
NATIONAL DEFENSE UNIVERSITY 

NATIONAL WAR COLLEGE 

Inadequacies of Dogmatic Realism 

LtCol Philip J. Exner, USMC/Class of 1996 

Committee 10 

Instructor: Dr. Al Pierce 

Faculty Advisor: Colonel G. G. Gisolo, USMC 



Report Documentation Page Form Approved
OMB No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for the collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and
maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington
VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be subject to a penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it
does not display a currently valid OMB control number. 

1. REPORT DATE 
1996 2. REPORT TYPE 

3. DATES COVERED 
  00-00-1996 to 00-00-1996  

4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 
Inadequacies of Dogmatic Realism 

5a. CONTRACT NUMBER 

5b. GRANT NUMBER 

5c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER 

6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER 

5e. TASK NUMBER 

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER 

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 
National War College,300 5th Avenue,Fort Lesley J. 
McNair,Washington,DC,20319-6000 

8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
REPORT NUMBER 

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 10. SPONSOR/MONITOR’S ACRONYM(S) 

11. SPONSOR/MONITOR’S REPORT 
NUMBER(S) 

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT 
Approved for public release; distribution unlimited 

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES 

14. ABSTRACT 
see report 

15. SUBJECT TERMS 

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17. LIMITATION OF 
ABSTRACT 

18. NUMBER
OF PAGES 

28 

19a. NAME OF
RESPONSIBLE PERSON 

a. REPORT 
unclassified 

b. ABSTRACT 
unclassified 

c. THIS PAGE 
unclassified 

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8-98) 
Prescribed by ANSI Std Z39-18 



Exner 1 
. 

P 

.f 
It 1s above all to the drumbeat of W&oman ldeahsm that Amencan foreign pohcy has 
marched smce his watershed presidency, and contmues to march to this day 

Henry Gsmger ’ 

Most Amencans find the concept of an amoral pohtical plulosophy highly repugnant Yet, 

whie Henry I(lssmger may be correct that Wtion set the cadence of Amencan foreign pohcy, the 

dn-ectlon of march has been largely set by Reahsts Umted States foreign pohcy has been framed 111 the 

language of Wilsoman Ideahsm for the past 80 years, but its practitioners have been driven almost 

exclusively by conslderatlons of RealpoZztzk2 Tlus &chotomy between Amenca’s mnate pohtlcal 

Ideahsm and its operational pragmatsm has plagued U S foreign pohcy smce it emerged as a world 

power at the turn of the century and has often resulted 111 mconslstent and self-defeatmg pohcles3 The 

tension 1s greatest where the normative assumptions of pohttlcal Ideahsm4 cotict most dn-ectly with 

the relatfvlstlc rnatenahst conslderatlons of Reai’polztzk Today that stram 1s exacerbated by 

mterdependencles that blur the btmctlon between dornestlc and foreign pohcg The fundamental spht 

between these two approaches had led to substantial &agreement over how or whether to mtegrate 

our ldeahstic nnpulses mto the framework of our national mterests 

FAILURES OFIDEALISM 

Twentieth-century history testties that efforts to blend morahty and pohttcs have not only often 

fatled, but also have caused perverse effects wluch have aggravated the problems they sought to 

amehorate WAsoman ldeahstc “self-determmatlon” has left a legacy of f&ed and margmal post- 

colomal states and vn-ulent, &mlve ethic sttie which threaten the tradItional nation-state Xarve 

Ideahsm, such as that mamfested m the Kellogg-Brand Pact of 1924 outlawmg war, contnbuted to the 

m&ary ,unpreparedness, pacfim, popular cornpl~ancy, and pohttlcal nnpotence that led to World 
r 

War II Truman’s reJection of Frankhn Roosevelt’s (FDR’s) accommodation of Soviet balance of 

power concerns and ldeologlcal hardenmg of Umted States pohcy towards the Soviet Umon after 
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FDR’s death m April 1945, accelerated the breakdown of the Grand Alhance after World War II and 

contnbuted to the emergence of the Cold War6 

The mcluslon of a vague, a-defined notlon of “national values” mto our pohttlcal &course has 

slgmficantly comphcated Arner~can mternatlonal relations I(lssmger notes that “to foreign leaders 

nnbued with less elevated maxnns, Amenca’s ckurn to altruism evokes a certam aura of unpr&ctab&y, 

whereas the national mterest can be calculated, altnusm depends on the defimtlon of its practltloner”’ 

The uncertamty generated by U S Ideahstlc rhetorrc, compounded by faulty Reahsm by our 

adversmes, rn&ust, and cultural merences that are particularly acute between Amenca and Asmn 

nations, has contnbuted to costly rmscalculatlons of Amencan strength and resolve on the part of such 

aggressors as Japan m 1941, Korea m 1950, the Soviet Urnon m 1962, and Iraq m 1990 

Even where it has not led to war, excessive morahzmg has blunted the effectiveness of some 

pohccles by mJectmg an additional source of confusion mto the pohttlcal equation already comphcated by 

competmg domestic, transnatlonal, and mtematlonal mterests The U S mabtity to mtegrate human 

nghts goals m Chma with our econormc agenda 1s a case m pomt In March 1994, As&ant Secretary 

of State for Human hghts John Shattuck traveled to Beqmg to condemn the Chmese government for 

its human nghts vlolatlons and threaten revocation of Chma’s most favored nation tradmg status unless 

lt sqquficantly proved Its human nghts performance The same day that he was threatenmg to cut off 

trade benefits, Jeffery Garten, a sernor Commerce Department official, was m Beqmg con&ally 

arrangmg for a trade meetmg mvolvmg more than 100 Chmese officmls to be held m Washmgton the 

followmg month ’ Unfortunately, not only has our mconsBtent pohcy proven pohttlcally embarrassmg, 

but the Umted States’ vocal pohcy on human nghts m Chma has arguably worsened the lot of many 

r- Chmese, exemphfied by Chma’s dehberately provocative arrest of several leadmg dssldents Just before 

Secretary of State CImstopher’s volt to Begmg to ~IXUSS human r@ts ssues m February 1994 9 



Exner 3 I 

P 
.F 

Ideahsm has led to Uruted States mvolvement m places where we had no vital mterests at 

slgmficant pohttlcal and econormc cost, such as Somaha It 1s hkely to do so agam, dwertmg national 

treasure mto efforts that do not advance vital U S mterests, or do so only margmally. Fmally, it has 

resulted m glarmgly mconslstent foreign pohccles wkch have confused alhes, frustrated prospectwe 

tiends, and damaged buddmg relatlonsws with former enermes 

The catalogue of failures attnbuted to ldeahstlc crusadmg has prompted some to question to 

what extent natlonal pohcy should be based on moral prmclples Cr&s of Ideahsm argue that Reahsm 

should govern the formulation of U S foreign pohcy, notmg that the resultmg pohcles are frequently 

identical to those derned from Ideahsm, without mvolvmg the confusron of the latter” There are few 

Whoman pohcles that cannot be defended on the basis of natlonal su~val, enhghtened self-mterest, or 

P 
balance of power arguments Slrmlarly, it 1s not Mcult to clothe a pohcy born out of self-mterest m 

r 
morahstlc rhetonc, mtnnatmg some degree of moral equivalency between the two Given the 

comphcatlons ansmg fkom the rraxture of Ideahsm and Reahsm m foreign pohcy, If even the most 

ldeahstlc pohcy can be developed and camed out on the bass of its pragma& merrts, what then does 

the morahst conmbute to the formulation of pohcy that cannot be derwed mdependently from 

prmclples of Realpobhkv 

fl, 

Much of the current lscusslon has approached this question from the standpomt of reconctig 

Ideahsm to the requirements of Reulpobhk Proposals mclude attemptmg to mtegrate morahty more 

effectively mto pohttlcs, to find some normatlve standard that wdl fit mto Realpobhk, or to reduce 

confhct by snnply mg ldeahstlc excursions mto the proper realm of the Reahst One 1s 

sometunes left with the nnpresslon that, If only mtematlonal Issues were not comphcated by mtruslon 

of gratuitous ldeahstlc values, the questions would be simpler and our pohcles much more consistent 
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But, 111 fact, would the Reahst actually be able to frame and execute a more consistent foreign pohcy If 

only crusahg morahsts would cease mteerfenng? 

This essay focuses on IIrmtatlons of Reahsm that are often overlooked 1~1 the current debate 

over lntegratlng Ideahsm into national policy. The paper dscusses the two related issues of Reahsrn’s 

role m the problems of lnternatlonal relations and the umque posltlve contrrbutlons of Ideahsm It 

begins with some hlstorrcal examples where Reahsm contnbuted to pohttcal fdure This 1s followed 

by a descnptlon of Reahsm and an exarmnatlon of some Internal contrtictlons arrsmg, not from any 

cotict with Ideahsm, but da-ectly out of its own charactemtlcs Fmally, the paper looks at the umque 

conmbutlons of Ideahsm to lntematlonal policy 

FAILURES OF REALISM 

Every Amencan president smce Wilson has advanced vafliitlons of Wtion’s theme 
Domestic debates have more often dealt with the ftiure to fulfill Wtion’s ideals than 
with whether they were 111 fact lendmg adequate guidance 111 rneetmg the occasionally 
brutal challenges of a turbulent world For three generatlons, cntlcs have savaged 
i%lson’s analysis and conclusions; and yet, 111 all ti tune, W&on’s pmclples have 
remed the bedrock of Amencan foreign pohcy thn&ng 

Henry tismger’ ’ 

Henry Kssmger’s assertion that Id&m has dormnated U S foreign pohcy smce the When 

Amtratlon may be true with respect to pohttlcal theory and rhetorrc, but twentieth-century history 

marshals ample evidence to the contrary regardmg pohttlcal action” The instances of pohcy conceived 

and executed chiefly out of Whoman ideals are farrly lmnted, wMe the counter-examples where 

Reulpolztzk has trumped morahstlc ideals are numerous and slgrnficant and undeme clauns that 

Ideahsm has dormnated the conduct of Amerzan foreign policy 

Although the Umted States has not engaged III the depredations of the more notorious regunes, 

6‘ it has, on occasion, knowingly acqmesced to them As early as November 1942, President Roosevelt 

knew that the Germans were systematically extematmg European Jews and had already lulled as 
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many as two don But III deference to BntEh concerns about comphcatmg the Palestlne Issue, and 

to avoid domestic pohtlcal problems, his Admnnstratlon not only did notbg to help, but actually 

obstructed the flow of ad&tlonal lnformatlon to the pubhc and restncted lmrmgratlon of Jews 

attemptmg to flee to one-tenth of the number of Jewish -grants authollzed by CongressI There 

was also {he brutaky of Stahl and Mao Tse Tung 111 whch tens of dons were lolled, as well as 

Hungarym 1956, Czechoslovalua 1111968, Vietnam and Camboha after 1975, Rwanda 1994, Bosma 

through 1995, and vmous repressions under the Shah 111 Iran, Ferdinand Marcos, and other hctators 

and despots who shared our balance of power concerns or capltahzed on them.” 

There were, of course, notable instances of apparent Ideahsm and selflessness. Yet even some 

of the most ostensibly altnustlc, such as the Kellogg-Brand Pact of 1924 forswearmg the use of war, 

involved, a great deal of cylzlcal pohttlcal maneuvervlg 111 order to mampulate pubhc opmon, defuse 

domestic pressure from peace groups, and reap other forms of pohttlcal profit’ 5 Even one of the 

greatest foreign relations successes m U S lnstory, the Marshall Plan, was founded as much on 

pragmaqc concern for stab&y as it was on magnamrmty16 The most recent instance of a U S a&on 

motivated by genume, unalloyed Ideahsm was the ltzltlal Amencan rnterventlon ~II Somaha, but its 

success 1s still under debate and it 1s unhkely to be followed soon by another slrmlarly altrulstlc rmSslon 

The u&y of Ideahsm as wmdow-dressmg for pohcles based on enhghtened self-mterested 

contmues today The pIvlclple gu&ng document of current U S foreign poky, the 1996 Nutzod 

Secunty Strategy of Engagement and Enlargement, makes morahstic appeals for va~lous pohcles, but 

does not, m the end, rest on appeal to any transcendent value. Even the most ostensibly ldeahstlc 

interests, are defended on R&t grounds For example, assistance to poor, underdeveloped countnes 

r 1s advocated on the basis that the “contmumg poverty of a quarter of the world’s people leads to 

hunger, malnutitlon, econormc mtgratlon and pohttlcal unrest ..[and] threaten[s] to overwhelm the 
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health factitles of developing countries, dsrupt socletles and stop econormc growth”” The overall 

strategy to “promote democracy and democratic mstltutlons” (mentioned over 150 tnnes) and “free 

markets” 1s defended as a practical necessity “h E not a democratic crusade, it 1s a pragmatic 

comrmtment to see freedom take hold where that wil help us the most Thus, we must target our 

effort to assist states that affect our strategic mterests”‘8 Of course. the artlculatlon of a national 

pohcy on a foundation of moral nnperatlves and buttressed by arguments showing the convergence of 

Realpobhk’s external demands with the innate strength of national values 1s admable The point 1s 

that current U S. policy 1s heavdy nnbued with Reahsm, and tiustrates the pmciple that “ideal goals are 

not obtamed 1~1 the real world of confhctmg national purposes by moral fervor alone but only by a 

pragmatic calculation of the means to an end, by a rational antlclpatlon of the actual consequences of a 

f- given actlon”‘g 

The consistent transparency of self-mterest KI even the most ldeahstlc pohcles, combned with 

the previously cited examples of U S maction m cases of ongorng, well-documented atrocities, most 

recently m Rwanda and Boqma, make I(lssmgger’s comment on Wrlsoruan Ideahsm sound hke an 

observation on a mere superfic~J phenomenon It would be far easier to demonstrate a national 

wtigness to surrender pmclple to power for the sake of securrty or national interest than to show a 

hzitoncal comrmtment to W~oxnamsm. 

Thts bgs to rend the Mehan dtiogue, which has profound relevance to U S pohcy today 

Thucy&des records how Pencles, m his Funeral Oration, extols Athernan Ide&m “We alone do good 

to our neighbors not upon a calculation of Interest, but III the confidence of freedom and ~tl a frank and 

fearless spmt”” Despite statements of noble mteentlons, however, the Atheman attempt to expand 

(? their democratic values m a “great movement of hberatlon” dumg the Peloponneslan War degenerated 

into a “mere struggle for power” whch led them to the gates of Melos” FE&Y, when the -Mehan 



Exner 7 

F” 

f- 

maetrates appealed for JustIce, the Athemans gave their famous cymcal retort, “[T]he strong exact 

what they can, and the weak give what they must,” and then proceeded to loll them.** The powerful 

irony III the Athemans’ fall from Ideahsm 1s particularly poignant 111 l@t of the current U S National 

Secur&y Strategy’s goal of “enlargmg democracy ” We are, perhaps, far more l&e the Athemans than 

our national concert will perrmt us to beheve. There 1s probably less danger today of excesswe smcere 

behef m our ideals than that we rmght use them as a cloak for some selfish goal that would betray the 

values we purport to hold 

If we mta our values only as long as they are relatively pdess, cheap, and convement, 

then Ide&sm becomes a luxury of the strong and wealthy, not a refuge for the weak and poor 

Amen& ldeahstlc rhetolrc too often exaggerates Its corrrrmtment, which then proves to be “a rmle 

wide and an rnch deep,” drying up II-I the heat of a CI-EZ when the cost gets too high or a few casualties 

are taken23 Thus, our pohcles are mtm~lcally mconslstent and untrustworthy because the strength of 

our cornrmtment, while defended on the basis of moral Imperatives, 1s actually based on the secunty 

and mte&ty of our mterests, not only our vital ones, but our penpheral ones as well If “the 

determuied pursuit of moral iums 1s an u&fordable lux~ry”*~, then we mght do less damage to the 

cr&b&y of our values by not even mentlomng them 

REALISM: DESCRIPTION AND DILEMMAS 

Regardless of our rhetonc, it appears that the dormnant actlvatrng pIvlclple of U S foreign 

poky tqday 1s Reahsm. In order to understand the forces which tive that understanding of 

lntematlonal relations, we wfl now exme Reahsm’s nature, Its assumptions about the lnternatlonal 

system, its etics, and some nnphcafions flowmg from those charactemtlcs 

Many vmetles of Reahsm have evolved over tune, but all of them share certarn common 

charactemtlcs Reahsm views the lntematlonal system as an anarchic struggle for survwal It regards 
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confkt as mevltable, power as the currency of relations between nations, and force as the final arbiter 

of &putes25. While not rejectmg outr&t the vakhty of personal moral absolutes, Reahsm demes the 

apphcabtity of m&vldual moral standards to the state In ther place, Reahsm substitutes national 

survival as the ultnnate e&al value and self-mterest as the gmde to action 

Reahsm asserts that it rests on a sclentic foundation of rational analysis of lustoncal evidence 

concernmg the behavior of mdlmduals and nation states. Oswald Spengler, the mfluentlal ktoncal 

pUosopher whose wrmngs were studled by Hans Morgenthau, Henry msmger and other leadmg 

Reahsts26. wmes that Reahsm “proceeds from the facts of real hfe and attempts to obtm the 

quintessence of lnstoncal expenence from the hlstoncal praxis of advanced humamty”” Reahsm 1s 

concerned with what 1s, not what ought to be As such, It 1s matermhstlc and treats absolute moral 

values as cultural and soclologlcal phenomena that affect the polrtlcal envronrnent, rather than as 

essentmlly epfitemological issues 

Reahsm rs founded on the assumption of an anarchic mtematlonal poltttlcal system The current 

system of nation states 1s a relatively modem convention, developed by some of the states, nnposed on 

some, and voluntariy adopted by others The state’s current form 1s mamtamed by l-&or& mertla, 

mstltutlonal convention, and the mterest and actlons of its partlclpatmg members to preserve the 

mstitutlons and conventions surroundmg it There 1s no external agent or authomy &ectmg or 

sustammg the system of nation states, and no enforcement rnechamsm for its standards or decrslons 

outside of the mtematlonal system itself Nation states can and must act m theK own self-mterest to 

ensure ther own sur~val Hence, con&t 1s mvltable, power m all its forrns (m&tary, pohtlcal, 

econormc, and cultural) 1s the agent of both stab&y and change, force 1s the determmm g argument, 

t- and survival 1s the ultnnate measure of success28 
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Reahsm rejects the apphcatlon of nonnative, ldeahstlc standards to mtematlonal behavior 

There are no absolute values m the pohtical realm of the Reakt Each nation, culture, and society 

detemes its own values, based on Its mterests, and acts accordmgly Thomas Hobbes, the patmtrch 

of Reahsm, mamtamed that “moraky and norrnatlve conslderatlons have no apphcatlon or slgmficance 

m mtemational relationPg. This same sentnnent was expressed by all of the classical Reahsts3’ 

through Hans Morgenthau, who wrote, “The state has no right to let Its moral Isapprobatlon. get m 

the way of successful pohtical action y93’ Spengler had “no room for morahty,” and wrote that 

“statecraft par excellence paradoxically demands that one hberates oneself as much as necessary from 

moral &slons and resmctlons”32 

Reahsm subordmates Ideahsm’s vaflous ckums on the purpose of government to the 

fundamental goal of natlonal survwal Accordmg to Spengler, the only mutably vahd measure of 

ultunate success 1s surv~al~~ Morgenthau calls national survival “the moral prmqle” that defines 

successful pohtical action 34 

The guldmg ethic of natlonal self-mterest flows Corn this dmzct and relatively snnple standard 

“Because of the crucial nnportance of national secuflty, national egoism enjoys a rational and moral 

Justrficatlon wkch renders the pmnacy of self-mterest, among national ends an mhputable and 

unavoidable reahty of mternational polmcs”35 IGssmger ldentlfies this as the crucial element m his 

defimtlon of Realpolzhk “foreign pohcy based on calculations of power and the national mterest”36 

Fe problem with this philosophy 1s that it fa& to define survival and surv~val’s object Robert 

Osgood ,states that 
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basic to all kmds of national self-mterest 1s survival or self-preservation, for upon 
national survival depends the achievement of all other self-mterested ends The exact 
nature of the national self that must be preserved at all costs 1s open to V~IIOUS 
mterpretatlons, but, above all, it 1s the nation’s terrrtod mtepty, pohttlcal 
mdependence, and fundamental governmental mstltutlons 37 

A pohtlcail party whch 1s temportiy m power may define “surv~al” d.Berently than one 

concerned more with the basic form of government Does “surv~al” refer to the governmental 

mstltutlons, the people, national mfrastructure, or some other ernbodmnt of the nation state? Did 

“Pola&” and “France” survive the German mvaslons of 1939 and 1940, and If so, who or what 

represented those entitles’ How much treasure and blood must be spfit to ensure the preservation of a 

people -- or a government3 When should one embodnnent of a nation be destroyed m order to save 

another? 

P SOURCES OF EIHICAL VALUE. INA~PLKAEIUTY OF INDMDUU MORAL STXNDARDS TO THE STATX 

For the Reahst, “moral@ 1s defined by ruzson d’ktat. Referrmg to another ptiar of the Reahst 

school, John Farrenkopf wmes, “In Hegel’s conception of mterstate relations, there 1s no room for the 

operation of moral or mtemational law [moral behavior for the state conslsts m its own self- 

assertion, unencumbered by moral and legal norms’38 Charles Kegley wmes that the “tit 

perspective as represented by Machavelh, Hobbes, Nietzsche, or Memcke allows ‘the national mterest 

[to prey&e] its own morahty”“g 

WNe Reahsts acknowledge the occasional expediency of adherence to mtematlonal norms, 

sometunes even for protracted periods of tnne, such observance 1s temporal, sltuatlonally condltlonal, 

and never obhgatory Some “neo-ldeahsts” allow for the existence of certam rules reflectmg human 

nature, but these proceed from the soclologlcal dynarmc of human mteractlon, not from some 

f- authontatlve, external source4’ 
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Reahsm’s reJection of normative ldeahstlc values and assertion of its right to define national 

self-mterest on its own terms are Justltiable only If the state 1s exempt from the moral requirements lad 

on m&mduals Therefore, Reahsm demes the Jeffersoman clann that there 1s “but one system of ethics 

for men and for nations 41r’ Accordmg to the Reahst, mdlvldual standards of norrnatlve morahty do not 

apply to the state Remhold Nlebuhr argues that “because of the dynmc of collective mterest, selfish 

behavior 1s expected of groups to protect the mterests of the gro~p’“~. Robert Osgood contends that 

the natute of the contract between m&wduals and states produces a special, almost f&al, 

relation&p which cannot be governed by the same restramts and values as mdlvlduals43 

The problem here 1s two-fold Frst, “self-mterest 1s not the same as selfish”44 Short-term 

selfishness often leads to consequences which are not m the self-mterest of either groups or m&mduals 

P- “Selfi&behavlor” 1s no more Justtied for groups under that rationale than for m&vlduals Adrmttedly, 

states WIU “do what they can,” but ratlonakmg a completely separate standard of conduct for states 1s 

unJustrfied and removes an element of caution whch protects them Corn confusmg national self-mterest 

with mere selfishness. Neither guarantees mcreased happmess for the nation, but selfishness ensures 

~lsery for some / Even If we cannot prevent it, we should not encourage self&mess to be practzed 

with a s?nse of moral dBidence 

There 1s another problem with R&m’s defense of a separate moral standard Osgood 1s 

correct msofar as the requirement for an m&mdual to practice self-sacrke does not automatically 

transfer to a group, smce burdens are unequally borne m groups Thus, it 1s quite often meanmgless to 

speak of nations “sacticmg” as though they camed a dorm share of costs across a.ll their members 

In practice, some suffer more than others, wMe still others may even profit from a part~ular pohcy 

6” However, mstead of freemg the state from the moral constramts mcumbent upon m&wduals, the 

mequltles whch aflse w&n the nation overlay addztz~~~~Z moral responslbtity on the leadership 
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This new layer of obhgatlon under the “social contract” IS one Justlficatlon for state encouragement -- 

and enforcement -- of etlucal standards and nnperatlves Although the mteractlon of competmg 

mterests lwlthm the nation adds another tinsion of complexity to the moral questions, there 1s no 

ment to the Reahst claun that it reheves the state of the requlrernent to act morally or hberates it to 

form its own concept of morahty If anythmg, ti clash of mterests mcreases the burden of 

responslty of the state, and bmds it more closely to the values of the m&mduals who collectively 

make up the natlon and whose collective mterests the state exists to serve Osgood writes that 

recogmtlon of the moral complex&es and mcongnutles of mtematlonal existence does 
not nnply a relatlvlstlc or titc view of human conduct On the contrary, it nnphes a 
firm allegmnce to ultimate prmclples of moral perfizctlon, even though these prmclples 
remam forever beyond human attamment, for how can a man know the moral 
“nperfectlon of his actions unless he has an ideal standard ofJudgment In this sense, 
the ultnnate ideals of the Camm tradition are an mwnsable 
source of that hum&y and crmcal self-appra& which 1s the hfeblood of true Ideahsm 
and the only antidote to natlonal self-nghteousness 45 

MORAL NEUTRALLTAND RELATIVISM 

Closely lmked to Realism’s clann to the right to form its own standard of conduct IS its cb to 

he, If not above, then at least outside, the realm of normatlve moral standards Not all reahsts, as 

m&vlduals, deny the existence of an absolute personal rnorahty, but Reahsm rejects the bmdmg 

authonty of such values m the arena of mtematlonal relatlons46 m rejection 1s based on the pnmacy 

of national survival and national mterest, which 1s its denvatlve In order to protect the supremacy of 

that “moral” value wlthm its own realm, Reahsm demes the clauns of normative morahty, except as a 

local, culturally dependent wde to suggest national goals and assist m pohcy formulation 

The concept of national mterest 1s mfintely elastic. Its defitntlon depends upon values, whose 

chum 1s, a przon, subordmated to the presumed clanns of mterest Because of Reahsm’s moral 
f- 
I neutrahty, there 1s no arbiter between normative standards of value Theu relative clanns, therefore, 

cannot be ad..udica,ted w&n Reahsm, which merely provides a framework for pohtical action 
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Furthermore, smce m the herarchy of Reahsrn, national mterest’s clann, once determmed, 1s supenor to 

m&mdual moral values, national mterest renders the clanns of morahty relatlv~tc by denymg ther 

transcendence 

The Reakt makes no clann to Judge the relative ment of normative systems appkd to it, other 

than to deny the clanns of any whzh asserts supenonty to its p~clpal value of national mterest To 

the Reahst, morahty’s relevance to the mtematlonal environment must flow from its force as a cultural, 

social and pohtlcal phenomenon rather than from the vahdlty of its moral assertlons4’ In domg so, 

Reahsm margmahzes moral nnperatlves and estabhshes a plurahsm of u-relevance where all moral 

values have equally weak clanns to Truth and ut&ty 1s the basic umt of measure As C S Lewis 

wntes, “If nothmg IS obhgatory for its own sake, nothmg 1s obhgatory at aWds Reahsm, therefore, 1s 

mtrmslcally and unalterably relatlvlstlc. 

There B no such thmg as moral neutrahty m poky matters. In 1859, Abraham Lmcoln argued 

that Stephen Douglas’s clann to be “personally opposed” to slavery whrle reslstmg its prohbtlon m 

new states was meanmgless Douglas’s support of the extension of slavery de facto demed the 

fundamental moral and legal bass for opposmon to slavery. that the slave possessed the “God-gven” 

nghts referred to m the De&r&on of Independence and deserved the full Constltutlonal protection of 

‘pxsonhoo~‘4g Acceptance of the moral arguments agamst slavery demands opposltlon to its 

extension everywhere, demal of the moral arguments agamst slavery removes Justticatlon for any 

opposltlon anywhere Whether fl be issues of human nghts, declslons on war, or the allocation of 

national resources, moral neutrahty 1s usually not an option for the poky maker 

The contrtictlons mherent m neutrahty have caused some Reahsts to make a logical extension 

pl to condescension or open host&y toward Ideahsm. We ostensl%ly neutral regardmg m&vldual 

morahty, Reahsm views moral&y’s &urns to a Wtive role m settmg national goals as an mtruslon mto 
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its area of responslbtity Agamst the measure of survwal, concepts such asJustIce, guilt, right,, and 

wrong are chnneras and have no place on the scales of the leade?‘. Spengler beheved that “the pursuit 

of lofty moral goals m mtematlonal pohttlcs .mterferes with the fornmlatlon and nnplementatlon of a 

statecraft unswervmgly comrmtted to the mterests of state’“’ As quoted by Kegley, John Mueller 

writes that “the rmsgulded apphcafion of ethical concerns to mtematlonal affa~s ‘has helped to fachtate 

the sacticlal, uncertam, masochlstlc, nnprobable, and fundamentally absurd actlvlty known as 

One consequence of its rejection of Ideahsm 1s that Reahsm lacks a normative mechamsm for 

generatmg the vslon to determme goals proactlvely beyond the horrzon of its mater&st needs 

Kennan suggests that the prmcIples for gtudmg the forrnatlon of nation’s pohcy me from that country’s 

F- “predommant collective sense of itself -- what sort of a country it conceives itself or would hke itself to 

P < 
“53 be @s standard 1s operationally adequate as long as the culturally based values of the national 

“collective sense” do not demand somethmg that confhcts with perceived “national mterest ” However, 

when the moral lmperatlves of m&vldual cultural values confhct with the more re&y ldenttiable 

issues of natlonal mterest, such as the current case between U S human nghts and busmess mterest m 

Chma, the chef dogma of R&m 1s mvoked and Ideahsm 1s expected to yield, or else the battle 

between Ideahsm and Reahsm 1s once agam Jomed 

By removmg the question of nnmutable values from the equation, Reahsm makes national 

goals sr&atlonal m a way that 1s fundamentally dtierent from Idealmn. Whereas the Ideahst weighs 

competmg values and apphes them wlthm spectic sltuatlons, the Reahst has only the situation itself 

Any valbe which 1s apphed to that sfiuatlon 1s contextually dependent on the cultural and pohttlcal 

P bases of the actors Therefore, smce the mterests and values of the actors evolve over tnne and change 
f 

with cmzurnstance, the Reahst has nothmg defirtlve to bequeath to the future beyond the empty 
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cntenon of sur~val~~ I(lssmger wmes that “Reason without moral purpose 1s mcapable of reslstmg 

the tendency of national self-mterest to become an end m Itself, smce only moral purpose can hold 

man’s mcurable egoism subordmate to the umversal values whch give self-mterest meanmg”55 In that 

respect, Reahsm forfeits any dynarmc role m the future and abdicates its responslbrlrty to mform and 

shape the future to the blmd declslons of competmg selfish actors It leaves no statement or witness 

because qt 1s morally bankrupt 

Eurthermore, Reahsm 1s unable to generate on its own the vn-tues necessary to mamtam a clvlc 

society It must depend on personal behefs to supply the vn-tues necessary for socml cohesion and 

execution of its pohcles, but demes any role for them m policy form&&on T~Ls, m turn, demes the 

motlvatmg force empowermg the culture m whch it operates. The ddemma for the Reahst 1s lad out 

by C S. Lewis, who writes of normative values as contamed m Natural Law. 

Those [who reject Natural Law], If they are logical, must regard all sentiments as 
e&ally non-rational, as mere Illlsts between us and the real objects. As a result, they 
must either decide to remove all sentiments, as far as possible, from the Ipubhcl’s mmd 
or else to encourage some sentiments for reasons that have nothmg to do with therr 
mtrmslc ‘Justness” or “ordmacy ” The latter course mvolves them m the questionable 
process of creatmg m others by “suggestion” or mcantatlon a mu-age which their own 
reason has successfully tislpated 56 

Cltmg as an example the vn-tue of self-sac&ice, he contmues, 

Either [the Reahst] must go the whole way and debunk tl~~ sentnnent hke any other, or 
must set [hlmselfl to work to produce, from the outside, a sentiment whch [he 
@eheves] to be of no value to the [mdwldual] and whch may cost bun ti hfe, because 
it 1s useful to us (the survivors) that our young men should feel it .The Merence 
between [Ideahst and R&t] education wfi be an nnportant one The [Ideahst] dealt 
with its [cltlzens] as grown buds deal with young ba-ds when they teach them to fly the 
[Reahst] deals with them more as the poultry-keeper deals with young brds--tig 
them thus or thus for purposes of which the bmls know nothmg 57 

P 
The Reahst must depend on rehgon and other CMC mstltutions to mstfi m m&vlduals the 

t’ 5 values wluch it cannot But its mherent relatlmm 1s m a constant state of tension with those values, 

because it must deny their clann to apphcabfity m its realm By unde rmmmg nonnative values’ claun to 
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transcendence and vah&ty, the nation-state may find itself at psychological war with the people who 

compose it unless It can reconcile its pohcles to their behefs Most wEe leaders do that, mcludmg most 

Amencan Presidents But it 1s msufficlent for the state to look on moral values as a mere cultural or 

psychological phenomenon to be “dealt ~lth”~~, and m the long run, it undermmes the clanns it makes 

under then- banner 

One ad&tlonal problem for the Reahst 1s that the claun to moral neutrahty forces on the 

mdlvldual Reahst practitioner a choice between rejectmg morahty’s demands and hvmg with a cogmttlve 

dssonance that ignores the contra&ctlons caused by neutrahty Accordmg to Osgood, the Reahst may 

personally beheve m moral absolutes, but holds to ther mapplxabihty to foreign relatlons5’ The 

drfficulty arises because R&m operationally repudiates any nonnative personal behefs by denymg the 

r‘ apphcabtity of those m&vldual behefs If the practltloner avoids con&t, it 1s only through fortuitously 

f ’ 
berngn cmxmstances that do not confront bun with unpalatable choices 

DANGEROFNIHILISM 

In the absence of transcendent normative values, what 1s to prevent the mtematlonal system 

from degeneratmg mto a ruthless pursmt of self-mterest? Operationally, the Reahst can pomt to the 

restramnig actlon of other states, or the prmclple of ‘2xclproclty”60 But tlxs does not always work, 

and its fdures, such as the cases of Napoleon and fitler, are too costly to leave the question there 

Unfortunately, the plnlosophlcal answer 1s much more ticult for the Reahst, and the answers that 

have been offered are as &verse as the personal&es of the authors 

Kegley contends that “m fact, it 1s only the n&&t version of reahsm that endorses the behefs 

that under anarchy, l&e beasts m aJungle, states must fight for survival and that no norms should tit 

e- their sovereign nght to choose any self-help action capable of enhancmg then- preservation”61 We 
r ’ 
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this maylbe true, it begs the question of how to restram the tendency, smce the cost of ruh&sm can be 

so hgh 

Reahsts have defmed vmous rnechamsms for preventmg degeneracy mto a sub-human doctrme 

of raw survival, all of which contam “a slgmficant, normative element9’62 Hegel, for example, 

suggested that btory 1s divided mto epochs m whch a dommant state “represents the mouthpiece of 

the progressive, rational, World Spult’63 Ranke, who founded the German titoncal school, rehed on 

“a salubrious balance-of-power system and the further development of national cultures it fac&tated”64 

Spengler demed the “capacity of &plomacy and balance-of-power pohttlcs to keep wlthm tolerable 

bounds the tragic, confhctual nature of mtematlonal pohtlcs”65 In its place, he espoused the “urnversal, 

tradtlonal, mtocratlc ethzs of toughness and herolsm”66 as the antldote to tim. As Kegley 

P quotes Morgenthau, “m order to be worthy of our lastmg sympathy, a natlon must pursue its mterests 

i 
for the sake of a transcendent [moral] purpose that gives meanmg to the day-to-day operations of Its 

foreign pohcy [because] ‘the Machlavelhan “mvltatlon to unmorahty” counter-productively reduces 

“the conduct of good men to the standards of the worst”‘67 However, Morgenthau does not suggest 

what the nature of that purpose rmght be, nor how a good purpose rmght be titmgulshed from a bad 

one 

Some of these responses to the threat of ruh&stlc R&m seem as strongly ldeahstrc as any 

Wfioruan vIslon, but they lack the phllosophlcal fountion of the more tradltlonal restramts such as 

Natural Law or theological formulations Other Reahsts, recogmzmg the fundamentally exlstentlal 

nature of Reahsrn, admt of no protection agamst the danger of mluhsm. There have been “Dark Ages” 

before and there may well be agam 

!- 
/ y 
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Fortunately, Ideahsm offers an antidote to some of the problems ansmg from Reahsm. There 

are three p~clpal contnbutlons that Ideahsm can make which cannot be denved by the logic of 

Realpolztzk (1) to make pohcy assumptions more expllclt, (2) to define and sustam clvlc vrrtues that 

the state cannot on its own, and (3) to prov& a moral compass for settmg short- and long-term pohcy 

dn-ectlon and a yardstick for compamg the relative value of alternatives 

MAKING ASSUMITIONS Exwc~ 

+-st, Ideahsm makes more exphclt the assumptions underlymg choices m mtematlonal pohcles 

The various R&t assurances agamst *rn lugtight the strong dependence of many Reahsts upon 

unstated assumptions The assumptions of Natural Law and Enhghtenment concepts of government 

P are much better defined and broadly accepted than the hdden hopes m “heroism,” “national cultures,” 

: 
or some iundefmed “transcendent purpose,” whch undergird Reahst secunty assurances agamst the 

danger of mh&sm and support its clann to ment the trust of nations The problem of hdden 

assumptions 1s mherent m Reahsm’s claun to moral neutrahty Reahsm’s arrogation of presumed 

ObJectivZy and ratlonahty despses the nnphcatlon that it may be Just as dependent on msupportable 

assumptions concernmg the nature of man and the purpose of government as any Ideahstlc system All 

pohttlcal decslons necessanly mvolve value-based tradeoffs Reahsm’s subordmatlon of moral values to 

natlonal mterest ignores the normative role that values necessanly play m the defimuon of national 

mterest In contrast, Id&m’s clauns on pohcy are lmked to phllosophlcal prmcrples, which are much 

more clearly defined. Even those who &agreed most vehemently with Whoman Ideahsm could at 

least attack its assumptions because they were exphclt 
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Second, IdeArn defines and susm the clvlc wtues which are necessary and useful for the 

lntemal order of society, and attempts to broaden theK apphcatlon across lntematlonal borders The 

moral& affirms values, such as self-sac&ice, de&cation, endurance, and temperance, which transcend 

the basic “natural” surv& needs and wbch the state 1s unable to rnstlll III Its populace on its own 

Without these values, the state cannot regulate human behavior without coercion Thus, ~romcally, the 

Reahst must acknowledge the legltnnacy of morahty to protect his own legtunacy and preserve the 

fabnc of society, even If he doesn’t beheve 111 any absolute moral tmth hunself The ddemrna for the 

Reahst 1s how to uphold his end of thts alhance of necessity with the morahst, while denymg the 

apphcabtity of moral nnperatlves, mamfested as Ideahsm, to foreign relations 

r‘ The state can export only those values that it possesses, and it derives those values from the 

t 
underlying culture of the people of that state If it rejects the apphcabihty of those values to 

lntematlonal relatlonshps, it hts its own abtity to shape world pohttlcal and social &mate when it 1s 

not engaged III a declslve struggle for survival Without a well-sprmg of values to provide long-range 

vmon and to pde the shaping of national goals, state pohcles must eventually run off the values the 

state reflects back to the people. If those values are based solely on self-mterest, and If the state does 

not augment its Macbavelhan values with some that lnclte hgher virtue, it will eventually underrmne 

the moral mechamsms of self-restrmt whch hold together its own society. Thus, the production of 

vu-&e 1s nnportant for both lntemal and external reasons 

PROVIDAVG A MORAL COMPASS 

Thud, Ideahsm provides the moral framework wldun which to pnontEe short- and long-term 

e- choices Reahsm can speak only of “national Interest,” but does not provide the umt of currency for 
t \ 

compatvlg the value of competing natronal interests Once survival 1s assured, the state must begin to 
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look to the more mm&ate mterests of its constituents Even for the Reahst, the existence of mterests 

wbch are subordmate to survival demands some herarchy of values to arbitrate the competltlon for 

natlonal resources Any such hierarchy must be based on assumptions about what 1s “best” for the 

state Ideahsm provides the phllosophlcal bass for tiussmg the necessary compronxses, because it 

contams assumptions about the purpose of the state and its goals Ideahsm provides -ion and 

guidance beyond mere reaction to competitors, and enables a nation to look beyond its present 

cmxunstances 

One of Reahsm’s weaknesses 1s an nab&y to set goals once it has achieved “success” m the 

absence of a threat % partly accounts for the confusion m U S foreign pohcy after the Cold War 

Ideahsm, however, can answer questions about what a nation wants to become, not merely what it 

P wants td overcome 

PROBLEMS AND CHALLENGES FOR AMERICAN FOREIGN RELATIONS 

The problems m U S foreign relations today are not due to the mcompatibfity of Reahsm and 

Ideahsm, nor would the situation be rmtlgated by attemptmg to remove Ideahstlc conslderatlons 

Rather, the di%culty 1s due, at least m part, to the lack of a comprehensive theory that acknowledges 

Ideahsm? legltnnate role and mtegrates it m a manner that compensates for the mherent problems m 

both Reahsm and Ideahsm. “Classical” Reahsts deny Idea&n’s role, and modem verslons, such as neo- 

Reahsm and Pragmatism, adnxt to Ideahsm’s necessity and usefulness, but rmphcltly deny its 

transcendency and ignore the posslbtity or relevance of determmmg the relative ments of competmg 

Ideahsms 

Carl von Clausewltz wntes that “war 1s not merely an act of pohcy but a true pohttlcal 

I@- mstrument carned on with other mean~‘~~, and argued that the m&ary leader cannot ignore the 

underlymg forces that lead to war or determme its obJect. Just as there are m&tary leaders who would 
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hke to be “left alone” by pohttlcmns so they could sm@y “fight the war” without worrymg about 

polmcal conslderatlons, so most pohtlclans would prefer to be left alone by philosophers and 

theologians to “run the world” without messy questions about truth or moral absolutes6’ But hke the 

rn&ary leader whose qohttlc handlmg of one war can lead to the next one, so mtematlonal leaders 

should not be content to deal simply with the resultmg con&ct between Ideas without consldermg the 

rectitude of those ideas The pohtlclan can no more ignore the values that energize the dynmcs of 

national mterest and motivate pohcy than the general can ignore the dynarmcs that determme the 

objects of war or the forces that brmg it about Forms of government and pohtlcal mstltutlons are 

merely the frameworks and mechamsrns for formulatmg pohcles and do not mtrmslcally contam pohcy 

themselvks Theones which treat Ideal&c prmclples as nothmg more than mconvement phenomena 

f- whch cqrnphcate the operation of mtematlonal relations and ignore the foundational questions of 

Truth, are hke the sdors who keep b&g out the boat without pluggmg the leak 

CONCLUSION 

Reahsts such as I(lssmger warn that the greatest danger m the post-Cold War era hes m 

excessive rehance on Ideahsm7’. But an even greater danger hes m rejectmg Ideahsm’s role There 1s a 

power m Ideahsm which cannot be harnessed by the loge of Reahsm Reahsm contams contradlctlons 

which can be cured only by the apphcatlon of a practical Ideahsm to the challenges of today 

Nonethe!ess, the problems that have flowed from Ideahsm’s excesses argue for mamtammg a balance 

that recogmzes the value of both “The real moral task facmg the Amencan people,” wntes Osgood, 

“1s to fix theK eyes on the ultunate ideals without losmg thex footmg on the sold ground of rea&Y71. 

He provides a clear picture of the tension between Ideahsm and Reahsm. 

Although it 1s morally unperative that men should not rrmzlllllz~ the 
contrtictlons between national self-mterest and umversal ideals, it 1s equally 
lmperatlve that they should not exaggerate the contrtictlons by posltmg a ngld 
anthem between these two ends. In very few sltuatlons are statesmen faced with a 
clear choice between ideals and national mterest, m almost all situations they are faced 
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with the task of reconciling the two. If they succeed m reconcxhng them so as to 
rnaxmm ideal values, they will come as near to moral perfection as anyone can 
reasonably hope But they wdl surely foul unless the nation as a whole understands the 
wisdom of combmmg reahsm with Ideahsm7* 

Every age 1s umque, but not qmte so dtierent as we would hke to thmk There 1s a strong 

temptation to look at some aspect of the current mtematlonal sltuatlon as Justticatlon for abandonmg 

the values and standards of conduct that have been developed over the thousands of years smce people 

began to gather together m the commumtles whxh became villages, cities, and states However, it 

would be wrong to lmagme that the earher days of c&zatlon were somehow suppler and more ldylhc 

If there ever emted a world where Realpolztzk were Justtied by the anarchy between states, It was m 

the past The men who wrote about the need for vxtue and Ideahsm were not mere academcs hvmg m 

,- 

i ’ 

some “kmder, gentler” era where ther vfews were widely accepted They hved m the same kmd of 

world th$ we hve m today, where ideals were seldom observed at all and never observed perfectly 

Ideahsts have never been particularly popular Socrates and Cxero were assassmated for ther views, 

and the Emperor Dormtlan bamshed phdosophers from Rome m A D 8973 Yet. their views endure. 

Neither Ideahsm nor Reahsm 1s adequate of itself to Mfill all the reqturements of government 

Amenca and the world need leadershp with the slull and character to blend the two together The 

process WI.U mvolve much debate, but no lastmg progress TS possibly without an acknowledgment of 

Reahsm’s madequacles and Ideahsm’s umque contnbutlon to the debate 



Exner 23 

’ Henry IQssmger, Dmlomacy (New York Snnon & Schuster, 1994) 30 

’ George F Kennan, American Dmlom 1900-1950 (Chicago Umverslty of Clucago Press, 1951) 42, ated m Charles 
W Kegley, Jr, “The New Global Order The Power of Prmaple m a Plurahstlc World,” Ethics & International Affau-s 6 
(1994) 22 

3 Robert En&cott Osgood’, Ideals and Self Interest in Ammca’s Forelesl Relauons The Great Transformation of the 
Twentieth Century (Chicago Phoemx BooksLJmverslty of Chicago Press, 1965) contams an excellent &scusslon of the 
emergence of the modern debate, begmnmg with the Adrmmstratmn of Teddy Roosevelt 

4 “By normauve standards we mean the presmptive prmclples of desuable behavmr to wluch most nanons can and do 
agree Normauve standards embody the ideals and prmciples by tich a commumty-even a world commumty-defines 
Itself ” Editor’s note, Ethics and International Affa~s 6 (1994) np 

5 Qssinger 39 

6 Martm J Sherwm, A World Destroved (New York Vintage Books, 1977) 193-219 

’ cssmger 46 

f- 

i 
’ Robert S Greenberger, “Cacophony ofvolces Drowns Out Message From U S to Chma,” Wall Street Journal March 
22,1994 1 

9 In January 1994, Assistant Secretary of State John Shattuck flouted Chme=se government sensltlvltles when he met with 
We1 Jmgsheng, a promment Chmese &sndent, m the open m the coffee garden of the Chma World Hotel m Beqmg On 
February 4, the Chmese arrested a number of &ss&nts, mcludmg Wel, Just before Secretary Chnstopher’s oval on 
February 11,1994 Greenberger 1 

lo Steve Bpnkoetter, “The Role for Ethics m Bush’s New World Order,” Ethics & Intemauonal AlTans, 6 (1994) 71 
Brmkoetter states, “It may be that prudence and morahty &ctate some of the same conduct ” 

I1 EClssmger 52 

I2 Osgood notes wth irony “It may be an m&c&on of the strength of the logs of geography and strategc interest that 
thus moral-mmded adnumstratlon [of Woodrow Wilson], largely out of sohatude for the security of the Panama Canal, 
found it necessary to carry out more armed mterventlons m Latm Ammca than any of its predecessors, to Impose upon 
Ha~tl and the Domuucan Repubhc prolonged m~htary occupatmns w&out treaty sanchon and agamst the protests of the 
nauve governments, and almost, but for the Senate’s refusal, to convert Nicaragua mto a protectorate ” Osgood 105 

I3 David S Wyman, The Abandonment of the Jews Amenca and the Holocaust 1941-1945 (New York Pantheon Books, 
1984) 103 Accordmg to Wyman, by November, 1942, “there was authenucat& mformatmn that the Nazis were 
systematically extermmatmg European Jewry ” 

Kegley ates Jnmny Carter’s rqecuon of Realpohti “This mterventloIust approach to the world was fueled by an 

r 
mtoxlcatmg sense of power, and ethnocenmc behef m the mherent etical vntue of Amacan mauves and what Jimmy 
Carter m 1977 called ‘an mordmate fear of commumsm wluch once led the US to embrace any &ctator that Jomed [the 

r \ US] m [its] fear “’ Kegley 37 

l5 Osgood 349-350 Although approved by the Senate 85-1, Senator Carter Glass (VA) wrote that the Pact 



r‘ 
I f 

.i 

Exner 24 
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the conduct of nations is, and should be, pded andJudged excluavely by the amoral reqmrements of 

the national mterest, and etics should be made subservient to those national Interests ” 

32 Farrenkopf 133 



Exner 25 

33 Spengler wrote, “When m the world of truths the proof decides everythmg, so does success m the world of facts ‘I 
Farrenkopf 125 

34 Cited by Kegley 23 Hoffman lacon&ly notes that “Survival 1s not an unamtnguous goal n Hoflinan 14 

35 Osgood 13 

36 tissmger 137 

37 Osgood3 

38 Farrenkopf 128 

39 Kegley 23 The suggestion 1s not at all new In The Renubhc, Thrasymachus challenges Plato’s assmon of the 
existence of an absolute Truth for states by saymg that “@St’ or ‘nght’ means nothmg but what 1s to the Interest of the 
stronger party ” Cited m W&VI-I Ebenstem, ed , Great Pohucal Thmkers Plato to the Present, Hmsdale, IL, Dryden 
Press, 1969 43 

4o Kegley 30 

41 Kegley, p 23 Jefferson’s sentunent reflects the trdfional Ideahst posltlon Plato wrote, ” Does it not follow at once 
that state and mdrvldual w111 be vcrlse or brave by vmue of the same element m each and m the same way? Both will 
possess m the same manner any quahty that makes for excellence Then It apphes to Justice we shall conclude that a 
man is Just m the same way that a state was Just Ebenstem 43 

42 Hoffman 16 

43 Osgood states, “A citizen’s dependence upon tis natton assumes a &stmct mtnnacy because he confers upon the ObJect 
of his alle;lance the ambute of a person so closely ldentied ullth his own personahty that he wtually acqures a second 
self, m whose behalf he can feel tiendly, hostile, generous, selfish, confident, afisud, proud, or hunuhated ahnost as 
poignantly as he would feel these emotions for hnnself m his relations vvlth other m&vlduals However, the conscience of 
thus vlcanous personahty, unhke the pnvate conscience, IS reheved by the sancuon of pmousm, so that a cmzen can 
manage with a sense of complete moral consistency to combme lofty Ideahsm toward ha own natlon wth extreme egoism 
toward other nauons and thereby actively support a standard of ethics m foreign relauons which he would not dream of 
toleratmg in his pvate deahngs ” Osgood 11 

44 Hoffman 16 

45 Osgood 23 

46 For an excellent exegesis of tis &stmctlon, see Osgood pp 9- 15 

” Spengler writes “An abstract &al of Justice pervades the mmds and mtmgs of all men whose intellects are noble and 
strong and whose blood is weak, pervades all rehgons and all philosoplues, but the fact-world of history knows only 
success, tich turns the law of the stronger mto the law for all ” Farrenkopf 126 

48 C S Lews, The Abohtmn of Man, (New York MacMdlan Co, 1970) 52-53 Kegley adds “If there are no 
mnnutable moral truths independent of human author@, and every rule of nght and wrong 1s presumed to be 
c~cmma.nual, then all actmn becomes pemusslble There are eternal clasncal edncal precepts ” Kegley 25 

4g Abraham Lmcoln, Speeches and Letters of Abraham Lincoln 1832- 1865, (New York E P Dutton & Co , 
1912) 133-139 From a speech at Columbus Ohlo given on September 16,1859 See also pp 122-129 



Exner 26 

5o Farrenkopf 125 Spengler wrrtes “An abstract Ideal of pshce pervades the mmds and wrmngs of all men whose 
intellects are noble and strong and whose blood IS weak, pervades all rehgrons and all phrlosophres, but the fact-world of 
hrstory knows only success, which turns the law of the stronger into the law for all” Farrenkopf contrasts thrs wrth 
Nietzsche who wrote, ‘Greatness should not depend on success, and Demosthenes had greatness, although he drdn’t have 
any success ” Kegley 25 

51 Farrenkopf 125 

52 Kegley 23-24 Osgood adds, “As long as the effectwe means to a nahonal end remams, essenhdy, the exercise of 
independent nahonal power, rt 1s folly to expect nahonal selflessness or sheer Impulse, however hrgh-mmded, to promote 
Ideal goals On the contrary, selflessness or tmpulsrveness, by bhndmg reason to the pracucal consequences of nahonal 
a&tons, may work untold mtemahonal nuschref and even ~eopardm a nahon’s survrval ” Osgood 14 

53 George F Kennan, “On American Prmcrples,” Foreurn Affarrs 74 2 &Iarch/Apr111995) 120 

” C S Lewis discusses the “survival” rahonale in a passage that merits presentahon at some length 

From proposrtrons about fact alone, no practmal conclusion can ever be drawn “Tins will 
preserve socrety” cannot lead to “do thrs” except by the medlauon of “society ought to be 
preserved We grasp at useless words we call [survrval] the “basrc,” or “fundamental,” or 
“prrmal,” or “deepest” Instinct It is of no avatl Enher these words conceal a value Judgment 
passed upon the mstmct and therefore not derrvable from It, or else they merely record its felt 
Intensity, the frequency of ns operaUon, and us wide &smbuuon The desperate expedients to 
whtch a man can be drrven if he attempts to base value on fact are well illustrated by Dr C H 
Waddmgton’s Science and Ethrcs Dr Waddmgton here explams that “exrstence 1s its own 
Jushficahon“ (p 14) and wrrtes ‘An existence whrch IS essentially evolutionary 1s itself the 
Justrficauon for an evoluuon towards a more comprehensrve exrstence” (p 17) If EvoluUon is 
prarsed on the ground of any properues it exhrbtts, then we are using an external standard and 
the attempt to make exrstence its ownJusuficahon has been abandoned If that attempt 1s 
mamtamed, why does Dr Waddmgton concentrate on evolution I e , on a temporary phase of 
orgamc existence in one planet? This is “geocenmc ” If Good=“whatever Nature happens to be 
doing,” then surely we should notice what Nature IS domg as a whole, and Nature as a whole, I 
understand, 1s workmg steadrly and ureversrbly towards the final extmchon of all life m every 
part of the umverse Even thrs, I confess, seems to me a lesser objection than the dscrepancy 
between Dr Waddmgton’s first prmciple and the value Judgments men actually make To value 
anything simply because rt occurs is m fact to worship success, hke Qmslmgs or men of Vichy 
Other phrlosophres more wicked have been devrsed none more vulgar ” Lewrs 48-50 

55 Ktssmger 446 

56 IBVIS 32-33 

57 Lewis 31-33 

58 In the face of this, Ktssmger asserts, that “The state has no rrght to chum a separate morahty for itself IGssmger 46 

59 Osgood 1 l-20 

fc”” 6o Kegley offered “recrprocny” as a fundamental normauve prmcrple for mtemahonal relahons and compares varrous 
* forms of the “Golden Rule” quotmg Drogenes, Plato, fillel, Jesus, Kant, and others Based on hrs aqyment, reciprocity 

could be equally adopted by the Realist as by the Ideahst However, a commttment to reciprocity based on self-interest wrll 
be far less permanent than one based on a moral rmperauve enforced from wrthout the mtemauonal pohhcal system by an 
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Exner 27 

unpera&ve “Ought” In the short run, the two pnnc~ples may appear m&stmgmshable But as the trans&x=y, temporal 
condltlons change, the former w111 prove less rehable than the latter Kegley 30 

” Kegley30 

62 Farrenkopf 128 

63 Farrenkopf 131 

” Farrenkopf 132 

65 Farrenkopf 126 

66 Farrenkopf 128 

67 Kegley 24 

68 Carl van Clausemtz, On War, ed Michael Howard and Peter Paret, (Prmceton, NJ Prmceton University Press, 1989:) 
87 

6g The most famous example may be Pontms Pllate When Jesus sad that “Everyone who 1s of the truth hears my 
voice,” Pllate rephed, “What 1s truth7” Jn 18 37-38 

” “In the twenueth century, Amaca has med twice to create a world order based ahnost exclusively on its values It 
represents a hermc effort responsible for much of what 1s good m the contemporary world But Wllsoruamsm cannot be 
the sole basis for the post-Cold War era ” fissmger 8 11 

” Osgood21 

72 Osgood 23 

73 Ebenstem 121 


