MORGENTHAU AND REALISM

Political realism in IR reached its zeni
nith and assum
hands of Hans J. Morgenthau in his seminal work If:l;iggc}isque stattfre in the
Struggle for Power and Peace (1948). His six principles or ::g:lg) Nf ik
osts are:

1. Politics, like society in general, is
it . , 1s governed by objecti
their roots in human nature which is uncgangjingw%:,?::f:;at lzztw.e
: e, it is

pnssiblc to develop a rational theory that reflects these objective law
S.

2. The main signpost of .pol}tlcal reali§m is the concept of interest defined
IWWhICh infuses rational ordefinto the subject matter of
politics, and thus makes the theoretical understanding of pOIiti?:s
possible. Morgenthau views international politics as a process in which
national interests are accommodated or resolved on the basis of
w He upheld that “The concept of national interest
presupposes neither a naturally harmonious, peaceful world nor the
inevitability of war as a consequence of the pursuit by all nations of
their national interests. Quite to the contrary, it assumes continuous
conflict and threat of war to be minimized through the continuous
adjustment of conflicting interest by diplomatic action”.

3. Realism assumes that interest defined as power is an objective category
which is universally valid but not with a meaning that is fixed once and
for all. In a world in which sovereign states compete for power, survival
constitutes the minimum goal of foreign policy and the core national
interest. The protection of “their physical and cultural identity against
encroachments b otb_gmz;_thgg_iitnggﬁﬁtutes the vital interest which is
cMTherefore, the basic minimum national interest
identifiable is national survival and other interests are determined by

the requirements of time, place, culture, socio-economic and political
condition of the states.

To support his argument, Morgenthau gives classic examples from
history. One such is the policy of Great Britain in 193940 towards
Finland which, he says, was not based on legalistic—morahstic
foundations but backed by massive military aid on the face of Soviet
aggression that might have backfired on Britain’s survival only. It
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:;“‘: have faced destruction in the hands of Nazi Germa
endan ¢ been able to restore the independence of
ANgering its vital national interest, i.e., national

4. Enl\femal moral principles cannot be applied to state action, They
¢ filtered through concrete circumstances of time and place.
confuse individual morality with state morality is to court disaster. '
states i pursuit of their national inferest are governed by a moralire.
that is different from the morality of individuals in their perw':
relﬂlions}]ips_ '
3. Political realism refuses to identify the moral aspirations of a particulay
flatinn with the moral laws that govern the universe. It is the concept of
Interest defined in terms of power that saves us from the moral €XCesg
and political folly. -
6. The political realist maintains the autonomy of the political sphere 112)

Therefore, this Hobbesian, Machiavellian and Kautilyan understanding of
human nature, as selfish and conflictual unless given appropriate conditions,
has been succesfully adopted, internalized and transformed into a modern
theory of international relations. During the Cold War it became the most
Widely accepted perspective of world politics. As Rothenstein'1"] pointed out,
realism became the “doctrine which provided the intellectual frame of reference
for the (US) foreign policy establishment for something like twenty years. .. it
did determine the categories by which they assessed the external world and the
state of mind with which they approached prevailing problems”. Realism
prevailed as the dominant paradigm with its emphasis on the autonomy of
political action and the “billiard ball” model in IR till it was challenged by the
behavioural revolution. But it again re-emerged in the form of neo-realism in

the 1970s.

NEO-REALISM

The realist tradition suffered a setback due to the emergence of the neo-liberal
thought, especially the challenge posed by ‘pluralism’. State-centrism of the
traditional realists received a serious jolt as pluralists cmphasich the fact that
the state may be a significant actor in international relations but i_t is not the_ sole
actor. In other words, they acknowledged a plurality of actors in 1ntcrflatmnal
relations as will be discussed just now. The pluralist’s challenge to realism was
soon met by a new brand of realists, and the forerunner among them was
Kenneth Waltz. Waltz in his famous works, Man, the State and War (19_52) and

*R. Rothenstein, “on the Costs of Realism”, Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 87, No. 3,

1972, p. 38.
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eory of Internatio o : S
which is 1 nal Politics (1979), came up with his id ol

popularly known as peo- P is idea of world politics

between international and domesﬁmlis.n‘l. W.altz argues that the key difference
Sonflich but i the st o ¢ politics lies not in the regularity of war and

s .
other than self-help which Wigs:ftrinn; there is no other way to secure oneself

: tely lead t

security build-u it o security dilemma because

anarchy for th W one would lead to insecurity of others. The resultant
y Yor the neo-realists is, therefore ,

~h: 1 , due to th
characterized by the absence of a Vighbrp ¢ presence of a system

e Sl W power over the sovereign states. It is
T re of lnt.ernatlona] system which decisively shapes up the behaviour
In mnternational relations and their st

: ruggle for power. Thus, the sources
of co : 4
nflict or causes of war, unlike what the traditional or classical realists

:;gal:?:,h ;10 :t?:l Crteusicon fth.f: thurna{l nature bu.t within the basic framework of the
e 0. m-ern'fltlonal rel?tlons. “{Tclllz uses g.ame theory (an
pt which is widely used in many fi€lds today) in addressing the
balance of power and self-help in this environment. He says that balance of
power results in this kind of a system irrespective of the intentions of a
particular state. But in international politics, in the absence of authority to
effectively prohibit the use of force, the balance of power among states becomes
most often a balance of capabilities, including physical force, which states
choose to use in pursuing their goals. Thus, in a self-help system, the logic of
self-interest provides a basis of understanding the problem of coordinating the
interests of individual versus the interests of the common good and the pay-off
between short-term interests and long-term interests.'*) Neo-realists did not
overlook the prospects of cooperation among states also. But the point of
contention was that, states, while cooperating with each other, tried to maximize
their relative power and preserve their autonomy.

Criticisms

The first major criticism which can be levelled against realism is that like
idealism, realism is also lopsided and stresses solely on power and powi:r
struggle, i.e., "power monism’. The traditional realists formulated their views in
reaction to the liberal utopians of the 1920s and 1930s. Consequently, they put
greater emphasis on "power politics’, state sovereignty, balanc.c (J_f power and
war. For the realists, states Were the only important actqrs in international
relations. Besides, scholars point out that Morgenthau’s re:?lllsm was b.ascd ona
priori assumptions about human nature, such as the rational pursuit of s»::lf(—i
interest, utility maximization and the like, which are hardly vcnflablchan
tested. Benno Wasserman, Robert Tucker, Stanley .Ho-ffmarol and othferLi ave
criticized traditional realism on the ground, that it 1S ncfthcr realfstlc nor
' ith i i ' Hoffman!'®), this theory is full of
consistent with itself. According to Stanley : : g s ol
anomalies and ambiguities and ignores the dlSCllS.Sl[)I'I of e;a s.l e: onyna e
observed that the realist theory has ignored the impact 0 valu {
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without flaws @
unit-structure relationship 1 i
induced by the units thcmselves.[ He fqrther ar :
recurrence and re ition in the internatlonal system, neo-realism cannot
envisage a form of statecraft which transcends_thc calculus of power and
control. Cox (1986) places the neo-realist theory 11 the category of ‘problem-
solving approach’ to international relations when this may be little more than a
cover for and rationalization of immoral and unethical behaviour. By
deconstructing realism, neo-realism and neo-liberalism, post—modem critical
theory observes that the concept of inter-state anarchy is in reality an artificial
construction of the dominant discours€ and the state practices associated with it.
international relations

It is contrived and generated by the dominant

opined that
constraints an
emancipatory f

que of realist theory from the point of

There has als
?xclusion of the women throughout the whole discourse. The most common motif
in feminist analyses of peace and war depicts masculinity as a transcendentall
aggressive force in society and history. Women are bystanders or victims of men’y
wars. Most feminist commentary, through the 1980s. followed this framework I:
r the nuclear threat in the

particular, the extraordinary outburst of concern Ove
1970s and early 1980s resulted in a spate of feminist writings explicitly or

implicitly founded on a critique of masculinist militarism. In her appraisal of Hans

J. Morgenthau, for instance, Tickner (1988) criticizes realism as only “a partial
owing to its deeply embedded masculinist

description of international politics”,
rtial descriptions; they are not dead wrong

bi'as. But partial descriptions are pa
Tickner attacks Morgenthau’s paradigm S cern
. igm on several grounds. B i
o : M : . g s. But her main con
o offer a feminist reformulation of certain realist principles. In a similar vein the
- »

central : s
culturalf}l’-(:lt:ﬁlfiﬁlcgl i objectivity as such, but with objectivity “as it i
Y et likorvise nee[(ail;(:] ::)SSOCIaICd with masculinity”. The idea of the):‘ﬂaﬁ(;ﬂl:i
_ o be rendered more “multi : -
contingent”, but n 1 multidimensional and cont
ot necessarily abandoned. Tickner stresses: “I am not 3’;::‘;:;5;

the validity of M : 2
y orgenthau’s work” but only asking for a negotiation with the

‘contentious others’.[']
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discourse.
o been a feminist criti



