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Introduction: Morgenthau's Dual Approach to International Politics
Thomas C. Walker

A half-century has passed since the first edition of Hans J. Morgenthau’s Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace was published. No textbook has garnered such attention, provoked such response, and exercised such an influence on the study of international relations as Morgenthau’s classic. It is therefore fitting that the International Studies Association sponsor a roundtable discussion on the legacy of Politics Among Nations. It is also fitting that International Studies Notes devote an entire issue to the proceedings of this roundtable.

Perhaps the best testimony to the importance of Politics Among Nations rests in the sheer diversity—both methodological and substantive—of those taking part in this roundtable. First is John Vasquez from Vanderbilt University. Professor Vasquez is well known in the Quantitative International Politics community and has published a great deal on the inadequacy of the realist paradigm. His most recent works include The War Puzzle and a recent review article in the American Political Science Review. An enlarged second edition of The Power of Power Politics will be published by Cambridge University Press. Professor Vasquez will assess several of the enduring contributions of Politics Among Nations. Professor Jeffrey Morton, a specialist on international law from Florida Atlantic University, will be our second participant. Professor Morton’s new book, The International Law Commission of the United Nations, will be published this year by the University of South Carolina Press. Professor Morton will discuss how Politics Among Nations has had both detrimental and salubrious effects on the study of international law. Professor A.J.R. Groom, from the University of Kent at Canterbury, will discuss the impact that Morgenthau has had in Britain and on the Continent. Along with his work on international organizations, Professor Groom co-authored the widely read intellectual history, International Relations Then and Now: Origins and Trends in Interpretations. Professor David Clinton of Tulane University has written extensively on American national interest and foreign policy. His latest book, The Two Faces of National Interest, was published by the Louisiana State University Press. Professor Clinton is currently working on how realist thought has evolved over several centuries. Professor Clinton will discuss the enduring value of Politics Among Nations as a textbook.

The final word on the legacy of Hans Morgenthau is reserved for Professor Kenneth W. Thompson, director of the Miller Center of Public Affairs at the University of Virginia. Not only has Professor Thompson revised the recent editions of Politics Among Nations, he served as Hans Morgenthau’s graduate research assistant at the University of Chicago during the writing of the first edition. Professor Thompson will discuss the challenges that Hans Morgenthau faced while working on the first edition of Politics Among Nations. Professor Thompson’s account of the writing of Politics depicts the strains and the challenges facing a political scientist whose work bucks convention, as Morgenthau’s certainly did in the 1940s.

The origin of this roundtable, I must admit, goes back many years. Its origins rest in a pro-seminar at Rutgers, taught by John Vasquez and attended by myself and Jeff Morton. Like most pro-seminars in international relations theory, it had a sprinkling of Morgenthau throughout. Each Tuesday morning I would dutifully tote to class my copy of the first edition, purchased at a used bookstore in Ann Arbor, where demand for the 1948 classic has unfortunately dissipated over the years. Jeff Morton, on the other hand, brought in his copy of the 6th edition. Throughout the seminar, Jeff and I would have very different interpretations of Politics Among Nations. Sometimes these were so extreme that we would question whether we had indeed read the same book. Finally, John Vasquez suggested that we compare systematically how Politics Among Nations had changed from edition to edition. Jeff and I would meet on a somewhat regular basis, exchange ideas, and discuss a wide variety of issues in Morgenthau’s work. But in the end, as is often the case, dissertations take precedence over fun collaborative works; and the Morgenthau project has been on the shelf ever since. With the fiftieth anniversary of Politics Among Nations approaching, I thought it would be useful for us to put together this roundtable and get some ideas from more established scholars. But I trust that the opportunistic origins of this roundtable will not in any way detract from its value.

As an introduction, I would like to briefly comment on the context in which Morgenthau wrote Politics Among Nations. The extremism from which Morgenthau fled Germany is very well known. But when he arrived in the United States in the late 1930s, in the Midwest in particular, the extremism he met here is not so well known. At the time of Morgenthau’s arrival, American thought on international politics can be characterized by its extremism. In Chicago, Morgenthau undoubtedly was shocked by both the extreme isolationism and the extreme utopianism.

The extreme isolationism can be characterized by the arch-isolationist, editor and owner of the Chicago Tribune, Colonel Robert McCormick. McCormick, one biographer noted, needed enemies the way most men need friends. And to McCormick, the most pernicious enemy was anything beyond America’s borders. Even the British, whom McCormick held a particular soft spot, were "pink-coated, horn-blowing, supercilious bankrupts" (Smith, 1997). McCormick maintained that all the "good" Europeans had already arrived in the United States. The Europeans who remained were of a lesser sort. The United States should therefore keep out of Europe’s factious affairs because they would only drag Americans into a needless war. The Chicago Tribune, McCormick’s mouthpiece, was by far the most influential newspaper in the Midwest. I am certain that upon his arrival in Chicago—and Kansas City previous to that—Morgenthau was struck by this extreme and arrogant isolationism.

There was another extremism that must have been equally disturbing to the newly arrived Morgenthau. Blocks away from the offices of the Chicago Tribune were those of the American Committee for the Outlawry of War. To say the least, S.O. Levinson’s widely known, popular grassroots organization had a different view of how to deal with the Europeans and the problem of war. For these Midwestern utopians, Europe was simply too important to be left to the Europeans. The task facing the Committee for the Outlawry of War was to get all the states of the world to agree to outlaw war. Once done, so the outlawrists believed, all the problems of international security would be solved. From today’s viewpoint, it is tempting to relegate the so-called outlawrists to the lunatic fringe. However, the Committee enjoyed wide support both in policy circles and in the academy. Senator William Borah surprisingly endorsed the idea. John Dewey wrote a foreword and Quincy Wright contributed an introduction to John Stoner’s (1943) history of the outlawrist movement. Stoner’s book is one of several that portrays the Committee for the Outlawry of War as the prime mover behind Mr. Kellogg’s infamous pact with M. Briand. On the balance, Morgenthau must have been equally disturbed with the naive ease with which the so-called outlawrists and other utopians dismissed the complexities of international politics as he was with the xenophobic isolationism of McCormick. Surely Morgenthau found little comfort or confidence in either of these extremes.

When Morgenthau arrived on the campus of the University of Chicago, he encountered similar extremes. Fred Kaplan (1983: 9) claims that some professors of international politics at the University of Chicago—in an early version of political correctness—would forbid their students from using the word "war" in their classrooms during this period. The mere use of the word, they reasoned, was potentially dangerous because such language ran contrary to the spirit of the Kellogg-Briand Pact. This was the naive utopian extreme. The other extreme, one that made war the focal point of research, was just across campus where Quincy Wright was working on his massive study of wars over the centuries. Again, even on campus, Morgenthau must have been struck by the odd extremes.

In my reading of the first edition of Politics Among Nations, I see Morgenthau reaching out to both of these extremes in his "dual approach to international politics." Morgenthau offered a very balanced theoretical approach to the study of international politics. On one side, there is his classic form of realism that relies on the balance of power to keep man’s aggressive instincts in check. On the other side, there is an interest in norms, morality, world public opinion, and international organization. At the end of his introduction to the first edition, Morgenthau (1948: 9) pointed out that peace can be maintained by two devices: "One is the self-regulatory mechanism of the social forces which manifests itself ... in the balance of power. The other consists of normative limitations upon that struggle in the form of international law, international morality, and world public opinion." Here is the "dual approach" to international politics around which Morgenthau constructed Politics Among Nations. Morgenthau’s work requires us to grapple with both approaches.

Too many recent interpretations, especially by neorealists, have come to ignore the second part of Morgenthau’s duality of politics. Instead of stressing morality and international society based on compromise and diplomacy—a large section of Morgenthau’s (1948) concluding chapter, many stress the realist amoral pursuit of power. After noting Morgenthau’s role in the triumph of political realism in the United States following World War II, Keohane (1986: 9) pointed out how realism was discussed "in the language of power and interests rather than ideals and norms." Yet this was not the language that Morgenthau spoke. True to his "dual approach," Morgenthau was constantly seeking a balance between the extremes of utopian-liberals and those of political realists. Morgenthau (1948: 174) began his discussion of international morality from the following middle ground. "A discussion of international morality must guard against the two extremes either of overrating the influence of ethics upon international politics or else of denying that statesmen and diplomats are moved by anything else by considerations of material power." For Morgenthau (1948: 160-163), even the concept of balance of power required certain "intellectual and moral foundations." Up until recently, Morgenthau’s moral underpinnings have been largely ignored. However, the recent works by Joel Rosenthal (1991) and Greg Russell (1990) have stressed the moral and ethical dimensions of Morgenthau’s thought.

Perhaps the most disturbing feature of neorealist references are those which characterize Morgenthau as a slightly incoherent predecessor to Kenneth Waltz. Keohane (1986:162) repeatedly relies on Morgenthau for the key assumptions of classical realism, then references Waltz (1979) "as the most systematic spokesman for contemporary Structural Realism." Is Waltz’s Theory of International Politics simply a more systematic version of Morgenthau’s political realism? At best, such an interpretation is only half the story of Politics Among Nations. For the other half of the story we must look to Morgenthau’s discussions of international morality and diplomacy, something completely absent from Waltz.

When we turn our attention to this other half of his "dual approach" in Politics Among Nations, Morgenthau appears to be a progressive, but an extremely cautious progressive. Throughout Politics Among Nations, Morgenthau (1948:415) addressed the ways in which "international conflicts [can] be mitigated and minimized." He repeatedly addressed our ability to enhance understandings of international politics and, ultimately, to make progress toward a more peaceful world. In the language of a modern social scientist, Morgenthau (1948:7) believed that we could still discern patterns in spite of the probabilistic nature of international politics. "The best the scholar can do, then, is to trace the different tendencies which, as potentialities, are inherent in a certain international situation. He can point out the different conditions which make it more likely for one tendency to prevail than for another, and finally, assess the probabilities for the different conditions and tendencies to prevail in actuality."

In his conclusion, Morgenthau (1948:444) displayed cautious optimism in how a better understanding of diplomacy would contribute to peace: "The continuing success of diplomacy in preserving peace depends, as we have seen, upon extraordinary moral and intellectual qualities which all leading participants must possess." Here is a Morgenthau who believed that a more systematic understanding of the forces driving international politics would lead to a more peaceful world, and one who devoted the final chapters to discussing the evolution of international society into a world community. Clearly, Morgenthau’s realism was not locked into the torpid pessimism that has come to depict recent versions of political realism.

To conclude, it is the forgotten dualism of Morgenthau’s international politics that has prompted this roundtable. In my view, this dualism provides a richer, more complete description of what goes on in international politics than what the standard, contemporary realist line offers. After fifty years, much can still be learned by grappling with the complexity of Morgenthau’s Politics Among Nations.
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The Enduring Contributions of Hans J. Morgenthau's Politics Among Nations
John Vasquez

When Hans Morgenthau first published Politics Among Nations in 1948, it was a time of historical transition and a time of intellectual crisis. The Second World War had ended and the emerging Cold War was dashing hopes for a new era of peace. The idealist-realist debate of the war-time years continued unabated as scholars divided over whether a United Nations could bring about peace and correct the mistakes of a failed League of Nations. Wilsonian idealists argued that the U.N. had to be at the center of American foreign policy; realists argued in favor of grounding American foreign policy in the national interest and relying on its own national power to protect that interest. Into this fray entered Hans Morgenthau, whose book was meant to provide a new realist theory that would distill the traditional wisdom of realpolitik and apply it to the current intellectual crisis.

Intellectual crises often produce intellectual breakthroughs. Morgenthau best expressed and captured what an entire generation of realist scholars from E.H. Carr and Reinhold Niebuhr on were trying to understand. In doing so, he produced insights that were relevant not only for his time, but for all time. Fifty years later, with the Cold War over, we stand on the brink of another era, and his book is still relevant. What is so special about this book, and what has it contributed to international relations inquiry?

There are four enduring contributions Politics Among Nations has made. Each of these can be considered enduring because each fundamentally altered the way we think about the subject, not only in the academy, but also in the world of practice. Together these contributions made the field much more into a discipline than it was when he first wrote.

The first contribution is Morgenthau’s insistence on the importance of separating the real and the factual from what we aspire to attain. Much of this, of course, is taken from E.H. Carr (1939 [1964: 9]), who stated that a true science must take account of "what is" and not focus just on "what should be." The latter is what the utopians (as Carr referred to the idealists) had done, and the result, according to Carr, was disastrous for both inquiry and diplomacy.

A science that is always trying to change the world is not likely to give sufficient attention to how the world works, particularly if it uncovers unpleasant patterns. Nor in its exuberance to solve problems through the use of reason is it likely to spend much time looking for potential unintended consequences. In Morgenthau’s terms, such a science fails to understand reality and to appreciate the constraints that exist on aspiration. In this regard, Morgenthau was a conservative.

More importantly, such a science is always in danger of degenerating into an ideology—where desire and interest shape understanding, and the truth of an explanation is assessed by its policy (or normative) consequences. Morgenthau wanted theory to be focused on reality and wanted theoretical understanding to shape politics and not for political interests to determine theoretical understanding. He wanted theoretical inquiry to be free and independent. In this sense, it should be clear that he was also a modernist.

In "positivist" terms, the distinction Morgenthau and Carr made is often reconceptualized as the distinction between the empirical and the normative, between what is sometimes vulgarly understood as the difference between fact and value. When we look back on the history of the field, we often look back to behavioralism and the debate over science as the source of this distinction, but we forget how much Morgenthau and Carr paved the way for the distinction and gave the field its basic conception of what empirical science is all about. Their idea of science was not much influenced by the philosophical discourse of the logical positivists (Ayer, 1946), but born in the twenty years’ crisis (1919-1939)—born from the failure of utopianism and Wilsonianism.

The difference between empirical analysis that focuses on the way the world works and normative analysis that focuses on our preferences is a distinction we carry through to the present. It is a distinction that is of fundamental importance to how we conduct inquiry. Empirical and normative analysis logically need to be kept distinct because the criteria we use to accept a statement that is factual or based on an empirical explanation are different from the criteria we use to accept a normative statement (see Vasquez, 1998: 222-23). Recently, this separation has been challenged by critical theorists, post-modernists, and feminist theorists, but it is unclear whether their attempts to meld empirical and normative analysis will make inquiry more ideological than it already is. In particular, for feminism it remains to be seen if they can balance their analyses about the interests of women with the search for the truth—both empirical and ethical—or whether their discourse will simply become an intellectual weapon in the war between the sexes.

Morgenthau, like Marx, knew that ideas are weapons, but for him inquiry must first look to reality and to understanding. While he spent a great deal of time commenting on policy (see Morgenthau, 1970), his first purpose was to understand the world, not to change it. He knew all too well the dangers of trying to do both simultaneously. Politics Among Nations separated the field of international relations from the political agenda of the Wilsonian elite and gave it an independence that, despite the efforts of many to be policy relevant, has not really been infringed upon in a serious way. International relations became a field that would set its own purposes and ceased to be the handmaiden of global social engineering. This contribution has helped reduce ideological tendencies within the field, even if it has not eliminated them.

The second contribution of Politics Among Nations is the idea that the most important contribution of inquiry (and hence one of its most important purposes) is the building of theory. Morgenthau tells us that we need a theory (of reality); he next tells us what a theory (in principle) would look like; and he then provides us with such a theory. These are his six principles of realism. For Morgenthau (1960: 4), politics is governed by objective laws and it is the purpose of theory to uncover those laws. He claims that his theory has done so and that it has succeeded in explaining those laws. Indeed, the main reason his work is seen as superior to Carr’s (1939) is that he provides an explanation of how international politics works; whereas Carr provided a critique of idealism and not a detailed alternative explanation (Olson, 1972: 19).

Although today most social scientists do not believe in objective laws, most believe that there are fundamental forces that shape international politics. Regardless of whether one thinks Morgenthau succeeded in uncovering such forces, he provided the field with a sense of how to think theoretically.

Prior to this, international relations was dominated by the idealists, who used an historical and legal-institutional approach to uncover the mistakes of the past in order to avoid them in the future. Emphasis was also placed, especially in teaching, on studying current events and diplomatic history in this light (Thompson, 1952; see also Kirk, 1947: 14-21). Morgenthau changed that, probably forever. Now we look beneath events and strive to identify regularities of behavior. Politics Among Nations gave us an understanding of what theory is, what theory is capable of doing, and why it is so important. This is an enduring contribution.

The third contribution that Morgenthau makes, and his most fundamental, is that he gave us a paradigm—the realist paradigm. Thomas Kuhn (1970: 10, 23-25) argued, long after Morgenthau (1948) wrote, that the history of science often follows a pattern: A major work, like Aristotle’s Physica or Newton’s Principia, is written and defines what are legitimate areas of inquiry by serving as an exemplar to all who follow in that field. This gives rise to a period of "normal science" that addresses the problems and answers the puzzles raised by the exemplar. The exemplar does not always provide all the answers, often it only provides the promise of answers if practitioners follow the view of the world outlined in the paradigm embodied in the exemplar (Kuhn, 1970: 23-24). Most of what passes for progress in science is made during periods of normal science. When experimental outcomes or other research findings begin to uncover anomalies, however, a crisis may emerge which, if it persists, can lead to a period of "extraordinary science" in which a competing paradigm arises and eventually displaces the dominant paradigm (Kuhn 1970: 52-53).

Elsewhere (Vasquez, 1983), I have presented an intellectual history of international relations that sees Morgenthau’s Politics Among Nations as the exemplar that overthrew the idealist paradigm, established the realist paradigm as dominant, and inaugurated a period of normal science that persists to this day (see Smith 1995 on this and alternative readings of the history of the field).

A paradigm is a set of fundamental assumptions about the world scholars are studying. It tells them what is known about the world, how to view it to know the unknown, and what is worth knowing (Vasquez, 1983: 5, 1998: 22-23). Politics Among Nations provided scholars in the post-World War II period with a way of looking at the world that they found compelling. It was seen as an exemplar of how international relations should be studied, and its problems and agenda were taken as defining the intellectual core of the field, displacing the intellectual core and agenda previously established by the idealist paradigm (Vasquez, 1983: 15-18, 1998: 35-37; see also Olson, 1972: 19-20). In particular, it provided a theory that appeared to explain the pressing intellectual (and policy) problems of the day—why the League system had failed and World War II had arisen, and how the United States and Britain should deal with the current transitional period in world history.

The realist paradigm as embodied in Politics Among Nations makes three fundamental assumptions about the world:

1. Nation-states or their decision-makers are the most important actors for understanding international relations.

2. There is a sharp distinction between domestic politics and international politics.

3. International relations is the struggle for power and peace. Understanding how and why that struggle occurs and suggesting ways for regulating it is the purpose of the discipline. All research that is not at least indirectly related to this purpose is trivial" (Vasquez, 1983: 18, 1998: 37).

The third assumption is the most important. It defines what international politics as opposed to international relations is. For Morgenthau, international politics is the struggle for power and peace and anything not central to this question is peripheral to the field, because it does not touch upon the political in any important way. In this manner, the field of international relations became the field of international politics (which is one of the reasons why it took international political economy so long to break into the field and then only after the Arab Oil Embargo).

The third fundamental assumption defines a core and thus the discipline. It forms a discipline because it encourages and rewards those who study the problems of the core and pushes those who do not to the margins. A paradigm defines one’s scholarly work and serves as a basis for appraising one’s scholarly worth before the research is even conducted by examining the questions one is asking. It also tells one what theoretical approach to use to answer those questions. In doing so, it suppresses competing theoretical approaches or absorbs them so they conform to the fundamental assumptions.

In this way, the realist paradigm was able to accommodate many different conceptual frameworks within the 1950s and 1960s, but still maintain the dominance of the three fundamental assumptions. Thus, although Morgenthau had his own specific theory of power politics, other conceptual frameworks and theories could also be consistent with the paradigm’s fundamental assumptions. Conceptual frameworks brought in from other fields, like Snyder, Bruck and Sapin’s (1954) foreign policy decision making, Schelling’s (1960) game theory and deterrence theory, and Waltz’s (1979) structuralism, all were adapted so as not to violate the three fundamental assumptions. The new concepts were used to provide new insights or perspectives, but within the confines defined by the third assumption. In this matter (as Kuhn (1970: 24, 33-34) points out) theory building constitutes a series of paradigm articulations and appears to be a cumulation of knowledge (see Vasquez, 1983: Ch. 4).

The same is true for new methods. The debate between traditionalists and those taking quantitative approaches in the 1960s obscured the fact that the latter did not have a new theory, let alone a new paradigm, but insisted on testing the dominant theory in a particular manner (and began to rewrite the theory so that it could be tested—e.g., by operationalizing concepts and collecting data).

A scholar who provides an exemplar and hence a paradigm makes the most fundamental contribution to a discipline that can be made. In Politics Among Nations, Hans J. Morgenthau did just that. There can be no greater nor more enduring scholarly contribution to a discipline. Even those, like myself, who see the paradigm as fundamentally flawed, do not deny the importance of such a contribution. It has been fundamental for the field since it has shaped the very nature of the discipline and accounted for much of its success, as well as its failures.

The fourth contribution of Politics Among Nations and one that is especially relevant to the post-Cold War era has to do with the danger of messianism and the necessity for prudence. In the fifth principle of realism, Morgenthau (1960: 11) unequivocally states:

"Political realism refuses to identify the moral aspirations of a particular nation with the moral laws that govern the universe ... All nations are tempted—and few have been able to resist the temptation for long—to clothe their own particular aspirations and actions in the moral purposes of the universe."

He warns of the danger of a "crusading frenzy" that fails to respect the vital interests of other states (of territorial integrity and political sovereignty) and thereby risks one’s own (Morgenthau (1960: 11, see also: 561-62, 567-68).

Morgenthau (1960: 36-37), like Kennan (1951), recognized the tendency of American diplomacy to be invested with a crusading spirit that wants to spread democracy and its view of the Good. With the end of the Cold War, the US has assumed a preeminent position in terms of its economic and military capability, even though the world is much more polycentric now than it was at the height of the Cold War era. Discussion of the democratic peace within the field and the spread of this notion into the policy arena has raised the danger of American messianism—of trying to make everyone like us and seeing those that deviate as repressing their people and violating fundamental rights.

The American policy of human rights often conflicts with that of interest, especially in China. A policy that defines human rights narrowly in terms of governments not torturing prisoners is one thing, but one that insists that states become fully democratic is another. The latter interferes in the domestic internal affairs of states, as well as challenging their political sovereignty. It greatly expands the kinds of issues that can be placed on the global political agenda and that are considered "fair game." In doing so, it expands the number of issues over which states can disagree. Because such issues touch on political sovereignty, they are highly salient and are all too often only resolved by coercion. Even when coercion is not employed, the moral tone taken on such issues can poison a relationship and create an atmosphere less conducive to cooperation. This is particularly the case where hard-line domestic constituencies are created that see such cooperation as dealing with the devil.

Realists look back to the Thirty Years’ War as the main case where states learned the danger of trying to impose their view on the world as the only true view (Morgenthau 1960: 562). After that, the realist rule of not interfering in the domestic affairs of another state became the common norm. Tolerance—bred from exhaustion in this religious war, as in the English Civil War—became a new value. As the US becomes fascinated once again with the Wilsonian policy of spreading democracy, there is a danger of a new round of messianism, especially given the power differential. The field of international relations can further encourage such crusades if it embraces liberalism’s foreign policy agenda and abandons realist notions of prudence. Morgenthau would counsel caution and prudence, because such issues are not vital and can exhaust the resources of any country no matter how powerful. From a moral point of view, Morgenthau (1960: 11) would see such a foreign policy as an arrogance and a hubris to which mass publics in a variety of states have been historically prone. This is even more the case with theologically-oriented realists, like Reinhold Niebuhr (1944: 182-190, 1947), who maintain that the "highest achievement of human life are infected with sinful corruption" (Niebuhr 1944: 189). As capitalism has become ascendant and democracy spreads, the temptations Morgenthau warned against must be heeded now more than ever. Of all the contributions of Politics Among Nations this is the most relevant to American foreign policy today.

There are other contributions that could be discussed at length, and some of the other participants in this symposium will do that, but in terms of IR theory and the nature of the discipline, these are among the four most enduring.

AUTHOR’S NOTE: My thanks to Tom Walker for suggesting this essay, to Marie T. Henehan for comments, and to the University Research Council of Vanderbilt University for support. The sole responsibility for the essay remains mine alone, however.
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The Impact of Politics Among Nations on International Law
Jeffrey Morton

I. Introduction

Let me begin by thanking Tom Walker for the kind invitation to participate on the Morgenthau roundtable. I would like to reflect on the impact of Morgenthau’s Politics Among Nations on my primary field of inquiry, international law.

II. Perspective of the Field

The publication of Politics Among Nations in 1948 culminated with what many outside the field view as the ultimate decline of international law as a serious field of study, at least in terms of its place in the discipline of international relations. International law and power politics were commonly cast as mutually exclusive domains, and it was clear in the minds of many that the growing dominance of Morgenthau’s realism would not simply relegate the study of international law to the sidelines of mainstream international relations thinking, but would completely remove it from meaningful intellectual discourse and debate.

Prior to that time, international law enjoyed a central place in the discipline. Torbjorn Knutsen (1997:213) aptly notes that as international relations entered its infancy as a discipline after World War I, the field was dominated by legalistic arguments heavily informed by the liberal tradition of political theory. Carr (1964:8) observed that "the passionate desire to prevent war determined the initial course and direction of the study. Like other infant sciences, the science of international politics has been markedly and frankly utopian." The study of international politics after World War I, therefore, was dominated by idealistic visions and utopian assumptions, exemplified in the titles of leading International Relations texts, which often contained phrases such as International Law and Law of Nations. The collective impact of Carr’s classic The Twenty Years’ Crisis, the destruction of World War II, and Morgenthau’s Politics Among Nations, however, effectively ended the reign of international law.

What is clear is that by the end of the Second World War two distinct perspectives on international relations had emerged. Realists contended that the iron law of the international arena was a war of all against all in an anarchic struggle that took place continually. While its counterpart, idealism, utilized the term power, it was more in what Rosenau et. al. (1972: 4) refer to as "the nonnormative sense of capability analysis within a much more complex and open-ended conceptualization of the international system." Morgenthau’s Politics Among Nations combined the two perspectives. For this reason Morgenthau’s book is often cited as the turning point between idealism and realism. The observation of Gould and Barkun (1970:9-10) that "...international law could be properly characterized as twenty years behind the other social sciences" testifies not only to the decline of international law in the post-World War II era but also to the temporal link between its decline and the publication of Politics Among Nations in 1948.

III. Morgenthau’s Assault of International Law

The detrimental influence of Morgenthau on the field of International Law is a product both of what he had to say about the relevance of international law and his own background as an international law professor.

Morgenthau’s treatment of international law in Politics Among Nations is in the form of a full chapter, descriptively entitled "The Main Problems of International Law." While noting that "during its four hundred year existence international law has been scrupulously observed," Morgenthau asserts that the general failure to enforce rules that were broken illustrates the inescapable weakness of international law as a regulating force in world politics: its decentralized nature. Contending that the decentralized nature of international law is causally related to the decentralized nature of modern international politics, Morgenthau leaves little room for hope that international law will emerge as a decisive ordering principle in world politics.

IV. The Response by Legal Scholars

Undoubtedly, scholars within the international law tradition have recognized the distance between international relations and international law created by Morgenthau’s Politics Among Nations. Nicholas Onuf recently observed that "one is hard pressed to see any impact of Morgenthau on International Law EXCEPT to expedite the divorce between IR as political science and international law as lawyer’s law." Michael Waltzer (1977) begins his classic treatise Just and Unjust Wars with a chapter entitled "Against Realism". And, finally, Richard Falk (1989)—possibly international law’s most articulate critic of realism—blames Morgenthau among others not only for failed military policies in South Vietnam and Central America but also for replacing a law-oriented foreign policy with a more renegade, "pragmatic" foreign policy. It is such observations of Falk among others that led Kenneth Thompson (in the entry that follows) to regret the portrayal of Hans Morgenthau as an "enemy of international law." Thompson counters such simplifications of his mentor, colleague and co-author by claiming that they fail to recognize the subtle and complex distinctions that Morgenthau drew between international law as a framework and international law as a product of the social and political conditions in which international law was operative.

V. Impact of Politics Among Nations on International Law

To conclude, therefore, that Morgenthau’s Politics Among Nations conclusively divorced international law from international relations would be inaccurate and counter-productive. Like any discipline undermined by the emergence of a new paradigm, international law has fought to reassert its relevance since 1948. Increasingly, students and scholars of International Law have sought to reposition international law, taking into account the theoretical weaknesses underscored by Carr (1964), Morgenthau (1948), Kennan (1970) and other realists.

Boyle’s (1985) World Politics and International Law stands out in this regard. Further, the rise of regime theory by Robert Keohane, in particular, in the 1980’s has reasserted the place of international law in the mainstream study of International Relations. The neo-institutionalists demonstrate the constraining effects of legal regimes during times of international anarchy with a system populated by self-interested states.

Stephen Kocs (1994), in a brilliant article published in International Studies Quarterly, provides one of the most impressive studies along these lines, empirically demonstrating the restraining effects of legal doctrines such as state sovereignty and non-interference on the rational choices of states. My own research (1997, 1999) has focused on the intrusion of power politics into the formation of rules in the International Law Commission. The core assumptions of such studies seek not to refute the central propositions of realism, but rather seek to incorporate them in a more meaningful articulation of and understanding of the relationship between power inequities in the international arena and the formation and respect for legal treaties, regimes and rules.

The end result is a field of international law that is less contingent upon difficult to defend utopian assumptions. The old dichotomy between what J.L. Brierly refers to the "sham of international law school" on the one hand, and "inherent strength of international law school" on the other is no longer. By bridging the gap between those two schools of thought, international law today is increasingly well equipped to address both traditional and emerging international concerns, in large part due to the assault on rigid legalistic interpretations of international behavior provided by Hans Morgenthau in Politics Among Nations.
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Morgenthau's Influence in Britain and on the Continent
A.J.R. Groom 

Thank you very much indeed. I suppose that in science a negative finding is a finding. Mine is a negative finding, because I was asked to comment on Hans Morgenthau’s influence in Europe, and particularly, in Britain. When I was an undergraduate at University College London in the 1950s, we were not introduced to Morgenthau at all. My teachers were Georg Schwarzenberger, Susan Strange, and Fred Parkinson. Naturally, Georg Schwarzenberger’s Power Politics cornered the field, with a little bit of E. H. Carr. So, Morgenthau, as a major source of realist analysis, was not really brought to my attention... I had just heard of him. When I came to this country [the USA] in 1959 to do a Master’s degree, I bought his book, Politics Among Nations, the second edition. I made these notes which I recently got out in preparation for these comments—they are getting to be historic documents themselves. My handwriting has deteriorated enormously, but I noted all the comments I put in at that time. When I went to Geneva to do my doctorate, Hans Morgenthau was on my committee, and he was an extremely pleasant and helpful man, unlike Georg Schwarzenberger, who had gone through much the same painful experience as Morgenthau at the hands of the Nazis—one had overcome it in personal terms and the other had not. Even though I am not a realist, I am grateful to Morgenthau.

I would like to tell a little anecdote. At the Institute in Geneva there are some little ‘pavillons’ on the grounds facing the main building where fifteen students live and I was one of them. The parking lot is on a hill which gives way to a lake. In the early 1960s, it was the custom of American professors who came to Europe for a year to buy a large, black Mercedes and then take it back at the end of the year tax free. And, of course, Hans Morgenthau followed this tradition. I was sitting in my room one day looking out of the window when I heard very tortured noises and saw this large, black Mercedes, obviously brand new, going through the flower bed and down the hill towards the lake. Eventually, it stopped and Morgenthau got out - shaking. People ran down and managed to back the Mercedes out of the flower bed away from the lake and back to a parking lot. What he had forgotten is that in Europe it was standard to have stick shift and he did not know how to use it! It was the human side of the great man.

Reading my notes from Politics Among Nations again there are a number of things that struck me on the intellectual side. First of all, how many generations of students have said, "Thank God for the six principles of political realism," when they were doing their essays. And how many professors of international relations thought, "Oh God, not again..." That is a tremendous intellectual impact. One of the attractive aspects of this book is that it is very clear - you take the six principles and you write your essay and you get a good mark. I think it is a wonderful introduction to the concepts of International Relations. However, once you begin to look at Morgenthau’s aspirations in the book—to have a theory of political realism—his definitions of key concepts really do not stand the weight of his aspirations, for example, his definitions of power, or national interest. Even he admits in a very critical analysis of the balance-of-power that it is a very precarious tool in the age in which he is writing, which was a highly ideological age. The axiom upon which he bases it all—the drive to dominate—is never really properly explicated or justified. It is just a simple axiom—"I am starting from here, this is how it is," which is not a good way to start for a scientific approach. He does not really question it, he just assumes it. Reading it again and looking at the chapter headings and reading the old paragraphs, I was struck by how much the book was a book of its times. This is the second edition to which I am referring. For example, I always like the linkage between nationalism and imperialism and how one came out of the other. But then, you read Schumpeter, who was saying the same thing, perhaps better. And there is a strong taste here of the Carr debate between utopian thought and realist thought. You can see, therefore, the impact of The Twenty Years’ Crisis.

One thing that I had not expected to find but did find was the League of Nations agenda—a very interwar agenda. Nonetheless, there is a chapter on international government that could have been written before the First World War. There is a chapter on peaceful change which was something that was very much a part of the League agenda. There is a chapter on collective security, a chapter on public opinion, a chapter on morality. This is the sort of thing that many people would have felt was their bread and butter in the 1920s as it was, indeed, in the early part of the century before the First World War. I had forgotten that. As Tom Walker pointed out, we have selected a lot from this book and left a lot out. We do not see it as a rounded whole and it is rather shocking to go back and see it in such a context. But again, you see the influences. For example, the chapter on morality and international law reflects very much Niebuhr’s Moral Man and Immoral Society. His views on diplomacy would be the sort of thing I think Harold Nicolson would have espoused in many ways. But one of the things, too, that shocked me was that this is a book about foreign policy and we tend to forget about foreign policy. I am ashamed to say that, in my department and in the IR degrees that we have, we do not actually have a course on British foreign policy and we do not actually teach foreign policy. And that is shameful. We teach foreign policy analysis, but is that quite the same as foreign policy as it is conceived here?

Now I want to defend Morgenthau against the neo-realists, who say he is only concerned with the actor—an actor’s view of the world. Yet, for me he is very concerned with the system’s structure. The central conception of the balance-of-power, it seems to me, runs right through this book. Normative frameworks go right through this book. He raised systemic questions about change, systemic change. In many ways, he does not have to argue with the neo-realists. He sees the structural and systemic aspects even if he does not stress them. But they are there.

Now, let us look at the influence of it. These are things that just came to my mind as I was going through these notes and looking at the chapter headings and so on. What is the influence in Britain? The answer is very little. Other people had cornered the market. Carr in 1939 with The Twenty Years’ Crisis, Schwarzenberger in 1941, with Power Politics, a book that is much neglected in this country [the USA], coming from a very eminent international lawyer. I think it would link very much into the previous discussion of international law, a brilliant book. And those two had in a sense already swept the field. I was taught by Schwarzenberger at UCL (University College, London) and Martin Wight was giving the lectures in the 1950s at the LSE (London School of Economics). These people were not referring particularly to Morgenthau. I do not really see why they had to because if you have got Hobbes, do you really have to go back to Morgenthau for the nature of war and the nature of man? No, you go to Hobbes. If you want to talk about national interest then you have 19th century history of Palmerston and people like that. If you want to talk about balance of power, you have Castlereagh, or Hume if you like. Moreover, there is Crowe’s famous paper for the Foreign Office just before the First World War. So in some ways, Morgenthau was redundant, perhaps not in the USA but certainly in the United Kingdom. He was also, I think, quite out of touch with the British intellectual tradition. Our intellectual tradition for international relations when the first chair was established at Wales was not legal but that of diplomatic history. E. H. Carr was an historian, Alfred Zimmern was an historian and the other early chair holders were historians such as Sir Charles Webster. Either there was this sort of historical background to IR, or the religious-philosophical one. People like Martin Wight and Herbert Butterfield (1966) wrote a book, Diplomatic Investigations, imbued with a very strong sense of Christianity and Christian values. Sometimes they verged on the almost mystical when you to Charles Manning of the LSE.

The English school was stressing the idea of a society of states. It was not thinking in Morgenthauian terms. Moreover, there was a rejection of an aspiration for science. If you want to get the clearest expression of that there is Hedley Bull’s (1966) famous article in World Politics, where he rubbishes, I think incorrectly, the scientific approach. So, Morgenthau’s aspirations - what he was bringing - were already there, and the background in the field, which was more historical, more religious, certainly among those who were realists, was not a very fertile land for Morgenthau’s approach. On the other hand, those who were much more interested in a scientific approach were not realists. They were people like David Mitrany, Norman Angell, John Burton. They were radical Progressives. They were interested in nineteenth century philosophy. They were social engineers. They wanted a scientific approach, but they were not realists. They believed in the harmony of interests, not the conflict of interests. And people like Mitrany were interested in a ‘working peace system’. So Morgenthau had a tough time in Britain.

If we go to France, here again the impact is very little. Raymond Aron was more concerned with the security dilemma than with the drive to dominate. He is a realist, but his starting point is very different from that of Morgenthau. Moreover, in France international relations was usually in the Faculty of Law. It was very much imbued with legalistic and administrative ideas and approaches, and it centred upon the relationship between the state and the citizen, and between states. It was not a scientific approach. It was a legal, administrative, deductive approach. Although it was more conceptualised than in area studies, it was strongly linked to the other social sciences, such as sociology, anthropology, and economics. In all of this, Morgenthau, again, had no place. I think that if we look at developments, too, in Germany, the Netherlands and Scandinavia, the emphasis of the IR that was developing in the 1950s and 1960s was far more peace research oriented. Far more on centre-periphery analysis, far more Marxist. The units of analysis were capitalism and centre-periphery mode of analysis. And, of course, the critical theorists of that tradition would not sit very easily, I think, with Morgenthau.

Let me say two areas within the European context where Morgenthau did have influence. One is the most surprising, the Soviet Union. Although formally, they rejected Morgenthau and his approach, informally they were all Morgenthauians. I remember we used to talk a lot in the 1970s to Soviet scholars in IMEMO and other Institutes, and they dressed it up in Marxist language but they had taken Morgenthau’s line, with few exceptions. The other influence, I think, was where international relations were not indigenous. It was indigenous in Britain, it was indigenous in France, it was indigenous in Scandinavia. Where it was much more cloned was in the American intellectual world—in Greece, in Spain, where Morgenthau spent some time, and somewhat, in Germany, too, apart from the left wing. The role of Politics Among Nations was to be the agency of American imperialism. People took it and cloned it—lock, stock and barrel. It was the American Bible, the truth. If we want to progress, if we want to be as good as they [the Americans] are, this is what we must do. So he did have an influence, I think, in some areas, particularly in Southern Europe.

What shall I say to conclude? I think that Politics Among Nations had very little influence in Europe in its heyday. Because where international relations was organised, that is as a subject, is primarily in Britain. Britain had a very different tradition. Where it was not organised, but nevertheless done, in France, it was done in an entirely separate framework, much more legalistic and so on. It was, and became, later in the 1960s, acknowledged as a classic. But it was acknowledged not as a classic of IR, but as a classic of American IR. It is something of a pity, it does not do it justice. But I have to report, as I said, it seems to me that Hans Morgenthau was very much a prophet without a lot of honour in his own continent.

Thank you.
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The Value of Morgenthau's Politics Among Nations Fifty Years Later
David Clinton

My connection with Hans Morgenthau is somewhat indirect, I having been a student of Kenneth Thompson’s, who was in turn the graduate student upon whom Morgenthau perhaps most heavily relied in the drafting of Politics Among Nations. I myself met Morgenthau only once, at a conference in Charlottesville, Virginia in the summer of 1980. He passed away only a few weeks later (and I have always hoped there was no connection between the two events).

I have read Politics Among Nations, however, and who among American graduate students in international relations in the past half century has not? Moreover, in order to prepare for this discussion, I examined not the fifth edition of the book, which I had bought during my own days in graduate school, but the first edition, borrowed on inter-library loan and still in good condition.

The book has lasted well in more than the purely physical sense. As I re-read this seminal work in international relations, I was struck by three qualities that have made it of continuing intellectual value—perhaps even more today than fifty years ago.

One is the breadth of the author’s learning as reflected in every page of the book. In the extent and diversity of its historical examples, in the literary allusions woven throughout the text, even in the sophistication of the vocabulary and sentence structure, Politics Among Nations demands a good deal of its readers. On all three scores, it compares favorably with most undergraduate international relations texts produced in 1998; it certainly concedes not an inch of ground to any pressure for "dumbing down" of books designed for the classroom market. At the same time, it is not marked by any supposed Germanic heaviness of expression. On the contrary, its pages are filled with passages of limpid clarity, and the more common criticism is that its arguments are couched in language so memorable and pleasing that the reader is carried along and does not examine closely enough the assertions that are clothed in such fetching phraseology. It was not of Morgenthau that Hedley Bull (1966) was writing when he once implied that adherents of "the scientific approach" to political analysis "regard literary mediocrity as a positive merit in a book about politics."

A second quality of Morgenthau’s book that causes it to stand above other works both at the time and afterwards is its subtle appreciation of the role of morality in international relations. Morgenthau, it is true, did reveal in Politics Among Nations a conception of politics as an enterprise concerned with the getting and keeping of power, and he never shied from confronting the less savory aspects of the struggle for power. Yet there is also a sense of anguish in these pages, and a profound feeling of regret that human nature has created not just the enormities of the annals of human depravity, but the ‘normal’ everyday slights, injustices, and cruelties that characterize the relations of states—and of individuals. Morgenthau’s abiding passion for justice may be seen in the indignation he displayed for scholarship that in his opinion conveyed indifference to the moral issue in politics—an indignation that was never more clearly displayed than in his famous stinging appraisal of several books by E.H. Carr. In a review essay published in 1948, the same year as the publication of Politics Among Nations, he concluded, "It is a dangerous thing to be a Machiavelli. It is a disastrous thing to be a Machiavelli without virtu."

Finally, Politics Among Nations deserves its continued prominence because of the comprehensiveness of its analysis. From the beginning, the book has suffered from the inaccurate impression that it was simply an apology for realpolitik. In fact, it breaks down rather neatly into the first half, which describes and draws out the implications of the phenomenon of power in politics, particularly international politics, and the second half, in which Morgenthau treats various means that have been suggested for escaping from this harsh world of unvarnished power relationships, including international law, international organization, and international mores or morality. The book is long; the semester is short—perhaps that is why the themes illustrating the first half of the subtitle of the book (The Struggle for Power) seem so decisively to overshadow those corroborating the second (and Peace). In fact, the book paints a rather complete picture of what Martin Wight (1991) and others would later call international society, even though Wight places Morgenthau firmly in the realist tradition (as Wight employs that term), and not in the company of the rationalists, who portray a world marked by common interests, common rules, and common institutions.

Always recognized as an influential figure, then, Hans Morgenthau should also be understood as an accomplished scholar, a complex thinker, and a morally committed man. Fifty years after the publication of Politics Among Nations, we are perhaps beginning to appreciate these facets of the German emigre who did so much to shape American thinking on international relations. That is why this panel is so important, and so welcome.

References

BULL, Hedley. 1966. "International Theory: The Case for the Classical Approach." World Politics 18:361-377.

MORGENTHAU, Hans. 1948. Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace. New York: Knopf.

MORGENTHAU, Hans. 1948/9. "The Political Science of E. H. Carr." World Politics 1:127-134.

WIGHT, Martin. 1991. International Theory: The Three Traditions. Gabriele Wight and Brian Porter, Eds. Leicester: Leicester University Press.

*******

6

The Writing of Politics Among Nations: Its Sources and Its Origins 
Kenneth W. Thompson

In my personal relations with Professor Morgenthau, he was not particularly interested in discussing the sources and origins of his work, except impromptu and then only on rare occasions. Especially when his work was progressing well, he wasn’t given to reminiscing about the past. An exception was when someone misinterpreted his analysis or attacked the meaning or intent of what he had written. As he observed in the preface of one edition of Politics Among Nations: I ask only that my critics do me the courtesy of reading the text of what has taken years to prepare before launching their attacks.

I observed that Professor Morgenthau worked from notes prepared in German shorthand. I know because he sent me off to the library with them as a guide when I was his research assistant. The only thing more demanding than his scrawled notes in German were his shorthand notes. I was not his first or last research assistant. My knowledge of his working habits, therefore, is confined largely to the period when he was completing parts of the manuscript, filling in the gaps and making final revisions. "Let me have the reports of the Venetian ambassadors," he would say. Having examined them I could tell when they confirmed a proposition he was researching. Other times he was frank to say the evidence for a point was not present in the documents. The keyboard on which he composed was not a single national or ethnic case study but constituted the broad sweep of history, far more inclusive than the terrain which most present day social scientists select for their theories. While they often concentrate on one case study, he analyzed, contrasted, and compared an array of significant examples. He was under no compulsion to demonstrate that a single case study in modern history proved a theoretical proposition or a general principle.

It was customary for favorite graduate students to tape the lectures of University of Chicago scholars whose words were considered destined for posterity: Leo Strauss, Hans Morgenthau, and one or two others were the preferred subjects. Not surprisingly, Morgenthau chose the texts of his best students who taped and prepared transcripts of his lectures in International Politics. I knew that was true although he never discussed it with me. It is said that a woman named Mary Jane Beneditz, I believe, prepared the best typescript which he used at least in part in organizing his thoughts for Politics Among Nations. I don’t remember ever meeting her but the story was repeated by enough students so it has credibility. A lot of people moved in and out of his life and she may have brought skills and commitment at just the right time in his writing.

If the taped lectures were useful, it was in giving him the raw material and a rough framework from which he could work. For him this was essential because he lectured without notes. His thinking then reflected early influences that unquestionably shaped his thinking going back to professors in Germany and particularly at the University of Munich. Although he went to Munich from Frankfurt ostensibly to study law, he grasped every opportunity to work with professors whose work dealt with broader philosophical issues. They included the art historian Heinrich Wolfflin and the nineteenth century historian Hermann Oncken. It was the latter who introduced the young Morgenthau to Bismarck’s foreign policy confirming many of Morgenthau’s half organized and impressionistic views of sound foreign policy. Morgenthau also attended lectures by Professor Oncken who traced the meaning of historical periods and tried to reconstruct the role of personality in history laying bare the hidden connections of "motivations, actions, and consequences" (Thompson and Myers, 1984: 5). From Oncken he was inspired to think about foreign and defense policy. Oncken’s analysis of Bismarck’s Realpolitik provided Morgenthau for the first time with a coherent body of thought that was to appear and reappear in his own writings. In his words: "it was reassuring for me to learn ... not only that my way of thinking about foreign policy was in the Bismarckism tradition but that it also complied with the requirements of sound foreign policy altogether" (Thompson and Myers, 1984: 6). Morgenthau’s respect and affection for Oncken is seen in his comment that he never entered the offices of the History Department at the University of Chicago without pausing before Oncken’s photograph, displayed with those of longtime professors in the Department. (Oncken had been a visiting professor at Chicago in 1905.)

A third influence on Morgenthau’s intellectual formation was the Professor of Constitutional and Church Law at the University of Munich. Through Professor Rothenbucher, Morgenthau was introduced to the political and social philosophy of Max Weber. Not only Weber’s philosophy but his example as a citizen captured Morgenthau’s interest. Later he was to observe that Weber’s civic courage and his discourse on political morality stood out in a period of moral and intellectual degradation. It was a period which laid the groundwork for the Nazis coming to power. As a scholar, Weber looked at politics with objectivity and detachment and concentrated on political understanding or verstand. More than the details of Weber’s approach, these qualities and Weber’s comparison of the good citizen and the good man left a lasting impression on Morgenthau.

Some will say that I have not mentioned the influence of Carl Schmitt on Morgenthau. Schmitt was professor of Public Law at the University of Berlin and was praised as a significant intellectual but criticized as someone who sold out to the Nazis. Morgenthau acknowledged that he was temporarily and negatively influenced by Schmitt who in 1921 published a short book entitled The Concept of Politics. Morgenthau considered his doctor’s thesis at least partly a response to Schmitt. While recognizing Schmitt’s superior intellectual endowments, Morgenthau said in writing and repeated in conversations that he doubted that any German thinker surpassed Schmitt in subservience to the Nazis and lack of principle. For Morgenthau, the most compelling evidence was Schmitt’s defense of Hitler’s blood purge of 1934 on grounds that the will of the Fuhrer was the supreme law of the land. Never denying Schmitt’s brilliance, Morgenthau found him the "most evil man alive" (Thompson and Myers, 1984: 16).

I. Morgenthau’s Purpose in Politics Among Nations

Whatever the bonds of affection and respect that bind someone to another person, who can claim to understand fully another’s aspirations and experiences, commitments, and intentions that are responsible for a creative act? Nor was Professor Morgenthau particularly helpful in explaining his purpose in writing Politics Among Nations. Regarding his other writings he was more direct. In a collection of his essays in the 1960s, Morgenthau (1970:5) writes "...almost 25 years ago I launched, in Scientific Man vs. Power Politics a frontal attack against faith in the power of truth to move men and in particular statesmen." His experience of the previous quarter century confirmed his philosophical conclusion that power positions do not generally yield to intellectual arguments. In 1963, in preparing the introduction to the paperback edition of The Purpose of American Politics, Morgenthau (1970: 6) sounded a note of discouragement and foreboding saying "...the domestic changes...which we have been witnessing since the book was written [1960] raised again in a novel and acute way the central issue of American existence: how can the purpose of America be achieved under novel conditions? That issue comprises...mortal dangers and unique opportunities. It puts into question the very existence of America." He explains that his intention had been to address a crisis and years later the signs of the crisis persisted reflecting the shortcomings of the nation’s social and political life at home and abroad. The two books, Scientific Man and The Purpose of American Politics were each intended to analyze fundamental problems of understanding and existence. Not only is a similar reference to Politics Among Nations absent from the text of his 1970 volume but his greatest work is not even referenced in the Index. His purpose in writing Politics was general and comprehensive setting it apart from his other works. Alternatively, he took for granted that any discussion of his philosophy would presuppose that Politics represented the summation of his worldview. It came to be his magnum opus.

A further reason why Morgenthau may have said less about his purpose in writing Politics Among Nations was because he was so often misquoted and misunderstood. Critics continue to refer to aspects of his work in ways that bear little resemblance to his purpose. The early criticism by the Columbia historian Frank Tannenbaum was that Morgenthau sought to import immorality in politics onto the American scene. The United States, Tannenbaum argued, has been free of the insidious and immoral doctrine of power politics. He tried to show that most of this country’s leaders embraced the goal of the coordinate state leading to large unions of states modeled after our own federal union and the Swiss Republic. Although Morgenthau answered in terms that many found convincing, the image persisted. Nor did the picture of him as someone profoundly concerned with moral issues advanced by Walter Lippman and Reinhold Niebuhr do much to change the general perception. Another version of a critique of his approach was John Lewis Gaddis’s argument that Morgenthau proffered a science of politics that assured predictability in forecasting the future. If Morgenthau’s views could be misinterpreted in this way, for example, in the face of what he had written in Scientific Man vs. Power Politics for which even the title suggested an opposite view, he was understandably discouraged about the prospect of being understood. He was quite willing to discuss this concern.

As we have noted, he did undertake in Introductions to particular editions of Politics to appeal to his critics to read more carefully what he had tried to say. Yet as the Gaddis argument makes clear, no amount of explanation can diminish a critic’s zeal to make a point. The fact that Morgenthau had achieved visibility and spoke to concerns of the time invited critics to make him their target. For the international relations scholar—young or old, bent on recognition and prominence—little can be gained by pitting oneself against a writer whose views are diffuse or nondescript. Morgenthau gradually recognized this fact and in the end worried less about criticism. Fairly early, he concluded nothing was to be gained by answering his critics in ad hominenn terms. When he responded it was to a substantive issue in the critic’s attack. He rarely pointed to the critic’s personal or intellectual weakness in the language of character assassination as Brzezinski had tired to do in the infamous debate on Vietnam in which he and Bundy rehearsed Morgenthau’s past foibles and mistakes, real or imagined.

Finally, the distinctions he sought to make were often subtle and complex. For example, he was portrayed as an enemy of international law. Yet the most perfunctory reading of his articles and the chapter on international law in Politics Among Nations makes clear that, far from an overall indictment of international law, he identified significant areas in which international law was effective: issues of citizenship, nationality, extradition, commerce and a host of other areas. In the 1930s, he and Professor Nicholas Spykman of Yale were often dissenters at the Carnegie Endowment Conferences on International Law and Related Subjects. They were alone in urging that greater attention be paid to the political and social conditions in which international law was operative. At a time when extravagant hopes for international law ran high, his perspective, with its emphasis on the limits as well as the possibilities of international law was unlikely to win friends and influence people. Not for this reason, alone, Morgenthau concluded that international law as an instrument for the settlement of political disputes had less importance than most enthusiasts claimed. Morgenthau resigned himself to a secondary standing among international lawyers even though the relevance of his views increased with the years.

In the end, the question of Morgenthau’s purpose in the writing of Politics Among Nations must be seen in a broader context. He himself was characteristically skeptical about any too simple determination of motives or purpose. He saw humor in stories about Talleyrand’s pointed question regarding the death of a fellow diplomat: "what can have been his motive?" In another connection, he questioned the identification of good foreign policy with good intentions noting that Chamberlain was probably less motivated by considerations of personal and national power than Churchill. Yet Chamberlain’s policy of appeasement at Munich helped make World War II inevitable.

Viewed as a whole, Morgenthau’s writings provide at least two answers to the question of purpose. First, his choice of a vocation throws light on his purpose. When asked why he eschewed his lifelong interest in philosophy he (1970: 16) answered: "I expected academic philosophy to show me the way; but...[it] did not do what I expected it to do." Significantly, what drove him from philosophy was its rationalistic pretenses and the irrelevance of the kind of minute dissections in epistemology, prevalent even then, which focused in greatest detail, say, on the differences between Bishop Berkeley’s and David Hume’s philosophy of knowledge. Plus ca change, plus cest la meme chose. Today’s epistemology is proceeding along a similar path. History is repeating itself within our own discipline (Morgenthau, 1970: 4). I saw further evidence of his purpose from the standpoint of relevance in his dialogue and discussions with Hannah Arendt. When she pressed Morgenthau to return to Aristotle and political philosophy and turn away from his emphasis on foreign policy he answered: "Perhaps I would do so if we were in the eighteenth or nineteenth century but today’s world is threatened with nuclear annihilation." The evidence is clear that he saw himself contributing to the search for peace as the subtitle of Politics Among Nations suggests: The Struggle for Power and Peace.

Second, he offers a second explanation in Fragment of an Intellectual Autobiography: 1904-32 that provides another answer to the question of purpose. In September 1922 as a senior in a Gymnasium he was assigned a German composition on the forbidding title: "What I hope for my future and the foundations of that hope." That he was to refer to this assignment on several occasions and incorporate it into his intellectual biography is more than a little revealing. The most significant phrases in his response are:

Thus to be able to work in the service of a great idea on behalf of an important goal; to be able to concentrate every nerve, every muscle and every drop of sweat to a work, to a great task, to grow with the work, to become greater oneself in the struggle with one’s betters and then to be able to say at the end: I die, but here remains something that is more important than life and will last longer than my body; my work: that is my hope, worthy of tremendous efforts to realize it, that is my goal worthy to live for and, if need be, die for. (Thompson and Meyers, 1984: 3).

Everything I observed in Morgenthau’s writing of Politics Among Nations persuades me that these words of an eighteen year old student were in part the basis for Morgenthau’s scholarly career and more particularly for the writing of Politics. When anyone asked about his career, he directed them to the statement. Who can doubt that it inspired the writing of Politics? Supporting that vision was his conviction that committing himself—every nerve, muscle, and drop of sweat-to the task at hand would assure its completion. As I worked with him, I sensed his commitment in two other important areas. First, he often mentioned the importance of will and resolve as he pursued his goal deep into the early morning hours. Secondly, he quoted Goethe’s autobiography, Poetry and Truth again and again:

Our desires are presentiments of the abilities that lie within ourselves, harbingers of what we shall be able to accomplish. What we can and desire to do presents itself to our imagination.... We feel a longing for what we already possess in silence.... If such a direction is decisively presented by our nature, every step in our development fulfills a part of the original desire, under favorable circumstances on a straight path, under unfavorable ones by a detour from which we always again move toward the former... (Thompson and Myers, 1984: 4).

II. The Structure of Politics Among Nations

As I watched the analytical framework and content of Politics Among Nations unfold, Morgenthau’s plan and purpose became clear. He was less defiant than determined in his mission of reordering thinking on international politics. He admitted in later editions that he had been polemical at times but justified it by saying he was challenging the established viewpoint. At first he was one of a handful of scholars who focused on power and international politics. It was in his nature to confront boldly those ideas that constituted a false approach to the realities of international politics. Others had begun to recognize the importance of power but too often they obscured the harsh realities, perhaps to promote consensus. They included such figures as Grayson Kirk (president of Columbia), Harold and Margaret Sprout, Frederick Schuman, and Walter Sharp. All were well-regarded members of professional societies such as the American Political Science Association. They had much to gain through being agreeable to scholars and practitioners, especially in international law and organization. A few contributed to the first evaluations of Politics Among Nations including reports for the leading publishers, seven of whom rejected the book. Harold Sprout of Princeton University wrote a long and detailed review of Politics that repeated some of the criticisms then current. However he recommended publication, albeit with substantial changes. At that moment Morgenthau recognized that he had a struggle on his hands if the book was to be published. He read part of the evaluation and we discussed it. He had but one alternative. He responded in detail and justified and explained the writing he had done but that was not the end of the story.

Very few of the criticisms that came to the fore in consideration of the book had not been made earlier in some form by Morgenthau’s students. He gave students a good deal of the credit for revisions of his manuscript. The returning GIs were a seasoned lot. Collectively they had been almost everywhere. Only on rare occasions was Morgenthau able to complete more than a few sentences before hands went up. Quite literally, the students tracked Morgenthau’s argument point by point. Again and again they forced him to answer questions and apply his principles to a seemingly unlimited number of issues and questions. He often spoke of them as the most engaged group of students he had ever encountered anywhere in his career. He had high praise in general for the majority of his University of Chicago students. It would be no exaggeration to say his classroom experiences were trial runs for the final draft of Politics. He took his students’ questions very much to heart.

In his famous course on International Politics, as in Politics Among Nations, he began with the problem of power and the question of a theory of international politics. The students’ most intense reactions were to the concepts of interest and power. They were accustomed to lectures that began with international law and organization. A less determined scholar might have moved more cautiously offering wide ranging and extensive introductory background material on the history and study of international relations leading up to discussions of interest, power, and theory. To have softened the impact of his main concepts, however, would have been to obscure the central place of interest and power in his theory. At the very outset, he laid down a framework for thinking about international politics. He undertook to bring order and meaning to a body of information that would otherwise have remained a collection of disparate and unrelated information. The challenge in Politics came at the outset of the book as it did at the beginning of his lectures. He wanted to make clear that he was proceeding from a different informing theory. Once he had tried and tested his design, he made it the core of Politics. My role in most of this was to listen, to offer reactions and to track down sources in the library on important points in his study. Most rewarding to me, he listened and occasionally he accepted my point.

As for his research, it was unending. I was his resource for checking footnotes. What impressed me was the difference between Morgenthau’s quest for accuracy and that I’d come to accept for most classroom papers. He was schooled in precision; what appeared in fine print, he was to say, had a finality about it. Morgenthau was well aware that his critics might be lying in wait to discover errors. If he showed a touch of paranoia it was not without reason. In fact, one or two of the publishers’ reviewers had caught small typographical errors in the text and the reviewer had not hesitated to call attention to them. It was the same with the Index, one of which I prepared. Morgenthau proceeded to redo part or all of it. He was grateful for help with the Glossary. Robert Osgood who went on to Johns Hopkins SAIS was responsible for the idea and the first draft but Morgenthau checked all the entries before sending them to the publisher. He was if anything more cautious about the editorial work of the publisher’s staff complaining he had found many mistakes in their work. There was a thoroughness about his preparation of manuscripts that continued down to the end of his scholarly career. All of us who were his assistants learned more from our work with him than from Ms. Kate Turabian, the great authority on Ph.D. dissertations, or from courses on writing and sources. Arriving at the University of Chicago as a green first-year graduate student was like entering one of the service academies or officer training at Fort Benning. The rumor mill was rife with reports of newcomer casualties. Morgenthau was prominently featured as responsible for graduate student failures. The grapevine reported it was often because of unacceptable manuscripts.

The truth was that Morgenthau was far more forgiving and understanding than anyone for whom I worked. As for casualties, he was the guardian of most graduate students who especially needed sustaining. One summer when he served as chairman of the Department, he single-handedly placed over twenty unplaced graduate students who had been in limbo since completion of their theses or dissertations. This was the golden age in student placements but someone had to make the calls. I always thought he graded all his own exams and term papers because he imagined he best recognized the students who needed help. Time and again he "saved" students whom the graduate advisors and other faculty had decided should be cashiered. One example was a rough and ready dock worker type named Milton Rakov who became the foremost authority on Mayor Richard Daley’s administration in Chicago.

It was much the same with me. I’d never been a research assistant. My specialty was grading papers for professors who never met a class as important as their next trip to Washington or Europe. Morgenthau was persuaded to work with someone whose research skills were minimal. A large part of my graduate education had been with the enemy, faculty who never bothered to learn the real Morgenthau. It was so much easier to criticize his Germanic habits and forceful approach. I went to school with Morgenthau as his research assistant and so did Robert Osgood and Robert J. Myers and earlier Alfred J. Hotz. In errands that put me in touch with other professors, I discovered that Morgenthau had a host of admiring colleagues, some of whom held strongly opposing views. Notwithstanding, Morgenthau’s reputation, his relations with many of them was extremely positive. They had heard him speak, always without a note. They knew something about his work habits and admired his resolve. They had lunched with him at the faculty club and admired his independence, courage and wit. Almost all of them gained high positions later: George Shultz as secretary of state, Edward Levi as president of the University, F. Champion Ward as vice president of the Ford Foundation, and Thomas R. Hutchinson, the chairman of History. Quality people identified quality in Morgenthau and helped whenever they could when we approached them for assistance.

III. Lonely Detours and More Favorable Circumstances

Through much of his career, however, Morgenthau followed a lonely path. Thanks in part to his father who did not consider him qualified, he was denied the opportunity of pursuing his studies in Berlin. Only one professor invited him to his home when he was a student in Munich. In Geneva, Hans Kelsen, the great international lawyer, was supportive but others were either hostile or indifferent. Antonio de Luna was his champion in Spain but when Morgenthau arrived in the United States, his only friendly contact had died the year before.

The story was similar with the publication of Politics. Wherever he turned the first reports were that his book was not a textbook, expressed too much of his opinion and did not include enough factual or descriptive material. This was the initial judgment from Knopf as well. Morgenthau responded he was not prepared to make any further changes in the book. If Knopf were to publish it, they would have to take it as it was. At this point or perhaps earlier, Alfred Knopf entered the picture and invited Morgenthau to one of his more famous dinners. Publishing genius that he was, Knopf saw the potential in the book and took personal responsibility for moving it forward. Roger Shugg, the college editor, had been more cautious but Knopf’s intervention assured its publication. Few recently tenured professors would have taken the chance Morgenthau did and insisted that the book be published as it was. It required a publisher of quality, strength, and vision to comprehend the unique qualities of Politics and its author. With the publication of Politics and other important works that followed, Morgenthau essentially for the first time in his career worked under more favorable circumstances. George F. Kennan recruited him as an advisor for the Policy Planning Staff in the State Department. Together we published Principles and Problems in International Politics. In 1951, he published In Defense of the National Interest, a theoretical analysis of the basic principles of American foreign policy. His preferred title was The Foreign Policy of the United States. He was sent off to Austria by George F. Kennan to do a study of that country’s economy and government. As time went on, he was called on more and more until his fateful negative judgment on Vietnam. He had realized the dream of a young German student. He followed the principles of his creed. The source of it all, however, was Politics Among Nations.
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SIX PRINCIPLES OF POLITICAL REALISM

1.Political realism believes that politics, like society in general, is governed by objective laws that have their roots in human nature. In order to improve society it is first necessary to understand the laws by which society lives. The operation of these laws being impervious to our preferences, men will challenge them only at the risk of failure.

Realism, believing as it does in the objectivity of the laws of politics, must also believe in the possibility of developing a rational theory that reflects, however imperfectly and one-sidedly, these objective laws. It believes also, then, in the possibility of distinguishing in politics between truth and opinion-between what is true objectively and rationally, supported by evidence and illuminated by reason, and what is only a subjective judgment, divorced from the facts as they are and informed by prejudice and wishful thinking.

Human nature, in which the laws of politics have their roots, has not changed since the classical philosophies of China, India, and Greece endeavored to discover these laws. Hence, novelty is not necessarily a virtue in political theory, nor is old age a defect. The fact that a theory of politics, if there be such a theory, has never been heard of before tends to create a presumption against, rather than in favor of, its soundness. Conversely, the fact that a theory of politics was developed hundreds or even thousands of years ag~as was the theory of the balance of power-does not create a presumption that it must be outmoded and obsolete. A theory of politics must be subjected to the dual test of reason and experience. To dismiss such a theory because it had its flowering in centuries past is to present not a rational argument but a modernistic prejudice that takes for granted the superiority of the present over the past. To dispose of the revival of such a theory as a "fashion" or "fad" is tantamount to assuming that in matters political we can have opinions but no truths.

For realism, theory consists in ascertaining facts and giving them meaning through reason. It assumes that the character of a foreign policy can be ascertained only through the examination of the political acts performed and of the foreseeable consequences of these acts. Thus we can find out what statesmen have actually done, and from the foreseeable consequences of their acts we can surmise what their objectives might have been.

Yet examination of the facts is not enough. To give meaning to the factual raw material of foreign policy, we must approach political reality with a kind of rational outline, a map that suggests to us the possible meanings of foreign policy. In other words, we put ourselves in the position of a statesman who must meet a certain problem of foreign policy under certain circumstances, and we ask ourselves what the rational alternatives are from which a statesman may choose who must meet this problem under these circumstances (presuming always that he acts in a rational manner), and which of these rational alternatives this particular statesman, acting under these circumstances, is likely to choose. It is the testing of this rational hypothesis against the actual facts and their consequences that gives theoretical meaning to the facts of international politics.

2. The main signpost that helps political realism to find its way through the landscape of international politics is the concept of interest defined in terms of power. This concept provides the link between reason trying to understand international politics and the facts to be understood. It sets politics as an autonomous sphere of action and understanding apart from other spheres, such as economics (understood in terms of interest defined as wealth), ethics, aesthetics, or religion. Without such a concept a theory of politics, international or domestic, would be altogether impossible, for without it we could not distinguish between political and nonpolitical facts, nor could we bring at least a measure of systematic order to the political sphere.

We assume that statesmen think and act in terms of interest defined as power, and the evidence of history bears that assumption out. That assumption allows us to retrace and anticipate, as it were, the steps a statesman-past, present, or future~has taken or will take on the political scene. We look over his shoulder when he writes his dispatches; we listen in on his conversation with other statesmen; we read and anticipate his very thoughts. Thinking in terms of interest defined as power, we think as he does, and as disinterested observers we understand his thoughts and actions perhaps better than he, the actor on the political scene, does himself.

The concept of interest defined as power imposes intellectual discipline upon the observer, infuses rational order into the subject matter of politics, and thus makes the theoretical understanding of politics possible. On the side of the actor, it provides for rational discipline in action and creates that astounding continuity in foreign policy which makes American, British, or Russian foreign policy appear as an intelligible, rational continuum, by and large consistent within itself, regardless of the different motives, preferences, and intellectual and moral qualities of successive statesmen. A realist theory of international politics, then, will guard against two popular fallacies: the concern with motives and the concern with ideological preferences.

To search for the clue to foreign policy exclusively in the motives of statesmen is both futile and deceptive. It is futile because motives are the most illusive of psychological data, distorted as they are, frequently beyond recognition, by the interests and emotions of actor and observer alike. Do we really know what our own motives are? And what do we know of the motives of others?

Yet even if we had access to the real motives of statesmen, that knowledge would help us little in understanding foreign policies, and might well lead us astray. It is true that the knowledge of the statesman's motives may give us one among many clues as to what the direction of his foreign policy might be. It cannot give us, however, the one clue by which to predict his foreign policies. History shows no exact and necessary correlation between the quality of motives and the quality of foreign policy. This is true in both moral and political terms.

We cannot conclude from the good intentions of a statesman that his foreign policies will be either morally praiseworthy or politically successful. Judging his motives, we can say that he will not intentionally pursue policies that are morally wrong, but we can say nothing about the probability of their success. If we want to know the moral and political qualities of his actions, we must know them, not his motives. How often have statesmen been motivated by the desire to improve the world, and ended by making it worse? And how often have they sought one goal, and ended by achieving something they neither expected nor desired?

Neville Chamberlain's politics of appeasement were, as far as we can judge, inspired by good motives; he was probably less motivated by considerations of personal power than were many other British prime ministers, and he sought to preserve peace and to assure the happiness of all concerned. Yet his policies helped to make the Second World War inevitable, and to bring untold miseries to millions of men. Sir Winston Churchill's motives, on the other hand, were much less universal in scope and much more narrowly directed toward personal and national power, yet the foreign policies that sprang from these inferior motives were certainly superior in moral and political quality to those pursued by his predecessor. Judged by his motives, Robespierre was one of the most virtuous men who ever lived. Yet it was the utopian radicalism of that very virtue that made him kill those less virtuous than himself, brought him to the scaffold, and destroyed the revolution of which he was a leader.

Good motives give assurance against deliberately bad policies; they do not guarantee the moral goodness and political success of the policies they inspire. What is important to know, if one wants to understand foreign policy, is not primarily the motives of a statesman, but his intellectual ability to comprehend the essentials of foreign policy, as well as his political ability to translate what he has comprehended into successful political action. It follows that while ethics in the abstract judges the moral qualities of motives, political theory must judge the political qualities of intellect, will, and action.

A realist theory of international politics will also avoid the other popular fallacy of equating the foreign policies of a statesman with his philosophic or political sympathies, and of deducing the former from the latter. Statesmen, especially under contemporary conditions, may well make a habit of presenting their foreign policies in terms of their philosophic and political sympathies in order to gain popular support for them. Yet they will distinguish with Lincoln between their "o~dal duty," which is to think and act in terms of the national interest, and their "personal wish," which is to see their own moral values and political principles realized throughout the world. Political realism does not require, nor does it condone, indifference to political ideals and moral principles, but it requires indeed a sharp distinction between the desirable and the possible-between what is desirable everywhere and at all times and what is possible under the concrete circumstances of time and place.

It stands to reason that not all foreign policies have always followed so rational, objective, and unemotional a course. The contingent elements of personality, prejudice, and subjective preference, and of all the weaknesses of intellect and will which flesh is heir to, are bound to deflect foreign policies from their rational course. Especially where foreign policy is conducted under the conditions of democratic control, the need to marshal popular emotions to the support of foreign policy cannot fail to impair the rationality of foreign policy itself. Yet a theory of foreign policy which aims at rationality must for the time being, as it were, abstract from these irrational elements and seek to paint a picture of foreign policy which presents the rational essence to be found in experience, without the contingent deviations from rationality which are also found in experience.

Deviations from rationality which are not the result of the personal whim or the personal psychopathology of the policy maker may appear contingent only from the vantage point of rationality, but may themselves be elements in a coherent system of irrationality. The conduct of the Indochina War by the United States suggests that possibility. It is a question worth looking into whether modern psychology and psychiatry have provided us with the conceptual tools which would enable us to construct, as it were, a counter-theory of irrational politics, a kind of pathology of international politics.

The experience of the Indochina War suggests five factors such a theory might encompass: the imposition upon the empirical world of a simplistic and a priori picture of the world derived from folklore and ideological assumption, that is, the replacement of experience with superstition; the refusal to correct this picture of the world in the light of experience; the persistence in a foreign policy derived from the misperception of reality and the use of intelligence for the purpose not of adapting policy to reality but of reinterpreting reality to fit policy; the egotism of the policy makers widening the gap between perception and policy, on the one hand, and reality, on the other; finally, the urge to close the gap at least subjectively by action, any kind of action, that creates the illusion of mastery over a recalcitrant reality. According to the Wall Street Journal of April 3, 1970, "the desire to 'do something' pervades top levels of Government and may overpower other 'common sense' advice that insists the U.S. ability to shape events is negligible. The yen for action could lead to bold policy as therapy."

The difference between international politics as it actually is and a rational theory derived from it is like the difference between a photograph and a painted portrait. The photograph shows everything that can be seen by the naked eye; the painted portrait does not show everything that can be seen by the naked eye, but it shows, or at least seeks to show, one thing that the naked eye cannot see: the human essence of the person portrayed.

Political realism contains not only a theoretical but also a normative element. It knows that political reality is replete with contingencies and systemic irrationalities and points to the typical influences they exert upon foreign policy. Yet it shares with all social theory the need, for the sake of theoretical understanding, to stress the rational elements of political reality; for it is these rational elements that make reality intelligible for theory. Political realism presents the theoretical construct of a rational foreign policy which experience can never completely achieve.

At the same time political realism considers a rational foreign policy to be good foreign policy; for only a rational foreign policy minimizes risks and maximizes benefits and, hence, complies both with the moral precept of prudence and the political requirement of success. Political realism wants the photographic picture of the political world to resemble as much as possible its painted portrait. Aware of the inevitable gap between good—that is, rational—foreign policy and foreign policy as it actually is, political realism maintains not only that theory must focus upon the rational elements of political reality, but also that foreign policy ought to be rational in view of its own moral and practical purposes.

Hence, it is no argument against the theory here presented that actual foreign policy does not or cannot live up to it. That argument misunderstands the intention of this book, which is to present not an indiscriminate description of political reality, but a rational theory of international politics. Far from being invalidated by the fact that, for instance, a perfect balance of power policy will scarcely be found in reality, it assumes that reality, being deficient in this respect, must be understood and evaluated as an approximation to an ideal system of balance of power.

3. Realism assumes that its key concept of interest defined as power is an objective category which is universally valid, but it does not endow that concept with a meaning that is fixed once and for all. The idea of interest is indeed of the essence of politics and is unaffected by the circumstances of time and place. Thucydides' statement, born of the experiences of ancient Greece, that "identity of interests is the surest of bonds whether between states or individuals" was taken up in the nineteenth century by Lord Salisbury's remark that "the only bond of union that endures" among nations is "the absence of all clashing interests." It was erected into a general principle of government by George Washington:

A small knowledge of human nature will convince us, that, with far the greatest part of mankind, interest is the governing principle; and that almost every man is more or less, under its influence. Motives of public virtue may for a time, or in particular instances, actuate men to the observance of a conduct purely disinterested; but they are not of themselves sufficient to produce persevering conformity to the refined dictates and obligations of social duty. Few men are capable of making a continual sacrifice of all views of private interest, or advantage, to the common good. It is vain to exclaim against the depravity of human nature on this account; the fact is so, the experience of every age and nation has proved it and we must in a great measure, change the constitution of man, before we can make it otherwise. No institution, not built on the presumptive truth of these maxims can succeed.
It was echoed and enlarged upon in our century by Max Weber's observation:

Interests (material and ideal), not ideas, dominate directly the actions of men. Yet the "images of the world" created by these ideas have very often served as switches determining the tracks on which the dynamism of interests kept actions moving.
Yet the kind of interest determining political action in a particular period of history depends upon the political and cultural context within which foreign policy is formulated. The goals that might be pursued by nations in their foreign policy can run the whole gamut of objectives any nation has ever pursued or might possibly pursue.

The same observations apply to the concept of power. Its content and the manner of its use are determined by the political and cultural environment. Power may comprise anything that establishes and maintains the control of man over man. Thus power covers all social relationships which serve that end, from physical violence to the most subtle psychological ties by which one mind controls another. Power covers the domination of man by man, both when it is disciplined by moral ends and controlled by constitutional safeguards, as in Western democracies, and when it is that untamed and barbaric force which finds its laws in nothing but its own strength and its sole justification in its aggrandizement.

Political realism does not assume that the contemporary conditions under which foreign policy operates, with their extreme instability and the ever present threat of large-scale violence, cannot be changed. The balance of power, for instance, is indeed a perennial element of all pluralistic societies, as the authors of The Federalist papers well knew; yet it is capable of operating, as it does in the United States, under the conditions of relative stability and peaceful conflict. If the factors that have given rise to these conditions can be duplicated on the international scene, similar conditions of stability and peace will then prevail there, as they have over long stretches of history among certain nations.

What is true of the general character of international relations is also true of the nation state as the ultimate point of reference of contemporary foreign policy. While the realist indeed believes that interest is the perennial standard by which political action must be judged and directed, the contemporary connection between interest and the nation state is a product of history, and is therefore bound to disappear in the course of history. Nothing in the realist position militates against the assumption that the present division of the political world into nation states will be replaced by larger units of a quite different character, more in keeping with the technical potentialities and the moral requirements of the contemporary world.

The realist parts company with other schools of thought before the all-important question of how the contemporary world is to be transformed. The realist is persuaded that this transformation can be achieved only through the workmanlike manipulation of the perennial forces that have shaped the past as they will the future. The realist cannot be persuaded that we can bring about that transformation by confronting a political reality that has its own laws with an abstract ideal that refuses to take those laws into account.

4. Political realism is aware of the moral significance of political action. It is also aware of the ineluctable tension between the moral command and the requirements of successful political action. And it is unwilling to gloss over and obliterate that tension and thus to obfuscate both the moral and the political issue by making it appear as though the stark facts of politics were morally more satisfying than they actually are, and the moral law less exacting than it actually is.

Realism maintains that universal moral principles cannot be applied to the actions of states in their abstract universal formulation, but that they must be filtered through the concrete circumstances of time and place. The individual may say for himself: "Fiat justitia, pereat mundus (Let justice be done, even if the world perish)," but the state has no right to say so in the name of those who are in its care. Both individual and state must judge political action by universal moral principles, such as that of liberty. Yet while the individual has a moral right to sacrifice himself in defense of such a moral principle, the state has no right to let its moral disapprobation of the infringement of liberty get in the way of successful political action, itself inspired by the moral principle of national survival. There can be no political morality without prudence; that is, without consideration of the political consequences of seemingly moral action. Realism, then, considers prudence-the weighing of the consequences of alternative political actions-to be the supreme virtue in politics. Ethics in the abstract judges action by its conformity with the moral law; political ethics judges action by its political consequences. Classical and medieval philosophy knew this, and so did Lincoln when he said:

I do the very best I know how, the very best I can, and I mean to keep doing so until the end. If the end brings me out all right, what is said against me won't amount to anything. If the end brings me out wrong, ten angels swearing I was right would make no difference.

5. Political realism refuses to identify the moral aspirations of a particular nation with the moral laws that govern the universe. As it distinguishes between truth and opinion, so it distinguishes between truth and idolatry. All nations are tempted-and few have been able to resist the temptation for long-to clothe their own particular aspirations and actions in the moral purposes of the universe. To know that nations are subject to the moral law is one thing, while to pretend to know with certainty what is good and evil in the relations among nations is quite another. There is a world of difference between the belief that all nations stand under the judgment of God, inscrutable to the human mind, and the blasphemous conviction that God is always on one's side and that what one wills oneself cannot fail to be willed by God also.

The lighthearted equation between a particular nationalism and the counsels of Providence is morally indefensible, for it is that very sin of pride against which the Greek tragedians and the Biblical prophets have warned rulers and ruled. That equation is also politically pernicious, for it is liable to engender the distortion in judgment which, in the blindness of crusading frenzy, destroys nations and civilizations-in the name of moral principle, ideal, or God himself.

On the other hand, it is exactly the concept of interest defined in terms of power that saves us from both that moral excess and that political folly. For if we look at all nations, our own included, as political entities pursuing their respective interests defined in terms of power, we are able to do justice to all of them. And we are able to do justice to all of them in a dual sense: We are able to judge other nations as we judge our own and, having judged them in this fashion, we are then capable of pursuing policies that respect the interests of other nations, while protecting and promoting those of our own. Moderation in policy cannot fail to reflect the moderation of moral judgment.

6. The difference, then, between political realism and other schools of thought is real, and it is profound. However much the theory of political realism may have been misunderstood and misinterpreted, there is no gainsaying its distinctive intellectual and moral attitude to matters political.

Intellectually, the political realist maintains the autonomy of the political sphere, as the economist, the lawyer, the moralist maintain theirs. He thinks in terms of interest defined as power, as the economist thinks in terms of interest defined as wealth; the lawyer, of the conformity of action with legal rules; the moralist, of the conformity of action with moral principles. The economist asks: "How does this policy affect the wealth of society, or a segment of it?" The lawyer asks: "Is this policy in accord with the rules of law?" The moralist asks: "Is this policy in accord with moral principles?" And the political realist asks: "How does this policy affect the power of the nation?" (Or of the federal government, of Congress, of the party, of agriculture, as the case may be.)

The political realist is not unaware of the existence and relevance of standards of thought other than political ones. As political realist, he cannot but subordinate these other standards to those of politics. And he parts company with other schools when they impose standards of thought appropriate to other spheres upon the political sphere. It is here that political realism takes issue with the "legalistic-moralistic approach" to international politics. That this issue is not, as has been contended, a mere figment of the imagination, but goes to the very core of the controversy, can be shown from many historical examples. Three will suffice to make the point.3

In 1939 the Soviet Union attacked Finland. This action confronted France and Great Britain with two issues, one legal, the other political. Did that action violate the Covenant of the League of Nations and, if it did, what countermeasures should France and Great Britain take? The legal question could easily be answered in the affirmative, for obviously the Soviet Union had done what was prohibited by the Covenant. The answer to the political question depends, first, upon the manner in which the Russian action affected the interests of France and Great Britain; second, upon the existing distribution of power between France and Great Britain, on the one hand, and the Soviet Union and other potentially hostile nations, especially Germany, on the other; and, third, upon the influence that the countermeasures were likely to have upon the interests of France and Great Britain and the future distribution of power. France and Great Britain, as the leading members of the League of Nations, saw to it that the Soviet Union was expelled from the League, and they were prevented from joining Finland in the war against the Soviet Union only by Sweden's refusal to allow their troops to pass through Swedish territory on their way to Finland. If this refusal by Sweden had not saved them, France and Great Britain would shortly have found themselves at war with the Soviet Union and Germany at the same time.

The policy of France and Great Britain was a classic example of legalism in that they allowed the answer to the legal question, legitimate within its sphere, to determine their political actions. Instead of asking both questions, that of law and that of power, they asked only the question of law; and the answer they received could have no bearing on the issue that their very existence might have depended upon.

The second example illustrates the "moralistic approach" to international politics. It concerns the international status of the Communist government of China. The rise of that government confronted the Western world with two issues, one moral, the other political. Were the nature and policies of that government in accord with the moral principles of the Western world? Should the Western world deal with such a government? The answer to the first question could not fail to be in the negative. Yet it did not follow with necessity that the answer to the second question should also be in the negative. The standard of thought applied to the first

--the moral question—was simply to test the nature and the policies of the Communist government of China by the principles of Western morality. On the other hand, the second—the political question—had to be subjected to the complicated test of the interests involved and the power available on either side, and of the bearing of one or the other course of action upon these interests and power. The application of this test could well have led to the conclusion that it would be wiser not to deal with the Communist government of China. To arrive at this conclusion by neglecting this test altogether and answering the political question in terms of the moral issue was indeed a classic example of the "moralistic approach" to international politics.

The third case illustrates strikingly the contrast between realism and the legalistic-moralistic approach to foreign policy. Great Britain, as one of the guarantors of the neutrality of Belgium, went to war with Germany in August 1914 because Germany had violated the neutrality of Belgium. The British action could be justified either in realistic or legalistic-moralistic terms. That is to say, one could argue realistically that for centuries it had -been axiomatic for British foreign policy to prevent the control of the Low Countries by a hostile power. It was then not so much the violation of Belgium's neutrality per se as the hostile intentions of the violator which provided the rationale for British intervention. If the violator had been another nation but Germany, Great Britain might well have refrained from intervening. This is the position taken by Sir Edward Grey, British Foreign Secretary during that period. Under Secretary for Foreign Affairs Hardinge remarked to him in 1908: "If France violated Belgian neutrality in a war against Germany, it is doubtful whether England or Russia would move a finger to maintain Belgian neutrality, while if the neutrality of Belgium was violated by Germany, it is probable that the converse would be the case." Whereupon Sir Edward Grey replied: "This is to the point." Yet one could also take the legalistic and moralistic position that the violation of Belgium's neutrality per se, because of its legal and moral defects and regardless of the interests at stake and of the identity of the violator, justified British and, for that matter, American intervention. This was the position which Theodore Roosevelt took in his letter to Sir Edward Grey of January 22, 1915:

To me the crux of the situation has been Belgium. If England or France had acted toward Belgium as Germany has acted I should have opposed them, exactly as I now oppose Germany. I have emphatically approved your action as a model for what should be done by those who believe that treaties should be observed in good faith and that there is such a thing as international morality. I take this position as an American who is no more an Englishman than he is a German, who endeavors loyally to serve the interests of his own country, but who also endeavors to do what he can for justice and decency as regards mankind at large, and who therefore feels obliged to judge all other nations by their conduct on any given occasion.

This realist defense of the autonomy of the political sphere against its subversion by other modes of thought does not imply disregard for the existence and importance of these other modes of thought. It rather implies that each should be assigned its proper sphere and function. Political realism is based upon a pluralistic conception of human nature. Real man is a composite of "economic man," "political man," "moral man," "religious man," etc. A man who was nothing but "political man" would be a beast, for he would be completely lacking in moral restraints. A man who was nothing but "moral man" would be a fool, for he would be completely lacking in prudence. A man who was nothing but "religious man" would be a saint, for he would be completely lacking in worldly desires.

Recognizing that these different facets of human nature exist, political realism also recognizes that in order to understand one of them one has to deal with it on its own terms. That is to say, if I want to understand "religious man," I must for the time being abstract from the other aspects of human nature and deal with its religious aspect as if it were the only one. Furthermore, I must apply to the religious sphere the standards of thought appropriate to it, always remaining aware of the existence of other standards and their actual influence upon the religious qualities of man. What is true of this facet of human nature is true of all the others. No modern economist, for instance, would conceive of his science and its relations to other sciences of man in any other way. It is exactly through such a process of emancipation from other standards of thought, and the development of one appropriate to its subject matter, that economics has developed as an autonomous theory of the economic activities of man. To contribute to a similar development in the field of politics is indeed the purpose of political realism.

It is in the nature of things that a theory of politics which is based upon such principles will not meet with unanimous approval-nor does, for that matter, such a foreign policy. For theory and policy alike run counter to two trends in our culture which are not able to reconcile themselves to the assumptions and results of a rational, objective theory of politics. One of these trends disparages the role of power in society on grounds that stem from the experience and philosophy of the nineteenth century; we shall address ourselves to this tendency later in greater detail.4 The other trend, opposed to the realist theory and practice of politics, stems from the very relationship that exists, and must exist, between the human mind and the political sphere. For reasons that we shall discuss later5 the human mind in its day-by-day operations cannot bear to look the truth of politics straight in the face. It must disguise, distort, belittle, and embellish the truth-the more so, the more the individual is actively involved in the processes of politics, and particularly in those of international politics. For only by deceiving himself about the nature of politics and the role he plays on the political scene is man able to live contentedly as a political animal with himself and his fellow men.

Thus it is inevitable that a theory which tries to understand international politics as it actually is and as it ought to be in view of its intrinsic nature, rather than as people would like to see it, must overcome a psychological resistance that most other branches of learning need not face. A book devoted to the theoretical understanding of international politics therefore requires a special explanation and justification.

*******
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Introduction
Hans J. Morgenthau is among the most venerated scholars in the field of International Relations. His seminal text, Politics among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace has been held up as the most important articulation of the theory of realism in international politics. At the same time, this work has been highly misinterpreted and many of his conclusions taken wholly out of context. The result is an interpretation of Morgenthau’s thesis that is misleading. Consider the following quotes from the book:
International politics, like all politics, is a struggle for power….whenever [statesmen and peoples] strive to realize their goal by means of international politics, they do so by striving for power. (27)
What is needed [for permanent peace] is a radical transformation of the existing international society of sovereign nations into a supranational community of individuals. (480)
The first quote is "classic Morgenthau." However, the second quote seems more like something one might expect of classical liberal or even constructivist thinkers. Did Morgenthau actually say that? How can it be? Isn’t Morgenthau the "right is might," power-politics guru of international relations? In order to demonstrate the intricate balance between the many arguments presented in Politics among Nations, this paper will compress the essential elements of Morgenthau’s entire thesis, and show how his theory has been simplified and distorted by taking it out of context, leading to erroneous conclusions about his theory, and thus to a widespread misunderstanding of his contribution to the field of international relations.
The first edition of Politics among Nations emerged from lectures given at the University of Chicago from 1943-1948 (xvii). Subsequent editions of the book expanded upon the earlier themes and updated factual information. In all cases, Morgenthau’s theoretical arguments are explained, supplemented by historical example and followed by detailed conclusions which are explored step-by-step. In a way, the text is dialectical in that each chapter presents an element of the realist paradigm (e.g., the balance of power), explains how it works, offers critiques of how it fails, and suggests that better solutions might be found elsewhere. The "elsewhere" is the critical path that eventually leads the patient reader to seek out a full understanding of Morgenthau’s thesis. This structure makes it problematic for the student of IR, insofar as specific chapters do not contain a universal context. Rather, each element of the broad theory relies upon other elements that have preceded it in the text, and that follow in subsequent development of the theory. A close reading of the text has allowed me to reduce the development of Morgenthau’s theory into fourteen main points. These are presented below as paraphrased distillations of the essential elements of Morgenthau’s theory of international politics.
Before I embark on the main task, I must dispense with a brief presentation of Morgenthau’s Six Principles of Realism. The first two principles are necessary to understand international politics as a science—objective laws that have their root in human nature govern politics. For example, the concept of interest defined as power "makes the objective study of international politics possible, for it infuses rational order into the subject matter of politics." (5) The third principle, however, places a brake on the second, and only becomes clear as to its meaning later in the text, namely that "the meaning of interest defined as power is not fixed…the content and manner of its use are determined by the political and cultural environment." (8-9) Principles 4-6 go on to state that we must view international politics through a lens and avoid applying "universal moral principles" to the actions of states in their abstract formulation. (10)
While scholars have held these six principles them as a kind of biblical law, they only serve one purpose for Morgenthau’s thesis: to objectify and provide solid justification for the ambitious mission of positing a general theory of international politics the he develops in the course of the text.
The Fourteen Points of Morgenthau’s Theory
1: Political Motivations of Power
All political phenomena can be reduced to one of three basic types: keeping power, increasing power, and demonstrating power. (40) Internationally, these patterns are transformed into policies: status quo (keeping power); imperialism (increasing power); and prestige (demonstrating power). (41)
Throughout the text, Morgenthau devotes many pages to the manifestations of power on the international scene. His reasoning for such in-depth exploration of the subject is based on his belief that "history shows that all nations actively involved in international politics are continuously preparing for, actually involved in, or recovering from organized violence in the form of war." He describes each policy in detail, showing how some policies might appear as one thing but actually be another. Yet Morgenthau cautions that "not every policy aiming at an increase in power is necessarily a manifestation of imperialism." (46) He reminds us that "as policies of the status quo and imperialism are fundamentally different, so must the policies designed to counter them." (65) Meeting a policy with a response appropriate for another type of policy can lead to miscalculations and upward spirals of mutual fear. (65-69) This is one of the areas in which the unity of Morgenthau’s thesis is critical. As we shall see later, the foundation of his solution for the "problems of power and peace" is skilled diplomacy that relies on a context of maneuvering space to achieve its objectives.
2: Justifications for Power Politics
Policies of power are often explained and justified in ethical, legal, or biological terms. This is especially true of the policy of imperialism. That is, ideological rationalization and justifications conceal the true nature of policy. (88)
Here Morgenthau is reminding us that things are not always as they seem. This is especially true of imperialistic policies. The role of ideology in policies of the status quo are not as necessary, because such policies "can afford to reveal [their] true nature because [they] have already acquired a certain moral legitimacy." (91) When a policy of the status quo is carrying an ideological cloak, it is usually in the form of "peace" and "international law." Later in the text, this becomes an important point insofar as such ideologies may be part of the "crusade" of a certain form of "nationalistic universalism." This is an example of how Morgenthau makes a point critical to his entire argument, but which would be lost on the student who fails to consider the whole set of arguments in his theory.
3: Sources of Misunderstanding
Foreign policy misunderstandings occur when policy makers focus on the aims of ambiguous ideologies (such as self-determination, peace, and disarmament) rather than the true policy that underlies it. (96-98)
This is another reminder to the wary that "moral" ideologies, such as self-determination, can be used to justify either imperialism, or an anti-imperialistic policy of the status quo. Similarly, Morgenthau highlights the use of the ideology of "peace" to mask all kinds of policies. This is especially true of the politics of the Cold War, wherein any policy that included with it the possible threat of nuclear weapons could be called a policy in search of peace because it does not lead to actual war. (96) The possible repercussions of foreign policy misunderstandings are not yet clear at this point, but they become so much later in the text.
4: The National Power Concept
National power consists of stable and unstable or changing elements. These include: geography; natural resources (such as food and raw materials); industrial capacity; military preparedness (including technology, leadership, and quality/quantity of armed forces); population; national character; national morale; quality of a nation’s diplomacy; and quality of government. (112-140)
In international politics, the quality of diplomacy is the most important element of national power, however "unstable." Diplomacy "is the brains of national power, as morale is its soul." (140)
National power is often erroneously evaluated. Typical errors include believing that power is absolute and not relative; that a nation’s power is immutable to change; and that any one factor can be used to measure a nation’s power. (154-158)
These arguments, his realism promises, are central to Morgenthau’s discussion of national power as perceived by other nation-states in the international system, and when combined with intent, create conflict in the international system. Some scholars explain how power leads to war—especially when focused exclusively on military and industrial capacity, yet Morgenthau actually highlights the importance of the quality of a nation’s diplomacy. A nation that has strong capabilities but underdeveloped diplomacy "must yield to one whose diplomacy is prepared to make the most of whatever other elements power are at its disposal, thus making up through its own excellence for deficiencies in other fields." (141) Furthermore, Morgenthau contends that "nations must rely on the quality of their diplomacy to act as a catalyst for the different factors that constitute their power." (142) Again, Morgenthau touches upon a theme whose importance has not yet been fully explored at this point in the text.
5: Restraints on Power
Throughout the history of the modern nation-state, there have been two main restraints on power in the international system: the balance of power (167-224) and morality, mores and law (225-240).
This argument sums up Chapters 11-19. It is a rather terse representation of the totality of nine chapters (constituting two separate "parts" of the book) which form the heart of Morgenthau’s thesis. He intends to use them as points of comparison between the "old" world and the "new" configuration of international politics in the 20th century. The reader who stops here will totally miss the point. As Morgenthau states in Chapter 11, the "instability of the international balance of power is due not to the faultiness of the principle but to the particular conditions under which they principle must operate in a society of sovereign nations." To a student reading only this section of the book, this statement would appear cryptic. Nevertheless, the meaning of this one sentence can only be understood in the context of subsequent chapters, as I will show later.
6: Limits of the Balance of Power
The balance of power alone could not account for the stability of the international system in the 17th, 18th and 19th centuries. If motivations and mechanisms of power were all that was needed to understand international politics, we would have a Hobbesian state of nature. "Might" would indeed make "right." (225)
Realism is often accused of relying on mechanistic models of "nature" and to explain behavior in the international system, as if there were no human element. If one were to excise Chapters 11, 12 and 13 (on the nature, methods, and structure of the balance of power) from the book, one would come away with such an impression. But Morgenthau subsequently brings the human element into his thesis in Chapter 14. It is critical for understanding the comparison he makes with the modern state of international affairs later in the book. His main argument is that the balance of power system, as a paradigmatic expression of how all systems in nature seek equilibrium, only gets out of balance because of human factors. So the system must depend on a measurable human element to replace the balance. He argues that a moral consensus developed within European society. Especially important were the contributions of political philosophers such as Fénelon, Rousseau, and Vattel, who argued that a balance of power must repose on shared moral values. (217) Morgenthau states "this consensus grew in the intellectual and moral climate of the age and drew its strength from the actual power relations, which under normal conditions made an attempt at overthrowing the system of the balance of power itself a hopeless undertaking." (219) Considering Morgenthau’s conclusion that this moral consensus prevailed from 1648-1772 and from 1815-1933, (i.e., the majority of the life-span of the Westphalian nation-state system) its importance as a comparative point of reference to the post-1933 world is, again, critical to understanding the entirety of his thesis.
7: The Limits of Morality
Morality has two faces: a "real" morality which keeps aspirations for power within socially-tolerable bounds, and an "ideological" morality which is used to mask power aspirations under a cloak of reason and justice. (225-229) Modernity has weakened "real" moral restraints which, in concert with the balance of power, maintained the stability of the international system in the 17th, 18th and 19th centuries.
Morgenthau begins to clarify the role of morality in international politics, comparing a "universal morality" to a new state of affairs in international politics, namely the emergence of "nationalistic universality." Universal morality emerged through reason and consensus that were the hallmark of the age, characterized by a rising awareness of certain moral limitations on the use of war as an instrument of foreign policy. (237). However, three developments in modern times have contributed to the "destruction" of that universal morality.
The first is the emergence of total war, which Morgenthau maintains is evident when one considers the percentage of populations engaged in activities related to war, affected by war, and who are "emotionally connected" to war as an expression of nationalism. In addition, the objective of war in today’s world (or at least Morgenthau’s world) is also total (i.e., the objective of a war between the Soviet Union and the United States would be total destruction). (238) The second development is the rise of democratic as opposed to aristocratic responsibility for foreign affairs. (241-242) Again, Morgenthau brings in a discussion of the role of diplomacy in the age of a working balance of power, in order to make a point of departure later in the text. The third factor, indeed the defining difference separating the old and new international politics is the substitution of nationalistic standards of action for universal ones (i.e., nationalistic morality) (242). According to Morgenthau, "nations no longer face each other within a framework of shared beliefs and common values, which imposes effective limitations upon the ends and means of their struggle for power. They oppose each other now as the standard-bearers of ethical systems, each claiming to provide a supra-national framework of moral standards which all other nations ought to accept." (253) From this point forward, Morgenthau will begin to examine the new international politics of "nationalistic universalism," focusing on the mechanisms and institutions that have evolved to deal with the questions of the struggle for power and peace in this new world.
8: The Nature of Modern International Politics
International politics in the 20th century has the same structure as it did in earlier centuries. However, the "roof" and the "walls" have been replaced. (337)
This is the beginning of Morgenthau’s analysis of how international politics have changed in the 20th century. The following quote, eloquent in its metaphor, is the final paragraph of Chapter 20: 
The struggle for the minds of men, advancing rival claims to universal dominion on the part of different nations has dealt the final, fatal blow to that social system of international intercourse within which for almost three centuries lived together in constant rivalry, yet under the common roof of shared values and universal standards of action….The collapse of that roof has destroyed the common habitat of the nations of the world, and the most powerful of them each assert the right to build it anew after their own pattern. Beneath the ruins of that roof lies buried the mechanism that kept the walls of the house of nations standing: the balance of power.
Morgenthau uses vivid metaphor (structures lying in ruin…a reminder of the bombing of European cities during the War?) to describe the passing of a nostalgically pleasing old world and the emergence of a new one. His passage about "the most powerful asserting the right to build it anew" is an obvious reference to the United States and the Soviet Union. The structure of the old system had a roof of "real" international morality (shared values) supported by the "walls" of a working balance of power system. The new international politics is characterized by a roof of "nationalistic universalism" (i.e., the superpowers crusading for their own vision of what is "right" and "moral"), supported by new "walls"—namely the bipolar stalemate of the nuclear balance of power. (337) Within this new world, different mechanisms for restraining power will emerge. He dispenses with two of them as fictions.
9: Faulty Mechanisms for Peace
World public opinion as a restraint on the struggle for power is a fiction because agencies of national policy that reflect a nation’s desire to impose their morality on others mold such opinion. (267)
International law as a restraint on the struggle for power is a fiction as well, for it only gains its validity in the very sovereignty of nation-states that create the law and mechanisms for enforcing it. Treaties that have sought to outlaw war have always failed. (273-326)
While dismissing world public opinion fairly quickly, Morgenthau devotes a number of pages to the subject of international law. He starts with the position that the decentralized nature of international law is an inevitable result of the decentralized structure of international society. Problems in its construction and enforcement, therefore, can be traced to three aspects of sovereignty. (273) The first is independence—that the supreme authority of the nation-state excludes the authority of any other state. (309) The notion of equality means that nations are subordinated to whatever international law exists, but not to each other. (309) Finally, the concept of unanimity in international law means that states choose to be bound by law, and without unanimous consent, international law does not exist. (310) Morgenthau’s positivistic viewpoints, while outdated, still need to be understood in the context of his entire thesis. If one were to stop here, one would come away from the book with a heavy-handed pessimism about the future of the world. 
10: Getting to a Workable System for Peace
In this new configuration of international politics, there are three ways to achieve a lasting international peace: peace through limitation (disarmament, security, judicial settlement, peaceful change, and international government); peace through transformation (world state and community) and peace through accommodation (diplomacy). (379-529)
Peace through limitation will not work because of the problems with international law as a viable restraint on the behavior of sovereign states that do not give their recognition to law that limits their sovereignty and perceived or actual power. (379-475)
This argument sums up the conclusion of Morgenthau’s consideration of the viability of the thesis of peace through limitation, representing almost 100 pages of the book. He deals with each proposal in turn (e.g., disarmament, collective security and an international police force, and international government in the form of the United Nations), describes how they are meant to work, and then argues why, in the end, they will fail to provide workable solutions toward achieving a lasting international peace. His basic conclusion is that sovereignty, coupled with a the emergence of nationalistic universalism, will prevent the emergence of an international morality that would permit nation-states to surrender effective control to international institutions for preserving peace and enforcing international law. It is at this point that the reader may begin to realize what Morgenthau means when he speaks of "peace." Morgenthau is not concerned with functional peace, or of global problem solving in those areas outside armed conflict. His notion of peace is a negative one: peace as the absence of conflict. He is searching for a permanent end to war. Maybe Hans Morgenthau is not quite the pessimist he is often portrayed to be.
11: The Need for Transformation
The only way to ensure a permanent peace is through the transformation of the state system into a world state. (480)
Morgenthau arrives at this conclusion by asking what accounts for peace within nation-states. He argues that the conditions of domestic peace that are met by the state are: suprasectional loyalties (being loyal to society as a whole instead of to any part of it); expectation of justice; and the existence of overwhelming power within the state (i.e., a monopoly on the use of violence and irresistible social pressure). (480-484) But beyond these "structural" qualities of the state itself, there is something more than the mere existence of the state that accounts for peace. "On the contrary," Morgenthau argues, "the state is part of the society from which it has sprung, and prospers and decays as society prospers and decays. The state, far from being apart from society, is created by society." The critical importance of this statement will become evident below.
12: A World State
The creation of a world state could be achieved through conquest or a federative process. The current context of international politics makes both of these methods unworkable (491-495). However there is in the American experience a clue as to how the second method might come about: the creation of a community.
In imagining how a world state might emerge, Morgenthau must present the arguments that come to mind first, in order to analyze them logically, and (as he has done throughout the book), dispense with them outright. The first is the "world conquest" avenue toward a world state, such as the Roman Empire. But he offers Rome as an exception to the rule that "most of these world states…hardly ever survived the lifetime of their founders." (491) The second method is the creation of a federation, such as Switzerland or the United States. However, as Morgenthau argues, the emergence of the Swiss state from thirteen original sovereignties was largely a product of collective security arrangements to stave off the German Empire and the Hapsburgs. (493) Internationally, there is no such "outside" threat that compels the nations of the world to federate for collective security. Morgenthau dismisses the mechanics of the American example, saying that the creation of the United States was really the trading of one form of sovereignty for another. (494) However, Morgenthau touches on another aspect of the American experience that was crucial for the successful emergence of an independent nation-state from a group of separate colonies: the existence of a pre-existing moral and political community upon which the structure of the state could repose.
13: The Formation of a World Community
A world community must antedate a world state. Attempts at creation of a community have applied a cultural approach (i.e., UNESCO) and a functional approach (i.e., UN specialized agencies). (496-507)
The prime requisite of creating a world community which could make the emergence of a world state possible is "the mitigation and minimization of political conflicts which in our time pit the two superpowers against each other and evoke the spector (sic) of a cataclysmic war." This method of establishing the precondition for permanent peace is peace through accommodation. (517)
Here is where the entire thesis of Morgenthau’s Politics among Nations begins to coalesce. He has taken us through history, showing how the stability of the international system from the emergence of the modern nation-state in 1648 until the rise of Hitler in 1933 was the result of the balance of power and the existence of an international morality. His thesis explored how these mechanisms of constraint on national power have changed in the post-World War II world, and how a new international politics is characterized by a balance of nuclear terror coupled with a rigid and dogmatic morality of nationalistic universalism. The existence of sovereignty remains a roadblock to the creation of a consensus for peace based on international law or collective security. The only structure that could possibly eliminate conflict in the system is a world state. Within the political reality of the day, the only avenue for achieving a world state is the creation of a world community. 
Morgenthau explores the cultural approach of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) toward the creation of community in terms of its three mandates, namely: cultural development and peace; cultural unity and peace, and international understanding and peace. He concludes that these approaches miss the point. According to Morgenthau, "The world community is a community of moral judgements and political actions, not of intellectual endowments and esthetic appreciation….So long as men continue to judge and act in accordance with national rather than supranational standards and loyalties, the world community remains a postulate that still awaits its realization." (501)
Like the famous work by Maurice Ravel, "Bolero," Morgenthau is edging the student on toward the solution for world peace. He begins to take a very appreciative look at a functional approach to the creation of a world community through common action based on needs that transcend nation-states. Morgenthau, in citing the work of David Mitrany, states, "The specialized agencies of the United Nations, serving all peoples all over the world regardless of national boundaries, could create by the very fact of their existence and performance a community of interests, valuations, and actions. Ultimately, if such international agencies were numerous enough and served the most important wants of most peoples of the earth, the loyalties to these institutions and to the international community of which they would be the agencies would supersede the loyalties to the separate national societies and their institutions. (503)
But then Morgenthau brings his theory back down to earth, noting that functional agencies provide an invaluable sense of shared community where political conflict is non-existent, yet "[w]hat stands before the eyes of all are the immense political conflicts that divide the great nations of the earth and threaten the well-being of the loser, if not his very existence….More important than anything else is the ability of the national government to defend its territory and citizens against foreign aggression and within its territory to maintain peace and keep in operation the processes of social change. The neglect with which the public treats international functional agencies is but the exaggerated reflection of the minor role these agencies play for the solution of international issues." (505-506) 
In the post-Cold War world, one wonders if Morgenthau would have stopped here and changed the title of the book to Functional Approaches to International Peace. For Morgenthau, the only way to mitigate such political conflict is through accommodation, whose instrument is diplomacy. Thus we arrive at the final main point of Politics among Nations.
14: Diplomacy is Essential to Peace
The instrument of accommodation is diplomacy. Diplomacy must be transformed in order to successfully fulfill a function that will create the conditions necessary for the emergence of a world society, and hence, a world state. 
According to Morgenthau, diplomacy fulfills four basic tasks. First, it must determine its objectives in light of the power that is actually or potentially available for the pursuit of those objectives. Second, diplomacy must assess the objectives of other nations in terms of the same criteria. Third, diplomacy must determine to what extent the different objectives of nations are compatible with each other. Finally, it must employ the means suited to the pursuit of its objectives. These means are persuasion, compromise and the threat of force. As always, these options must be balanced. (517-519)
The brief references to diplomacy found earlier in the text begin to take on a special significance at this point, especially in light of what Morgenthau calls the "decline of diplomacy." Recall his discussion about the critical importance of determining the true nature of policy, stripping it of its ideological cloak in order to apply the policy response most appropriate to the situation at hand. That is the crucial task of the diplomat. Morgenthau contends that the current state of diplomacy makes the fulfillment of that task tenuous at best.
In Morgenthau’s thesis, five factors have contributed to the decline of the status and practice of diplomacy in the 20th century. The first is the development of communications that allow lower-level delegates to carry out negotiations, receiving instructions by telephone (or today, e-mail?) from the capital. Diplomats of higher rank with more experience tend not to reside with negotiations, preferring instead to be in many places at once, which is made possible by reduced travel times. The second element of the decline is public depreciation of diplomatic practices as devious and wallowed in secrecy, the response to which represents the third development of the decline, namely the rise of diplomacy by parliamentary procedure. This practice is characterized by the public nature of diplomatic procedures in deliberative bodies, such as United Nations. Forth, and for Morgenthau among the most important element of the decline, is that the superpowers are "newcomers" to diplomacy, and lack the benefit of active diplomatic corps that have been developed over centuries. Finally, the nature of contemporary international politics places the diplomat within a confining space of reason and action. We recall the new international politics, and can see how it influences the practice of diplomacy. Crusading ideologies, the possibility of total war, and the inflexible opposition of superpowers with underdeveloped diplomatic skills are a recipe for intransigence. (523-528) To put it in Morgenthau’s own words, "[u]nder such moral and political conditions, it was not the sensitive, flexible and versatile mind of the diplomat, but the rigid, relentless, one-track mind of the crusader that guided the destiny of nations. The crusading mind knows nothing of persuasion and compromise. It knows only victory and defeat." (528-529) 
In the final chapter of the book, Morgenthau asks the question, "How can diplomacy be revived?" and offers his prescription for the future of diplomacy. He starts by arguing that it must transcend the three "vices" of publicity, majority decision, and fragmentation—procedures that "poison the international atmosphere and aggravate the conflicts that carry the seeds of war." (535) Only then can the context for the emergence of a world society, and thus a world state, emerge. Morgenthau then proceeds to offer nine rules. The first four "fundamental rules" are: that diplomacy must divest itself of the "crusading spirit;" the objectives of foreign policy must be defined in terms of the national interest and must be supported with adequate power; diplomacy must look at politics from the point of view of other nations, and that nations must be willing to compromise on all issues that are not vital to them. (539-542) He then offers five "prerequisites for compromise" which I will not highlight here. I do not wish to give away the whole story!
Conclusion
The mere sight of the book is enough to offer an incentive to focus only on particular sections in the hope of capturing the essence of Morgenthau’s thesis. Indeed, each chapter can be viewed as a compartmentalized, in-depth treatment of various aspects of politics among nations. However, taking such an approach is to run the risk of misunderstanding Morgenthau’s thesis. For example, early in the text, he states that "[n]ot every action between states is a political one….Not all nations are at all times to the same extent involved in international politics (i.e., the struggle for power)." (28) This contention makes far more sense when it has been re-integrated into the entire thesis. Considering this statement in light of Morgenthau’s search for a negative peace (i.e., the absence of war), it becomes patently obvious why Morgenthau’s theory cannot be considered a theory of global politics. This is a common complaint among critics and readers of the text, who focus on the sections of the book dedicated to international law and the UN system. They highlight that Morgenthau dispenses with non-conflict situations as if they do not contribute to the state of peace in the world. One would have to remember that it is not politics unless there is a struggle for power that must be ameliorated through persuasion, compromise, or threat of force. Morgenthau’s thesis is only as good as a possible blueprint for truly "inter-national" or "interstate" relations as they bear on conflict resolution. Criticisms of the work do not bear out the evidence that in most arenas, nation-states cooperate with each other on those things that do not necessarily impinge on the question of national power, as Morgenthau himself states.
But one would have to read the entire book to uncover that truth.
