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POLITICAL KEALISM: THE CHALLENGE
TO MORALITY IN INTERNATIONAL
AFFALIRS

What the devd do yoo mean, moealiy?-word of Bonoe?

Sure, you can alk about weed of honor wehen you promise

to deliver z;,umda iz tusipmess -Bur when it s the guesiion

of Meer Iaferests of the vafiont? . Vhen moralidy stops!
—Herman Goezing

There are anly ackons by indbidoels acting as agenis for
the state, for which they are fully responsible; they there-
fore cannot excuse what they have done by laiming that
reagons of state made 11 essential; the stake can provide no
cover or 1he actions of an mdividasl,

------- Fedmaih wan Maoiths®

Political realissn has a cortain initial appeal. 14 as one analvst
writes, Renfpoifiik is “the ondy areed appropriate @ the condact of
foreign relatimss,” then power polities s the only game in fown.
The oniy choice open 1o the United Siates s between plaving #
effectively or ineffectively.” P Playing # effectively calls up bmages
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POLITECAL REALISEM

of decisive, noenonsense men meaking hard decisions in the “rea
worid —rmen of the sort, we like to think, who won the West and
made America greal. And it is mon like this, the thinking goes,
who kiow how to deal with America’s enemies. Unburdened by
sentimentality, they know how to wield power, and power, they
52y, is the only anguage the Communists undersiand. They de-
sive peace as much as anyone else, we are assured. Bui i s the
peace that derives from strength, from commanding respect in the
wirkd s cortdors of power. Morashty, accovding to this view, hag
reserved for i the “unobirusive, almost ferminine, fuacton of the
gerdle cvilizer of nationsl selfanterest.”™

Though not always beld in quite 56 naive a form as this, politieal
resiigrn hag been the most influental outlook on international al
taizs in twembeth-century Amsrican theught. with adberems
among leading theologians, historlans, diplomats, strafesists, apd
pobiticat scientists, These include Reinkold Nighuhr, George Ken-
rman, Mans Morgenthaw, Robert Osgood, Arthur Schiesinger, I,
arsd Henry Kissinger? Moreover, as T shall polnt oul, much of
Agnerican foreign policy dunng the post-Worid War H period has
conformed 1o realist prescriptions. But iF this approach is correct,
it vitiates the whole enterprise of irving 10 give 2 moral evaluation
of war, B there is something wrongheaded aboud making monal
fndigments about the conduc of mations, then & forfier] there is
somnething wrongheaded abowd trving to assess the conduct of
stabes i goirys o war
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* W ki ol ssially sderigied with poditen) realismn, Sghiesinger defords
in effecl a roalist position in his " The Necossary Amozality of Foreign Afsis,
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FOLITICAL RuaLisM

f

The source of the philosophica! problem s hot herd fo locsie.
When one compares the conduct of states with that of individuals,
the discrepancy between the two stands out. Virtusily everything
deemed reprehensible inoconduct ameong individoals is widely
practiced among siates. B owas this that ked Woodrow Wilkon o
proclaim hopefully in 1917 that “[w]e are st the beginning of an
age i which i will be insisied that the same standards of conduact
and respomsibility for wrong done shail be observed amoeng, na-
Bons and thelr governments that are observed among the individ-
val citleens of civilized states."™

Few share such optimism fodey, Bud fo fake morality seriously
one must either redect the accepted standards of conduct among
natiens--swith all that impiies for the conduct of foreign affairs and
the waging of war.or show that they are justifiable, Most have
tried {0 show that they are mstiffaple.” But if they cannot be jusis
fied by the standards holding among individuals, {hen one mus
gither recoghize tve momites—one appiving to the conduct of
individuals, the other to that of states—or try to detach morality
altogether from the conduct of states.

Ul the second alternative strigtly represents political realism,
fat boik are closely bound ap with political realist aralyses, and
both have rools In antiguity,

When Thuovdides depicts the Athenlans’ address to the Lace
daemonian assembly before ihe Peloponnesian War, he captures
an impaortant strand in s thinking. Responding o acctsations of
imperialism, the Athenians contend that the weak have shvays
Beren sublect io the strong, “Besides,” they add, “we belteved ow-
seives 1o be worthy of our position, and so vou thought as il
sy, when calcubrtions of interest have made vou take up the av
of justicew.a consideration which no one ever yet brought fonvand
o ninder his ambition when he had 2 chance of gaining anyiling
By mpighy. ™

The thought here 18 that appeals o ustice-—and by exiension,
we may suppose, 1o morslity in generale-are simpdy embroidery
o the claims of self-interest, Morality and self-interest are ag-

T Tyt Adessages and Popees of Weadese Wake {New York: The Review of Reviews
Comporation, 194, 1 378

* hochivedlt s often thonggist bo e an excepiioen, bt he can e read as mainhain-
iy flrat share peodicy has o fustitication by roems sther thap Buoge bossed ap o e
sorgdity thal baddeds amenp individeals.

* The Fiskory of Ihe Pelaponnesg War, tzang. Righazd Crawdee, rov 8O Fotham
Cavgns, Do The Cardavon Fress, 187 5 45,
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POLITICAL HEALISM

sarned o be distinet, with the one subservient to the other, When
pushed to ks mit this way of thinking not only relegates morality
ke a subsidiary position in international affairs; it ehiminates # al-
together. As Mobbes later arpusd, sovereign states have nio aw
thority above [hem, and morslity requires such authority, There
fore mozality cannol exist at the international level. Nations exast
in a state of nature whers selif-preservation alone is the rule.

There is another ciosely related line of thoughf, however, with
which this pne is sometimes eonfused. Though suggested by the
passage {rom Thucydides, it receives Hs clearest dlassical expres-
sion in the person of Callickes in Plato’s dialogise the Gorgas,

Caicles, like the Athenians, says there that the weak are subjea
ror (he strong, B he extends this claim to the whole of nature, the
animal kingdom as well a5 socleties. He then makes explicll what
is omiy implicit in the Athendans’ speech, which ls that this is the
way things ought 10 be. Ti s “natural justice” that the strong rale
guer the weak, He thus elevates the alleged fsct o which the Athe
nians appeal to the status of a principle of moratity.” The weak,
however, have thelr own devices, scoording to Callicles, They cre-
ate isws and conventions as & means of holding down the strong.®
They fosier the idea that equality should be prized and that it is
worse to do evil than to saffer it Susce the weak are In the maior-
ity, this has a leveiling effect; those who weuld by nature preval
through superiot strength and injefigence become caught up in
the net of social valies and customs. Being themselves taught
from childhood that one shovld not do evil or seel advantage over
others, their natural seif-assertiveness is undermined. A distine
tion thus emerges between what i right by “convention..that is,
according fo the norms created by sodety—and what 15 right by
“nature.” A doctrine of two moralities comes into being.®

There ave, then, two parts fo Caliicles’ position, The {irst, em-
bodied in the princple that the strong should dominate the weak,
implies that might makes right and lays the foundation for Machi-

* by e cloing Tue rsakes the Jissr commission of the natuzaiisti falfacy in Wb
lreusgist—the inference froms the fact that Hings are & ceriain way I fsture to the
conclusion thal that 12t way they ought i be.

# ik be Hsis gt of Callicles’ position tha? is takun ap by Mistische @ has scobin?
of shoer meozaiity, excapd that with the beneB of Rsiodeal perspeciive, Nielasche
ados fr Chilicles” Bey sl virtaes as svnpathy, rompassion, obedience, and seif
saerifice-wiriies of Risturiealy oppressed peoples Bre Christians acd Jews.

*Jr iy possible wreed Callicles as argaeing not so much g He rochgniion of tewg
mnrafiies as fov the franscendencr of porality 10 somethivg bevend i It hal cese
the lxbel “raturst justice” which be attaches Lo his bisde prineiply wondd sob o
foiily destinate 4 moral prmciple, thowh it woukd sl be normative,

£

vl



poftit S0 if strenglh consists of phivsical power, and il is the sirogy
whe shoukd prevail, then the way to be in the right s 16 acquire
power and exercise it over others, Fhis is assumed by Plato’s Thra-
symachus and comes down o us through Social Prarwinism o Hit-
fer and fwentieth-century fascism " The serond, the digtineiion
between conventional and nateral morality, becomes ansmuied
i subseguent thought into two closedy refated distinctions thas
2is0 are easily confused with one snother. These sre betwoen pizh-
lic and pirvate morality, on the me hand, and mdividual and col
ective marality, on the other,

Private movality supposedly governs the comdact of mdividuais
i thedr personal relations with one anather, pablic morality their
condect in goveriment, business, or pabiic iife, Predictably, the
two seemn often to conflict, Machiavelli noted His when he ob.
served that the prince “cannot possibly exercise all fose virtes
for which men are called ‘good.” To preserve the slate, he often
hass B0 do things against his word, against charity, against human.
ity, against relighon.”¥ Although Machizvelll s aften thought 1o
be condoning ismorality here, a more chartteble reading ks that he
thinks the prince shoulkd simply transcend private morafity—come
prising the virtues of charity, humanity, and so on that, in defin.
g what is “considered” good, are a form of conventionat Iotal-
ity i Callicles’ sense—in favor of public maoraiity. Because the
standerds of private conduct are Irackequate o the responsibifitios
of & Teader, one must be puided by ather norms, even if that some-
times means performing acts whicl: violate the tepess of private
meorality,

# Callicles’ peimvipie of nalueai hussice ey that meight makes sght ¥ ane un.
derstands the strang e be duse whe in fac dumpdnate by natune. 1 does mob mece
esparty do se otherwize,

A ke Geoman General B wen Berphords wrote shortly before Witd Wy 1
“Mighe fs ab once Ue seprese nghs, and djslpatm as Ho welsat by vight by decided
Uiy th sabitzasnent of war War gives i bicdogically just de Birece i clogision
sty on He very nateme of things.” See faovmy and Uie Next War, lwars, Alles B
Fowles {Péow York: Longmans, Green, & Cremparg, H14), po 23

# Hobert M. Adams, ed. and o The S EPdew ok WOW. Morlor & Coe-
pany, ing., 397, o 3]

T ADhgh b Meshivelli the public mozality of the prines s governed by prin-
viges very e e Cadlicley” nitngs) Justics, subsequent wrilers de ot alt regard
praddlic morality o that way, Though they would et subscribe S the decrine fleat
might makes right, By nobetheloss feel B! when ong sprves in iz elfice, oo
1 positions of liadership in the military or the bushwss worfd, te speEal refafion-
ships in which [ stends fo atbers not 2dtly permit bat sometiaes requing $iffeans
wongdut e whal one would ergape in welw one acting sodely within the scope
of privahe rmality, See, for example, Stuart Mampshive, e, Public ol Prigie M-
Pilely (Cambeicdie A% the University Press, 19783 amd [, . Harg, “HResson of
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POLITION. BEALIGM

When tme conses fo think of maorality as governing only the con-
duct of Individuals, the second distinetion becomes relevant. For
3 speaks of individual morality in connection with the condues of
individusis—whether in the &am of public or private mcralitye..
and of colfective morality in comnection with the conduct of
groups.“* The conduct of groups i thought to be sufficiently dis-
Hictive as o warrant postulating a witigie set of norms for is
guidance. Thus Hetraich von Treitschke, a sineteenth-century
German histordan, savs that “the State is not to be fudged by the
standards which apply 1o individuals, but by those which are set
for it by its own Batare and wltimate aimes, 5 He regarded this “na-
ture” as meral and therefore as providing the framework for a
higher morakity.

What Machiavellh achieves by giving priority to the public mo-
madity of the prince over the private mearality of the ndividual,
Freitsohke achieves by giving priotity to the collective racrality of
the state over the conduct of individuals. Both give fioense to the
vicdstion of private morality, since both agree that the condugt of
states should be judged by different standards than the cemduct of
mdividuais. '

Thiy MachiaveHiian thesis, as we may call t—that states shoudd
be governed by different stapdards than individuals—is sub-
scribed to by contemporary poditical realists, bdeed, | is the de-
riak of this thesis by Woodrow Wilson that provides the point of
departure for many condeniporary analyses. But unike Freitschke,
2ad i 2 gradging concession o Wilsonianism, many realishs view
the collective moratity of states as inferior to the individual roral-
Hy of persons. The very title of Reinhold Nicbuhre infiuential
bz, Merad Man and nmorad Soctefy, reflects this. But for varions
reasons they nonetheless befieve that it is anrealiste fo tey o goy-
arn fnelgn affairs by individaal mosaiiby,

i

Fhese different strands of thoupht are woven throughout the anai-
vses 0F realists and are part of the tofal fabric of CORLEMPOsAry po-
Slate,” i Applasisng of Mo Fhiosping {Heckefey and Los Angeles: Liniversine of
Califomnie Pross, 1975

v comduct of coflecsivizies aftimatedy reduees w0 W condirct of indivigials,
Paztivalazly these in positions of fzadership, then, of corse, the distinetion be-
Bween ndividual and wollective morality collapees back inlo the crion beliveen
private sand public meniity. Vor then what pesses for coliective masalily s shmpiy
the parlile osovadity of selacted ndividuais,

B la Bobn, wd., Poliis, G




FOLITICAL REALIGM

!5_?.1'::&11 realism, Often, however, the term fpolitical realism’ is wsed
simply as a commendintory label, to stand for whatever is effective,
i:is:ﬂrheﬂdedr angd rationgi in fareign podicy thinkitg—s sense in
wéw.u:hl s ek iy his right mind would admit to boing anything but
& reaitst.® Used in this way the term simply provides a means of
trying & elicit faverable attitudes towards -pélicias of which one
APPreves and to foster negative amtitudes towards those of which
one disapproves. Policies of which one disapproves are caifed an-
reailstic o7, worse ved, idealistic. Fhe term “idealizm” 15 then re-
served for wellintentioned bus mpraciical or fainthearted ap-
proaches (o world problems-—a sense in which no one i bis vight
Ming would admit to being o idealist. With one pesition (s
having been defined in such a way a8 1o have no willing defend-
ers, the issue between idealism and realism becomes a pseudo.
isstee-ieful perhaps for polemical purposes but perfonming no
service in Hluminating the place of morality in internationa aféairs,

tis possible, however, to define these terms in a way that both
aceorcds with much of the theoretical work in foreiga policy and
highlights the underlying substantive issues.

What [ shall cafl positivistic realiss holds that mozality has no
applicstion whatever to international relatiops. On Hhis view one
cannot irntelligivly judge, for example, that 3 nation acted rightly
o7 wiongly in geing o war agains! another nation, anvmore than
ane can Judge thal nalure acted rightly ar wronghy ijfafﬂimng a
peopie with & hurricane or earthguake. Moral concepis like “right”
Of Twrong” are simply inapplicable to such phenomena. In each
case, as | pointed out In the Introduction, one can judge that what
happened was good or bad-—value terms are appiicéi}éﬂ to per-

. : '!tpmicm;g kese of il s b sdvocates. Thus Rebert £ Ospond, @ his Il and
TS5 sy thon oo i oy A Lintverly of Chieago Press

¥ ise--with a smal rets vsed in Bz boek to refer e oan ac
vurabe sseassmaerd of the onds snd molives that delemming he conduct of cavioms:
it rgiies 2 dispesition w0 perceive and act apor e real conditions under which
rafion may achieve He ends in intornational sociely™ fn. 5. Gee alsn ] W Buirien
fnttersatioial ilatiens: A Graeral Theory (Cambridge: Al the University E":'usqls,- _;:5}{;.%‘,;
P 245 Critles, on she oiher hand, chemdenize H in equally sncompiimentany
samins. Marxdsts, for example, represent i ss fuscioning “to conceal by more subtie
meeas thar hitherte had boen the case the threat W0 pasce constitated by itaperial-
I and as e apolegy for e e of viclenos s a meons of [saiting socio-histon
st prngress.” See the study By Soviet phidosophers, Pebioes of War s P
Ltz Analypehs of Bewrgeols Theovies, ftans. Brvan Sesn (Moscow Frogress Pubsh.
ors, FEL pp. 193, 598 For a good discussion of reslsm i conmection wi?l_; the
rwcder g mes, soo Corred G Bronk, “HReabism, Thterronce, and e Nurigaz
Armes Haee” in Niehs W Fhifssopiine! Fergpocting, ed. W ém and § .(-'ir{w;r;ce
[N York: Peter Lang, 1955), pp. 220509, o o
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soms, obiects, or phenomena of nalure, Bul prescriptive terms like
“right’” and “wrong,”” which are at the heart of moral assessment,
apply only o conduct, and in the view of the positivist they apply
oniy to the conduct of individual persons.™

MNormative realism, on ithe other hand, allows that one can -
telligiviy make morval judgments about international affairs ant
cortends that one ought not fo do so in conducting frelgn policy.
in its stronger form it dendes that such notlors showld ever be ap-
pealed to in international relations. it allows that ene can make
sense of saying that this or that nation acted rightly or wrongly in
the performumnce of a cerfall action bub says we shoudd refrain
{fzom making such judgments. imits wealer form, on the other
tand, it concedes that morality Is applicable to foreign affairs and
should have some weight in decision making but dersies that
moral considerations should be dedsive in the determination of
potey. Where Machiavelli says that ihe prince shouid exhibit vir-
tue when he cap {and iz any event shouid always ghve the appear-
ance of being vittsous}, the soft realist of this sort says that siates
should honor morality when they can. Bal botls believe that when
it is expedient to do so, morality should be sbandoned.

By contrast, idealism can be defined simply as the view that
siates cught abways o act morally, Now aithough poelitical realism
per se says nothing one way or the other about the nature of the
state or about other normative princples that may be assocated
with it, it is typically buund up with ene or the other of bwo further
doctrines, reason of stale and nedional egoism.

It has freguently been arpued thal the stabe 15 necessary i the
promotion and maintenance of values, of at least the highest val-
ues. Plato held this, as did Augastine, al least 50 lar as earthly
goods are concerned; and i has been hekd by such a mined group
as Treitschke, Hegel, fohn Jay, and Musselini, The twenbeth-cen-
tury British phifosopher G, B, Moore expressly defonds the com-
paaien thests that society {as disine from the stale) Is a precon-
dition of the highest goods. It s, b any event, an easy step from
this to conclude that the survival of the state comes before all else
and that any means o that end are justibed. This is the doectrine
of reasom of state, whick Ands ready support in the view that pub-
He morsitty should override private morality, since public morality

¥ This does nel mean, we should noe, fhat the postibvist savs thal such events
ag wirs sto oty jusified. To sey hat wosld imply that moral neiens de apply
bo she consiect of sfates. He contends. ratker, thel wams are neither pestified noy
priesitied. The notion of moral justifeation s simply Dreevaat.
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FOLITICAL RUALISM

may be thought to regiire that leaders put the survival of the stale
above all cise. Whatever thev might prefer to doin their privais
lives, national leaders are obligated o preserve the state. A ratioe
nale & thus provided nod only for those who are willing o sacrifice
themselves for the good of the state but also for those who are
willing {0 sacrifice olhers as well,

{na hears liftle about reason of state anyenore, What one hears
abeul s naifonal interest, which, as usually conceived, envom-
passes nationsl survival but much else besides, It presoibes the
whale array of policies deemed essenfial to the state’s prosperity,
prestipe, and honor i the world, In ilds sense nationad Y ites 2y
the doctrine that national self-interest should govern the condus
of the state—is a stronger thesis than reason of state, But both ene
tail politicsl realsm, B the inlerest or survival of the state {and |
shall use nation and sfate inferchangeably unless otherwise indi
cated} is pul zbove alt else, and W any mmeasures are deemed pasti-
fied i promoding it, then one s committed o displading mosality
either partially or wholly in the conduct of foreign affairs. Even i
the inferest of the siate should slwayvs seivaculousty cofncide with
what is moraily tight, the coincidence would merely be a happy
one, and i would sifll, on this view, be national interest that is the
FOVEITHIg nevm.

There are many forms that politics! realism may take, however,
and it s important to distinguish thems. B is said, for example, that
nations in fact abways act from self-interest. Fven seme who oo
code that states pught to do otherwise think that it is pointiess to
make such edgments in light of this (2005 Sometires, however,
this descriptive claim has underlying it the stronger thesis that na-
Hens recessarily act from self-indersst. (ne might think, for ex-
amaple, that the very concept of a natios--or, as Hebbes and
Clasewity thoughi, the idea of 2 system of intornational rela-
tionse-necessitates that states act selbinterestediv. Or one rmigh
acvance theological or metaphysical claims about the nature of
man and the human condition, as Nigbuhr dees and Augustine
dief before him, that make 12 virtually lmpossible for nations to rise
abaove epoistic constderstions. St further, one might try o show
that acting upon moral considerations has worse consequences
than does acting fom self-interesta line taken by Kennan and

T be plaesible Hhis clalm st be interpredsd o meas that nations abwayvs do
what they think is i thedr terest, sipee 3L is manifosty fabue that matons alweyvs
i whal i i fact i thelr interest, They Requenihy bring s and desiradios ooon
herrseives. '
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sehlesinger and that requires the defense of an azzay of hisiorical,
philosephical, and valuationsl judgments,

At still other tirnes, however, one Snds the diferent claim that,
while nations do not always act from sellintorest, they ougld o do
s This sormative thesis rejects both the descriptive and necessi-
tarians theses, But I supports political realisme in one or the other
of 15 forms, w0 long a3 morality and selfinferest do not necessarily
coincide and the mdgment that nations ought to act from self-ir-
terest 15 not itself 2 moral jedgment.

MNow norsative readism lag been the predominant forts political
realisrn hag taken in American thougit in the [wentieth century,
Thers ate twe strands o it, one primarily theoretical, the other
historteal, Although the two are ofters Iterwoven, it is importard
ter distingiish them. { shall discuss primardly the historical version
and commeni on only one version of the theorelical approach,
namely, the Miebuhrian view thai appeals to the theological con-
ception of the nature of man. We shalt then look at some of the
wiore recent fooms realist thinking has faken.

H

The historical appreach focuses upon America’s foreipn poley
during the {irst hall of the twentieth century and alleges that that
pobcy bore near-disasirous fruits betweent the twvo workd wars.

The problem according fo this view has its roots in America’s
history of isolationism and reached a oltical poirt in America’s
Firtation with ghobal imperialism during the Spanish-American
War, Alter seizing the Philippines, the United Bates discovered a
distaste for this deparfure from s traditional stance and backed
off from the beckoning role of world power, The belief that Amer-
ica would traly be a workd power if oaly it would act like one hag
peen the Jament of reelisls ever since.

Whereas the older Ruropean nafions were perceived as war
proae, correpd, anwd committed to an immoval balance of power
system of intemational politics, Amerca thought of herself as
principied and righleous, according to this view. Igqually as ime
portard, she thouwght of herself as secure, The voung Bimeoln had
proclaimed that “all the armies of Burope, Asla, and Alfrics comr

# Rarbert £ Qugood gives the mwst sustained analysis of this Eoe of argamens.
azud §shait by Reavily wpon s account @ what feileows, § chal, howeves, atbemypt
by copiure thi it of tus general spproach rather Bhan o represent i kall the
views of any one of its advocazes.
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bired . .. could ot By force take a dripk from the Ohio or make
a track on the Bue Ridge in a tnal of » thousand years.=% 1f this
was youthisl hyperbele, it nonetheless reflected a deeply rooted
senat of grographical securily. Seeing no reason from such a van-
tage point why i shoubkd become entangied n the petiy guarrels
of others, America elected o stand slone in majestic isolation—
proud, strong, and convineed of her Invainerability.

If Lineoln epitomized the complacency in this cutiook, it was
Woodrow Wilsor who brought Hs dealistic strain to s highest
pitch. it was his conviebon that it had falfen to America to play a
ke moral role in the communify of nations, that of conciliator
and peacemaker. Such a role, he believed, could only be per
formed by a nadon that stood apart from the travails of conflict,
Fhis conviction and the sense of moral superority it reffected pro-
vided the stuff of America’s resolve 0 stay cut of war, o resoive
that was soon swept away by the turbulent waters of World War
. Bat the foundation apon which 8 was based remained intact,
arsd when America <did go to war it did so for reasons every bil as
elevated and in keeping with this conception of it high calling in
the workd as those that previously had diciated newdrality, It went

democracy and 10 end all wars.

Fow did this moraiism aliegedly fail, and how was it suppos.
ediy responsipie for the disastrous deift of 1.5, polloy between the
wars?

The realist’s answer s that it distorted owr perspective on our
proper rale in the world and impeded recogmtion that national
interest is at the heart of foretgn policy. In Robert Osgood’s words:

If Woodrow Wikson erred, 3t was ned because he led the
ULb. inte war but becauge he falied 1o do everything in his
power to prepare the people fo see their entrance into a for
£i1 war as an act consistent with inperative principles of na-
Homad self-interest, as weil as with national ideals and senti-
ments. 1oy fact, by stressing America’s disinieresiedness as a
copdition of her mission of bringung peace 0 the world, Wik
son actually divected all the force of his leadersldp toward
concealing what should have been the maost compelling reg-
sar for American interveniion
i uoted From CAloabam Linwsln o ihe Chaliooge of Violernce,” in fuerioes

j:&;mm:', ed. Hichard Maxwell Brown (Englewoed Chfts, MN.p: Prontes#all, 1930,
" s and Felftbuterast, po 253 He alse savs ihat Amerioans seare not wiong s
thete idealism bt rathor that they “Eaited frons the first we guide and restrain theis
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The “compeliing reasen” for U5 intervention was rational seii-
iterest and the recognition that our seqrity, perhaps even sur-
vival, depends upon what takes place L_‘.IEESIEI{’.‘ Our (W e
sphers, National interest SOmelimes reqlures going b0 war iy the
abserce of divect threats to secuzity, In the modera world, by the
vime a threat becomes overt ene’s Secuzity may already have been
anderrsned. For that reasen one must be prepared to lake preven-
tive action even where that means becoming involved i a foreign
war, Wilsen's mistake, on this view, was ot $o have led as nte a
foreign war, It was to have placed oo much comdldence i tim:'e
menvar of Ctmoral stasion” to deter evil in the workd, oo much
confidence m the effectiveness of intarnational organizations pat-
terred after domeshc legal models o presesve peace. B ﬁeglected
the fundamentz} role of power in the wordd 2 In short, we fought
the right war under Wilson but for the wrong reasons, .
According o realists, Wilsonjanism also affected adversely the
prosecation of {the war and the postwar evolution of Ampercan pal-
icw. ]
Geprge Kennan, for exatnple, avgaes that the war threatened tjw
Furopean balance of power upon which both Amerian and Eu
ropean security depended and for that reason needed i be f;:mis:d
quickiy without thoeght of tolal vicory, ™ Bul it was precisey, bt

aspisabons amd sentiments with & oalistie view of _rs;st:‘c-_m_':i {Z'pa_‘\:i!.u;{ amet 4 pruden*..
becognition for thy prastical consegnances of spectic policies” #id.. This Suggusis
that frons a theuresice] slandpaint i wes periphesat mabivre thal wers at faudt and
At idleatism el This sterpretation, however, condlicis with ihe man f?—“:’l[.'i}_ﬂﬁlﬁ
of Bis anguenenl, whick B ial Vs Jlsg 65 men purl twdy suprer E:nya%g; o At
siabes, Fasions cueht o act snon weadstic enads only a0 B as ey a0k COIPRS-
ble with Huwe o fusdamentst ends of nalionad selbisteresl™ dr 250 and M ss:_:l‘s@.
latter thar | shall siress. Nolioe, in any event, that the sentiments of the Amwerican
senphe have pretty consistiatly been oppesed o wan 1S nsuaiy wenly after ﬂjs.-z_lr
Laadership lhas invoived them o war thai !.Hﬂj,'.l‘s'dk’f:-ml_-f. than—atime b supgost i
whodehearsedy, Realists give insuflicent attention Lo fhe 2ol flzat e a_it?tude writh
welich: they woald have 03 go te war-namely, 2 cool, dispassionate willlngness
Wl for limitad ahjectives—s one thal Americans heve mblsed 5o adops. Been e
imilitary have somelimes been reluctant o accepi il They Bnd # meemprehensiie
Urat acmyee shonid woge wag withest doing s0 ke win. U ooe b conosrned sbout
sl realsics” of miernational affaizs, this siggests Mt the hope of guining wide-
soread accepiancr of 2 pokilice) mafix onteck may e anreatisle. o

T pmmerica had leng beern Intervenbionist within i own husns::;&hf&re_. Realisey
sered o ignore the axtent foowwhich Wilson was “realistic” i micn of fas dovwign
aostign, A i Fe lreasiorn of Faitl and the Tominican Repabiic .

2 Wimar did, of sourse, disagres with this assessment. He s bebore 1?.;7- Semate
un Jabuany 52 1317 VN frhe presenl war) be epfy A snlggle fap a new %:a.bla:m: ook
gy, o i) grarantee, wha Gan glaranies e shatiier eqj.a:jﬁ_‘erw.m of the new
arrangerment? Ondy 2 tancuil Elrope can be a stable Barope. fhers mast be, POt
Datance of poses, Dui o cortemunity of power: not cs{gam;cﬂfl] :_s;rmr-.aﬁ, tralt ats O¥ERT-
et cormann prace’ {The Masniges and Pupers of Wapstroa W i, }i 351 Eere !»“.
Pt s fimger Lipon what D been and 15 thee kary grebiers with babaves of power
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says, because considerationy of power balance argled against todal
victory that people “rejected them so emphatically and sought
move sweeping and grandiose objectives, for the accoraplishment
of which total victory could plausibly be represented as absobutely
gsgential” When the cawse @5 great and the encmy i3 percetved as
the ncarnation of evil, 10 seitle for anything kess thar uncondi-
tical sarrender 1% 30 compromise with the devil, Thuas “a dne of
tiozzlst grew up. ukier Wilson's leadership, which provided both
rationale and objective for our part in Hghting the war to 3 biter
end.”¥ Such righlesus infransigence, B was thought, prolonged
the war to the peint where the European balance of ].'}L:WFI’ was
destroyed and the seeds of World War IF were sown,

The critique skeiched here is at the heart of those realist anatyses
which allege that trving o act morally in international relafions
has bad conseqguences. It can be seen to be g blend of historieal
interpretation and noemative judgments. Interesiingly, it relects
morality on pormmabive gronnde ®

A gracial guestion, of course, 15 whether America’s inferest,
much less her survival, was at stake i Weoeld War L IF i was nog,
then o bave persuaded the dmerican public thal @ was would
kave been deception. Beyvond that, and bevond the question of the
accuracy 0f the representation of Wilsontanism in this account, are
the questions of whether Wilsonian Heslism in fact had the con-
gequences alleged.-that 35, whether £ led o Workd War I—and
whether, i it diedd, tha! shows the inadequace of morality i, inters
national relations, I shall argue Tater that 1t does not.

supposedly contributing further to the longerrange conse-

theogies, narnely, tat thoy presspaanse what simost never exiity on the interna-
onal soone, af feast for sy extended deur 2 stable syslem of relations among
raginng, This eonciusion has been pfﬂ':l?x‘lxj.\!’."'.’ arploed T Taztka Chidterjes o
“The Classicsd Balance of Power Theory,"” fourmal of Poace Hraranch 3 L1973 S5-h].

M Aumeitom Dpleracy, 1. 67, Kermas does, howeves, clear Wilson of responsibii
fy for actually ?*u:lidma this wigw Vn{:r Lz & by 3937 (ikid., no 8 badesd, Wilsen
himselt 7 thil same berste speech of 1937 (sep n 23 said "}m;hx_niaiy it

“ivBctory wimlé maan prave forced wpon the losier, & wictor's berms dmposed spon
e vanmagnished. |t would be accepded tn humiiabon, ander duress, at an inbalira-
b speeifive, and would loave a sting, o resettreent, & bitter maemery upon which
trrmy of pedce would rest, cot ermanenliv, bur anly ag apon qusc?-—.anj i Tie
‘nfﬁ'-ﬂir& s Pagers ol Waase WG e, 17 3520,

M rmay, even meors pasadexically, e inlerpreled ga relecking the appaal Lo mo-
raltiy {*ﬂ moral gronngds, an sterprotstion thatr would B Lhe theary out af the
reair of pelitical realism as?sﬁ,i,l%‘lu The contral clabiz, that s, may be Lhat moraliiy
it be beler served ¥ nations ceased deving b gaide their conduct By it {&n-.p._-sl-.r
anul instad shuered their course by Uhe more visihle beacons of nebionat selfinter-
5t The sssaumgption ls that ultimately savional selfntezest and moslity coincids,
a witw wr shall have scrasion s considar latey.
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quences was postwar disiiusionment. Since the lofty ideals in
whose name the war was fought were urnrealized, the resaltant
disappoinimeni—rourished as it was by revisionist historical anal-
vees redistribuling responsibility for the war—led to an even
prealer withdrawal of Americe from world affeirs, "Since war
could only be justified by exalted goals,” Osgood says, “and since
this war had failed to achieve exalted goals, it seemed o follow
that zfl war was useless. ™ America’s congequent reluctance o be-
come invoived in another war allegediy emboldened Nazism and
hapanese milltarism al 4 time when jreater firmness might have
forestatled Workd War [L

Fhus whether Amesicar foreign policy during the omcial dec
ades of the twentieth century quite verged on the commission of
naticnal suicide, as Osgood mainiains ™ and whether the policies
of Chnstan iselationists were fantamoeunt o “commivance” with
wyranmy, 85 Niebubr contends,® these policies were in the view of
reatists at best sexiously wrong-headed, snd the moral perspective
from which they were believed to have sprung was isell iooked
upon a8 a cause of way,

Y

Supplementing and helping o explain accounts like the preceding
is the more conspicuousty theory-laden account of America’s most
emiment reaist, Reirdwlbd Niebuhr ™ His analvsis keyvs in upon the
very nature of collectivities and the theological and metaphysical
fovndations of the historical processes st work in their formation,

Niebuhr contends that group relations inevitably express a col-
teclive egoism and hence “can never be as ethical as those which
characterize individual eelations™ Thelr very najure rengders

B imaked War T Challvenpe fo Alericrs Stertegy Wldcages The Undversity of Chi-
civge Presg, 1997, o W9

= Mdeats e Self mberasi, 3o 430,

® T Provent the Enwmh of an Intolesable Tyrsmne,™ in Loge mexd fustd
Ficriis fros fhe Storfor Wreitfoge of Reinhald Mickalr, od. (3 K. Rebertson FL’.EmEanc.
World Fublishing Uitapay, 1907, po 208,

# Acknowledging Miebuhs's influence spon American realists, Geirge Kensan
hias catfed him “the father of e 287 Oueted in Keeneth W Thomgpeon, Polidond
Bealicas wiad #ie Crists of Wiedd Polines (New York: Joha Wiley & Sons, 1965, p. 23
Miebuhrs snalysis dues ot confons b &l of it parfiouters o the preceding ac
sount of peditienl reatinmn. Mer do other realists subseribe o all of Nighabr's ac
count, Tt the MNisbuhrian amalysis stetaing the essentials of the analvses of ey
othar sealists amd viclds s similar conchsion abewt te zole of moraBly in inserna-
tiogtad relations, .

¥ el A o Daseernd Snciory {8ew Yorke Chosles Soedaer’s Sons, 19338 p. 53
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Ehemn incapab%e of respording 0 moral eonsidesations or of te-
sponding in rmore than a limited way,® Fhis gwﬁ sowinf and intee
national relations their distinciive character, a fact ihat must be
reckoned with by slatesmen as well a5 by social reformers who
encounter ihe game phenomenon o thelr dealings with soclety
and intrasecietal groups. Because this phenomenon i built nlo
the very naiure of coffectivities, &t makes Niebuhr's position bas-
cally a form of necessitarianism.

The view that nations ad without regard for moral considera-
tions conflicts with analyses of realists like Kennan and Ougood,
whio maintain that the Uniled States was motivated by moeal con-
stieraions during the perod under examination, Tt ks one thing to
say that nations do not or cannot ecd out of regard for meral con-
siderations. It s another 1o say thal they can and do but that doing
s0 has bad consequences. Realists do not abwavs distinguish these
claims. bome base thelr case primarily upon the novmative jledy-
ment, which conflicts with the explanatary hypothesis presently
under consideration; others base it upon metaphysical considera-
tioms like Niebahr's.

Assume for the present that pations o act without regard for
moral principles and that individual persons often willingly sub-
crdingte thelr own personal interesis fo the service of the state.
What accounts For this? Nedbuhr gives two explanations,

The first Hes in the theological-metaphysical ortentation of
neowribodox Christianity, specifically in the “stubboreness of sl
in all mer:. This 5 an allegedly unaltersble fact of the human con-
ditton whose ramifications are magnified at the international level.
Failuzre to perceive this, Niebuhr savs, is the chief ervor of those

e suspects bral Niehuhy regards mnm""-r i inlernstionst affsivs i mach the
samne Hpht as he dees Chsistan love, 2 a0 “hmpgaile ddead™ to e Strbeen Bor bat
resdistivally andersrond fe be statisinable. See his An fnterpret o of Cheistien St
o [New York: Meridian Buoks, 19563, Ptz

* Abbough il sometimes sounds as thowgh Miskodw balieves fhat ralions cased
transcend seifnleress at all, hie mete often speaks as shougl rhelr shility fo do 5o
i simply more sestricied than that of indhvidual persone. 1Y shosld e noled, how
ever, that this <aim condlics: with mack of fhe anishesis reolises give of Workd War
fland in some cxses, World War D and Vietam as wolll i is offer contendod thar
the United States was soling on rsorsd grounds in these cases, but malvely 5o and
e e oo Jedviment. One cannel have 8 both wavs, i aafons canset e ahovs
selbaniemsl and pespdzel e moral considerations, e wihataver fhe propes alal
weis of Anwrica’s Foreign palicy through the Sirat adf of the hwentieth certbury, the
profiem will that polioy cannes be et it was auiched by morality, I cannor even
Ba, a5 Mieludr maintaing, that the counby wad ack g va{w loaibe—which im-
phgs that it orihd kave acted morally bl soughl instead smerely to give the appear
anoe ¢ doang 5o,

&
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“maodern meovalists”* who assume that “with o e more tme, »
lithe muore adequate moral aned social pedagogy end a generally
higher development of human intellipence, our social problems
wilk a?]&i’i}dth solution P..g view, he contends, thai goes back to
ety cutture’s “romantic overestimate of human virtue and moral
capaciy.”

B this way the probless is ted frst o seli-interest, then o
sin, and Anally fo the whole traditional Christian outlosk upon the
world. Augtstine convineed Christlans that they couid serve the
state; Luther comvinced them that what the state did was i
the Christian’s business; and Niebuhr woukl convince them that
ther evil giates do when disconnecied from the pacifislic ozientation
of Christianity msusi be accepied as part of the tragic nattre of
tliings.

When men have lost the fear of Cod, new fife & inpected into
religion by shifting s focus from individuals to collectivities. The
international scene then becomes, in Niehuhs's words, s perfect
picture of baman Bnitede and a tragic revelation of the <onse-
guences of siaful dishonesty which accompany every effort to
transcend i e says further:

Moraiists may Bnd this trait of human raivee, its grudging
concessions, ity unwillingness to repent except under chas-
Hrement, abhorrent, and they may dream of another kingd of
tistory than the actual h;’-‘-‘mw of man, But if they examuned
their own conduct serupulously, they wouldd find evidences in
i af this same refuctance and would Iearn to appreciate the
ragic elements in history as manifestations of divine judsz
ment, without which men would remain in the stupor of sin®

* §ike fohn Tievwey, whess e b fond of chiding. Dewey il however, secugmodey
o darker side to luman mahge, seving thet “Iihe old Adam, the snregeserate ele-
meen in humen natare, persists. It shows izmelf wherever the meihod obtains of
attaindsg cestedts by use of force instead of By the metbod of communization and
enlightenment. Geg The Pallic wmd e Prodlens enver; Alan Awealtow, TET po 1ML
And Dgway, oo, Seplored waive opimism i so0iad 25l Inlemiiions] atiaims B
B araced i to whal e callad ong “aditionsal evangelica! trest™ S reorals dhvoroed
drom el ligemen, Bew Ioseph Ralner, ed, telefligence fa the Madern Wortd: Tefar s
ety Pradesipin e York: The Modern T shrdr_} TW3%E, . 497, For anotiwes chalienge
bo optindsne @ social matlecs, see Steart Hampshiee, Maradiy and Pessdise {0
Bridme Al B Deiversity Poess, 19770

W intpedeclion” o Mol Mar o frmoes Socefy, osiih See adso The Migerre g
Prostimy of Men {MNew York: Chagles H{J'ihnez's Sy, TFE), po. A5, A0

BT h?{': prafilene of Ciristien £ LA

® “Chistisemant Lo Rf.;wwur-tﬁ oF Iﬁ‘wt‘h i Robertaen, ad., Lope amd fugiie,

.18,
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George Kennan charged anfwar activists of the 1960s with much
ihe seme feilure. He sald they failed to porceive 'z vitally fmpor-
wand tristh . L L namely, that the decisbve seat of evil i s world i
aot in soctal and political institutions, sand not even, as & rule, in
Bhre will o7 inlquities of statesmen, bt stmply in the weakness and
imperfection of the human soul iself” by which he added that he
meant Mzrally every soul™ The upshot is 2 profosnd pessimism
not only about human goodress bat ahoe the power of Human
resources, even when governed by the best of intentions, o re-
dress the warkd's evils, ™

The other explanation of “collective egoisin” found in Niebuhr
condlicts with the ne of reagoning we have ust been considering.

B hedds that the evil of collectivities is Incompatible with the
sepposttion het individual men are good, “No school asks,” he
savs im The Chitdren of Light and the Chilldeen of Darkwess, “losw 3t is
that an esseriially good man could have produced corrupiing and
tyrannical political organizations or exploiting économic organiza-
tiens, or fanatical and supesstiions religioss organizstions;”™ the
intended point being, of course, that there is no answer 0 this
queestion. Bul he himself had aiready answered & in Moral Man and
fminargl Seciety, in which he wrote:

Theze i an ethioal parsdox i painotism which defies every
bt the most astute and sophisticated analysis. The paradox is
thit patriotism lzansmutes individues! unselfishness into na-
Hional egoism. Lovaity to the nation s a high fonm of altraism
when compared with lesser loyaliies and more parochisl in-
terests. B therefore becomes the vehicie of all the altrsistc im-
palses and expresses itself, on ocasion, with such ferver that
the critical atttudes of the individual toward the natior and
ity enterprises is almost compietely destroved. The unquali-
fled character of this devotion is the very basis of the nation’s

= Demecriey anil e Stedend Lafl (New Yorks Baatien Books. 19685 pp. 89,
 There are alsn, i should be noted, seenlar verstons of this approach. Vhey seck
W explsin war and viclines by appeal o bwnete aggression. will o power, or g
torriogial instinek See, for example, Ronead Lorene, Suman Sppression (New York:
Hueronor!, Heace & Woeld, Inc, 1983% Hers Murgenthan, Polifics amemy Nabigrs
iMevw Yoo Koepl 19663 chap. % and Rebert Ardrey, Afvinen Genssie A Perad
fuiesligarion inie dhe Asdeal Orvigins @l Netwre of Man (New York: Delia Pubdlishing
Company, 13} esp. chap, 6. Soene of these have a more respectable sing thae dn
#Hn and cotrupiion 0 those who aspive fo 2 pofities] or nasuralistic sciercy of such
nrtters Hat the assesstent of honsan afins Lo which ey fessd 5 only shalaly
bens ploceny than the one associaled with e thealogical version, ’ ’
™ (ew York: Charies Seeibner's Sons. 1948d), 3. 35,
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verwer snd of the freedora fo use the power without moeai
restraing, Thus the unselfishness of individuals makes for the
seifishness of nations.™

Flere it is the bagically good, nrselfish, self-sacrificing gualities of
individual persons that are held o be the source of the Immorality
of groups,* not egoism or sinfuiness, Bizd if man has the aits pre-
supposed in this accotnd, one can no longer credibly maintain a
docirine of the inherent corruption of each and every soul, as pro-
supposed by the preceding account. And though Niebuly does
not regard this as 8 sevious probles, it brings the fwi accounts
mto confiics witly one another, The wery ground of the first ac
couni's pessimism is removed by one of the sonditions of the par-
adon i Hee second acommtb.

Much of whai Niebuhr sayvs in this second account rings ree
pevehoiogically, and there Is supporting testhnony for i from
other sources. inchuding Tolstoy, Dewey, Durkheim, Lorenz, and
Koestler ™ Onoe stch an Wentiffeation with the larger collectivity
is established and people become bonded o it through patricism.
thew will sacrifice themselves by the thousands for that collectivity;
and they will do se, f unwittingly, in the service of evil as readily
#5 in the servies of good. Indeed, this account s in keeping with
the insight that the source of the world's preatest evils lies foss in
the works of evil men than in the works of basically pood people
whose efforts go awry through ignerance, misunderstanding, mis-
placed Jovalties, and oo wuach rather than oo iitlle willingness to
sacrifice themselves for others, particuiarly at the behest of those
who govern thesn,

B Page U7, Sen also A Interrelehion of Christian Btives, po 1489

# Careiend 10 toee of ds possible conelisions, ths line of reasoning srgaes for e
perpeisation of war procsely i order to fostyr these tnalis, See, B exanple, He-
o Meomsoding “The Doctrine of Fesciwm,” b Saciel med Pellifcal Philosophy, ed,
E Gonmerville and B B, Senton: {arder Oy, MUY Doablecy & Compasy, 1963),
g #24-341. Wishahe B st Gnes inltigued By other benefichal effects of war. Son-
cerming World War 11, for exampie, see Ris “Chasbsemend anpfe Repentare o
Preath,” i Hoberisen, od., Leve snd Josiior, pg BEIE3

# T3 Green saptuved the ssme Sotght when be wiose that “the members of
the nadion in thelr corparate or sssociaiad scilom ole andimated By cevlain passiong,
aTising sab of their sssocation, whvch, though not egeistic relatively e the Individ-
ual eubjects of thee ffor they are mogives S solfsncrificed, g, @ their influenee
o the dealivgs of ofe nation with spothen, have an efect analogons fe that which
it passbons, properly s calied, have npon the deaditgs of ndividuals with
each. " Lavlnres om Hie Primcipies of Palfifond Oigarion {Anm Arbor; Unfveersity of Mich-
fran Press, 3967, g W0E
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.

What I shall call reoreatisor emerged aw the fall irmport of nuclear
weapons was being reafized in the mid 1950, It was then that it
wes fully recognized thet ruelear weapons are nod just bipgger
bombs but rather mark a quantum leap in the evolution of wartare
aned for that reason all for o rethinking of military sirategy,

Although neorealisme does not breal radically with the earlier
pealism, it takes a more tough-minded view of international refa-
tons. Morality recedes farther indo the background, Lhe theologi-
cal metaphysics is stoughed off, and falk of pesce diminishes, As
a greater frequency of vislence s traded off for a supposedly re-
daced risk of nuckear war, the emphasis shifts from the sHainment
of peace to the limitation of vinkence, War comes io be seen as
maore o iess inevitable, I not sometimes desirable. Power congin-
des to be considered the dominant feature of international refa-
Hens and national sell-interast the controlling motive.

When the United States and the Soviet Union becarme fully
Aedged nuclear powers, they were Jikened fo a scorpion and a ta-
rantula in 2 bollle; # was thought that if ever they clashed they
would destroy ene another, Bat this was believed 0 coate 2 Spf.!—
cial prebiers for the Unlted States. On the assumpiion that we
wordd not use nuclear weapons 8t and woeld in any event
never use them for biackmall, we seemed to be vulnerable to the
sithiess cunning of the Soviets, By manipulasing events so as
never it comfront us with an ssue 5o momentous as 1o wartant
nuclear war, the Soviets could, i was thonght, erode our security
by repeatedly forcing s o make concessions or visk a neediess
confageation. Cur horroy of nudesr waz, as Kissinger argued in
Nuclegr Weapons and Forvign Poliey, would peralvee our will.
Whereas the fear had previously been that we would be annihi-
latedd i a puckear war, it was now that we weould die a death brir a
thousand concessions, The image of mushroom clouds LAve Way
to that of falling deminoes,

The Berlin crises gave some credence (o this theory, They were
seen a3 posing precisely the ditermma of how [o counter Soviet ac-
dons with regard fo the Berlin corridor withmel risking nuclear
war, YWhat was needed, it was felt, was 2 middle course belwoon
doing nething and igniting a holocnst, “The West,” realist Ray-

AR assumypon repudiabed freguentiy by the [LE governmos,
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mond Aron jzmented, “has falled to find a substiiuie for lotad war
other than peacs itgelf.”**

The selution was to develop a Hmited war capabiiity that would
give us the fexivility to take the Initathve rather than always re-
spomding o the Communists and, when responding, would ena-
ble us o do o with Smited xisk of nuclear war. The idea was not
b cdo away with saclear weapons, Or gven o stop multiplving
them, It was to suppiemnend them se 2s to be able o deal more
effectively with situations for which they were milltarily or politl
cafly ilb-suited. In net effect this opened the doar to a policy of
interventionism in the hope, as expressed by Herman Kahn, that
“the need for intervention may wel! be decreased if we have the
capacity and resoive 1o do 5

I this wav a more dynasmic policy was purchased at the cost of
a greater willingsess to go to war Bat it was & willingness that
disavowed the crusading, moralistic spirit of the so-catted "ideal
jsts’ and instead pursued limited, ratmnai " abjactives. o save
humanily from thenmonucear war,”’ Arom said again of the
winld's headers, “they have saved war''™%

Tis strateny bore fruit under the Kennedy administration. But
shwe Frisss i bore was the Ditler one of Yietnam, Bust as Vietnam was
the testing gromnd for aew weapons, it came eventualiy to be the
testing ground of & new theory, the Hmited war docirine. It also
hecame the testing ground of some of the presoriptions of politicat
realists.

Not that all thinking on mternational relations during this pe-
rioack {it ihis patiern. lobn Foster Dulles, that redonbiable architect
of U5, foreign policy during the middie vears of the 1980s, was
undeniably moralistic and often dogmatic. Whether this morailsm
was st of a broadar point of view that in fact {fand not merely in
rietoric) brought moral comsiderations to bear tpen foreign poi-
iy, orf was in actuality nothing more than a tougher- thar-usal
application of the ssme standards that warld leaders normally ap-
ply, is unclear. What is cear 15 that Dulies was strongly mobivated
by his conception of what constituted the nationat inferest, and
ever i there stood behind this the conviction that promaoting
America’s nafonal erest was e motal {and Christian and per-
haps Presbyieriant thing to do, the practical impeort was not easily
distinguishable from political realisim.
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In any event, negreaiist thinking ook shape as the preceding
ine of thinking fused with anticommuprnism. The msult was a
stromgly deological outlook, 2 view, as one 2nalyst has pub it
“championed by military men who felt that the Linited States had
entered a revelulionary new age which rendered traditional dip-
lomatic methods obsolete. | . . Massive mobilization of resources,
weapans technology, and a battle for men's minds’ were keys o
the Future of world politics " Such realism was ag dogmatie, e
Hexible, and sneompromising as ever the realists thouphd kiealists
to be; as ruch so, inn fact, that there came to be a kind of yearning
Fer a return 0 the good old halance of power approach, which has
a greater aura of objectivity and cootheadedness about i,

Insofar ag the balance of power approach emnbodies the impiicit
normative judgment that the governing principle in the conduct of
foreign poblcy showdd be to bry to maintain 2 balance of power-
and insofar as if takes this to be the basic principie of foreipn pol-
ioyeit enstails political realism. The balance of power theory per se
has nothing to do with mora! corsiderations. Unnpualified adher-
enee to i in fact proscribes sich considerations. | calls up images
of giant springs, pulieys, and bajance wheels, with the only probe
tem besng o keep things in equilibrivem. This is basically an engi-
neering problemy jist as in Kevneslan economics, with its domis
narit metaphor of “fine funing.” the basic problem becomes a
mechanical one. In each case, cold, oblective caleulation is the key,
amid moraiiy is eft aside,

One conkd reconcile balance of power with morality, of course,
if ere maintained that maintenance of a balance of power has the
best consequences for the international world in general and that
the preduction of such consegiences is the dominant concern of
morality. In that case the judgment that we should maintain a bal-
ance of power woald ot be a basic principle. It would merely be
a secondary principle, requiring constan! moral appraisa in light
of its consequences. But this 1 not how its advocaies regard it
They consider it as detached from eilics and as having ar abstracy,
scientific quality about it As Churehil! put it, the balance of power
“has nothing o do with mlets or nations” but s "3 Jaw of public
policy . . . and not a rnere expedient dictated by acciderdal ciraunm-
stances, or likes and disitkes, or any othet sentiment,”"v
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The defects of the balanee of power theory have sometimes been
sointed up by realists themselves, Niebubr argued that an “ueeoe-
ganized balance of power'” is potentisl anarchy and canmot pre-
serve peace. “The introduction of a sinple new factor In the pre-
carious equilibrim,” he said, “or the elaboration of a single new
force of recalciiratice . . . may deshroy ibe bajence. ™ And Schle
singer, n discussing relations ameng the victors at the end of
Workd War ! and the relection by the United States of 2 spheres of
influence arrangement, observes that the balance of power “had
always broken down in the past, It heid out to each power the
permanent omptation 10 try o aller the balance m s own lavar,
ard it built this tempiation into the internationat order'#

These views merely question the possibility of mamtainmg 8
power balance, however, and leave unchallengedand indeed
presuppose—izs applicability o international relations. But bal-
ance of power theory requires rot only that power can be balanced
Bt also that alf sides can know when it {5 balanced, B presuppoges
furthermers that knowing this will make a difference 1o their con
duct, And all three points are questionable.

Assuming that we can make sense of the notion of 2 balance of
power, the complenily of international affairs 1s such that it wonid
be virtually impossible o know for certain when it had been
achieved, For it would depend in large part on factors like morale,
wlhich are not quantifiable, Morale, ir fact, as Tolstoy maintined,
ts a major facior in batties and in warfare generaliy. Though it is
obwviously less 50 in push-botton warfare, It was a major Rador-—
serbiaps the dedisive one--in Vietnam, in which the morale of the
militarity wesker Vietcong and Nogth Vietnamese far outstripped
that of the Americans. This helps to explain why American politi-
cal and military estimates of the power balance—which were in-
variably and overwhelmingly in American favor when calvulated
in gquantitative tertns—were consistently mistaken. It also helps 1o
explain why the almost pathologically optimistic predictions from
LS. officiais over the vears were s0 far out of touch with reality.

Evern f one could be confident thef there was a balande of powsr
at any glven time, and that all sides couid kpow when it obtains
{arid this is essental, since a balance of powey is of litde conse-
quence uniess the right people know there is one), it is doubiful
that it could guaraniee peace. To assume that it couid is o imputs
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ter workd leaders a degree of rationality for which history gives lis-
tHe warrant. The fempiaiion of which Sehlesinger wilies s0 aften
grows out of a garebling nsthct, a hope that enough daring or
bludf will give one the advantage in an otherwise even situation,

That nations de not i any evert consistently think of mterna-
tional relations 0 terms of the balance of power, or at any rate do
not consistendly believe in acting in terms of that model, i dear,
Mo nation would bolster the armaments of & potenial enemy sim-
phy to equalize power. What nations desire Frst and fovemost is
siperiezity. They favor ¢ balance of power ondy when they lag be-
ind or are barely keeping pace.

Niebuhr sympathized more with the imperizlists wheo, he said

- actuaily have a more hopeful program than the "halance
of power' realists. They know that 2 balance of power must
be organized and that a dominant power must be the organ.
izing center They expect either Amerioa, or the Anglo-baxon
negemony, o the {our greal powers, Kussia, Chine, Britain,
and Aumnerice, b form the orgamizing center of the world come
muniy .

To this he added, i think they are right in this thesiy and that
there is no possibiity of orgenizing the werld at ali that will not be
exposed to the charpe of mperialisen by the idealisty who do not
take the probdem of power serioushy

This wiew rmarks an evolution from earlier forms of realism In
recogrizing that even self-interest s inadequate to motivate Amer-
ica 10 zealize iself fully in international afairs. Iis sdvocates are
refreshingly forthright in presenting their case. As George Liska,
one of their more articalale spokesmen, puts 1, we mast “avoid
the necessity for overstating an tsste of internationa srder as one
of national security. The inteliectual indolence and political eppoe-
tmsre underiying the habit of formulating all demanding policy
n terms of vital inferests sffecting national security are seli-defeal-
g for any state with meore than sporadie external invelvernent.'®
Thiz conflicts with much of Niebuhr, as well as with the realist
positfion argued by Kennan and Ousgood, which keeps natonal in-
terest at the heart of international relations.

While Liska disavows nalional inlerest as the proper goal for
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Amersiva, it st a kind of national self-interest, broadly con-
ceived, that operates in his own theory.

National inferest so broadly conceived as to coincide with the
mainterance of order may be called Vimperial inferest” .
Imperial interest is neither the gam of specific national inter.
ests nor of group interests. . . . The practical scope of the -
perial hterest will be n most situations delemmined by na-
tonat capaislity or power ratlier than by impesatives of
immediate nafional security ™

The aitm of this conveption i world order, bub an imperiai order
thai “rests on the fear or respect of lesger powers, secured and
held by the mdicious alternation of forcefiiness, self restraint, and
munificence of the imperial state,”™

This is the organizing element of which Nebbuhr zpoke In his
characterization of imperial realism. Here there is no longer any
condition that a nation can achieve in term of domestic harmony
ard prosperity or national security which suffices to establish that
it interest has boen realized. s “imperal” interest is expressed
i self-assertiveness, and seif-assertiveness internafionaily s re-
strained only by the Bmits of a natlon's power. A nation aspizes o
power 50 a5 10 be able to maintair world order for its advantage.
The achievement of national secuzity thus is net an end i itsel
bzt oaly a mecessary condition of advaneng to morve amistious
uses of power, Irperial interest, so coneeived, is then an exten-
sion of the more usual realist conception of national interest.

Why should Amesice or any other nation commit Hself to the
guest for bmperial power? Certainly not for moral reasons. Nor,
basically, for those of national security, Though national security
suppasedly Tolivws from this policy, it is not its goal. The answer
for Liska Hes in forces operating within {he “system’” of interna-
tiresal affairs:

Fo the extent that the United Blates s being propelled pros-
ently toward an imperial rofe in the global syslem, i does 50
in response 0 the systemn’s aeeds rather than #is internal
sirains. . . . Like individuals, so nations worthy of the name
wiil not withdraw inie repose in the external dealings and
thius, almost meviiaidy, suabmit fo the momenive of decline,

7 Tl . 34, 38
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u_m:?. Eh@;_.; Bavire explored in action the optermost limis of -
sible achievernent,™

Similar, i less obwious, staternents are found in various contem-
porary writers, as when Kissinger says that “there are no plateaus
ire irlerpnationsl afairs; what s nof 2 'ateppin;; sione soon beooimnes
the beginning of a decline”™ One senses here the ghast of Ger-
man philosophy and Bis conception of the state, wh?{:h aither en-
gapes i relentless seifwssertion or slips inte dedine. Onky hee
the metaphysics has been stripped away and replaced with meta-
priviars,

Fhe mangition hrom national sell-interest, concetved primarily in
terms of seif-preservaiion, 10 this Foader Cf.‘rni_'ﬁ‘?ti{}l‘iaﬂf impériai
mterest, Tharks a depariure from earler realism. According to
Liska, “the cordaingment of the more asserlive of the mmmui‘:iﬁ?
great powers is st necessary; but i may well be secondary to the
comtainment of disorder caused witimately by some fors of insul-
ficlent power.”™™ And as "all erder, just o tshjusi, rests in the last
resort, 3 in different degrees, on force,”™ the pursuit of impesial
interest Cosmunits America to the wse of international vickence.

Though thees are occasional references fo justice in this scheme,
i there should be ary doubt about the place of morality in itesven
i the extent recognized by iraditional realists fke Osgood, whe
maintain ihaf there are cerfain ideals that should not be forsaken
10 matter what--i6 s dispelled by Liska's assertion with respect to
Vietnam that

itthe destriction in South and North Vietnam becomes more
E‘J{?ar;ilble faic] whesn one regards the war not as a defense of
Soath Vienam or of the United States, but as an increasingly
symilii contest, with both gobal and long-range significancte
for the calse of order and therefore the degree and kind of
peace in the workd af large. Suifer as they do and must, the
peoples of Vietnam are not the first or the last smal peopis to
sender such a service o the larger commonweal

Fust as waditionasl realisis trace the disastrous congequences of
Workd War 1 to the alleged fact that America went fo war for the
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wrong teasons and failed to see the paramountey of seif-interest
i i4s affairs, s0 the imperialists among the Reorealists see a similay
fallure in the emphasis zpon seli-interest and woukd have us move
a1 i the plane of Imperial inferest,

Wi

What has in fact been the motivation of American leaders i the
post-World War [f peried? Has it been essentially realistic in the
preceding sense?

The haze of secrecy surrowswiing so mech of high-level dedsion
making makes i almost inpossible fo answer such a guestion with
confidence. But the drift of 1.5, foreign policy I the post-World
War H period has been decidedly in the direction urged by political
reabiste, B the case of Vietnam ¥ has been wllor-made o thelr
specifications. In saving this [ am going against the views of real-
ists fke Schlesinger, who mainiain ihat, for the most part. the
problems of the postwar period desive precisely from the {act that
{15, policy hag not been realistic,

Schlesinger poings out that every Asmerican war has been fol-
lovwed i due course by skeptival reassessment of supposedly sa-
cred assumptions.™ This s understandable, he believes, becanse
war signifies for most people a failure to govern thelr affairs in o
reasonabie ard humane way, Vielnam was an exceplion, in that
the critical reassessment oucurred while the war was still @ prog-
ress—io a greater extent than octwrred during the Kosean Yz,
another unpopuiar was. But Schiesinger is unhappy with much of
this reassessment, at least as reflected in the statements and writ-
ings of antiwar radicals, He accordingly sets sbout to detall the
mistaken assmptions behind the Vietnam policy.

He sees these mistsken assumpiions as growing out of Amerd
can poficy i the postwar era. But ihelr origins extend further
pack. He arpues that World War H conchuded under the gathenng
clotds of the Cold War and that central among the emergent bs-

ard spheres of nfluenoe

the “universsHst” view, by which all nations shared 2 (ommeon

inkerest in all the affairs of the work and the “sphere-of-

influence” view, by which sach great power would be assured
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by the other preat powers of an acknowledged predomdnance
of s o area of special inferest, The wniversalis? view as-
sumed that national setarity would be grarnteed by sn in-
ternational organizabon. The sphere-od-nfluen e view as-
sumed that national securily would be guaranised by the
balance of power™

The roots of the Cold War, according o Schissinger, lay in this
confiiet, The Soviers were preoccupied with thetrr own security,
which they concelved in terms of the mainterancs of & sphere of
influenve. The Amoicans under FIR were detormined 36 waver-
iregiv} to place stock in infernational orgamizations Lke the United
Nations, much as Wilson had done with the League of Nations.
Prespite occastonal esnings, FUR was in princpie = Wilsonian,
Schiesinger savs, one who was checked by the Wilsonlar Cordelt
Fleedt when be showed a tendency to backslide. He and Hull had
widespread support among ofhey members of government for this
basic outlock, and oppositien to the spheve-ofinfluence spproach
“seemns clearly o have been the predominant mood of the Ameri-
can peopie.™ Thus it was, according to Schlesinger’s view, that
sniversaiivm, “Tooted i the American fepal and moral tradition,
erverwhebmingly backed by public opindon, received successive ea-
shrinements in the Atlantic Charter of 1M, in the Declaration of
the United Nabons in 1942 and in the Moscow Declaration of
1945 .

This interpretation is not unchallenged, however, even among
reatists, Whereas Schlesinger sees this perfod a5 a continuation of
the tradition identiffed with Wilson, Ousgood heralded # as 2 turn
tvward greater realisz and viewed it optimistically. For this reason
il be heiphel if we can thasad owr way through the profifiera-
gon of "lsms” that these analyses generate and vy &5 understand
better the rsture of this apparert divergence ﬂ!‘ﬂﬂ;tﬁ reaiists.

Yo de this requires sorting out the different sirands of Wiksoni-
amism—a netion that, ke idealiss, has become 2 converiemt
sorce of explanation for whatever is wrong with American for.
eign policy. These strands inclads the alleged idealism, the mor-
afizm, and the nniversalism, The ideatism--the view that foreign
policy should be governed by mors! considerationseswas indeed
at the heart of Wilsonianism, Jt i this ad realists seject, The mor-
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atismm, { will suggest in the next chapler, was fot an pssential in-
gredient in Wilsonlanism, aithough it became a conspioucus fear
ture of 1§ affer Arnerica’s ey into Workd War 1 Fhe vaiversalism,
ir: the sense Schlesinger intends, of a shared interest on the part
of all of the nations of the world with world events, was an esses-
tial part of it but was not entalled by the idealism,

in seeing America’s course in Wiorkd War 3 as ome of realism,
Osgood has i mind in large part the rejection of idealism. Cerpe
tainky this interpretation is supporied by statements of FOR to the
effect that the United States was in the war pot to save democracy
bt to protect s own interests. And i is supported by his expan-
sion of the notion of self-interast in such a way a8 10 exlend our
defense perimeter virtually around the workd. This has been a re
current theme in American realism, What realists object o was the
attemrpt, once selfanterest and national seanity are redefined in
thgs way, to place stock in thelr maintenance by International or-
panizations and legalisile structures patterned after domestic omes.
But this means that al least a part of what Osgood calls realism
and appisuds in FDR Schlesinger calis Wiksonianism and deploves,

This becomes clearer i we node an ambigaity in Schlesinger's
characterization of undversalism. The first sense, ust inentioned,
ie that ir which “all pations shared 2 common interest in alf the
affairs of the world,” a view which “assumed that nationai seca-
rity would be guaranteed by an international organization.” This
conception # indeed Wilsontan. But Schiesinger also speaks of
wrtiversalism in a secomd sense when he says) "By urdversalsm |
mean ihe belief that the Uniled States has an avtive and vita] infer-
g3t b the destiny of every nation on the planet,”™ While this sec.
orud sense i probably an overstatement of anyihing ever seriousy
hetd by American foreign policy experts, itis only 2 sight one and
is in keeping with the philosophy of manay reafists. This is the
sense 1o which Schlesinger shiffs when launching lis attack upon
postwar U5, policy. Obscured in the process i the fact that what
he rrow calls sniversalism and ieniifies with Wilsonlanism s pre-
cisely what some realisis find lacking In Wilsonianism and make
the sorperstone of political realism,

Having shifted fror one sense of “universalism,” the genuinely
Witsonian one, fo the other semse, which acoords with political
reatism, Schlesinger proceeds to analyze the policies that even-
tuated in Vietnam. Flese, he argues, universatism led to tragedy,
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1% clid 50 nod hecause the underiying principles were wrong bmit
because they were oversniended, There was & convergence of in-
fluences here: from the 1930s the notion of “oollective security”
atider Henry Stimson, from the 1%40s the “social evangelism’ of
FOR, from the 19595 the armticommunyism of Iobn Foster Duaikes.
Miix these topether and vou get Wilsondanism in Vietnam as well.

The tragedy of Vietnam is the fmapedy of the catastrophic
overextension and misapplication of valid princples, The
ariginal msights of collective security and Hberal evangelism
were genereus and wise. Bat compueisive Stimsondanistn and
compalsive New Dealism, stimulated by the ifusiong of Su-
perpowership, rigidified by an absolufist anticommunisrs and
pressed ever forward by the professional demands of the new
warrior dass, brought ‘American untversalism in time into a
messianic phase.®

This epissde came 0 2 close, he maintains, on March 31, 1968,
with Lyndon Jehngon's decision not to seek reelection. "What was
announced was the collapse of the messianic conception of the
American role in the world—indeed, the snd of the entive Age of
the Superp{}weﬂ; e
This 15 & replay of the stardard realis? critigue of Wilson fallow.

ing World War L, The same mg,mdmuts are therer the implication
of seff-righteoasness, of a lack of realism, of a crusading mentality,
of failure 10 see where the countoy's interests fay, and of messia-
nism. It is almost as though any period i American forelpn affairs
that has fess than desirable consequences i to be assessed by the
same formizia, Since any such period will be one in which there
wilf have been mistakes in judgment, policyrsakers will alwayvs be
subiect to the charge of having failed to be “realistic.” Fven Schle-
singer himself seems to reconsider this analysis when he takes fo
task both Kissinger and Daniel Movrihan for attributing the defeat
i Viedmam chiefly b domestic failures, sech as Congress’s qulting
of aid {0 General Thiew. O this, Schiesinger savs: '

The reason Amevicans fost faith in the Indockina war was not
at all because their nerve failed buf precisely because they
carme fo feel that the geopeiitical theory of the war [advocaied
by Kissinger} made no sense, They *-:;m;alm did not belleve it
when their leaders told themn that the communization of In.
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dochina would be a deadiy threal to the security of the United
Siates. . . . The “misery of iralt” in Vielnam was not a fadivre
of perve on the part of the people, but a faliure of intelligence
ont the part of their leaders. They deceived us, and them-
selves, when they told us that the fuhee of Indechine wonld
make a serious difference {o the fature of the Unbted States™

Fhig, of course, does not do Tl justice to the meny dimensions
of opposition 1o the Vieinam War, Many people opposed the wag
not merely becatge they did not Believe that Vielnam was essen-
dal to UG, security but because they were convinced that whal the
Uinites} States wag doing there was wrong, They would have ob-
focted o it on those grounds even # a convincing case had been
made that keeping South Vietnare uader LS. domination was in
our national interest. But that notwithstanding, the depiciion of
the position of the LLG. leaders in Schlesinget's analysis is pre-
Li‘:iﬁ‘i’t’ in line with poliEical reslism: the contention is that the prin.
L;;mi mstifiation: for the war was national interest. National 20
i was the governing norsm. That these keaders were wrong in
seeing natioral inderest 21 stake in Viemnam, and were wrong in st
mary other ndgments, in no way affects the fact that ff Schle
singer’s characterization is corvect, the mest plavsible interprefas
ton of their wnderiving philosophy is that of political realism. i
s, Vistnam was not an overexienslon of valid pringpies. Tt was
the {euit of the Hmitedwwar strategy born in the ate 195s, cone
joined with political realism.

[ any event, let us look back a Bttie further to the characieriza-
tior: by a realist of the course on which the United Steles embarked
aligr Werld War I and the optimistic prognests for the fature that
it contained:

The astounding growih of Amerea’s willingress to fake an
active part in workd politics, the amazing speed with which
Americans have punked old concepls of newdratity and readily
emtanggded their affailrs in political and miltary armangements
with: other pations, deliberately adopting extensive world-
wide commitments unthinkable a short wiile agor these de-
velopinents reflect a widespread recognition of the exigencies
of survival They may also sigmify the emergence of 2 more
stable and eifective foreign policy.®

sl of Mereeez Inbellaee™ The Badl Breogf joeesl, Rune 19, 1978,
= e, Ry ol Sefbekeresd, g 438
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POLIFFCAL REALISM

Fhis s Osgeod writing in 3953, These events, he mainiains, rep-
resent & maturing of the American peopie in which they “gradu-
ally adapted their conduct of forelpn relations to the realities of
intesnational socety.” Me stresses that in order to achiove the aims
of this move effective policy, Tibera! idealists and international re-
fompers wikl

be forced o pul the exdgendies of power politics ahead of thely
meoral senstbilities. Similasly, if they want fo pursue their ide-
als effectively, they must base American gid to foreign peoples
primarily upon the power advaniage to the United Siates and
only secondarily upon bamanitasien considerstions. They
mnst, at Ames, suppord reactionary amd anbi-democratic re-
gimes with arms and money, They must even put themselves
in the positon of resisting with force the mispuided propo-
nents of & socal revolution, which artses, in large part, from
besic human aspirations which the American mission iself
elaims tor fisifi e

These are the prescripiions of a political realist, And it is hard to
see thal they were not admirably implemented. The United Siates
supporied rescionary governuments in Spain, Portugel, and Latin
Amerca; based sid upon considerations of power advangage (o -
self in Greece and South Africa; and fought against “misguided”
revehiionaries i Vietnam and the Pominican Republic, It sub-
verted s democratically elected regime i Chile, overthrew the
goverrmment of Grenada, and sponsored rebels against the govern.
mert of Micaragua, Ard i both Korea and Vieinam i fough the
Hmited wars that realists would have owr wars be, in which ongon-
ditiomal swmrender was never an obiective and in which, despite
excespes i Yielnam, restraints in design and execution were cone
trually i efect, Vietram, ot any rete, was a war directed by dis-
passionate efficlency experis making celonlaied use of ihe best of

I, o 438 Metice that Ougood speaks here of whal Amdrcs st do dn
ordar e purses i deals effeclialy, i thonpl ideaks wese te supersede selbinter
est. This malicabes s ambivalesce o B thought (chazactoristic of many realisls:
Bebwesn the destre 2 alfins the paramoanioy of natioes! interest and 1 reladtanee
3 part ailogether with morstity. Tl resalt i stenobimes one of YR B hivs B
Bobh wavy. Maore often ¥ resulls by ebondinating moality 0 natlonad inlecest, Thas
while Osgoad contends that “the reloation of national advantage wihou! regard
fop e drsterrelation of ideals snd self-interest 5 Bob ondy Enaworad az o nadioral end
brat amrsaiistic as o means b oen end” {p 3482) ke alsa says that V) the Uniled
Srtes B ode beve g slable and offeclive fereign policy, nekber spodim nor abisizm
mnsh interisre with the ational, objecive sssessment of the el leng-rue condi
Hons of Alnericen seinterest” {p. 4435
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modern fechnology and miliary science—precdsely the opposite of
the moralistc crusade that some realists would vepresent 2 as
being once # faifed, ™ And i was a war rationaiized by an enlan-
gling aifance (SEATO)™ waged sbout as far from our borders as
one can get, and justified by appeal to national self-ntevest, Had
that interventon succeeded in 1965 or 1968 ore suspecis that -
stead of calling B a moralistic crusade, polifical realists would to-
day be applauding it as boid, forthright, and hardheadedly prag.
maticeearied chalking # up toa policy of reailsn

This does not mean that poiitical realists themselves are insen-
sitive jingoists. They are forward-jooking, intelligent men whose
analyses are as thoughiful as they would have our statesmen be.
And i Schlesinger eversiates things when he says thal it was real-
isls who were most skepiical abost Vietnam from the beginning,
it 35 certainly froe that some of them, ke Osgood, thought Viet-
ran intervention ili-advised as far back as 19577 gihers, like Mor-
senthat, were long-standing ritics of the war, and stll others,
like Sclitesinger himself, came o be disenchanted with 3.7 Bat the

w Gy, for example, Sehiesinger's statement “Hince B 4 painkal to chavge ouy
rativazl leaclers with stupidity. sne miest suppose thet this foelivh amiyss of the
relazion of Tnde-Ching to the American national interest wos onlp o secondary me-
g far aur neobveiment i Tnde-Chiz, The grimare niefive, & seems probebiz ic
retriepech, hasd ke g oo wilh natioral inferesl at all. I was sazher o precise con-
sequenss of the bebed that moval princpivs should gevesn dedisions of foretgn pol-
v, 3t was the sistmoe on speing the civid war in Vietnsm as above all @ mioal
isene ot bed vs o construe politoal guestions in othiesl wrms, loval guestizes in
piched terrme, gt selafive gquestiony in abstlabe erms” {PNatlonad Inderests and
Shozal Absolules,” in Lefsver, el Erhies gl Wiodd Piifies, po 37). Bee alzo Schie-
sinvger's Pl Orisis of Conidercr. This veay of viewing satbers s 2ome e constitgle
aleet @ formels for nstend and seperdicial sasbvaes of Ameticen foreign polioy
oveer B years, Majos fnilures ave sotematicaliy expluined ag oing e Unol enoigh
ppabiam,' fo the holding sway of visionary ideadians, o the wnreslistio attesnpi fo
arplement movad judgments i foredg podey. And thas the ooy i3 rassed anes, a5
a¥ror Weorkd War T and World Way 8 and agair adter Vietnam, for a gefion & oa
hardheaded understnding of fw realities «f mternational affairs—in shost, for a
el 40 reafsm.

= AL dwast wnrch of the tme, Admost every rersetely markelaile “justifcation”
Wk ERVER @ LTy ab one e g enothel

W See Lanfed War, pp. 215220,

S e The Crisia of Confidres, chag. 4, Kenmsn wrele o 193 of oaz involversent
i indoching brat ~Rejur government is obvisesty eaking o concentested snd de-
temmimedd effort bo come b grips weiih dbe probliam, We oan ondy wish Lhers el
arec grive them our comfidende and suppos” See Realides of Amevican Forsign Policy
(Princsdon, M.E: Pricoeton Dnbveraty Pross, 19843, ppo 95300 01967, acknowledy-
g that the Vietnam dnvoiversent . marches uider the same semantic Tan
ARl enEmely, i of Toprusinmend —that kad become dosely sssociaied with
b = e adrhy 19508 (Though see Jis cotments on the ofegstion that he suthored
a Trontminent polce” it s Meneits TS50, vel. 1 | Boaler: Litke, Brows amd
Compaty, 19671, clap. 153 he said that 3 shoald b2 appamrt o asyone wi o
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fact revnaing that ke assign parainountey to national Interest com-
msits one 4o ke radivnalization of any magnitude of evil that cr-
cuumstanees might render necessary to prcﬁe«:t ehati imrerest, What
tiiz phifosophy cannot aliow, or aliow to be decisive, 15 that a war
lixe Vietnam could be successful beyond the wildest dreams of is
execufors and yet be totally and unogualifiedly wrong from 2 moval
stancpoint.

That Vietnam was an American fragedy militarily, polifically,
and morally some will dispute. That it was never in the natienal
interest to indervene there some will dispute. Bud that it was a
progast of the kind of forelpn policy advocated by political realists
i indisputalie,

Berts ppor the "elfcial rationale and methodedopy’ of Vielner poBoy fal i Goes
i acned with the conoept st he advocates (froem an abbreviated veesion of a0
address deliversd st Harvard e Spring 1907 undsr the auspices of i Charles War
viets Caenier For Stucies i Anseriorn Histore, published as “"The Cheest for Concepr,”
Harpard Tiday, Aufienn 1967 Nonetheless, in keeping with his realist predisposh.
o agdiest judgisg morally, sbout the most he can being Bmself o sy abowt the
“terlality of our action i Vielnam® s that i “reighl well dissify ae & massive
priclence bt scarcedy as & delibezate crime” {Donwersey and the Shodyn! Loff, p. 3393
Io amy evend, as Noihsdein observes, i oflen “$ffoolr to relate an individan
Renitet's pesition on peliey to ks phifosorhical consictions™ (O the Cosly of Po-
Blical Heslism,” g, 3234
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REASON OQF S5TATE, MILITARY
NECESSITY, AND DOMESTIC SECURITY

Viewed frown within, each religious or national fanativisms
stanls for a good but In i85 outward aperation it produces
anct bhegrmes an evil,  -eorge Taptayvana

Political realism in twentietivcentury American thought, a3 we
have sesns, & primariy normative. B argues thal mortality showd
be exciuded from intemational relations, or at best given a limited
role. This sets it apart from the posifivistie realism of those who
deny the very inteiligibiiity of applying moral notlons to the con-
chuct of states,

1 shall comment later npon the theojopieakmetaphysical view of
humsan nature underdving much of this approach. Before that
howsver, | want o examine the Niebuhoan view that groups are
incapable of achieving the same standard of mortality as individ-
uals and that therefore a collective morality must be recognized
aver and above the ndividual morality of persons.

{

Nigbuhr, we have seen, explaing egolsm in the moraiity of groups
by the alleged transmitation of altruism at the jeved of individual
morality into collective egolam at the group level, Though he gives
feww details of how this comes about, others with similar acoommnts
have provided the rudiments of 2o explanation of how it works.
Robert Ougood, for example, says

A citizen’s dependence wpon his nation assimes a distinet in-

timaey because he confers upon the object of his aliegiance the

* adichast Walzes more recenthy seems to hold the view ihat the waze is governed
by & differsus motality from that of individaals. Unile Niebuhy, however be ap-
pestrs b Delieve thay i is higher ioyalfty, one thal 2f fimws shoufd oversde the
oter, See his Jost ol Lt s (New York: Bagio Books, 3977}, po 254
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