounded, in its stronger versions, like a revolution in global 
affairs—overturning the 1648 treaty of Westphalia, which upheld the right of sovereign states to act freely 
within their own borders. The UN Charter of 1945 also upholds the Westphalia principles, by stating in 
article 2(7), that “nothing should authorise intervention in matters essentially within the domestic jurisdiction 
of any state.” But Chapter VII does entitle the Security Council to take action in cases of a “threat to the 
peace, breach of the peace or act of aggression”. 
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Tension between those two principles—sovereignty versus intervention—has been palpable for decades. 
Some countries stress the enforcement powers laid down by Chapter VII. Others (mostly in the poor world) 
insist that state sovereignty always trumps, even in humanitarian emergencies. 

In practice, since the end of the cold war the UN has been intervening more often in conflicts within (as 
opposed to between) states. Sometimes it has happened with, and sometimes without, the consent of the 
governments concerned. 

In 1999 Tony Blair became the first world leader to assert a moral right to “get actively involved in other 
people's conflicts”—even without leave from the Security Council—if it was the only way to stop dire 
suffering. Speaking in Chicago after NATO's war over Kosovo, which the Security Council had declined to 
endorse, Britain's then prime minister made the case for “just war, based not on territorial ambitions, but on 
values”. 

Four years later, an American-led coalition invaded Iraq, using somewhat similar rhetoric about the need to 
overthrow a dangerous tyrant for the good of everyone. Although it wasn't in any formal or legal sense a test 
case for responsibility to protect, many people felt that the disastrous outcome in Iraq discredited the entire 
idea of intervention for “altruistic” purposes. 

 
Less of a right, more of a duty 

Meanwhile, Canada had set up an International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty, under 
the chairmanship of Gareth Evans, a former Australian foreign minister, and Mohamed Sahnoun, a former 
Algerian diplomat. In their report, published in 2001, it was they who first suggested changing the 
discretionary “right to intervene” into a more muscular “responsibility to protect”, or R2P as it is known in 
diplomatic jargon. Under it, the “international community” (in effect the UN) would be placed under an 
actual obligation to take, if necessary, coercive action to protect people at risk of grave harm, in accordance 
with clear criteria. 

Taken up by a High-Level Panel on UN reform in 2004 and adopted by Kofi Annan, then UN 
secretary-general, the principle survived the haggling in the run-up to the 2005 World Summit to squeeze its 
way into the final “Outcome Document”, though shorn of criteria. But it was never intended to cope with the 
aftermath of natural disasters or even “ordinary” human-rights violations. It was to be invoked only for 
genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing or crimes against humanity. 

From the start, the idea was viewed by the developing world as a trick by the West to impose its values. 
Cuba, Egypt, Russia, Algeria and Myanmar have been vocal opponents. They have been leading a 
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determined effort to obstruct the formal appointment of Edward Luck, a professor at Columbia University, as 
a special UN adviser on the issue. He still has no salary, no real title and no UN office.  

Others, this time in the West, are asking whether responsibility to protect will ever be more than an empty 
slogan. When it came to it, who would be willing to intervene? How could such action ever get past all five 
of the Security Council's veto-wielding powers? Besides, as a senior UN official laments, the Iraq fiasco has 
“poisoned this well”. It showed that an armed intervention, even if its declared aims are benign, can set off a 
whole chain of terrible consequences. 

“It never takes much more than a few days around the corridors and meeting rooms of the UN in New York 
to have your latest dose of optimism beaten out of you,” Mr Evans moaned recently. But he and other 
proponents of responsibility to protect have started to fight back, seeking to correct “misconceptions” over 
the concept. It's not meant to be a grand new doctrine or policy, they insist, rather a modest “strategy” for 
protecting the defenceless. 

It is not only about military intervention, they add, but also prevention: spotting situations that could result in 
mass atrocities. Political, diplomatic, legal and economic measures should be tried before any resort to arms. 
Not every conflict, potential conflict, or gross abuse of rights should prompt application of the rule—only the 
worst cases. And even when all non-military means have failed, armed intervention may still not be the right 
answer. The consequences must be weighed to ensure that it will not do more harm than good to the people it 
seeks to protect. 

Responsibility to protect is not yet dead, but it is fragile. Supporters point to the power-sharing deal that 
stopped Kenya's civil war in February as the concept's first success. The fact that the UN, in principle, retains 
the right to impose its will by force may have made it easier for the world body to broker a settlement. 

Perhaps. But the idea will need some clearer successes than that if it is going to survive. And Myanmar, 
apparently, is not going to be one of them.  
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2. Please describe in English: The outcomes of Taiwan presidential election and referendum in 2008. What 
do they bring the new perspectives to Taiwan’s democracy?                              （25%）

3. please translate the following paragraph into Chinese from Nicolo Machiavelli’s The Prince.     （25%）

Hint: CHAPTER V- Concerning The Way To Govern Cities Or Principalities Which Lived Under Their 
Own Laws Before They Were Annexed 

WHENEVER those states which have been acquired as stated have been accustomed to live under their own 
laws and in freedom, there are three courses for those who wish to hold them: the first is to ruin them, the 
next is to reside there in person, the third is to permit them to live under their own laws, drawing a tribute, 
and establishing within it an oligarchy which will keep it friendly to you. Because such a government, being 
created by the prince, knows that it cannot stand without his friendship and interest, and does its utmost to 
support him; and therefore he who would keep a city accustomed to freedom will hold it more easily by the 
means of its own citizens than in any other way. 

There are, for example, the Spartans and the Romans. The Spartans held Athens and Thebes, establishing 
there an oligarchy, nevertheless they lost them. The Romans, in order to hold Capua, Carthage, and 
Numantia, dismantled them, and did not lose them. They wished to hold Greece as the Spartans held it, 
making it free and permitting its laws, and did not succeed. So to hold it they were compelled to dismantle 
many cities in the country, for in truth there is no safe way to retain them otherwise than by ruining them. 
And he who becomes master of a city accustomed to freedom and does not destroy it, may expect to be 
destroyed by it, for in rebellion it has always the watch-word of liberty and its ancient privileges as a rallying 
point, which neither time nor benefits will ever cause it to forget. And what ever you may do or provide 
against, they never forget that name or their privileges unless they are disunited or dispersed but at every 
chance they immediately rally to them, as Pisa after the hundred years she had been held in bondage by the 
Florentines.  

But when cities or countries are accustomed to live under a prince, and his family is exterminated, they, 
being on the one hand accustomed to obey and on the other hand not having the old prince, cannot agree in 
making one from amongst themselves, and they do not know how to govern themselves. For this reason they 
are very slow to take up arms, and a prince can gain them to himself and secure them much more easily. But 
in republics there is more vitality, greater hatred, and more desire for vengeance, which will never permit 
them to allow the memory of their former liberty to rest; so that the safest way is to destroy them or to reside 
there. 

 


