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Abstract

The phenomena with which politics deals have their
own typical peculiarities. These peculiarities make it hard
to develop a theory which helps us predict further political

ne

phenomena. That is why, perhaps, weﬁrecggﬂy more involved in

"theory of theory"l than in theorizing.

A carefully studied methodology is badly needed for
developing political theory - a framework of systematic con-
cepts that orders the facts, and endows them with specific
meanings. Not only does such a methodology help us delimit
the field of politics. It is also our best bet for tackling
the problems . ©i: which we meet. With such an importa nt tool
we can't afford to b8 > careless. We must be very clear
not only about its explicit and basic principles but also
about its implicit assumptions, expected results, and aimed

at purposes.

Besides a methodology that distinguishes between
genuine and ingenuine questions and provides us with prin-
ciples for the solution of the genuine problems, we shall
rely, for delimiting the field and for finding our way

1. World Politics, vol. XIV, no. 1, Oct. 196l.




through the complexities of the material of the landscape on
another principle - politics is what statesmen or politicians
do gug politicians. We shall find that all the traditional-
ly suggested criteria = power, state, authoritative distribu-
tion of values, settling disagreements, etc. - are unsatisfact-
ory for doing the job., Nor is our enterprise unconditional.
Two considerations limit it: - one voluntary, the other is
forced upon us. This latter is more exacting for it is the
expression of the limitation of our knowledge both of the
data we study and of the tools and techniques we use in that
study.

This study will prove to have two aspects. Looked at
from the standpoint of the person involved, these two aspects
are his attitude toward the phenomena he studies, and the
structure, relationships, and nature of these phenomena as
they are in themselves,or better still as they lend theme
sel¥es to our knowledge. Both of them are important and no
progress can be attained except to the extent to which they
do supplement each other. Short of an ideal situation, though,
where they are integrated in a very mature behaviour, the
attitudinal is the more significant - because it is a pre=
requisite to the other - its origination, use, and fruition.

vi



Three of its basic features recommend mention: openness, posi-
tiveness and impartiality with all they)Suppose and entail.

These being provided for, politics becomes a science
only when its typical phenomena, unique, complex, changeable,
attected by many variables (some known others not, some
rational and others irrational), - lend themselves more easily
to scrutiny and investigation,- ..’ available to us by the
method and techniques of research which we happen to have
developed for that purpose. KEven if all these conditions
prove to be satisfied, politics will still have to suffer the
consequences of being essentially normative. That is why a
"theory" of value is a pre-requisite for a satisfactory
"theory" of politics., This, however, adds to the complication
of an already complicated picture. The fact that at this
normative point the method, the attitude, and the knowledge
of the objective tact meet, creates tor the analyst as well
as tor the agent, more problems than it helps solve. That
is the case because man , the center where these converge
(or tor that matter tail to converge or harmonize) is able
to command, at least in part and sometimes for mere whim or
caprice, the interplay between his actual conduct on the one

hand and absblutos, objective standards, and fictions (or

vii



falsehood) on the other. There may be many reasons for
politics being more - ' an art than ([ a strict science.
This however, remains their most essential and basic one:
man's many levelled encounter: with the surrounding pheno-

mena is partly his own making.
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Introduction

The tragedy of "political theory"™ is the outcome of
0 many inherent tensionsi:- the antagonism between abstract
absolute ideals, once they appeal to the political man's
imagination, and the concrete stubborn realities of political
life which they intend to mold; the struggle between logical
systematizing reason and the irrational drives and chaotic
forces to which the categories of reason are to apply; and
the hesitancy of man, the analyst or the agent on the poli-
tical scene, between full confidence in himself and his ine
amicable natural and social surroundings, and his suspicion
of both., Nor is this list of anomalies all inclusive. Small

wonder, then, why politics is not as yet a science:

Attempts at making politics a science, in the strict
sense of this term, are further confounded by the confusion
created by the fact that man, even by sheer arbitrariness,
can regardl fiction as a kind of an absolute and the absolute,
conversely, as mere fiction « or even a nonnsighificant

entity. Especially this is true in the context of a conceptual

1., What is more important, however, is that he can
reflect this regard of his int~ his behaviour,



tramework which emphasizes, as ours does, the open actions of
the actors on the political scene as evidences or counter

evidences for policy.2

It is very important, however, for us to be able to
distinguish, in the context of a satisfactory conceptual trame-
Work = a iramework that at least brings "order and meaning to
a mass of phenomena which without it remains disconnected and
unintelligible,"3 between absolutes, objective standards, and
mere rictions. Absolutes and rictions will torce themselves
upon us 1or consideration only if some men chose to translate
them into programmes of actions., Objective standards are
indispensible techniques of our way of judging political

behaviour,

Nar will politics become a science in the strict
helpful sense before it is able to tame the ifw-known reluctant
and recalcitrant factors of its typical phenomena. Or else,
it must be able to separate between these factors.and the more manage-

able ones s0 as | ‘.1 to guarantee some understanding of,

2. "The character of a £011c¥ can be ascertained only
through the examination of the political acts per-
formed and of the foreseeable consequences of these

acts. (Morgentham, PAN, p. 5 & 12).

3. This is what constitutes, accordin% to Morgenthaw
(PAN, pp. 6 & 20), the "purpose™ of a theory, and
hence the standard by reference to which it is to
be judged. We consider this one necessary criterion
for the satisfactionness of a conceptual framework.



evaluation of, and control over them, and at the same time,

not to distort their nature.

As the case stands, politics is not, as we shall see,
a "science" in the narrow strict sense of the term. Nor does
it entail a "theory". It follows that "prediction™ is out of

the question in its context.*

We are forced then to accept "a conceptual framework"
for a "theory"™, and to substitute ™happy guesses™ for "predic-
tion." No wonder then that we see 'contemporary political
realists examine the roots and causes of such "wise guesses"s

as a means of avoiding wild ones.

Another distinctive feature of this reconstruction of

4. Heckscher, u., SCGP, p. 18ff.
D. Baston, W, P.A. Kygpf, E.sv.
]

H.C. Kelman, A, pt. in Hoffmann,
gp.221—222.
« Thompson, PRCWP, P.P. ix, 22 and p.4.

5. Kenneth Thompson in his %?l%&iﬁ%ﬁ.!ﬂilﬂl!
attributes the likelihood of such successful guesses
to the school of political thought that possesses
"a lively sense of history" (5.8), "a clear concep=
tion of the human nature" (p.ll), a definite stand
concerning "progress" (p.12) and polities (p.13).
The discussion of these categories by Thompson
shows a definite advance on Morgenthau's - an
‘advance along the line of further specification,
Yet they suffer, in Thompson's version from
methodological and philosophical misgivings.



political realism is its being committed to recognize 5;;5

the relevant factors to rational theorizing on political be-

haviour. Some of these factors dqdmfhscthe picture to a

considerable extent. As a matter of fact it is mainly due

to them that politics is far from being a science and that its

theory is still in its very primitive stages of develop=

ment. Yet we can not legitimately blind our eyes to them.

This version of realism, committed as it is, to gpenness,
positiveness, and impartiality, cannot, without betraying

its own nature, brush aside any of these disturbing unwel-

come:! factors. It will have to learn how to live with them

unless, one way or another, it becomes able, with the help

of advances in the other cognate fields of study such as

psychology, sociology, economics, etc., to tame and sub ject
them to rigorous study. BEven the claim of making "political

6.

"...The advocates of a broader scope for inter-
national relations, including the social, cultur=
al, and institutional factors, will see in the
narrowness of the strictly poiitical (meaning,
power) approach a major weakness. He admits the
centrality of the strictly political, however
conceived, but wishes to include the other
factors as a condition of genuine realism."™

George Liska, Interngtionsl Equilibrium,
Rept. in Hoffmann's CTIR, p. 144,



theory™ more rational’ than political behaviour = a claim
that is usually and within limits a legitimate one -« is
not a legitimate excuse for g priori or arbitrary brushe
ing <" ' any one of them out of the picture.

Retouching is perﬁissible; but only within the
limits of keeping the identity of the object portrayed.
How else could it be found out whether it is really re-
touching or intended elimination ' of unfriendly data to
the theory supported?

Nor doe® this reconstruction claim tinality., It
is only a step along the long and tedious road leading to
more and more satisfactory formulae for the analysis and
control of political phenomena. This is quite in the
tradition® of realism.

7. "rhe difference between international politics
as it actually is and a rational theory derived
from it is like the difference between a photo=
graph and a painted portrait. The photograph shows
everything that can be seen by the naked eye; the
ted portrait does not show everything that can
e seen by the naked eye, but it shows, or at
least seeks to show, one thing that the naked eye
can not see: the essence of the person portrayed."
Morgenthau, PAM, p. 7.

8. "Each successive generation of observers and inter-
fretars carries the heavy burden of appraising and,
f necessary, correcting or enlarging the resth and
grasp of those who have gone betore. I see this
contribution ot the political realists in this
light." op.cit., K. Thompson, p.ix.



Also in the tradition of realism,this coﬁprnction
tries to portray reality, chaotic.and ugly as it is. It
breaks sharply, so it seems,9 with the traditional real-
ists in making room for an "ideal" attitude - a positive
concern about this reality. For it attempts as an attie
tude at least to improve this chaotic, shabby reality = to
put it in order and if possible to control it., Basically
thérefore, this reconstruction is committed to optimism

- the decision to make the world in which it lives, and

9« "...I may be permitted to say...that there is a
surprising measure of real idealism, and some-
times even nobility. But do not look to the
diplomatist for any verbal acknowledgement of
this idealism, for any belief in human
perfectability, for any optimistic philosophy
of public affairs. The professionaf diplo-
matist is, after all, only a species of physi=-
cian. He has...a shabby and irritating group
of patients: violent, headstrong, frivolous,
unreasonable."

G. Kennan, "Diplomacy as viewed by a Diplomat,"
Rept. in Kertesoz and Titysimons DCW, p.108.
Also quoted by Thompson, p. 58.



to the extent to which it can - a 99539510 world. It has,

-

however, no illusions!! as to its powers., It does not

expect too much in the context of the tight hard, and

10. The ethical version of this doctrine corresponds

1l1.

to the principle of "maximizing of value" ela-
borated by Arnold Wolfers in his "Statesmanship
and Moral Choice."

(See S, Hoffmann's CTIR, p. 275, note 3).

It has also some affinity with Morgenthau's be-
liet, namely, to choose among several expedient
actions the least evil one (Scientift v
ggw§r Politics, p.203), thoﬁEﬁ i% %as some
serious reservations on his saying: "Political
ethics is indeed the ethics of doing evil"™

(Ibid. p. 202).

Another principle of Morgenthau's political ethics
is welcomed in this context; that is, that the
national interest is to be detined in terms
compatible with other nations interests."
("Another great Debate...™ Rept. in S, Hottmann's
CIIR, p.78.)

"rortunatei{ logic is not life and man is not
intellect alone., And whilst those same men whose
critical faculty is warped are the men of passion
and imagination, in the life of society the
intellect plays a very small part, and with very
little exageration it may be said that things

go their way independent af our actings."

Croce, The Histo Materialism of Ka ar
p. 100.




difficult circumstances that surround itl2 - nor does it
claim too high a value for the significance of the effects
of its eftforts. Measured by the "real standards™ of things
as they are and the "absolute principles of significance,"
whatever these concepts mean, its efforts may very well be
in*finitesimally small. How much do they affect the cosmic
course of events, and how significant is that 4dnfluence are
questions which have to be settled, if ever, on their own
merits. But whatever these consequences, and whatever their
value, still a realist of the school here expounded, is free
to take a detinite attitude = an attitude in the soil of which

12, Knowing that this is the nature and make up of
the world in which he lives, and recognizing
its very complex limitations, a realist of
this school is always prepared to see his hopes
shattered to pieces.

"How often have statesmen been motivated
by the drive to improve the world, and ended
by making it worse." Morgenthau t_ljm, Pe6)

It makes a great deal of ditrerence however,

tfrom the point of view of this reconstruction,

who or what is to blame under these ciraumstances,
All we are responsible for is to hope tor the
best and act tor the better in the light of

what we seriously tried to and honestly did,

know. Beyond that we can only take what comes.
We can also develop an attitude of even endur=
ing the worst!



all, or nearly all of his actions will have their roots,
Positivel® and optimistic is the attitude we take.

In his attitude free choice plays a major role.

13.a.BEven when we cant't do anything about the world
outside us, this attitude will have some justity=
ing rewards to some at least.

b."Let each one do energetically and courageously
the task wigh is incumbent on him in the milieu
and the conditions in which nature has placed
him, and the life of society (la vie generale)
wili be,” 8o it is hoped, "by so much, the
more active, the more fruittul, and perhaps
the more happy.”

(M. Duguit, Quoted by W.Y. Elliott's PRP,
PP. 43-44),

c.Alfred de Vigny puts the same basic idea, but
in a completely different setting, when he says:

ggggggr: prier, pleurer sont egalement l&ches,
als energiquement ton longe et lourde téche
ans la vole on le sort a voulu t'appeler,
Puis apres, comme mois, souffre et meurs
sans parler.

(Underlining mine) (Ibid., p.44.)

d.George Kennan in his article Diplomacy as viewed
by a Diplomat, expresses a similar attitude when,
inspite of realizing that "what emerges...from
the hoppeér of the political process in each
country and proceeds to speak for the country
in international affairs is always to some

. degree a corrupted voice," (p. 104) and that
"the professional sees tﬁe relations between
governments as largely the product of the
tollies and ambitions and brutalities™ of
minorities (p.107) -« inspite of that he be-
lieves "in the importance and necessity of
his menial function." (g.loa) For if he Were
not there things would be much worse."

Ibid. Referencesare to DCW.



10

As a matter of fact this attitude itself is primarily a
question of commitment. To that extent man himself is either
to blame on/%%aise for it. Though not completely rational

or purely voluntary, reason and the will have influential
hands in shaping.it. It should not, however, be misconstrued
as completely rationalistic. Nor as merely arbitrary. To
the extent to which it is an act of choice or of commitment
it is a responsible act taken in the light of, and with due
consideration of hard facts, bitter necessities, and stubborn
realities. This explains the importance of the relation - a
relation that methodological realism has to scrutinize -
between "realism™ as a portrait of the external objective
world and "realism" as an expression of the temper, attitude
or state of mind of the politician or statesman. Perhaps

the differentiation between politician and statesman finds
its deepest roots in this act of commitment, closely as it

is related to his attitude or state of mind.

Thus for strength, this reconstruction of politiecal
realism does not have to, though it may, travel far. The
source of strength, it believes, can be internal to the
statesman uho happens to uphold it. With the absolutes,

therefore, it does not have to concern itselt. . A, self-



commitment and a responsible decision to serve the truth, the
good, the beautiful or any other high value or principle as
they are known to him on the basis of his study of the availw
able and relevant facts past and present = these are the
compésa and stick with which the realist of this school tries
to find his way out through the landscape of politics and

the difficulties of life. Beyond that he does not have to

go. Furthermore, if he is to be true to the principles of
methodological realism, he is advised not to take that venture
into the realm of beliefs which it can not significantly

settle by reference to objective criteria.

On the other hand a statesman is not denied the
right to have recourse to absolutes if he so chooses.
His methodological difficulties are thereby multiplied.
But if he is willing to take the risks and abide by their
limitations, a decision which methodological realism
considers quite rash, he is not for that condemned as
believing either in meaningless or irrelevant notions.
This is the case because this reconstruction does not make
the methodological mistake of denying either the existence
or the nean;ng of absolute essences. It simply refuses, on

purely methodological grounds, to commit itself with regard



12

to them. Nor does it refuse to admit, under all circumstances,
their relevance to political behaviour. Methodologically
speaking, absolutes like fictions,14 and figments of the
imagination become both real and significgnt through the
actions of some sincere people., If some actors on the
political scene choose to believe in them, to call upon

them for inspiration or for help in the solution of the
difficulties they meet, they are free to do so. But then

they have to answer to questions concerning the relations of

these absolutes to actions taken in their light.

On the other hand, "realism™ is suggested as an
alternative conceptual framework for the analysis, under-
Standing, evaluation, and if possible control of political

14. The moral behaviour of the state is a hypothesis,
but we need not regard as "unreal™ a hypothesis
(a fiction) which is accepted in certain con-
texts as a guide to individual behaviour and
does in fact influence that behaviour."
E.H. Carr, C » Rept. in
Hoffmannts y Pe259,

Again:
"There is a world community for the reason (and
for no other) that people talk, and within

certain limits behave, as if there were a
| world community."

ibid., p. 267,
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phenomena. It is not, rather it does not claim to be, the
"true theory."™ As an issue of pure principle it could be, on

its own principles, either accepted or rejected.

What it claims is that it provides a more satisfactory15
approach to the actual problems and issues of politics. Ine
dependent of these it has no virtues to claim.l® Even in

connection with them its claims to tentative and temporary

15, This is merely carrying a step further, the
tradition of realists as stated by Thompson.

Refer back to p. 5, note 2.

1l6.a."The reader will find here no plea for theory
for its own sake. Theory is no more than" a set
of tools whose usefulness is tested in their
ability to solve concrete problems., (Barrington

More Jr., Social Ihggr* ggd Contemporary Politics.,
Quoted by Hoffmannfts » Pe 8.

b. The case then for political science = conceived
as a pure science of human behaviour or as the
worship of apfarently irrelevant abstracti ons
unrelated to life's problems or of towering
objectivity in social affairs - may in the end
prove to be based on a false conception of the

nature of science itself." K. Thompson, PRCWP,
pp. 7-8.

c. This task (world peace) will be best ap{roached
not through the establishment of rigid legal
norms but rather by the traditional devices of
political expediency... Few people are ever
going to have an abstract devotion to the prine
ciples of international legality capable of
compfeting with the impulses from which wars

/—dr€ apt to arise."

G. Kennan, Realities of Ameri orei licy,
p. 36. Quoted by Thompsonfs » Pp. 60=61,



14

satisfactoriness are limited by certain assumptions and
specific purposes and kmown presuppositions -« both on the
level of policy and of methodology. If any of these is
disturbed either by experience or by responsible commitment
then repurcussions, of this disturbance ', must be felt by
this school of realism. The extent of this disturbance might

be so great as to justify even the rejection of realism.lT

This disturbance though has first to be genuine.
It has, in other words to be closely connected with genuine
problems. Methodologically, therefore, this reconstruction
has to distinguish between genuine, and ingenuine questions,
Not any question the mind raises is susceptible to a
legitimate convincingl8 answer. Only those that can be
settled according to the scientific method are to be considers
ed genuine issues. These will delimit the tield of discussion,

17. For one of the methodological aims of this
reconstruction is the improvement of its
techniques and the corrections of its
mistakes.

18, The process of convincing others, it also
realizes, is a very complex one. It has its
subjective as well as objective aspects. A
convincing argument, therefore, depends as
much on the state of mind and attitude of the

~audience as it does, if not more so, on its
own logical consistency and empirical support.
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and hence of behaviour. Others are to be considered as expre~
ssions of opinions, at least temporarily. These will consw

titute the tield of research.

When we come to the settlement of genuine questions,
disputes, and disagreements, the principle of methodological
equality is of the greatest significance, Whatever a dis=-
putant allows for himself he is, according to this principle,
to allow for others - his opponents, This is the denial of
privileges in connection with the scientific realistic

settlements of disagreements.

Furthermore, no method is worth our trouble and/or
respect which leads, with this principle, to deadlocks or
impasses between the disputants,

Realism, to sum up and conclude, as a positive

optimistic voluntarylg attitude is within our reach and power.

19, Some would argue that this voluntarism is more or
iesslgnforced upon us by the conditions of life
tse .

"Yet if armed with logic alone, Reason has wounded

itself, the doubt of consistent skepticism is even
more suicidal. Life demands an affirmation from
those who would keep it. One is a volurt arist by
the mere fact of living. To treat the tough world

- of fact as one of mere appearance is itself the
greatest illusion. This realism is the first
premiss of the anti-intellectualism which, under
a variety of names, makes common cause against
the metaphysical abstractions of absolute idealism.™

w.Y. Elliott, m._. p-9o
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As a sound method it is only partially so.‘ These are the
necessary conditions tor success in the tormulation of
political theory. They are not sufficient though. Further
research is urgently needed if we require from our theory,
besides, to be prgcticable, to allow for inventiveness, to
encourage the exercise of wisdom, courage, and integrity, to
be able to safeguard itself against ignorance and intellectual
error and confusion, to avoid dangerous extremes, and to en=
compass impressionistic observation, historical analogy,zo

and common sense judgement,

Till we attain this noble and perhaps ambitious aim,

and even after we do so, the achievements of political realists

20, One has to remember in this connection P.H.
Nitzet's advice:

"Historical analogies have freat utility in
illuminating complex situations and in helping
one to sort out the signiticant trom the merely
striking, But action based too closely on
historical analogies is apt to be sterile and
unimaginative.” "Role of the Learned man in
Government." The Review of Politics, Vol. 20,
Noéaa, pe 280, Quoted by Thompsonts PRCWP,
PeJdde.



17
will always be limited by their skill, tact, and wisdom.
The successful solution of the problems of life, political
problems included ¢ is not merely the job of science but

also of art = an art that is touched with geniusl



CHAPTER ONE

' Realism

"Judge the politician by all means,
but be sure that the criteria applied,
are appropriate.”

Nicholas Doman

Ltnealism: like all other symbols of communication,

may be used in tuo,l if not more, different senses.

The descriptive sense of Realism. One might use

"realism™ in politics to describe a political fact, relation,

event, or a set of such conditions in the external world,

simple or complex, in isolation or interwined.?

In this sense the truth or falsity of the notion in

1.

2

Distinguishing between them will prove to be one
basic pre-requisite of clear thinking:

"much of the international (or domestic) evil

of power is rooted not in the sinfulness of man
but in a context, a constitution, a situation in
which even good men are forced to act selfishly
or, immorally. Discrimination between the
inherent or instinctive aspect of the er
drive™ and the situational or accidental ones,
is an "important task." CTIR, S.Hoffmann, p.31.
The distinction also fits well Aron's "situation
decision anti-thesis™ - a useful notion for the

concoftualisation of the facts of international
politics,

These phenomena constitute one class of objective

criteria by referencetowhich the truth or falsity
of the notion at hand is to be determined. The
principles of logic comstitute the other class.

18
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question is a question that is not only open for disputation
but also, within more or less restricted conditions,

final settlement. Hence disagreements here may very likely
be gignificant and real. Verification, if ever possible,
must be possible in this context, and truth is an empirical
objective characteristic = being a relation between a symbol
(or an idea represented by that symbol) and objective pheno=
mena in the world the existence or non-existence of which do
not primarily depend on the will or wishes of the person
speaking (or thinking).

We say primarily because the will or commitment of
the agent on the political scene can have something to do in
connection with these objective phenomena. If it is ot the
nature of politics to be normative, then participation in

politics involves the participants in transtorming®some at

3. "Political Realism does not assume that the
contemporary conditions under which toreign
policy operates, with their extreme instabi=
lity and, the ever present threat of large-

.scale violence, can not be changed.

(Morgenthau, PAM, p.8)

This reconstruction will not have been satisfied
with this negative way of putting the idea. It
commits itself to changing these phenomena,
whenever possible to the better.
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least of its objective features. There is no need for apnie-~
ment to support the antecedent of this conditional etatemént.
A very superficial look gives it plenty of support. The.
deeper one digs into typical behaviour for underlying prine
ciples the more he is convinced of its truth. Had it not
been for the possibility of that change, our optimistic
posture would be simply useless. Also with this normative
elemen? would collapse the significance of our free commite
ment to improve the world. In a world where treedom is a
mere illusion, a statesmans commitment to make it better would
be of no objective consequence whatsoever; and politics
cﬁ:‘hﬁdﬂh to a meaningless game. It may still be self-amusing,
but in so far as affecting the course of events its efforts

would be doemed g priori to failure.

The expressive sense of reglism. Thus we are driven

to stand face to face with the expressive sense of "realism"

\ ‘
- as used to express the attitude or state of mind of the
zpeaker or the agent on the political scene,

Truth (or falsehood) in connection with this sense
is a subjective matter, While it is in connection with the
descriptive sense a kind of relation (the conditions of which
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are to be determined and agreed upon independently of the
political question) between the symbol and the meant pheno=
mena in the external empirical, publicly observable, world,
it is in connection with this expressive sense a relation
between the symbol and a personal idea, impression, motive,
> state of mindyor .7 attitude -~ all subjective specifica=
tions of the speaker or agent, characteristics that are
directly accessible, if agcessible at all, only to him,
Others may, if ever, confirm or disconfirm the presence
and some of the characteristics of these psychological
phenomena, but only indirectly. This involves the formu-
lation of hypotheses concerning them and the verification
of such hypotheses = an operation that is so difficult and
slippery that even if successfully performed yields only,

and at best, probable reault.s,4 never certainties. Hence

4, For other reasons R. Aron reaches to the same
conclusion: -

"But the fact that the sociologists have not yet
made an exhaustive list of such factors and still
more that sociology has not arrived at unanimously
accepted theory of civilizations without war,
means that advice given can be based at least,
only on probabilities, and must generally be
ambiguous and doubtful.™

"Conflict &War™ Rept. in S, Hoffmann's CTIR,
p. 207,
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Morgenthau is right in saying:

"The 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 observor alike. Do we really know
what our own motives are? And what do we know
of the motives of others?

(PAN, p. 6.)

The last two questions, however, havefdifferent
logic. It is true that we sometimes don't really know what are
our own motives., It is equally true, however, that we are
the best judges of them granted the most favorable condie-
tions of knowing, that we are honest, courageous, and truthe
ful, and that the factors we analyse are on the level of the
conscious. Of course all of these are questionable assump-
tions, Seldom do all of them apply to any person. What
follows from them, however, is that politiecs can't be,
under the conditions of our present techniques of know-
ledge, a science in the strict sense. A corollary of this
is spelling grave doubts in "political theory." What does
not follow is that others who have the same qualifications

as we do are or could ever be, except in abnormal cases,
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better Jugggss than we are of them.

Thus we are involved again in the logic of the second

question raised by the quoted passage. Veritication here is

indireet, through hypotheses, and yields, as a result, only

S

Morgenthau's "projective method"™ then commits two
methodological errors. In the first place it :
grants the observer the right to be a better iudge
of the motives of the agent. In the second place
it assumes that its results, in this, are certain.
What is this projective method?

The political realist puts himself in the "position
of a statesman who must meet a certain problem"
(ps5) under certain circumstances and asks himself
"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?" (Ibid) It (this method) "enables the
disinterested observer" "to understand the thoughts
and actions"™ of the statesman, "perhaps better
than he, the actor on the political scene, does
himself™ (Ibid).

We shall have the chance later on to point to two
other mistakes this method commits:- the assumption

that 0 behaviour is a ;gggggfé one;
and tﬁ%15§§%%£%§itgg;§lg§g for others. ee also
p.58-59 below.

One must, on the other hand, admit that this method
has its advantages. It at least tries to avoid,
the armechair kind of theorizing -~ the kind that
lends itself more to free play of the imagination
and abstract thinking than to careful planning
based on, and connected with, harsh facts and
bitter necessities.
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probabilities,

This process of ascertainihg our results becomes even
more difficult and slippery under the assumption of dishonesty.
In politics reference to ideologies is quite frequent.6 Some-
times, it is true, this recourse is a mere camoutlage. But
not always. Unless we allow ourselves to judge peaple g priori,
and in so doing, betray our own principles, we shall have to
not only distinguish between two meanings of ideology,7 but
also to judge the actions of statesmen or their policies gach
on its own merits, Methodological realism, it it claims any
degree of satisfactoriness, must be able not only to make the
distinction between the two senses of "ideology,"tnds to judge

6. "Because of its effects on the psychology of
rulers and people, and because of the inevitable
clashes between regimes subscribing to opposing
principles, ideology is a factor to be reckoned
with in international relations.," R, Aron
("Conflict and War™, Rept. in S, Hoffmann's

CTIR, p. 196).

7. Ideology might mean either an ideal or set of
ideals or values to the service of which an
agent, (a statesman) is seriously and honestly
commited or a set of disguising procedures.

ml*-'mﬂim, I
Rartcourt & 000,
Morgenthaut's PAN, p. 80,
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policies of statesmen each on its relevant evidences, but
also to guard against moving from the one of these senses
to the other in a light manner; not to accuse people who
work in the light of one of working by inspiration of the
other, and finally, not to minimize the difticulties in-
volved in the confirmation of our suspicions of them,®

For we are entitled to suspect the intentions of other
people. But to condemn them on the basis of this suspicion

alone or on evidences irrelevant to their parti cular

8. "Then again statesmen may sincerely believe that
a particular course of action is dictated by
vital interests; but judged by non-Yationalistic
standards of this they may be placing undue value
on certain interests of their people or under-
estimating the value of things not pertaining
to their nation which their policy would sacrifice."

"While this makes moral criticism and self=
critician 1mperative the d Ir : stz

2d 1t ar
or statesmen to make proper moral choicee, it
is not ggﬁ 9£§1¥£ for others to gg igﬁtigg to
their conduct of foreign golicy. «Wolfers
"Statesmanship and Moral Choice™, Rept. in
CTIR, pp. 288-84., (Underlining mine

Nor are these diftficulties limited to moral
judgements}
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actions? = actions that are the subject of our suspicion, is
to commit methodological blunders.,
Our methodological troublesl? would not end even
of
when we are certain /other people's motives or ideologies or

for thematter our own, This is the case because the rela-

N
tion between what is referred to by the expressive sense of

9. "We assume that statesmen act and think in terms
of interest defined as power, and the evidence of
history bears that assumption. Thqt assumption
allows us tec retrace and anticipate, as it were,
the steps « ' a statesman = past, present or
future - has taken or will take on the political
scene."” (Morgenthau, PAN, p.5.)

Isn®'t Morgenthau's argument here like the argu-
ment of a woman: who rebuftfs an honest, sincere
and noble man because she happens to have had the
experience only of making the acquaintance of
dishonest rogues?

That even if one make the assumption Morgenthau
makes still one could make dangerous mistakes
is quite eloquéntly made clear by E.Thompson
in his Political Re ) e Crisis of

. F % -y
N .

10, "Yet even if we had access to the real motives
of statesmen, that knowledge would help us
little in understanding foreign policies and
might lead us astray. It is true that knowledge
of the statesman's motives may give us one among
many clues as to what the direction of his foreign
policy might be...

"History shows no exact and necess correlation
between the quality ot motives and the quality

of foreign policy. This is true both of moral
and of political qualities,"

(Morgenthau, op.cits, ps 6.)
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"realism" and what is indicated by the descriptive sense is

subject to many variables - the statesman's pattern of
culture, his likes and dislikes, his commitments of the one

hand, and his mistakes in judging the realities of the case
estimating (or underestimating) his own or his nations
possibilities or other nations resources or reactions to

a certain policy.

This adds support to our claims that politics is tar
from being a science. Its "theory" hence is called theory

only by a far stretching ot the word.

It is a mistake, however, to eliminatell reterence

to motives on that account.

Doubled is the mistake of one who comp1a1n312 against
our knowledge of motives for not providing us with the "one

11. "A realist theory of international politics
then, will guard against two popular fallacies:
the concern with motives, and the concern with
ideological preferences."

(op.cit., Morgenthau, pp. 5=6).

12. "It can not give us, however, the one clue by
which to predict his fbrciBn,policies."

(Ibid., p. 6).
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clue by which to predict foreign policies.™

To assume that you can predict in politics is, as
has become clear and will become clearer later on, a mistake.
Doubled is the mistake when you assume you can predict on
the basis of one clue. The logic of pradiction13 ia:some-

what more elaborate . process.

What we have to notice at this stage of the argument
is that there is an empirical connection between our states
of mind and our overt behaviour. In ideal eircumstances the
two levels of us are perfectly integrated. Then and only
then our actions translate perfectly well our intensions and
ideals,and our ideals and intensions feel pertfectly projected
in the external world, Seldom however, is this the case
in our ordinary daily life. That is why it is important to
distinguish between the expressive and the descriptive senses

13. Prediction must satisfy the following require-
ments:

a. From a set of specified (iable) facts a,b,c,

dp = no-oo;

b. And, a set of already confirmed laws Ly, Ly,
+eesly; One must be able to deduce, accgrding
to spacffie known rules;;

c. Either a set of facts of the kind already known,
ay,b, «e..nj or a set of facts the kind of which
is not already known = x, ¥, Z, ess etcs
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"realism" = if only for the sake of clarity of analysis.

Uhat,if anyy particular features characterize the
realist attitude as we envisage it? Four of these traits

call for specific mention,

a. Positiveness.

As a responsible attitude, realism commits itself to
a serious enterprise. It faces problems of political life
with the intention of solving them. It discusses these
problems, as a part of studying them, in order to reach
agreements about them. Ideally these agreements would be
based on the knowledge of the truths concerning the relevant
data connected with them. These truths do not have to be
the real absolute truths. It is enough that themﬂzie truths

as they appear to impartial judges.

Disagreementsi® Can be settled(fhi¢ is a well
known political practicf) without regard to truth (or for
that matter any other value). If this happens and if the
disputants accept it, the issue is over = for all practical

14, These fall into one category of the kind of
groblema. Methodological realism has to concern
tself with « interpersonal problems., The ®ther
category is those problems of research - < -
concerning objective rules of behaviour, truths
about facts, etd...
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purposes. A kind of peaceful living is thus achieved.

This is considered the most urgentlsland pressing
practical political problem of the modern age. It must
therefore, be regarded as the minimum long range objective
of any theorizing on political behaviour both domestic or
international., Other problems gain practical significance

to the extent to which they bear upon this one.

The maximum ultimate of political theory and behaviour

would require the satisfaction of other values and conditions.

15, a. "Sur8ly war and peace are now the most impore
tant issues men anywhere can reason about."
C.Wright Mills, CWWT, p. 21.

b. "It is impossible to overemphasize the theoretical
gignificance for all politics of the differen=-
tiation between a crisis situation - implying
conflict over sheer physical or political sur-
vival as the minimum immediate objective of
policy - and a non-crisis situation (in times
and conditions of relaxed competition and
tensions) - implying an often cooperative
quest for additional goals, such as indivie
dual freedoms, general welfare, and justice,
as the maximum and long-range political
objectives. Failure to make the differen-
tiation explicit has been responsible for
much confusion in theoretical debate.™

 &. Liska IE, Rept. Hoffmann's p. 144,
G
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Since these do_change with man's development both spiritual
and material, a specitic statement of that goal is not
possible at this time =~ or any other time except in very
general termsl® - terms which may be rhetorically very
impressive but logically > in need of further trimming: .,
It remains true, however, that mutual understanding, peace=
ful co-existence of competing views, and contidence, are

pre-requisites for that ultimate aim,

It/remains™also true that, unless politics is taken
merely as a leisurely game, positive attitude is the primary
voluntary factor that generates efforts = on all levels = for
the tackling of problems man faces in his endeavour to attain

all objectives immediate or ultimate.

b. Openness.

Unless one claims to know the absolute final truths,
unless one claims to be omniscient « claims that go contrary

16. "There are many approaches and intermediate
objectives mnder ditferent wames and symbols;
the ultimate goal remains the good life of
individual men in free communities, great or
small."” G. Liska, [°) E »
Rept. in Hoffmann's s Pe 149,
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to our methodological commitments,. one is either open to the
charge of intentionally blinding one's eyes, one time or
another, to relevant new facts or to new interpretations of
old tacts, or else he must be open-minded. This means that
he must always be prepared to change his stand as intellecte-
ual honesty requires, Sometimes when the issues concerned
are of minor importance, this change is quite easy. But
when the issues to be modified or rejected are very impor-
tant and traditionally cherished, this change is very
difficult. Here we have an index of the strength of fhe
statesman's personality. The stronger his personality the
better prepared he is to sempt these changes or make them =
once he is convinced they are legitimate. Here also we have
a clue to one's intellectual honesty. What does it take to
convince him? Does he brush off disconfirming evidences to
his theses? Does he, though admitting these eviﬁonces, try
to minimize their significance? The more inclined he is to
do such things the less intellectually honest he becomes.

We have here again a key to one's insight and wisdom and
goodness. Does he sacrifice everything whatsoever to tul=-
till a certain principle or promise? Does he give dwe
value: to other factors of human nature than reason? Does

he consider the interests of others as he does his own?
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Does he see the relationships, apparent or deep, between the
different facts of life? 1Is he able to anticipate consequences
of his action and their effects on others? Doeshe learn

from past experience? The more he does the more mature is

his behaviour.

Without this preparedness to change stands the search
tfor further truth becomes a mere joke. Similar must be the
tfate of responsible discussion. It is only against a background
of an assumption of an attitude characterized by openness that

George Kennan remarks on NATO are valuable.l’ The same holds

17. "It is on the front of police realities, not on
regular military battlefields, that the threat
of Russian Communism must primarily be met. The
training of such forces ought to be such as to
prepare them not only to ofter whatever overt
resistance might be possible to a foreign
invader but also to constitute the core of a
civil resistance movement onamy territory that
might be overrun by the enemy; and every fore-
thought should be exercised to facilitate their
assumption and execution of this role in the
case of necessity. For this reason they need
not, and should not, be burdened with heavy e-
quipment or elaborate supply requirements...

"I would not wish to make a fetish of it or to
suggest any sweeping uniform changes. The
situations of no two NATO countries are alike.
There are some that will continue to require,
for various reasons, other kinds of armed forces
‘as well., I mean merely to suggest that if
there could be & more realistic concept of the
problem and the evolution of a strategis
doctrine more directly addressed to the Soviet
threat as it really is and not as we have
i-llaSined ito" G. .n.n..n. m, pp.55-56.
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true of other such admonitions,l8

The gap, it must always be noticed, between this
preparedness to change and actual change is somewhat wide
and slippery. It is only when this change is legitimate
and possible =~ questions which methodological realism has
to settle each on its own merits = that this attitude

translates itself, at the hands of a responsible agent, into

action. Change is recommended in other words, only when it
is a change for the better.

The attitude of preparedness to make the change, on
the other hand, or to make this change wisely when it is
made, ig an gttitude that must always be prevalent. Thé-:
lack of it may become the cause of catastrophies. This
lack remains a weak characteristic of an unsound attitude
even if its consequences are, as usually they are, less drastic.
We recommend its presence, however, because?its positive
contributions - contributions without which progress and
€ivilization would stand in '~ danger of freezing stagnation.

18, "But the truth, I am going to argue, is that
it is the rigiditg of those who have access to
the new means of history making that has created
and is creating the "inevitability" of World
War III" C. Wright,Mills, CWWT, p. 21.
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c. Impartiality.

Impartiality has already been referred to. It implies
not only recognition of hostile facts but also giving them

due consideration,

A corollary of this is independent thinking. George

Kennan was referring to this complex trait of mind when he

said:

"The Russians are not always wrong, any more t han

we are always right, Our task, in any case, is to
make up our minds independently." (RAW, p. 62).
Another is that it avoids, commited as it is to care-

ful and systematic explanation, "advance—judgements."19

A Few points follow.
The expressive sense of realism, as here characterized
becomes very close to, if distinguishable at all from, the

scientific attitude., Nor is this a complete innovation.

19. "Here, a teleological interpretation which dis-
courages further research and twists the facts
into a predetermined pattern is substituted for
careful and systematic explanation. It is "a
set_of advance-judgements." (Ernest Barker, in
M, F, Ashly Montegue. (ed.) To History,
pp.334795. Also quoted in y by 5. Hoffmann,
Pe °
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Some well known politicalthxuists,zo have already made the

suggestion,

The point of elaborating on the toregoing becomes
clearer when we make clear a conviction the upholding of
which will influence to a great extent this reconstruction,
We believe that the attitude one takes towards the events2l

20.a,"The flood of events has: many other meanings,...
What has happened in the eighteen months since
the book was written has, I think, tended to
confirm the analysis given here, to make more
appropriate its tone of urgency and more relevant
and realistic the proposals oftered." C.Wright

Mills, The 0§u§g8 Qf HOELQ WQ Thrgg, pol4o

b."Under the circumstances usually prevailing in
a multi-state system painful limitations are
set on policies of selt=negation, generosity
or restraint of power. It would be utopian
to expect drastic changes in this respect.
But to say that the field of international
politics is rserved for selfishness, brutality,
self-righteousness or unrestrained ambition for
power is not only cynical but manifestly un-
realistic."™ Arnold Wolfers, it., pp.285-286,
c.See’alsoinete 17 p. 33 quoted from Q.Kennan's RAW.

2l.a."Perhaps there is something in the basic values
and character patterns of a nation and its
elite or in their traditional attitudes towards
the other nations concerned which predisposes
them towards perceiving situations as require

war and towards resisting alternative means,"

H.C. Kelman, "™Societal, attitudinal, and struce
tural Factors in Int. ﬁel.“, Rept. in Hoffmann's

CTIR, pp.210=211,

b."The cultural pattern is more enduring than an
agressive or pacific, imperialistic or defenwive,
foreign policy." R.Aron, op.cit., p. 197.

c."More important than structure is the commitment
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of life is of equal, if not more, importance than these

events themselves, fht differently, one's commitment to
bi iment the h is at least of equ

importance and sometimes even more important than, knows

ing the truth.

Unless we conceive the development of history as a
divine plan in the unfolding of which man has no significant
role to play, or that everything man does is completely
determined by forces,whether materialistic or idealistic,
external and alien to him = conceptions which our scientifiec
method does nop Justiry,22 we are to put emphasise on man's
decisions and efforts guided by such decisions. Truth, if

it is to triumph in the end, must enlist in its service some

energetic, dedicated, and honest men. If the development of

history has anything to do with truth, and we take it that

of states participating in an international
organization = in our case mainly that for
mutual assistance against threats to security.
What matters is that the actual readiness of
members to perform correspond to their formal
obligations.™ G.Liska, op.cit., p.140,

22. We do not deny these conceptions of history;
nor do we claim that they are false., All we
commit ourselves to in regard to them is that
we ﬁ’%hgﬂi prove them or even confirm them
wit at we know of facts and principles.
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it has, then the movements of history must be carried on
by efforts of men, whose decisions have something to say

regarding the courses of those movements,

What is true of truth in its relation to man's deci=
sions and efforts and the facts of life and history is equally

true of goodness or beauty or any other value.

Nor should this stand of ours be misconstrued as taking
a stand in relation to history. In a comprehensive signie
ticant sense we don't know what is the nature, direction,
plot, IEytm, or signiticance of history.2® Nor do we think
any responsible thinker could take such a stand without
exposing his belief to disconfirmation., What we are committed
to however, in this connection, is only one element of a
stand = whatever the nature.of history:; Man's freedom, and
hencefaecia‘ions, and hencef’gctions guided by such decisions,
and hence moditications in the course of events within
limits of course, and hence his attitude towards life, and
hence his commitment to make the world better = all these
are significant beliefs both on the level of theory and on

23. a. K. Thompson, P,R,C.,W.,P., pPp.58; p.8«ll,
b. H. Morgenthau, PAN, p. 4.
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the level of practice.

Sometimes history is referred to by realists for
evidence to support their theses. In this general sense
of history, the womb and the tomb of all events, such a
reference is of no valuable help whatsoever., Like the
beggars bag, or perhaps more so, history embraces all
sorts of events. So rich is its fund that any theory
whatsoever could find somewhere in its dark cérners some

supporting evidence:.

Furthermore, values of history change?4 This does
not mean to deny all value of history. History is
certainly valuable, but it is still an open unsettled

question how to benefit from it. It may be true

24."Whdieval history" said the historian Stubbs,
"is a history of rights and wrongs, modern
history as contrasted with medieval is a
history of powers, forces, dynasties, and
ideas..." quoted by Martin Wright, in "Power
Politics," in s of Political ﬁehaviour,
ed. by R.C. Snyder and H.H, son, 1949,
Py 136."
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as Bacoissaya:¢a£istory makes men wise,™ but we still dondt
know whether it is wise men that benefit from history or; it
is history that makes any of its reader wise. Against the
latter we have mui*'disconrirming evidences, The former
alternative is not a high complement to history either.

A good illustration of learning from history is
the following passage:

" "™If- experience of this century has taught
us anything it is that the long=term effects of
modern war are by no means governed just by formal
outcome of the struggle in terms of victory or
defeat., Modern war is not just an instrument of
policy. It is an experience in itselt. It does
things to him who practices it, irrespective of
whether he wins or loses., Can we really suppose
that poor old Europe, so deeply and insidiously
weakened by the ulterior eftects ot the two
previous wars of this century, could stand another
and even more horrible ordeal of this nature?

Let us by all means think for once not just in
the mathematics of destruction = not just in these
grisly equations of probable military casualties

= let us rather think of people as they are; of
the limitw of their strength, their hope, their
capacity for sutftering, their capacity tor believe
ing in the tuture. And let us ask ourselves in all
seriousness how much worth saving is going to be
saved if war now rages tor the third time in a
halt-century over the face of Europe, and this
time in a form vastly more destructive than any-
thing ever known betore,"
(pp.59=60, G. Kennan's Russia, The Atoms and the
est)

25. The same story ho of Labriola's ™Histary is
the mistressof al ’ mpn‘ and we are as it
were vitalized by 'Histo . Quoted by Croce,
& W.Y. Elliott, FRP, p.25.
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How much of this ' - " wisdom is due to history

and how much to George Kennan's insight?2©

What we have said in connection with "history"™ can
be repeated with equal torce in connection with ™human

W27

nature, The just quoted passage also supports this claim.

Our conclusion is,then,that what is reterred to
by "realism"™ in the expressive sense is more ;gggrtgn;aa
than, though signiticantly connected and hence intluenced
by, what is indicated by its descriptive use. What is the
use of knowing the truth when one does not implement it?

Simply because it is possible tor man_to know the truth
and ignore its implementation in actual p;ggt;gg,29<;nd

history provides plenty of evidences to support this vieé)
it is important to insist on the importance of the mental

26. %%effgfgeg, Pe 4 and Thompson, op.cit.,

27. See also p.33 note.

28, "Even national surviwil itself, it should be

added, is a morally compelling necessity only
28 _Jlong as people attach supreme value to .
1ing mine). "Statesmanship and moral
choigg," Arnold Wolters, in S, Hoftmann's CTIR,
p. 283,

"

) ST

29, '"There have certainly been occasions when to
the objective observer, it seemed clear that
war was not a desirable course of action, and
yet the elite resisted this evidence."™ H.C.
Kelman, "Societal, Attitudinal and Structural
Factors in International Relations," quoted
by S. Hoffmannts CTIR, p.210.
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attitudes, the habitual inclinations of politicians - in
particular their commitments to some values. This importance
grows graver when we know, supported by personal experience
-and the testimony of history, that it is even possible for
to_know the truth and st nst it. Civilized
and uncivilized peoples have many'devices to guarantee éhe
punishment of such anomalities. None of these however is

toolproof. All agree, on the other hand that the safést

guarantee against such misbehaviours is the inner guardian.
It expresses itself in self-commitment.

-

Basically then, realism is an attitude. Towards the
bitter necessities of life and the harsh, complex and per=
plexing facts of history and human nature it commits i tself
to an approach characterized by opennes, positiveness, and
impartiality, an approach that is supposed best to serve °
some specific stated purposes, foremost among them the
dissolution of disagreements without qualification as a
minimum aim, and with grave qualifications as a maximum
aim., Analysing mderstanding, evaluating, affecting and
if possible controling those facts are indispensible
techniques of this approach,

Thus there is a deep abyss between realism, as an
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attitude, though basically a free choice, and arbitrary
decisions or the mere whims oF caprice or free tlights of
imagination, For the understanding of this difference and
its signitficance we have to turn to the study of realism in
its descriptive sense. We must always keep in mind however,
the integral interplay of the conditions expressed by
"realism™ and those described by it. For it is exactly

this discourse that differentiates between "free responsible

choice" from a careless arbitrary decisions}

"Realism™ in its descriptive sense, involves us in' -
the discussion of whether politics is a science or not. The
discussion of this point will make clearer the expressive
sense of "realism."™ It will also have a very heavy bearing
on the stand we take toward political theory = namely that
it is far from being a theory in the strict sense.

It is very difficult to answer the first question
without settling first the question as to what is the aim
of polities. In particular is it & search for truth or
something else?

Some people claim that the aim of polities is the
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preparation for good citizenship;ao others, that it is to
organize collective power and use it for the settlement of

disputes.

From the ventage point of these two theses the
primary business of poiitics is not necessarily, though it
may be, to find = objectiveal truth. For it is very
possible to propose tor "good" citizenship or to settle
disputes without due attention to truth, or tor that matter

Justice.

Suppose, though it is the exception rather than the
rule,truth is insisted upon as a foundation for either or
both of these purposes, how would politics fare as a science?

Answering this question will coincide with the
explanation of another, a third possible purpose of politiecs.
The difficulties at least are the same for both accounts.

What are the difficulties one faces who holds, as responsible

statesmen usually do, that the purpose of politiecs is to
cts and to try to ch e them for

30. Heckecher, p.l18,

31. "This is one place where the value of commitment
as one of the reasons of investigation shows
itself clearly. Commitment cannot be separated
from investigation."

S. Hottmann, op.cit., p. 187.
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the better. If this proves too ambitious an aim, under-
standing political facts remains important at least for
those who, failing to control them, guide their actions

according to them.32

Leaving the discussion of difficulties involved in
the normative term "better" for another occasion, let us
scrutinize, though somewhat harriedly, the slippery spots
of politics as & mere descriptive enterprise.

We must always bear in mind, however, that we have
already avoided ~ not tackled, one of the most diff'icult
points in connection with our present attempt. It is of
the nature of politics to be normative.Choice between two
or more policies, parties, or candidates is a simple common,
yet typical political choice.33 This involves,‘to the extent
to which it is, not rational but merely common-sensical, a

degree~ ©f ; rucognition of norms, Of course sometimes

32, Morgenthau, PAN, p. 4.

33, "Will an alliance provoke war or will the
failure to make a commitment tempt an aggre=
ssorg: Arnold Wolfers SMC in Hoftmann?'s
ps 284,
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this choice is gompletely igggtiong;.34 This is a tact
that must be noticed by political theorizing. Its value

lies in the inference that it makes political theorizing
a terribly difficult enterprise. It is a mistake however,
to deny, on the basis of recognizing it, the normative
elements in the more responsible actions of politiecal
behaviour,

Let us, however, restrict our present discussion
whock
to the other class of difficulties,politics, claiming to

be or become a science, has to face. £

However we delimit the sphere of political action,
it remains true to connect political acts with the legitimate

34,a."The conception of war as an instrument of
policy seems to rest on the rurther assum-

e

Wi R A B Rl bl - SACHE S A S

b, "Hobbes *proves'! to his own satisfaction that
war conditions cannot last begond victory -~ a
shrewd and prophetic hunch y deducing his

conclusion from premisses he can hardly be

said to have substantiated.

A. ﬂbliers, a3l
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organization, control and exercise of the collective power
of the community. Political behaviour in other words,
revolves around the notion of the political unit, a state*
or, say something like it = something that functions similar

to it in the interplay of forces between the rulers and the

ruled.

Phenomena of this behaviour divide themselves into
two classes:

a. Public Phenomena. Good illustrations of this
type are demonstrations, election campaigns, voting, alliance
policy, balance of powers, intérvention, pursuit of ideo-
logies, technological, military, and economic developments
(industrial revolution, and nuclear revolution), trans-
national movements3% (international, anti=colonialism,

"eultural patterns,"36) "population pressures."

* "What is the state? One author have collected
one hundred and forty five separate definitions.
Seldom have men disagreed so markedly about a
term." (D. Easton, P,S. p. 109)

35. "We know little about how such movements
especially the unorganized ones, become
active forces in world politics.™

36. R. Aron, "Conflict and War"™, Rep. in Hoffmann's
p. 197,
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How much are these phenomena subject to quantitative
concise measurement? Due to the fact that they do change
trequently, that this change is influenced by innumerable
variables ( some of them known, others known only faintly,
some unknown, some rational others irrational); and due to
the fact that knowledge, will and preference, ranging
between mere caprice and carefully calculated choices,
are inseparable elements of them - all these facts and
factors militate against the ease and perhaps the possi-
bility of subjecting this category of political phenomena
to specific precise study and hence understanding and
much less control.

b. V. nomena. ldeas, prejudices, myths,

hunches, beliefs and emotion337 for one candidate against

37. a. "How does the unit's political culture affect
the making of foreign policy? Here I refer
both to the judgements beliefs and emotions
toward outside units held by those domestic
groups which try to influence foreign policy,
and to the origin, training, and ideas of
the decision makers themselves. What are

their views about the ends of their policy,
and about the means to be employed?
Hoftmann's, p.l18l1 & 184, i

b. "Neither unemployment nor over population
leads directly to a policy of aggression,
the essential intermediate term is a certain
way ot thinking or acting in the governing
class."” R. Aron, in Hoffmann's, p. 205.

¢. "There is no evidence, incidentally, that
nexpectation ot war" as a secondary cause (ot
war) may not have bden of only slight im-
gortance in certain circumstances (e.g.
etore 1939)19tnougn ot considerable im=

portance in 1910-14", Ibid., p. 198.
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another, are subject to the same limiting tactors of in-

telligibility or lack of it.

Most of the time these phenomena are unique. This
is not to deny the existence of objective rules®® governing
man?s behaviour including these unique expressions of them.
It merely throws some doubt on the possibility of knowing
them.,

Much less are we in a position to formulate them in
such a way that helps us predict39 future political happenings.

38. DMorgenthau, P.A.N., p. 4.

39.a. Thompsonts p.78.

b. Morgenthau is not clear as to whether or not he
considers possibility of prediction as an
essential requirement of a theory. His dis=-
cussion of motives (p.6 & pp.ll-12) seems to
require this. He discredits motives on the
ground that they fail to provide the "one
clue™ for that prediction.

On the other hand he seems to think that from
"what statesmen have actually done,™ and from
"the foreseeable condequences of their acts"

he can "surmise what their objectives might

have been" (p.5) Of course there is a great
difference between "surmising"™ and "predicting."
Which one he will support on a second thoughts

is very hard to tell.
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The best we can hope for in our present conditions of know-
ledge is to venture happy guesses and lucky anticipationa.4°
Going beyond this, as Morgenthau does, is dVestepping the

limits drawn by methodological realism. This is the remnant

of utopianism in realism.

Interplay between the objective and subjective factors

complicates the picture even more.

The natural conclusion of this discussion is t he
denial of "political theory™ and of 'political science™ in

the strict sense of these terms. If political phenomena when

~

40.K.Thompson writes:
"Listen to these words ™it is probable...that the
resumed march of Russia towards her age-=long ob=
jectives, towgrds an Atlantic port, in the
Baltic and the Balkans towards a Mediterranean
outlet, in the Middle and Far East, will occupy
important pages in what is to come of twentieth
century history." (A.L. Rowse, ghg gge %‘ History
pPpP.262.) The{ were written by a Britis
historian in 1944. Precisely a decade before
the Fblish and Hungarian revolutions of 1956,
George F. Kennan predicted uprisings in the
" Soviet empire in about ten years. The grounds
for his prediction were a knowledge of Russian
history, and of the anatomy of totalitarian
regimes." P.R., & CMN.P., p. 11. !
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uncovered41 do not usually lend themselves to quantitative
measurement, and if this is essential for theorizing, the
construction of a satisfactory political theory, and hence
the development of politics into a science, become a plan
for achievement rather than a description of an already
existing fact. Towards this goal great consistent and

seriously prolonged efforts are urgenfly needed.

We aje forced, nevertheless, to distinguish between

theory and practice,42 "principle and necessity."*3

41, ™e must further reckon with the fact that the
scientific knowledge of human personality is
only in its infancy. The proper study of man-
kind is man, but the more intimate study of
human personality in the light of, and with
the aid of, modern scientific techniques has
barely begun, and none are more modest in
judgement upon personality than those who
have penetrated farthest into the dimly ex~
plored domains of psychiatry, psychoanalysis,
psychology, psycho=biology, psychophysical
constitutionalism, social psychology, in
which there seems to lie so much of the
secrets of human life."™ "Political Leader-
ships™ from Pol Power by Charles E.
Merriam, rept. in B Pol, Behaviou
Pe 141, '

42, "If man in a state of nature be so free...why
will he give up his empire? Though...he has
such a right yet the enjoyment of it is very
uncertain and constantly exposed to the ino=-
vat%on of others™ John Locke, S Treatise

» Pe
4‘3. K. Thompson, M, pp.?‘s, 22’ 95’ 113, 135ff.

-
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Usually there is a gap between what we preach or
believe in and what we prgctice. This is the case because
our actions are bound by many more numerous and more limite=

ing conditions.

It is a sign of practical wisdom to cut your plans
in such a way as to be able to implement them, though some=
times with some difficulty. Laziness, from this angle is
either not to plan at all or to plan things that you can
fulfil mechanically or without exertingt?&cept the minimum o
effort. Two dangers are to be avoided definitely if life
is to preserve its freshness, thrill and significance on
the one hand without suffering frustrations, disappointe
ments, or sad failures on the other. Utopianism is one
extreme., It is to posit very high principles and lofty
values with little or no regard to the relevant realities.
In politics traditional rationalism, moralism, legalism
and extreme liberalism tend to commit this mistake.
Mechanism, or crackpot realism is the other extreme. It
is to stick to traditional troq?h paths of behaviour « which
- require from the political agent very little, if any,
thinking original or common, and hence very little, if

any, effort. , serious or quasi=serious. Extreme
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conservatism tends to commit itself to such a political
life.

The ideal -!practical ideal « is obviously somewhere
n
in between. Exactly where? We don't know. Nor do we think

that a fully significant general answer is available,

This question, though in some forms of it (how to
avoid absolutism without falling into cynicism?) perhaps
the most significant cultural question of the age, yet has
to be answered in full detail: by each person for each occa=-
sion on the basis of relevant facts. Different persons,
even within the limits of the same situation, are likely
to answer it differently. But on the basis of tieir different
answers and on the degree of compatibility of between their answers
(theories) and their performances, the degree both of their
wisdom and heroism will show itself.

If a conceptual framework fails to offer an g priori
general answer to that question, we could find very good
Justifying reasons for that failure. It must, if it is to
be helpful at all, provide some legitimate criteria by
reference to which we are able to distinguish between men

and actions in that respect.
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The answers given to such a question and similar
significant questions, must be subject to two kinds of
consistencies. One is theoretical consistency, the other
is factual consistency. Though in practical life there
is a kind of integration,a process of mutual relationship
between the two - a relationship where failures of antici=-
pation- based on suggested hypotheses leads the agent to
modify his hypotheses in such a way as to better harmonize
with facts (or sometimes even change the facts so as to
harmonize with hypotheses) =~ yet it is necessary for the
sake of analysis to distinguish between these two rela=

tions,

The first is purely logical. Logicians refer to
this kind of relationship = which is the basis of all
deductions = between the different symbols (notions) of a
conceptual framework by the notion of self-consistency.

It simply means that those notions don't embrace contrae
dictory concepts or assumptions. Each one of the concepts
of the framework, taken alone, and all these concepts
systematicallf‘combined are to be subject to this criterion.

This condition which, by the way, was quite clear
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to Morgenthau's mind, does not, so it seems, make except a
very faint impression on Thompsont's. Otherwise he would
not group together authors like H. Butterfield, Gudge
Charles de Visscher, H, Morgenthau, and Reinhold Niebuhr.
We don't mean it is impossible to find a few principles on
which all of them agree. It is clear, however, that
Thompson did not take the trouble to put these principles
- assuming that he was successful in finding them out = in
a consistent and coherent conceptual framework. In parti=-
cular his confused stand, derived as it were from the
combinations of these contemporary writers, with regard

to the absolutes is a good illustration of this charge.

Next to admitting the significance, for political
realism, of recognizing that "no problem of agenda of Americats
relations with the rest of the world is more bewildering,
compelling and ultimately decisive than the moral evaluation
of foreign policy (p. 135), Thompson gets himself involved
in showing the dangers involved in the two opposite extremes
in connection with it = cynicism, and moralism. Obviously,
and correctly by the way, he is not satisfied with either.

One is tempted to say that his stand will be taken,
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wisely enough, somewhere in the middle. As a consequence
Thompson fosters our hopes of' find?in him an answer to the
very crucial question: How to avoid absolutism without
falling into skepticism? These hopes, however, are soon

frustrated...and on more than one front.

In the first place, his demand for "standards more
objective than those of success," gives the impression that
he is attempting to improve on Morgenthau's. But his
reference to Morgenthau's as one satisfactory standard
lands him into a glaring contradiction or else invites
against him the charge of misreading it.

How could Butterfield's theological "Providence"
and, "higher law" be reconciled as ideals.to De Visscher's
secular "international community spirit"™ into a systematic
coherent conceptual framework? The same question could be
asked again with regard to Niebuhr's higher Jjustice™ and

Morgenthau's 'success?"

One way out of this difficulty is to remind ourselves
that Thompson is not offering these alternatives as parts
of the same conceptual framework. Rather he offers them

as different alternatives from which, or from others for that
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matter, a choice is to be made. This of course reduces

the force of our charge a great deal. It remains true, how=-
ever, that Thompson is not very clear as to whether he
admits absolutes or denies them = a question that is to be
settled before that of whether it is:theoretically consistent with
other notions in Thompson'!s conceptual framework. The way
Thompson expresses his "conviction" concerning absolutes is
somewhat confusing.h His complaint that "the fourth limita-
tion (to the implementation of the insights and wisdom of
any or all of the general principles referred to in be=-
haviour) derives from the fact that there are few if any
absolutes in international politics." (Underlining mine)
(pe 150,) is very confusing.

I do venture a guess here about the cause of Thompson's
failure to make up his mind as to whether(he accepts lor not,
absolutes in his version of political realism. Of the four
wise men he quotes, two would have recourse to absolutes
and two would find it very unhelpful to do so. This is only
a part of the story. The other part is the methodolog;cal
mistake of allowing one's self, consciously or unconsciously,

to legislate44 for others. How could Thompson pass a

44, Legislation distorts facts.
"...Just as the exponents of the balance of
power theory distort the facts of international
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legislation in connection with the absolutes, which legisla-
tion will be binding®S on all of his four wise men?46
Between secularists and theologians, in the context of this
particular issue, there is what Heckscher calls "a political

predicament,"

Thompson's version of realism by-passes this
difficulty in a cavalier manner. Morgenthau' = will have,
sooner or later, to accuse his theologian friends of simply
playing the ideologists., I say sooner or later because he
distinguishes, as we all know, between ultimate and immediate

aims of political actions. But we, some of us at least,also

politics when they regard all Heads of States
as Talleyrand, or Bismark, calculating the
balance of strength anew each: day, so the cul-
tural anthropologist who proceeds more or
less directly from the culture pattern and the
psycho=analytical interpretation of that pat=
tern to the conduct of diplomacy falls into
error."™ R, Aron, "Conflict and War", Rept. in
Hoffmann's CTIR, p. 197.

45. Binding on some one here means (a) that some-
one accepting it as true and (b) he commits
himself to implementing it into his experw
ienceo

46. For illustration both of Morgenthau's position
and of the fact that he too, like Thompson,
would legislate. See p. note
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know that this distinction, though practically sound in
general, does not help Morgenthau out of a very serious
difficulty. For all ultimate aims, if real at all and
attainable, are to become, sooner or later, immediate

aims. *Otherwise, they are Utopian and merely "ideological" ,
And since according to the version of Politics Among Nations,
power is always the immediate aim 6f political action, it
follows that moral principles must always be ™ideological."
Soﬁﬂuifbr Morgenthauts difficulty. On one level of it,

he will be forced to accuse Butterfield and Niebuhr on the
basis of his theory not on the basis of the study of empi=-
rical relevant facts, of lack of candor and sincerity. The
weaknesses of this charge have been discussed somewhere else

in this essay.

On another level of it, and here Thompson joins hands
with Morgenthau, it assumes illegitimately the posture of
legislation. It claims to know how others will act in some
determined political situations. This is exactly what is
meant by Morgenthau's projective method,47 though it is not

47. One must admit that this method has its
advantages. It at least tried to avoid,
the arme-chair kind of theorizing - the kind
that lends itself more to free imagination
and abstract thinking than to careful plan-
ing based on and connected with, barsh facts
and bitter necessities.

Two of its assumptions, however, are questionable.
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its only weakness. Although Thompson gives the impression
that he tries to avoid the pitfalls of this method%® he does
not unfortunately apply this sound precaution carefully and
consistently enough. Otherwise he would have refused to

legislate for others.

The practical methodological principle to which omur:
' reconstruction is committed is the rejection of the right of

In the first place it does not allow for
the very common fact that different actors:,
or projectors are very likely to attain,
within the same set of circumstances,
different results,

Secondly it assumes that the statesman always
acts in a rational manner born out by exper-
ience. Doesn't the history of mankind rather
support the contrary assumption? ' No~ one
denies the fadt that statesmen do sgﬂg;;ggg
act rationally. But do they always do”so
Isn't our experience replete with actions that
have very remote connections, if any, with
reason? If this is true of people in general,
why shouldn't jtbe also true of statesmen? Nor
is Morgenthau unaware of this. (PAN, p.7)

The political realist puts himself in the "posi=-
tion of a statesman who must meet a certain
problem" (p.5) under certain circumstances and
asks himself "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.™ (p.5)

48, "It enables the disinterested observers"™ to under=
stand the thoughts and actions "of the statesman,
perhaps better than he, the actor on the political
scene, does himself.™ Ibid.
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any theorist to legislate. This is a corrollary of the
principle of methodological freedom. Besides being a

methodological principle this implies a "philosophical

creed," -~

In the context of these remarks if Morgenthau,
De Visscher, Butterfield, and Niebuhr were made to face
the otherwise same situation, a situation to which bel ief
in absolutes is relevant,different policies in kind and
perhaps in content will be likely to emsue.

This in turn throws some light on the notion stated
somewhere else in this essay that politics is, at least in

part, what politicians or statesmen make of 1t.49

We come now to the other kind of consistency to which
any theorist of political realism, or any other empirical
school, must pay - close attention = the consistency that
must characterise the relation between any conceptual frame=
work or any set of notions thereof, and the relevant
(corresponding, bearing) facts. This is the'relgtionships
of empirical truth.

49, See also p. 53. .
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Qur aim here is not to formulate a theory of empi=
rical truth., Far from it. But we are interested in point=-
ing out a few elementary principles which govern this rela-
tion =~ principles made necessary to mention simply because

of the failure of some political realists to notice.

It is not enough, as some seem to think, to refer to
facts = history, human nature, or objective rules of man's
behaviour, in order to safeguard yourself, as an agent on
the political scene, or as an: analysist of political behaviour,
from making blunders and wrong choices. Reference to facts
in general remains open to misinterpretation, and misapplica=-
tions, once used as a positive tool, not withstanding its
negative value, i.e. to warn us against pure utopian ration=-
alism. That is the case because the categories it refers
to encompass a great wealth of facts that simply make dizzy,
in the absence of further limiting principles, any one who
attempts to deal with them in the context of any plan or
hypothesis. One cannot help being selective. Some choices

however are better than others.

Morgenthau offers three principles of selectivity;
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1. Reason expressing itself in "a kind of rational
outline, a map that suggests to us the possible meanings
(pe5);

2. Power, as the ™main signpost that helps realism
to find its way through the landscape™ of politics, (ibid) ;
and

3. The "pluralistic conception of human nature"

(p. 12).

All these cigteria, however are so general that one's
agreement or disagreement with them is of little value. They
have to be judged in connection with the results of their
application to specific problems and in the light of the

kind of consequences they lead to,

Politics Among Nations claims that its version of
political realism refers to more limiting criteria. In

particular it endows the facts it ascertains with meaning
through reason (pp.3=5). It orders them (p.3). It endeavors
not only to understand the torces that determine political
relations (p.14), but also to comprehend the ways those forces
act upon each other and upon political institutions (ibid).

It retlects, however imperfectly and one sidedly (p.4) the
objective laws that govern politics and that have their roots



64

in human nature (ibid). Thus we tind ourselves pushed back,
against our wishes, to general notions which allow for multiple
interpretation and hence support ditferent and perhaps conilicte
ing hypotnesea.so This, coupled with the principle of
selectivity to which Morgenthau is committed leaves the matter

somehow hanging in the air.

0Of course as a reactionary movement, i,e. as a revolu=
tion against utopianism or ggainst indulging into purely
abstract idle theorizing these general remarks are, as has
been mentioned of great value, Here, however, their value
stops. Much more work is needed for connecting these gen=
eral notions with specific tacts of experience in so specific
a manner as to allow the derivation, if not of prediction,

of suggestive points of guidance.

- Another requirement that must be satisfied by any
basic notion in a conceptual framework that claims reference,
ultimate or immediate, to facts is a positive sped fic answer

to the question: - What facts support it?

50. a. See discussions of illustration in Thompson's
PRCWP, onprogress on history, pp.8=ll and on
uman Nature," p. 1llff,

b. See also pp.39ff. above
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Arguing against the separatists = those who claim
a separate ethics = Butterfield denies the differences in
kind that are presumed to govern the statesman's choice as
distinguished from, say, the poets 'choice! or the business-

nan'8.51

All the points Butterfield stresses in the quoted
passage seem to be sound enough from the angle of this
reconstruction of realism. They also go in harmony with
its stands and conclusions. One reservation in connection
with Providence is to be made. The logic of choices is the
same for all who make them. The values of those choices
differ with differences in the contexts, Butterfield is
the Christian;.’ Nor would there be good reason to prevent

le

51, a. I don't see why in politics the virtues which
I associate with the Christian religion should
be suspended: humility, charity, self-judgement,
and acceptance of the "problémiwRvSets betore
one; also a disposition not to direct attfairs
as a sovereign will in the world but to make
one's action a form ot cooperation with
Providence." Quoted by Thompson, PRCWP,
pPpP.138-139,

b. So does Wolfers.
"The fundamental discrepancy which seems to
exist between the morality of "state" and
private behaviour would disappear only if
it could be shown that polities conducted
in a multi-state system is not necessarily
any more immoral than average private be=
havior, or that the chief difference pertains
not to the degree of immorality prevailing
in the two spherws of human ac¢tion but to
the circumstances under which men are required
to act.™ Quoted by Hottfmann, p.274.
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Butterfield trom upholding the Christian virtues, in case

he assumes a prominent political office. He could act from
that perspective = of course taking the risks involved in

his actions, He is also free to think and act on the assump-
tion of cooperation with Providence. One methodological
question arises in this context, however. How is this
cooperation to be contirmed or disconfirmed by the tacts,

and what type of experience is relevant to it?

Butterfield himself does not have to answer this
question. Most probably he is not committed to impartial
empiricism. But Thompson is « or is he? Anyway he has to
answer this question. And on the degree of compatibility
between his answer and other crucial stands he takes depends
the answer to the question of whether he contradicts hime
self or not. Trying to answer the former question, further=-
more, will most probably make Thompaon aware of the differ=-
ences, and perhaps contradictions that exist among the
opinions of those different men to whom he turns for

enlightenment.

Whether he does or not, however, one principle of

impartial empiricism, and political realism is committed
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to methodological empiricism, is to refuse admission to
meaningful knowledge of any notion unless it is clear of
the specific factual circumstances which confirm or dis-

confirm it.

The value of this principle may be made clearer by
raising the following question: How is it possible on
Butterfield®s grounds to settle a dispute between two
opposing claims both: of which insists that it is taken
on the assumption of "cooperating with Providence?" HNeor
is this merely a hypothetical case, Historypbounds with
such bloody fights.

A very signiticant question arises in the context
of this suggestion to sift Butterfield's major points. If
we have any sceptical doubts, even it they were merely
methodological, concerning Butterfield's "Providence", can
we at the same time hold, as we do, the soundness ot his
other virtues? Our answer to this question' is a positive
one., 7The defence of it, however, must await another

occasion.

What holds true of "Providence" holds equally true
of Butterfield's "higher law," and "international order as

’
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the ultimate relevant objective standard against which
national interests must be measured (p.l139). This remark
of ours hold, true of these notions, only if they are meant

to describe objective hard facts of the world., They will not

be seriously affected by it it they are meant to play the
roles of posited goals, or postulated values, or ideals
that are meant to help man, orient his behaviour. Nor

do they need to be stubborn realities or hard facts to

play this important role. Even as fictions they may serve
theses purposes provided that they possess the kind of
charm that appeak to the imagination of dedicated and
energetic people in such a way as to release their energetic

dedicated actions!

Thirdly, it is a mistake to confuse an empirical
practical question and a purely theoretical one, though in
daily behaviour they are usually integrated, especially in

mature behaviour.

Usually when the system on the level of pure t heory
does not prove to be consistent its application to experience
and worldly facts is a methodological mistake, though it
might very well be useful. On the other hand, dtsbeing -
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consistent with itselt does not necessarily guarantee its
application to facts. And of many consistent systems that
apply to facts some are better, in the sense of having

more explanatory or predictive power, than others.

It follows that one can criticise a conceptual
framework on more than one level. In the first place on
the level of pure theory. In the second place on the level
of pure fact, or better still, by reference: to facts. In
the third place by reference to the possibility of its
application = i.,e. by retference to the relationships it
justities or rules out between theoretical constructs on
the one hand and the brute necessities and bitter facts
on the other. It goes without saying that traditional

realism stands in need of many improvements on all three

levels.



CHAPTER II
POLITICS

In its deseriptive sense, "politics) refers to what
politicians qua politicians do.1 This formulation stands
in need of many obvious qualifications and limitations.
Methodologically, however, this process of narrowing down
a very large area of investigation is tedious and difficult.
Our purpose of delimiting polities could be equally, and
perhaps even better served, if we started from the center,
and as we feel it necessary, enlarge the area of the cirecle
as the nature or/zﬁze requires.

It may very well be the case that there is no suech -

gingle center. In this case our problem will be to_inoludo

1., a) "The part played by the President in the United
States of America echanges with the individuals who
hold that office", R. Aron "Conflict and War" rept.
in Hoffmann's CTIR, p. 200. 93,102,111

b) See also p. 48 above and pp ¢gmbolow.

e) "t is suffiefent to instance two statesmen whose
beliefs were saturated with conceptions of Natural Law,
and whose politics were grounded on its traditions,
Gladstone in 19th century England, and Franklin Roose-
velt in 20th century America; nor is it any accident
that each of these men in his generation had a moral
ascendancy and a power over the publie opinion of the
world, evolving a trustand loyalty fer beyond his own

country, which was unapproached by any other contemporary

politieal figure.... 8 is not to say that Gladstone
and Roosevelt were not assiduous, subtle and farsighted

power-politidans, But their politics had overtones that

are absent from the politics of a Theodore Roosevelt or

70
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all such points of gravity as pretend to be the center
around which political behavior revolves. Exclusion of
any such factor would be an unforgivable crime - a sin
against the spirit and the letter of one basicl prineciple
of methodological realism. X

Suppose we will be able to delimit the area, and to
include in it all the basic factors around which political
behavior revolves - and these enterprises it must be noticed
will always be temporary, somewhat relative, and hence sub-
Jeet to further readjustment, reshuffling and renrrangomantz-
Suppose we say, we succeed in performing these tasks, do
our problems end?Of course not. We should further handle
the questions of relative importance of each. Otherwise
we may fall into the mistake of misplaced emphaeis, Avoiding

this danger, however, should not make us forget that the

a Ceecil Rhodes, a Lloyd George or a Clemenmau, a Bismark
or a Cavour, When we consider the foreign policies of
the latter we think in terms of patriotism, of grandeur
of conception, of brilliance, of virtuosity, above all
of suecess or failure." Martin Wight "Power Politics"

rept. in Snyder and Wilson, Roots of Political Behavion p. 139,

9
1. See p. # and pmﬁ“gbovo.

2. Implied in this approach the rejection of the elaim of
politics to autonomy as a prerequisite to the study of
political behavior. Both Morgenthan's PAN, p. 12 and S8,
Hoffmann's CTIR, pp. 1-4 seem to uphold this claim. We
do, on the other hand, sincerely believe that the deter-
mination of the area of politiecs is more the result of a
responsible methodology than a prerequisite of the study
and analysis of polities.

Though we grant E. H. Carr his point that the state "covers
a far larger field of human activities, and demends from
the individual a far more intense loyalty and far graver
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relative value of each of the central notions of politics

is an empirical question which will vary with the circums-
tances. Hence to settle it a priori or to legislate con-
cerning it would be simply commuting methodological blunders.

What/i;\gggg the basie feature of political behavior -
the feature that is so universal and essential that we can-
not locate any political behavior without also finding it?
It may turn out to be the case that such a question is a
mistaken one. On further analysis we may not be able to
identify such an "essential and universal feature." If
this turns out to be the result of our investigation, we
shall "have to abandon the question. Even if we abandon
it later on, which might very likely be the case, it is
helpful to start with it. To put the same idea differently,
our starting point should not necessarily commit us a priori
to any definite stand, explicitly or by implication, econ-
cerning the nature of politics.

Traditional political realists, whose modern formula-
tion find its most courageous and ambitiéus expression in
Morgenthan's Politics Among Nations, answers our tentative
question as follows:

"Polities is of necessity power politics" (p. 29), again

sacrifices, UThe Twenty Years Crisis in Hoffmann's, p. 265)
et we do not have to accept his conclusion, namely that

the state enjoys a morality that is different in kind not
merely in degree from that™the individual (See ibid, p. 255).
That the difference is only of degree is easily admitted.
Also it is easily explained.
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"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 .... 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 pon-political facts, nor could we bring at least a

measure of systematic order to the political sphere."
(Ibid, p. 5).

It is only fair, even before making any comments on
those passages,l to ask: What does power exactly mean in
the context of Politics Among Nations? In particular, what
does it mean with reference to its twin notion, interest?

The passage }jBt quoted suggeste two points:

1) That because we define "interest" in terms of
"power", the two notions are not to be confounded; though
there might be, for all we know, a very close relationship
between them.

2) Consequently, "power" is more basic or fundamental
than interest.

Sometimes, however, Morgenthan talks of "interest
defined as power" (Ibid., pp. 5 and 11). This language

1. If the nineteenth century was lead to the depreciation
of power politics it is because the philosophy of that
century "came to identify the opposition to aristocratie
politics with hostility to any kind of politics.... There-
fore, polities in its aristocratic - that is open and evi-
dent form was, identified with politics as such. The struggle
then for political power .... appeared to be only a historie
accident....",/PAN, p. 32,

Morgenthau
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spells suspicion, if carefully scrutinized, in both points
suggested by the quotation just analyzed.

It is possible to get out of the difficulty by claiming
that "interest" and "power", stand for two sides of the same
coin., The one,"interest", is the subjective side of the coin,
the motive attituddnal side; and the other, "power," the
objective, factual side.l

Since we shall admit these two notions as fundamental
in the sphere of political activity, it is more compatible
with common sense to distinguish between them. That both
of them influence political activity in some way and measure
or other, depending on the eircumstances, is an obvious
fact that needs no further elaboration.

That either or both legitimately delimit the sphere
of polities is a questionable claim. 1In the first place,
we shall see that other basic notiors are equally entitled
to play that role, In the second place, it is more the
methodology deciding on intelligible questions and on
problems that can be responsibly handled that delimits the
sphere of politics than it is a notion or set of notions.

We can delimit only what falls within our knowledge and our

1. Morgenthan's analysis of the "National Interest" (Reprint
in S, Hoffmann's CYIR, p. 73 ff.) into "two elements, one
that is logieally required and in that sense necessary,
and one that is variable and determined by circumstances,"
P. 73 "... the foreign policies of all nations must neces-
sarily refer to their survival as their minimum requirements.
Thus all nations do what they cannot help but do: protect
their physical, political, and cultural identity against
encroachments by other nations." (Ibid., p. 74);spells
doubt 4n this interpretation.
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reach to handle responsibly.

Morgenthau gives the impression that the function
power plays in political actions is threefold. It is not
clear, however, whether he does distinguish the one from
the othenjg;tween these three functions,

In the first place, power is something like the cause
of action. Drive for power or aspiration for power lies
at the basis of political action. "Politics is a system
of checks and balances among opposing and conflicting
interests." (p. 4).

That aspiration for power mey be sometimes a cause
of political power cannot be denied by any sensible man.
But the claim that it is the only cause lying behind
political behavior could be very easily destroyed.

Morgenthau himself refers to two instances, historic
ones, where the cause of political behavior was a different
consideration than power. In the one it was s legal consi-

1

deration, in the other a moral one. These instances™ bear

very heavily on the theme of reconstructing political realism,

1."In 1939 the Soviet Union attacked Finland, This action
confronted France and Great Britain with two issues, one
legal, the other politiecal,... France and Great Britain,..
saw to it that the Soviet Union was expelled from the
League of Nations, and they were prewented from Joining
Finland in the war against the Soviet Union only by Sweden's
refusal to allow their troops to pass through Swedish ter-
ritory to Finland. s
"The policy of France and Great Britain was a elassaic
example of legalism in that they allowed the answer to the
legal question... 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
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Nor could a realist who commits himself to raying due atten-

tion to history ignore such instances.

Another source of "causes" influencing political beha-

vior springs from considerations of human nature. It is

true that we know many things about human nnture;v but it

is also true that we are puzzled by many of its aspects.

Some of the things we kmnow are irrational.8 Emotions,

prejudices, complexes of all so#ts affect human behavior,

political behavior included, in more than one way. Any

theory of politiecs that eliminates, arbitrarily, references

to such irrational factors as cause of pelitical behavior,

will have, sooner or later, to fail.

very existence might have depended upon.

"The other example illustrates the 'moralistie approach',..
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... answering the political question in terms of
the moral issues was indeed a e¢lassic example of the
moralistic approach..." PAN, pp. 1l1-12.

Morgenthau refers, in his"Another Great Debate" to products
of man's imagination. "What challenges the national in-
terest here 1s a mere Pigment of the imagination, a product
of wishful thinking, which is postulated as a valid norm
for international conduet, without being valid either there
or anywhere else. At this point we touch the core of the

present controversy between utopianism and realism in internal

affairs." Nor does the fact that they are mere :igments of
the imagination destroy their effects on political behavior,
(Rep. in Hoffmann's CTIR, p. 78.

8. a) "The same idea might again be expressed as follows: in

the course of history, there have been few great powers
who have been able or willing to call a halt. The atti-
tudes of the peoples, the passions of the masses, the
political system, and population pressure have exerted

their influence on the conduet of foreign affairs." R.Aron,
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This argument is made even stronger by paying due
respect to the unknowns of human nature, unknowns which
may very well influence political conduct in such ways
that will baffle any theorist who deliberately shuts them
off,

Poweralone cannot therefore be the only cause of
political actions. Even fictions or figments of the
imagination can play that role. What is important is the
eontrol of their effeets.

Power serves also as an aim or goal. Politiecs is a
struggle for power., "Whatever the ultimate aims of polities,
power is always the immediate aim." (p. 25)

The distinetion between "ultimate" and "immediate"
aims is a pract;cally useful, distinetion. For creatures
like us only of limited power, and more often than not of
high aspirations end lofty plans, this distinction is a

"Conflict and War" rep. in Hoffmann's CTIR, p. 189.

b) "Fortunately logic is not life and man is not intellect
alone. And whilst those same men whose critical faculty
is warped are the men af passion and imagination, in the
1life of society the intellect plays a very small part,
and with very little exaggeration it may be said that
things %g their way independent of our actings."

Grace, e Historic Materialism of Karl Marx, p. 106
quoted by W.Y. Elliot, The PRAP, p. 25.

e) "A govermnment retains its sway over a great number of
citizens far less by the voluntary and rational consent
of the multitude than by that instinetive, and to a
certain extent involuntary, agreement which results from
similarity of feelings and resemblances of oplnion....

Society can exist only when a great number of men consider

a great number of things under the same aspect, when they
hold the same opinions upon many subjects, and the same
occurrences suggest the same thoughts and impressions to



78

practicak necessity. Seldom can one live without recourse

to it at one time or another. But in this context of poli-
tical realism, it seems to be forced in more as a rationali-
zation than as a sign of practical wisdom. Morgenthau invites
it in in order to fence off his notion of power. But it is
an ebvious fact of man's experience that he does not always
aim for power. Nor is there any good reason to believe that
man's political experience is essentially different in this
respect., What is exactly the aim of any action, political

or otherwise, is an empirical question which, if truth is
what is asked for, can be settled only upon the investigation
into the relevant facts. Past experience tegches that these
aims could vary from extreme rationality to extreme irration-
ality. We do not know in advance, what would be the aim of
the actors on the political scene. Hence to say that it is
always this or that would lead us into committing the fallaey
of oversimplification.

This fallacy has two dimensions. The one is to choose,
out of many elements only one as an aim. This is the one
factor reductionist fallacy. It is this kind of fallacy
that is committed by any theory of politics that commits
itself to one fgctor and only one as being always the aim,
immediate or ultimate of political action. Insistence on

E0 their minds." Alexis de Tacqueville, quoted by
Snyggg and Wilson in Roots of Political Behavior,
P " .



79

"power" or "influence" is only an instance of this mistake.
The second "dimension of this fallacy is the fact
that it conceives of aim as a simple element at a time
when 1t is usually, especially in politics, a very complex
one, X
An excellent illustration of thds complexity of
political aims is represented by Mr. Kenneth W. Thompson
in Political Realism and the Crisis of World politics.
American foreign policy has been faced with the multiple
problem of keeping a kind of harmony between prineciple and
necesaity, of choosing simultaneously a wise foreign policy
and rallying a people in support of it, of solving the
tensions that arise, due to different institutions and
different philosophies, between the U.S.A. and the U.K.
and aveoiding both moralism and scepticism in practice.
What is true of the United States in this respect
is also true of other nations.® It holds true also in
internal politiecs as well as in foreign relations.
Therefore just as it is wronglo to limit the %{‘f&? of

9., "The Soviet threat, ... is a combined military and
political threat...." George Kenman, R4W., p. 64.

10, For complexity of aims see also Foreign Policy, Inter-
national Relations, Khouri's, p.
One dangerous consequence of this mistake is that it
makes its supporters tend to neglect to discuss ends
adequately. This is one of the eddities of realism
as Hoffmann sees it, s%%%, P. 32. This 1is especially
dangerous in an age, ours, when emphasis on ends
cannot be overemphasized. Ibid., p. 34 '(Also H. A.
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political behavior to one and only one cause it is equally
wrong to limit the aims of political behavior to one and
only one aim. Multiplicity both of the causes and purposes
of politiecal, behavior squares better with the facts of

1ife and history.ll

Kissinger,AWorld Restored).

" .. This middle of the twentieth century may be witness-
ing the epoch-making shift in the foundation of inter-
national polities from the nationalistic balance of power
to ideology, evidence of which we shall ignore at our
peril." "Ideology and Foreign Policy" from "Ideology

or Balance of Power" by W.G. Carleton, Rept. in Snyder
and Wilson's R.P.B., p. 552.

11.a)"Catlin professes theoretical indifference to ends; yet
the end of political action implicit in his analysis is
individual freedom in an integrated society balancing
liberty with authority." G. Lieka, International Equi-
1ibrium, rept. Hoffmann's C.T.I.R., p. 137.

b) "There are many approaches and intermediate objectives
under different names and symbols; the ultimate goal
remains the good life #% individual men in free commu-
nities, great or small. Ibid., p. 148,

¢) "A great power always wants something else and something
more than security and power, it wants an Idea, in the
broadest meaning of the term." R. Aron, "The Q.P.F.A."
rept. in Hoffmann's Ibid., p. 87.

d) "But in the twentieth century, a great power weakens itself
if it refuses to serve an idea." Ibid,, p. 91.

é4) "Dominant powers have wielded sometimes an internmational
ideology as their most potent weapon - as the Hapsburg
powers were the protagonists of the Counter Reformation,
as Napoleonic France was the carrier of the French Revolu-
tion throughout feudal Europe, as Britain in the nineteenth
century was the champion of liberalism in the same way
Russia in the twentieth century has represented the ideal
of socialism." M. Wight "Power Polities" rept. in S.T,
Wilson's R.P.B.P., p. 138.
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These considerations bear equal weight on the notion
of power as means of expressing some cause or helping attain
some end., "The Crusaders..,. Woodrow Wilson.,... The National
Socialists... since they all chose power to achieve these
ends they were actors on the scene of international polities,"
(p.26) acecording to Morgenthau., It must be obvious by now
that these actors on the political scene would still keep
their roles, mordfiesa modified bf course, even if they used
other means.

It must be granted, however, that power is more of an
1nstrumonta112 notion than it is of a final ultimate goal!
Or is it? To be true to our methodology we have to admit
that it changes with fhe persons concerned - the deeision
makers., Also we must notice that its role has been depreciated
at one time in history.

The phrase "other means" than power looses much of its

12. a)"Also it is dangerous to put in a key position a conecept
which is merely instrumental., Power is a means toward
any ef a large number of ends (including power itself)"
Hoffmann's CTIR, p. 31.

b)"Power is usually less an end than a means; glory or an
idea justify power, which otherwise would be either the
instrument of security or the instrument of tyranny."
R. Aron "The Quest for a Philosophy of Foreign Rffairs.”
rept. in Hoffmann's p. 87.

¢) "Power is merely the means toward the integration of
central values such as safety, well being, and respect"

G. Liska, Intornat%onnl Equilibrium, Liska seems to
be here quoting w approval, Harold D. Lasswell.

Rept. Hoffmann's p, 137.
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significance in the context of political realism as formulated by
Morgenthau. This is the case because his conception of power is so
wide that it encompasses many other elements we prefer to dissociaté
from it. We shall try to show that his conception of power needs
serious trimming . Before this, however, let us discover how wide is
the area it covers. The following passage may be of help:

"Tn view of this ubiquity of the struggle for power in all

social relations and on all levels of social organization, is

it surprising that ... politics is of necessity power politics?"
(pe 283 p. 31)

We need read another passage on the meaning of power,in
Morgenthau's Politics Among Nations, and the ramifications and
the consequences ol the doctrine become easier to grasp.

"Power may comprise anything that establishes and maintainsthe
control of man over man" (Ibid, p.8)

Tt is still quite difficult to take a definite stand on this
issue, Consider the following passages which bear directly on the

problem at hand.

"When we speak of power in the eontext of this book, we have in
mind not man's power over nature, or over an artistic medium,
such as language, speech, sound _ or color, or over the means of
production or consumption, or over himself in the sense of self-
control, When we speack of power, we mean man's control over the
minds and actions of other men. By political power we refer to
the mutual relations of control among the holders of public
authority and between the latter and the people at large" (Ibid .

p. 28)

"Political power, however, must be distinguished from force in
the sense of the actual exercise of physical violence" (p.27)

"political power is a psychological relation between those who
exercise it and those over whom it is exercised" (Ibid)

What does Morgenthau mean by those conceptions of "power"? Does
he try by reference to them to @elimit the political field? or is he
trying, having delimited it, to characterize it further? If the latter
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interpretation is the closer to his purpose, then a very serious
charge is to be levelled at him immediately., In so wideming his
concept of power, and in making power the essence of politics,

- Morgenthau invites very serious troubles. A definition so wide as to

include every conceivable manouver among people loses for that very

reason its significance. For then one fails to distinguish what it

covers from what it shuts off.

Does this lead us to the conclusion, held by some prominant thinkersl?
that difference between politica, or stateways on the one hand and social
mores, or Folkways on the other is a question that is primarily arbitrary
and hence varies with the cirmustances of the case? Or, that some basic
political activities i.e. choices, including statesmen's, are not, in
any significant respect different from other choices made by man., If, on
the other hand , the former interpretation is the one Morgenthau would
like to submit to, then two comments force themselves upon usj one of
them is theoritcal the other is practical. (1) You can not define
"politics" by reference to "politics" without leaving yourself open to
the charge of offering a mere "chreular" definition. (2) Try to
delimit the political field relying on the criteria offered in these

passages. If you are not lost, you only invite confusion,

13,, Weldon's THE VOCABULARY OF POLITICS, p.p. 49 = 50
b. Quoted in C.E, MERIAM'S, HISTORY OF POLITICAL THECRY, pep. 404 - 405
¢. Butterfield's quoted in Thompson's PRCWP, p.p. 138 - 139
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This is of particular interest to an endevour that aims,
relying on power, at ndeveloping an antonomous political theory
(p.lz)f and an enterprise "to set politics as an independent sphere
of action and understanding apart from other spheres, such as economics,
ethics, aesthetics, or religion" (p.SY. If "the drives to live, to
propagate, and to dominate are common to all men" (p.30) and if "the
tendency to dominate, in particular, is an element of all human associa=
tions, from the family through fraternal and professional associations
and local political organizations, to the state" (p.Sl)f how could one
claim to distinguish by reference to the ntendency to dominate" between
one sphere (politics) of human activiy and others (ethics, say of

economics)? The least of common sense guards: us against such a blunder.

Power, as Mogenthau definesl4 it, therefore, cannot be the dis-
trictive characteristec of political behaviour; and hence *Lils to occupf
the sole center of a satisfactory political theory = if such a theory is
ever possible, To try to delimit the field of political behaviour »
reference to a notion or to a set of notiomsis, we think, an unsatisfactory

approach. A definite method has a greater role to play in this enterprise.

14"Hb must note the significance of the fact that the phrase "power
politics" in common usage means, not just the relations hetween
independent powers, but something e, sinister. It is indeed a
translation of the German word Macf PolitiK, which means the politics
of force - the conduct of internmatio Telations by force or the threat
of force without consideration of right and justice® Martin Wright
"Power Polities" Rept. in Roots of Political Behaviour p. 157,

#* Morgenthau, H. PAN




85

This does not mean, however, that power, or even force, has
nothing to do with politics. Far from it. As George F, Kennan has
noticed "force is" and perhaps "always will be, an indispensible
ingredient in human affairsl®, Tt is realism to recognize that it
does enter into political considerations. It is equally realistiec

to admit its limitations - the limitations which determine its proper

function. These limitations, it is only proper to intimate, have to be
significantly different from what Morgenthau can admit.

This conclusion is made the more valid by the fact that power is
self defeating. Morgenthau, to his credit, recognizes this fact.

"... power is a crude and unreliable method of limiting the
aspirations for power on the international scene ,.. "

"Actually ..., the very threat of such a world where power
reigns not only supreme, but without rival, engenders that revolt
against power which is as universal as the aspiration for power
itself" (p.p. 82 and 205)

Not only does frank aspiration for power lead to waste. It actually
invites its own destruction.
"But in the long run philosophies and political systems that have
made the lust and the struggle for power their mainstays have
proved impotent and self destructive" (p. 208 )"
Power drives would either "tear society apart" (Ibid) or else "deliver
the life and happiness of the weak to the arbitrary will of those in power"
(Ibid). Had it not been for some limitations (low, mores, morality)
power would disrupt society and enslave the individual,
Russell's distinction between "naked power" and tamed power"
might help us out of the difficulty. But its help is more apparent
than real, unless we admit the real inpact of the taiming elements. To

grant them only the role of mere ideologies is to pay them only lip service.

15. G. Kannan, Russia, the Atom & the West, p. 58
*Morgenthau, PAN
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What is the proper function of power in a satisfactory political
theory? In case we are convinced of the impossibility, under our present
conditions of knowledge, of the latter, what is the proper function of
power in a satisfactory conceptual framce work of political behaviour?
What, to put the question in different words, does significantly limit
power? These are questions among others that suggest themselves to the
minds of responsible people for careful consideration. Moregenthau can
claim the credit, if not of having initiated them, or, as we suggested,
of according them due influence, at least of pushing them to the forefroht

of the modern political scene.

Already we have suggested the differentiation between power and
interest. If this is done, at least for the sake of the clarity of
analysis, it follows that interest would be the first limiting factor
on power in political behaviour. It is true that interest and power
could usually claim harmonious relationship -of variations - the one
increases as the other increases and vice versa. But it is also true
that under some circumstances, the relationship between these two

factors varies inversely. In such circumstances each will have to play

the role of a controling factor on the other - of course in the context
of a reasonably balanced realistic attitude.

Interest is not, however, without methodological disadvantages.
In the first place, it is more ar less agreed that it is an 'lmbiguoua"ls

notion. In the second, even when it is clear, it is generally held to

16. R. Aron, "Q.P.F.A." Rept. in Hoffmann's CTIR p. 85
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be closely connected with ideclogies. As R. Aron says: "For most

of the nations of the world, the national interest can no longer be
defined apart from idedlogical preferencesl7. When it is not com-
pletely irrational, furthermore it could be also moral, or "sometimes

more moral than the crusading spirit!,'ls.

Another class of irrational elements mst be admitted as in-
fluencing political behaviour, and hence as limiting the other factors.
We will do well to divide this class into two categories = the un-
knowns, and the more or less knowns.

O0f the unknowns we can say very little indead. That they do exist
is becoming more and more an accepted fact. Any way we can not ligiti-
mately deny the possibility of their existance, and be true to our
methodological commitments.

The significance of our refernece to them is more of a negative
kind -~ we should not be surprised if, and whenever, they crop up to
upset our planned actions or our neat theories if neat they can be.

Nor does this, or any other consideration allow us to ignore thenm,

- Morezenthau eliminates them in the name of rationality. But this is
certainly being unrealistic especially, if they happen to influence,

as they sometimes certainly do, political behaviour. Here we put our
finger on a serious clash of Morgenthau's =~ the claim to rationality and
the claim to empericism, both of which are of the basic pillors of his

17. Ibid, p. 88
18, Tbid, ol



realism, Nor is the presumption " that a statesman always acts in
a rational manner" (PAN p.5) born out by experience.

They constitute, on the positive side the frontiers of our directed
research - if ever we do care to take positive steps along that progessive
line.

Our chances are a bit better with the psycholgical complexes,
religious prejudices, social needs, economic wants, artistic desires or
lack of them - which may one way or another push us or pull us in un=
noticed or even noticeddirections.

To what extent our willful commitment and/or wishful thinking
intereacts with these irrational variables we do not know. Nor do we
know to what extent our rational thinking, legal training, and moral
precepts are able to tame them.

These are some of the basic reasons which drive "political opinions"
closer to conjectures, guesses, or better still to "intuitions" than to
calculated predictions.

Yet hard and recalcitrant as they are, still they are facts, bitterd
may be, which no political analysis can ignore, without endangering its
claims to successful application., Certainly no commonsensical realism

can neglect these considerations.

Before we get eurselves involved in the discussion of the rational
group of limiting considerations we have to refer to economic conditions.
Tt is common knowledge in this century that economic considerations
play an important role in the integration of society. Hence théy cannot

e —
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fail to influence political behaviouri®,

Another factor that is likely to limit power and interes%oin
the workings of men in the political field is reason.

Moregenthausrefersnce to consensus (PAN p.200) inplies a tribute,
though not very honorific, to reason. His recourse to "ideologies"
(Ibid, p.pe 13 & 82) is another tribute to the same.

Of course it is very important to notice two uses of the term
ideologies. In the one use it refers to philosophic, political and
moral convictions. In the other to the "more or less conscious decep-
tions and disguises of human interest groups"zl

Though the recognition of the difference between these two uses
is of great importance from the methodological point of view, in con=

nection with the point at issue it is of no significant consequence.

18, "From another point of view, efforts can and should be made to dis-
cover how far the economic system, and, more precisely, those in charge
of the economy, influece the conduct of diplomacy" R.Aron "C & W" in
Hoffman's op. cit. p. 203

"Alexander Hamilton and many other wise men have believed that economic
power alone is basic in polities., Power over a man's pocket-book,
Hamilton wrote in the Federalist, amounts to control over his will,
Madison, too, although at odds with Hamilton on many points, agreet that
*the most common and durable source of factions has been the various

and unequal distribution of property®., Some of the greatest names in the
literature of politics, Aristotle, Machiavelli, Harrington, Burke, Marx,
and others testify to the deep impress of economics on politics" A.T.
Mason "Polities: Art or Science?" in RPB, p. 116 by Snyder & Wilson.

20. ",.. the theoreticians of the national interest are right in warning us
against a tendecny to let ourselves be carried away by blind ideological
fury" R. Aron PQPFA" in Hoffman's op.cit. p. 88,

"Despite the continued strength of national sentiment in all parts of
the world, there is no reason to assume that people value national
benefits only" A. Wolfers "SMC" in Hoffmann's, op. cit. p. R85

21. R NOe P ‘ A 4
See P, 24 above note 7.

SO OOOD
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Ideologies in both of these senses do limit power and interest as basic
drives in political behaviour.

Over emphasising the influece of reason as a guide in politics
however is a normal mistake against the spread of whichpolitical realism
can exert a healthy pressure. As J. L. Brierly says, abstract principles
in politics are dangerous guideszz. One can safely enlarge the valid
applicability of this saying to include other spheres than the political
of man's behabiour. But we must always remembef that abstract principles,
though they may be dangerous, are nonetheless guides. In the form of

ideologies these principles exert a much more noticeable inﬂuence.25

22. J.L. Brierly, The Law of Nations, Oxford, 1949, p. 104

Theory must be judged not by some preconceived principles or concepts
unrelated to reality. Morgenthau's PAN, p. 5.

23, "However, it would be a mistake to come to the conclusion that because
kddeology has not played the leading part in historic international
relations it has played no part at all. It has played its part, an
important part. Where national interests and dominant ideology within
the nation coineide, a national war can e made to appear an ideological
one, morale caybe strenghtened, and enthusiasm intensified ..........
The results of international wars seem to have been more significant in
their national and balance of power aspect than in their ideological
aspect. The @Grand Alliance against Napoleonic France checked France and
saved the European balance of power but did not succeed in arresting
the spread of revolutionary ideas" William Carleton "Ideology and
Foreign Policy" from "Ideology or Balance of Power™ in Snyder & Wilson's
RFB pp 547 - 548,
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Again Morgenthau's references to good conscience (?_A_E p.p. 82, 86,
and 230); to consensus (p.200); to "a normative elementg" (Ibid p. 7) in
the autonomous political sphere; and to a "political ethics" (Ibid p. 9 ),
are tribute, though much less than what morality deserves, to it. A more
honorifiec, though somewhat confused homage to it is given by Thomson.
(PRCWP p. 135).

Political ethics®® is "an ethics that judges action by its political
consequences" (Morgenthau's op.cit. p.9), an ethics which makes "prudence"
a "supreme virtue", This makes of morality the hand-maiden of politics.
This remains true inspite of the impression created by other passages
(especially page 9) of the same book.

Another way of expressing the same point is to say that the

rational in the politics of Politics Among Nations is identified with
"the good" and the "uccessful" (pp 7 & 9).

Perhaps Morgenthau's over concern with the notion of an autonomous
sphere of politics, the corollary principle to the pluralistic conception
of man, led him to this identification. But if this identification is a
mistake, our knowing of the motives that led to it would not change its
nature, It would still be a mistake wven with the best, most moral,

highly justified motives behind it.

24, Even as an ideology in the wedk sense, it must be remembered, ethics
would still serve a purpose - though a negative one. As Julien Benda,
the French philosopher says:"mankind has always betrayed its obligations,
but so long as it continpidls to aknowledge and believe in them, the
erack is kept open through which civilization can creep". Quoted in
Snyder & Wilson, op. cit. p. 140,
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The mistake here lies in attempting to pass an a priori judgement
on a question of fact. It may occur sometimes that some actions turn out to
be rational, good, and successful., But these have to be standied and

Jjudged on their own merits not a priori. As a matter of fact the distinction

between a statesman and a politician will have to have recourse to such a
criterion - the principle insisting on success in the light of rational, legal,
and moral considerations. But in the world in which we live, in the context
of the frailty of the human nature and its lack of omnipotent power awérithe
affairs of political relevanee, and in the complexity of palitical necessities,
such a combination of principles is wery rarely satisfied. That explains
perhaps why we have very few statesmen.

Also in the historical setting, even if we assume its validity, that
identification®® proves to be only applicable in periods when the human race
agrees about their overall values.

Be that as it may, admission of moral principles on a par with others -
rational principles, legal rules, and even irrational factors - as functioning
in such a way as both to influence political behaviour and to limit the
motive to power or the struggle of interests is all that we are concerned
with at the moment. Re ~ establishing a balance between these considerations -
in the sense of granting them all the theoretical right of being considered,
on a par, in the context of analysing and understanding political behawiour
is one of the major aims of this reconstruction of political realism.

With this ho;tever our positive troubles begin. These however, will
prove to be methodological ones.

25. "The idea that the national interest carries its own morality is also one
which makes sense almost only in a stable period" i.e. a period of
"international consensus", Hoffmann's op.cit. p.33. @ ‘,f’("
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Law is another limiting factor of man's political behaviour,
Sanctity of treaties is one of many expressions of international law.
Its corollary is the observance of good faith between states.

This, however, must be rooted in the dynamics of the changing
circumstances, must pay attention to the known traits of human nature,
and to the power elements, among others, of the parties concerned,

Otherwise, "if international law insists too rigidly on the
binding force of treaties, it will merely defeat is own purpose by
encouraging their violation".

"Every system of law has to stear a course between the two
dangers of impairing the obligations of good faith by interfering with
contractual engagements, and of enforcing oppressive or obsoclete
cont.racta"27 .

It is true that there are many instances which show that states
irrespective of whether or not they have moral claims to have the
obligations of a treaty revised, and inspite of having good reason to
believe it unlikely to be able to secure that revision by action within the
law, did nevertheless revoke treaties. What is more serious for the
point at issue is that some of these "revokings" were condoned.

If this means anything, it means that extreme legalism is self=
defeating, On the other hand it does not support the view that law is

a mere ideological disguise for "power expressing intrest"., Percy E. Corbett
concludes his realistic study of Law in Diplomacy by the following statement:

"Our study has shown no slackning in the tendency of governments to
formulate their mutual relations in terms of law. It has shown con-
siderable progress in the regulation of details involved in those
relations and some advances towards acceptance and improvement of

27. J.L, Brierly op.cit. p. 241
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mpeaceful modes of settling disputes....

"In so far as law operates among states, it is a law of
excessive flexibility - a flexibility not mercifully administered
by impartial authority in the general interest, but a flexibility
at the service of the subjectively defined interest of each state...

"The more systematic study of diplomacy cests no doubt upon
the practice of invoking  alleged legal rules"?8,

Also Prof, A. Nussbaum, after refering to the events of World War I
that are relevant to the law of nations concludes by the following:

"Without entering into the moot question to what extent the one or

the other of the aformentioned measurers were justifiable under
international law, it should be stated that international law was

by no means abandoned altogether," Barring minor incidents, not

oxTy wers The TnvIoTabTIIEs of Gavoys and generally the diplomatic
immunities respected, but on the whole intermational law still

served the newtral states as a guide and as an accepted justification
of their policies, Violations were frequent ..., ; mistakes were often
in the nature of isolated facts. Undoubtedly international law enjoyed
Then a much higher respect than in World War II, although in the latter
even Hitler government prior to its last months of agony observed in a
measure its obligations under the Genewa Red Cross conveniion and, as
Tar as prisoners of war were concerned, under the Hague Convention'29
(underlining mine).

Consequences:

The results of this reshuffeling of the basic concepts of the political

realism of Politics Among Nations are worth noting. Already we have referred

to the reassigned role of morality.

Another significant consequence relates to the conception of the nature
of politics and diplomacy, When power is the immediate goal, and political
success the main objective of political actions, "the actor on the political

scene cannot help playing an act by concealing the true nature of his political

28. P.E. Corbett, Law in Diplomacy, pp 24, 56-57, 75, 95, 19-191, 252 & 271

29. A. Nussbaum, Concise History of the Law of Nations (New York, 1947) p. 247
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actions behind the mask of a political ideology (i.e. more or less
conscious disguide of the real nature of a situation, the true recognie
tion of which would not be in accord with his interest)" (Morgenthau E&N;
pp 13, 80, 81, 205). This is to avoid the detrimental consequences of
the frank admission of power.

Doesn't this throw a very cynical shade on the nature of politics?
It makes of it a hypocritic, naat'y - pame.

Two comments on this point invite themselves. A lie or a commonflage
remains an effective device for guiding action so long as it is not known to
the party whose actions it is meant to orient. Once it is known its
effectiveness diminishes - if it does not disappear completely, In the light
of this doesn't Bteem naive to make known to all that particular aspect of
politics?

Anyway we are better prepared to understand another principle r.;f
Morgenthat's realism. It "aims at the realization of the lesser evil
rather than the absolute good" (Ibid, p.4). One can very easily grasp the
harmony that exists between that conception of politics and such an aim,

In such a context realism is bound to be "pessimistic”,

But, and this is our second comment, it is very surprising to hear,
in the framework of these concepts, what Prof, Morgenthau requires from a
successful diplomat,30 Morgenthau would have more consistently required

from his diplomat to be rather a magician - or would he?

30. "The continuing success of diplomacy in preserving peace depends ...
upon extraordinary moral and intellectual qualities that all the .
leading participants must posess", Morgenthau, H, Polities Among
Nations, p. 534.
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One of the advantages of this reconstruction of realism is to
save Morgenthau's version from this inherent inconsistency. Morgenthau's
conception of politics may have to cease to be so "unhappy" and his notion
of its aim "so pessimistic", So much the better. Realism becomes then not
only more consistent with itself but also with the facts.

Another consequence of this reconstruction is the creation of closer
ties and relationships between realism and science.

Already we have referred to the possibility of regarding realism, in
its expressive sense, as identical with the scientific attitude.

It mst also be born in mind that the realists references to
facts, to history, and to human nature, are tributes to this desideratum.

Some weak assumptions however, vitiated their views. One of these
most dangerous assumptions is Morgenthau's conception of the pervasiveness
of power, What are the circumstances, factual or imaginary, which he
would accept as evidences that would, if correctly analysed, disprove or
disconfirm this thesis of his?

If none is. provided for, and this is expressive of Morgenthau's
attitude towards the issue for all I know, then his is a mere analytic
statement, a statement that is true by definition; and hence, it will always
be true regardless. Political realism reduces itself in that case to an
article of faith, Otherwise stated, it becomes an arbitrary way of looking
at the wealth of mants experience in the field of politiecs. A shift,
then is made heré, from the descriptive sense of "Realism" to the expressive
sense, Any one has the right to use realism in this latter sense if ‘he

wishes. But political realism is more then of a "rationalization" than of
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a "rational theory".

This reconstruction distinguishes between the expressive and the
descriptive senses of realism,

In neither of these senses is it pessimistic. In the latter sense
it takes pride in being truly realistic. In the former, and to the extent
to which it commits itself to serving ideals - truth, moral prineciples,
legal procedures etc. - ; and to the extent to which politics is a normative
behaviour, a behaviour the aim of which is to make the world in which we
live a better world; and to the extent to which our determination and commite-
ments of any influence on the course of events; to that extent it is committed
to optimism,

This optimism must be very carefully distinguished from utopianism .
It is committed not to progress, and hence does not necessarily need to take

a definite view of progress; but to an attitude of working for it. Whether

it succeeds in achieving it or not, and when it does, to what extent it will
succeed, are questions that have to be judged on their own merits.

In such a world as we live in, it does expect disappdntment and

frustration, It does not always blame itself for failures. It considers
itself responsible for the failures that lie within the scope of its
knowledge, and action, and only when it does not do its best to prevent

their occurence., Altherwise it will have only to reconsile itself to their

happenings.

Narwould it commit the metheddlogical mistake of accusing other
theories, for the simple reason of chosing another approach or for
differently defining basic concepts, of being either niatakensl, or simply

51, Horgenwu’ ) 1 ﬂ.cit. P 7, 11-12 and 32
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exercising their ideological tricks.
Tt grants to everyone the freedom of chosing a different approach.

This grant is the expression of the principle of methodological equalitye.

Yet this grant carries with it the responsibility of explaning coherently,
correctly, and without prejudice the complexities of the political
behaviour.

Another responsibility, limiting the free choice of approach is the
requirement that it should never lead to a dead lock in the settlement of
disputes or disagreements., Within its context every disagreement must be,

at least in principle, capable of being settled on the bases of settled

principles and the relevant facts. Denial of such a possibility by any

method is in effect, self forfeting.

One other consequence of great significance, follows from this
reconstruction of political realism = this is the synthe51552 in which it
accommodates traditional realism, legalism, rationalism, and morality.

Tt offers a framework of concepts where all these theses find legitmate
influence, It leaves it to the circumstances of each case, and these may
vary always, to decide which one(s) of these theses find(s) predominant
application - either in such a way as to keep a practical balance between

all of them or to make it possible for one of them to overshadow the others

partly or completely.

valid
32. Though this will keep/Morgenthau's claim, namely,"that the difference
between ' realism and other schools of political theught is not a

mere figment of the imagination,” (PAN, p. 4) 'but is o4k real and profound”
(Ibid, p.10), yet it makes a difference of temperament and orientation.



Though our reconstruction is a bit more flexible, from the
methodological point of view at least, than the following passage
suggests,it feels quite in harmony with its basic creeds.

"This study of the revolt against the rationalistic theories and

the actual control of the constitutional state is aimed at supplying

at least an approach to the central problems of contemporary political
theory where they intimately affect political practice. It is devoted
to an examination of the most imporsant pragmatic political thories and
of s mething at least of their economic and cultural contexts. It is
undertaken with the conviction that facts can not be separated from
ideas with any more frutful results than attend the complete abstraction
of ideas from facts. Its temper is pragmatic to the degree that it is
willing to set all the problems of politics in their historical, their
economic, and their cultural environments = instead of trying to work
out a "Science of Politics" based on abstractions. It accepts man as a
biological creature, functioning in a context of economic needs and

at different stages or in different types of cultural development.

"But it insists against the extremists of the revolt against reason
that there is a much neglected fact of a validity quite equal to the
%%ven of man's cultural, economic, biological, and geographical setting:

e Tact that he is a purposive animal, even in politics, endowed for
his further perplexing with moral needs and a speculative reason. It
insists forther that facts are shaped and used as they are interpreted".55

Tt has been said that politics is what politicians (or statesmen) qua
politicians, make of it. Now we are in a position to elucidate this idea a
bit more. The actor on the political scene, this reconstruction holds, has a
definit role to play in case he chooses to fulfill it, in the orientation
of the political process. * At least he can determine, with a degree of success,
his own attitude towards the events and facts that face him at any jé?ture
of his career., He may approach them with a sense of determination and a
positive attitude or he may let things go as they drift on. Of course he may

decide or want to do something significant about them and still fail.

Merely to decide or want to do something is no garantee that that thing will

33, We Y. Elliott, The Pragmatic Revolt in Politics, N.Y. 1928, p. 5
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be done successfully. Yet there is a difference, a big difference as
a matter of fact, between trying and failing inspite of all efforts to
succeed on the one hand, and just failing on the other.

Tn this sense at least the actors on the political scene are
responsible for political decisions = Or rather for what lies behind those
decisions of mental attitudes. Positiveness is this attitude of being
always prepared to face events with the determination of directing them along
certain channels or blocking their way and preventing them from going cone=
trary to what one judges fit.

Lack of it is one of the criteria that we use to distinguish between
a statesman and a politician.Dearwed success is one that is rooted in such
a positiveness. It is true that even statesmen sometimes succeed simply by
strokes of luck. But though this might happen once or twice in a life time
it is very unlikely that it will happen frequently enough to claim to the
credit of its beneficieries the title of statesmen.

This implies that positiveness, as & precondition of statesmanship,

must be a habitual propensity and not a temporary characteristic of an

attitude taken in the face of an unique occasion = though this latter has
its own value. \

Being positive, however, is only the first step along the road of
statesmanship. If this be all that is required of a statesman, the
distinction between him and any other ambitious day dreamer wuld be a very
difficult methodological proposition. Much more is required of a statesman.
Only:feu elements of this "more" are pertinent to our discussion.

Success in his policies though always a desideratum of the statesman,

is notaas such, the criterion of final judgement. It becomes such only if
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it is achieved in harmony with the commitments of the statesman concern-
ing ideologies, higher principles, and idealistic values. An actor on
the political scene may chose to sacrifice one or more of these higher
principles to achieve success pure and simple, But then he is only a

politician in the dictionary of this reconstruction. To aim at achieving

political success at the expense of higher principles and values and to claim

at the same time the title of statesmanship is simply a contradiction.* He

has the right of chosing any policy he likes. But any choice he makes
commits him , or?gt must,to certain wn-avoidable consequences. One of these
is the judgement of those who know and are qualified of his choices,

Any "theory" of politics that denies this freedom of choice to the
actors on the political scene must be mistaken, The facts face it squarely
in the face. Yet this "theory" must be equipped with the tools of judging
these choices with the view of separating the meager ones from the more
solid,

One other point follows directly from the foregoing. It is a mistake
to identify the"successful" with the "rational". For it is possible that
Success comes as a result of a stroke of luck,

Nor could the "successful"o% be identifed with the™good" without
leading to unhappy consequences. For we have to distinguish, as we do,
between "good success" and "bad success", To fail to make this distinction
is a shortcoming of any framework of concepts that aim at explaining or
simplifying the understanding of man's behaviour, political behaviour
included,

54, See p. 91 above,
Morgenthau, H, Scientific Man VS. Power Politics, p. 13.




103

Much as it hates to deceive others or to underestimate their
efforts or claims, or throws K suspision about their intentions, our
realism hates more to deceive itself, The human mind in its framework,
is under obligation to look the truth of politics straight in the face.
It does not have to disguise, distort, belittle or enbellish the truth.
Of course if some do these things, and some certainly used to and will
always do them, they are entitled to it. It is their priviledge; but;
and this is the significant point, they will be judged by others, also

within the framework of this reconstruction.

Finally, of the consequences of this reconstruction that deserve
notice, is the fact that a™heory" of value, or at least a rough outline
of a framework of value, is a prerequisite of a satisfactory "theory" of

politics. Politics is usually normative®S,

35, "In the final analysis, then, it appears that the arms debate concerns,
or should concern, a set of values - a system of morality" R.A. Levine
"Facts & Morals in the Arms Debate" World Politics, Vol. XIV No. 2 p. 256.

"Thus we cannot assume that the problem of what the world ought to be and
how states should morally behave is irrelevant." Hoffmann op.cit. p. 186.

"More and more it is coming to be appreciated that such moral preferences
..+ are an inescapable starting point for even the most strictly empirical
enterprise in matters of national behaviour... The very words that are
used ~ self-preservation, aggression, imperialism, national interest - are
loaded with emotional connotations, moral judgment, and prescientific
assumptions. There might never have been any study of how to outlaw and
prevent "aggressive" war had it not been for the tacit assumption that any
status ggo is morally preferable to a resort to international violence.

would make no sense to say or assume that nations must seek power
adequate for sfrvival if high value were not placed on the existence of
independent nations. No expectations regarding the conduct of nations
cm be formulated that are not affected by either the optimistic hunch of
a locke ... or the pessimistic hunch of a Hobbs... In this sense all students
in the field, consciously or unconsciously, belong to schools of moral and
philosophical thaught." A.Wolfers, The Anglo-American Tradition in Foreign
Affairs. Rept. in Hoffmann's op.cit. pp 2d4-245,
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Especially successful both will be when they provide us with an

intermediary56 between absolutism and cynicism,

36, "Indeed if one wants to revive a political philosophy of international
relations the two tasks I have just tried to sketch (Historical Scociolo=~
gy and Utopias) should be undertaking and contimmed together. For if one
starts by positing certain values,totally a priori e abstract,
one risks either getting stuck with well meaning platitudes or proceeding
to purely "perfectionist ethics", which brush aside the problem of the
difficult and dirty means to utopia, If one starts with a purely empirical
study of contemporary world politics, one is in danger of becoming an
addict of the kind of policy scientism which believes that what ought to
be emerges from what is, or implies that one can decide what policy should
be pursued without any previous decision as to what moral objectives
should be pursued..."

n

"We must try to build relevant Utopias. By spelling out our views
on the purposes, the prerequisits, the possibilities and the procedures
of an ideal international order, we would accomplish a triple task. We
would meat the requirement of clarifying our personal value positions.

We would avoid the piecemeal engineering approach of policy scientism.
We would avoid the twin escapisms of "realism" which gloomily assumes
the inevitability of the customary, and of"idealism" which postulates an
easy road to world progress"., S, Hoffmann, op.cit. pp 188 and 189.



CHAPTER THREE
Values d Acts

"It is odd when one thinks of it that there are
people in the world who, having renounced all the
laws of God and nature, have themselves made laws
which they rigorously obey. . . ."l

Pascal

"Involving responsible choices, politics must bey at
least for some actors on the political scene, essentially
normative. A conceptual frame work of valuational principles
therefore is indispensable for a system of concepts that claimé
to offer us a good chance of ordﬁ?#fg, explaining, evaluating,
and if possible controling political actions.

In this chapter we shall deal successively with a general
conceptual framework of evaluation, including reference to the
minimum essentials of a value situation; with means and ends
in connection of the problem of justification; with Weldon's
attempt to avoid both absolutism and scepticism; and finally
with a few comments on some stands taking by such authors as

Pascal, J.L. Brierly, and Glamwville Williams.

1. Quoted by A.P, D'Entreves in Natural Law
Huchinson & Co., London, 1957,

105
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Any act or object considered in isolation is neither

good nor bad. Its goodness or badness depends on the context

within which it occurs.?

C.

Consider the following:

A young man picks up a stone and throws it.
Nothing results.

He performs the same act again. But now the
stone knocks down, by chance, three pieces of
fruit off the man‘s own tree.

He repeats the same act again; but now he

does it with the aim of knocking down the
fruit., He does it successfully.

He performs the same act again. Now, by
chance, the stone knocks down some fruit

off a neighbour's apple tree.

He repeats the same act again. Now, inten-
tionally, the fruit trom the neighbour's apple-
tree is knocked down.

He performs the act again. Now the stone hits,
by chance, the neighbour's goat.

The same act performed intentionally, kills the
neighbourts goat.

Tge same act, kills, by chance, the neighbour?s
child.

The same act, repeated intentionally, kills the
neighbour's child.

The adt itself bending down, picking up a
stone, and through physiological processes in
onets body and hand, throwing it is the same in
all these different situations. But the value
of the act is clearly not the same. In case "a",
pﬁe act 18 completely innocent, and in case "b",
[ o osluy uu,, the value of the act depends,
.on the relation of the result: the apgles, to
the man's psychological or rather physiological
state. It makes a difference for him at least,
whether he likes apples or not, whether he is or
is not hungry, and whether the apples are ripe
or still green. In case "c", to the foregoing
considerations the factor of rightness, fitness
of the results (to the end) is added. Hence the
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If this conviction is correct, it indicates that acts as
such are neutral. Their v i unction of the role the

play as components of a particular situation.

value of the act is either enhanced or
diminished according as this fitness of the end
expected to the end realized does or does not
go together with the other factors and rela=-
tions of the situation, Case "d" puts the

act in a fresh light. Here the agent's customs
and tradition embodying his concepts of steal=-
ing and of respect for the property of others
enter into the situation and affect [~ 0" -
£+ - - - --..49% s the evaluation of th

act. But since the result happened by chance
in case "d", the ethical breach involved is
less than that in the case of "e", where the
result is intended. What is daid about "d"
and "e" may be repeated with a more intense
tone about "f" and "g" respectively; and

with still more emphasis in the case of "h"
and "i", Here the doer's conscience, re-
presenting his value-charged tradition (if
indeed it is value-charged) and respecting
life in general and human life in particular,
may impel him gerhaps to regret the goat's
death but proﬁa ly to feel very sorry for

the child's death. If these cases are

brought against the doer before a court,
ditferent judgments, i.e., different
evaluations of the act, can be expected.

Examples can be multiplied indefinitely
along this line.
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The same story that has been told about acts may be
repeated mutatis mutandis about objects. The focus of value,
in short, is the situation rather than the object or the
act. Only situations are in themselves good or bad. Their
constituents are good or bad only to the extent to which
they do or do not stand in harmonious relations to the
other components of the situation in question. If this
be granted, we must admit that C.I. Lewis is right in
saying that no object is intrinsically good. Only
occasions of experience are intrinsically good. But
Lewis! doctrine of occasions of experience as we shall
see, oversimplifies the structure of the valuational

situation.

Our analysis thus far has made use of various con-
cepts which must now be further examined and clarified.
(The foregoing section overloads the cart. It pours out
many overcharged concepts most of which require further
analysis and clarification. These are best introduced in
the light of the doctrine to be sketched hereafter.) Let
us start with the distinction between an agent and an

observer or judge.

This distinction implies no sharp dichotomy. It merely
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asserts that to be an agent is to have a different function
from that of an observer. These two functions tlo indeed
overlap; the one may even be impossible without the other.
Nevertheless, they are distinct. Seldom does the judge, (the
observer, or the analyst) of a situation feel or realize
the responsibility which an agent and participant in that
situation realizes. An analyst is apt to look at the situa=
tion from a more objective standpoint; his judgment is there-
fore more liable to be correct. 4 judge may also be more
aware of the responsibility involved in a situation than is
the agent who is actually involved in it. But all this does
not weaken my contention; rather, they support it, What is
to be noted is that what the judge sees in a particular situa=-
tion does not necessarily coincide with what the agent sees.,
The divergence may be less when agent and judge are the same
person, but even here some residue of differenétsubsists

between the two functions.

We must also consider the alleged distinction between
the valuational and the non-valuational. The problem is to
find a valid criterion for this distinction. Can it be found

merely by means of an analysis of statements? (The suggestion
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of shifting it, spells inconfidence in the method with which
the problem is approached by modern thought). Such analysis,
important as it is, can not of itself solve the problem. A
glance at the literature of the problem, as we shall see in a
moment, reveals the confusion and complexity of the results
reached by exclusive reliance on statement analysis. I am
not hereby repudiating analysis or minimizing its limited
value, I am merely suggesting that it is more useful to focus

one's attention on agents within experiential situations.

An agent, however, may be in a valuational situa=-
tion without being aware of it. One measure of the level
of civilization in a community may be the number of valua=-
tional situations which are taken for granted by the people
of that community. Living in a house, having chairs, beds,
mirrors, electrical gadgets, and what not, are becoming less
and less valuational in significant areas of the world. The
more man's attention is kept busy by new valuational situa=-
tions the more the realized ones withdraw into the backe
ground., Hence their values are lost sight of. But in
the history of mankind each of these withdrawn situations
occupied, for a longer or shorter time, the focus of man's

attention and the center of his field of vision. It is
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perhaps silly, or trivial, to speak of washing one's hands
and face in the morning as a valuational situation. But

in the history of the individual, or of mankind, there may
well have been a time when the establishment of that habit
was a valuational situation either to the individual him-
self or to his parents. It may seem absurd to say that the
statement "he walks" is valuational. But when these words
are those of a mother reporting the behaviour of her 17-month
old child to her neighbour, they become a valuational report
about a valuational situation within which the mother is the
person involved. Whether beginning to walk is or is not a
valuational situation to the child it is a difficult ques=
tion to answer. But for the mother, at that time, it

certainly is.

Presuming the validity of this analysis, I can now
venture the suggestion that every word, gesture, or statement,
may be, within specified situational context, valuational.

It is indeed difficult to prove this thesis positively. But
to hold it seems to me to be not only justified but also
plausible, It is at least possible to conceive of situa=
tions in which "X is round" and "X is six feet long" are

valuational statements. But if this is true, Lewis is
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wrong in holding that "X is round" is a prototype of a non-
valuational statement. This gives me another reason for
suspecting the statement analysis approach. In the frame=-
work of that method the value theorist is at worst an
analyst of words or structure of sentences and at best

a judge of the situation which is reported by the proposi-

tion,  seldom if ever, an agent,

Qur shift or approach, however, does not imply that
we neglect altogether the function of the judge or the
observer. A complete and sharp dichotomy between observer
and agent is quite impractical. No agent is purely agent.
Were this possible, he would no longer be an agent, but
a machine. Yet it makes a lot of difference from which
standpoint we look at the situation. From the standpoint
of an alert judge 3 every situation,and hence every statement,

can be interpreted as valuational within the framework of a

3, Sometimes these judges are reformers, and hence
they posit ideals for human behaviour to try and
attain; and sometimes they are simply analysists
trying to find out what is implied in the behaviour
of mankind, and this is the point we have now in
mind when we speak of a judge.
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particular set of circumstances. This conclusion is not
drawn by those people who restrict themselves to an analysis
of value statements. But, I take it, that the fact that this

principle escaped their attention lies at the root of the

unsatisfactoriness of both their approach and their conclu-

sion.

To put our finger on historical examples and figures

is to illustrate this charge in the best possible way. G.E.M’oore,4

4. Moore holds a different criterion for the
distinction at issue. It is the criterion
or "irreducibility." Non-natural properties,
values (Moore, Philosoghicgg Studies, p.259
& p. 273), are irreducible to non-vaiue, i.e.,
to natural properties, In holding this
criterion Moore rejects the validity of
Ayer's. For Moore both the non-natural and
the natural properties are veritiable. The
latter by scientitic method, the former by
intuition., But, is intuitionism a method
ot veritication? Therintuitionists them-
selves believe it is. But a non-naturalistic
quality does not disclose itself to non-
intuitionists, Or if it does, he is blind
{g it; it remains for him tictitious qua-

ty.

Again, is irreducibility a distinctive cri-

terion of value-properties over against

natural properties? To identify the good

with a naturaleroperty is, Moore argues,

to commit the Naturalistic Fallacy, (Principia
. tural"

Ethica, p.13). "The good is a "non-na
+3P.14), non=descriptive (Philosophical
%uﬂigs, p.2+4). Property existing outside
of time ( yP+41l). But even if we identify

two simple natural properties one with the other
the nature of the fallacy is the same (ibid.,p.14).
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and C.I. Lewis, agree that there is a "genuine"

sharp dichotomy between the valuational and non-valuational.

If my analysis of value situation, as I shall sketch it

hereafter, is correct, then that dichotomy is challenged.

We do not have value-less experiences. We do have ex=

periences of more or less value., Let us examine, the

conclusions of one of those who hold the opposite thesis.

5.

Call it, if you like, with Frankena the
definist fallacy (Mind, 1939). The name
matters very little. it follows that we
camteven reduce one natural property to
another, But if this is the case, ir-
reducibility, as a distinctive criterion,

must lose its signiticance."

Ayer's criterion for distinguishing valua-
tional from non-valuational statements is the
criterion of "verifiability." No value
statement, he argues, is verifiable, or
indicative. In the first place, this is a
conclusion which Ayer can hold only on the
presumption of an irreducible dichotomy
between value statements and non-value
statements., (Prof. J.W., Smith., Etn%cs,

vol, 57, p.282). But the validity o

this dichotomy is the question at issue.

In the second place, even if value state=
ments are non-verifiable this doew not,

on Ayer's grounds, constitute a distinctive
characteristic of them, there being some non-
value statements which are non-indicative as
well. (ibid., p.283). It follows that the
given criterion is not a satisfactory one.

It is interesting to note, however, that Ayer,
while trying to prove the non-indicativeness
of value statements, is himself involved in a
valuational situation. And the value of that
situation seems to be at least to extend
beyond the mere "evincement of his own feel=
ing"™ which he himself would doubtless claim.
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Lewis, it seems to me, rejects Moore!s criterion as
unsatisfactory. If I am not misinterpreting them, there are
three alternatives open to Moore'!s "good" in relation to
Lewis system. The first one is complete rejection. "There
is no room in Lewis! theory for "qualities which do not
exist in time". (Lewis, A.K.V., pe393). It this alter=-
native is ruled out, the good is either a value-quality,
immediately apprehended and belongs to occasions of experw
ience; or else it is resident in and belongs to objects.
Mooret!s doctrine of intuition suggests the former alter=
native but his doctrine of objectivity of value, i.e., his
realistic emphasis,~ 1> 7>, which is implied even in his
doctrine of intuitionism, points to the latter alternative.
If the former alternative is accepted, there is nothing
in the immediate experience of values as such which makes
them different trom other qualitieé such as round or red.
Hence it is nonsensical to speak, on this ground alone, in
terms of reducibility or non=reducibility of values. If,
on the other hand, the latter alternative is chosen, then
Mooret's "good" corresponds to Lewis! "value-resident."™ If
this is true, and if by reducibility is meant translatability,

then value, in this sense, is certainly translatable.

Theoretically, non-terminating judgements are translatable
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into terminating ones.

If Lewis is justified in rejecting Moore's criterion
does he himself offer in support of his "genuine" distinction
between value propositions and non-value statements? The
distinction of intrinsic and extrinsic, Lewis assures us,

"does apply to values, but does not apply to other proper-

ties." (Lewis, Analysis of Knowledge and Valuation. p.395).

Intrinsic value, Lewis says, is one directly appre=-
hended and immediately experienced. But on this ground
alone, it is nonsensical to speak of distinction between
good and other qualities. As in Moore's case (see above)
so in Lewis'. Both good and red are on the same level
within occasions of experience. And if this is all there
is to value, Lewis would be forced to accept Ayer's
generalization that all value-propositions are unveri-

fiable. (ibid., p. 461).

But Lewis does not stop at this stage. He connects
what we immediately experience with qualities resident in
object. There is a difference between the relation of value

quality to value-resident and the relation between
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an apparent natural quality and its real correspondent in
the object. The former is the reverse of the latter. A
thing is valuable according as it appears valuable; but a
thing appears round according as it is round (ibid., p.381).
Again, the former relation is more direct than the latter.
(ibid., p.380), Realization of goodness in experience is

constitutive of any genuine value which is to be found in

objects. (ibid., p.388). "Apparent value, a possibility

of some experience of value quality in connection with it,

is of the essence." (ibid., p.382). But why is it that the
expressive meaning of value terms is primary and ruling while
their objective meaning is derivative trom, and ruled by

the tormer? (Ibid., p.381).

The answer to this question introduces us to the
tunction of a person in Lewis! doctrine of the occasion
of experience. A prototype of a value statement in Lewis!?

theory is "X is good for S" (ibid., p.533), where "S" stands
for a subject. The goodness of good objects consists in
the possibility of their leading to some realization of
directly experienced goodness." (ibid., p.387). To

bring some satisfaction to somebody at sometime is a primary

requirement of a valuable object, "All value in objects



118

depends on a relation of them to actual or possible exper=
ience, and the possibilities of experience depend on the
nature and capacities of the subject."™ (ibid., p. 532).
Now, that a subject or person is an essential element in

a value situation is a deep insight on the part of Lewis.
But reference to a person alone, important and significant
as it is, does not seem enough to constitute a distinctive
criterion for distinguishing values from non-values and
hence value statements from others. Lewis himself, as a
matter of fact, conceives of situations where the state-
ment "X is green to me" stands, with reference to that
criterion, on the same tooting as the statement "X is good
to me." (ibid., p. 533). Under such conditions, the phrase
"for the sake of a person," which lies at the root of
Lewis' doctrine of "intrinsic-extrinsic" values, loses

its significance and value.

Lewis destroys the balance of valuational situation
by over-emphasizing the function of one of its essential
elements (the subject) at the expense of the others!. Not
only does he reduce the function of the object in the occasion

of value experience by making the objective meaning of value
terms secondary to, and derivative from, their expressive

meaning; he also dethrones the ideal and deprives it of its
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function as a measure of confirmation. (ibid., p. 381). In-
debted as it is to Lewis'! general argument, this section-is
trying, nevertheless, to re-establish the balance of rela=
tions and functions of the basic and essential factors of
value-situation. This constitutes one of the major implica=

tions of the thesis upon whose development we are embarking.

At the core of every value-situation lies an ele-
ment of discord. And comparison is inevitable whenever
there is discord. The sharper the discord the more poignant

the comparison and resultant discontent.

Comparison and contrast are relative terms. They
are available to conscious beings. Man is certainly capable
of them, It makes little difference to the theme of this
paper whether other living organisms possess this ability
or not. Man, being conscious, does not blindly obey the
laws of nature. Possibilities lure his imagination. Compa-
rison and contrast become possible for him., Comparison and
contrast are not limited to man's existing situation and the
dreams of his imagination. One can compare his pattern of
life with his neighbour's, or with another man's of a foreign
land. He can compare his present state with his past state.

Comparison and contrast can take place between what exisbs
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with what did exist or will exist: between what is and
what is not.

"We look before and after,

We pine for what is not."

Seldom does one pattern fit perfectly within the
frame of another. 8ome element is lacking somewhere.
Usually the lacking element belongs to the present exist-
ing state of the person comparing these patterns. When
this is the case, some element of discontent enters the
picture. This is a disturbing tactor. One index to the
tension it creates within the situation is the degree or
the amount of claim the envisaged pattern has upon the
person concerned. Another index to that tension is the
extent to which man is able to realise the ideal pattern

whose claim on him is recognized.

Man is not ohly a conscious being, but also an
efficient creature. Man's dynamism and activity are as
essential to the valuational situation as is his ratione
ality. Man's rational relation to the ideal may be in-
corporated in his activity and effort for the realization
of that ideal. When this happens action becomes purposive.
Purposive action serves the function of a bridge between

the ideal and the real. It is through purposive action
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that the principle is related to the existing facts. If
discord is the essence of the value situation, purposive
action is the first and perhaps the last step also towards

the resolution of that tension.

Concern, the distinguishing characteris tic of the
awareness of' value situation, is the function of three

variables: an ideal; a person; and an object.

The ideal is not necessarily a Platonic Idea. Nor
must it be a Hartmannian Essence. It does not need to
possess a metaphysical %;tus. Even a dream can function
as an ideal. An ideal may be a Deweyan problem; it may
be a natural object; in short it may be any thing, Only
one condition is required for anything to be an ideal or
standard in a valuational situation. It must appeal to
man's mind or imagination. The more it appeals the stronger
will be its claim. Accordingly, dreams may, tor some, enjoy

a notable priority.

At this stage of our analysis an objection presents
itself. How is it that a dream often the projection of man's
idiosyncrasies, can function as an ideal? The answer is
that the only test for distinguishing idiosyncrasies from
practical plans is the test of realisation . Prior to the



122

application of the test, a judgment on any of them is a pre-
Judgment. The plans of the Hanging Gardens would have been.
the strangest of idiosyncrasies if, before being realized,
they had been revealed to the common people who lived in the
age of the man who first thought of them.

Furthermore, it is a prejudice to think that commands
are always received from above. Even if they were so given,
man has the possibility at least either to accept or to
reject them., Ultimately, man himself is the final source
of appeal. No command holds strong and binding on me
except when I approve of it. It is true that sometimes
man is forced into some situation against his will. But
it is also true that whenever he is so forced more than one
alternative is open to him., Better alternatives do not
force us into worse ones; the worst can merely force us
into the lesser evils. Thus there are always alternatives.
Whatever the source of commands, man has the right and

usually the power, either to appeal or to accept them.

This brings us to the second variable in the value
situation, namely, man. It is not necessary to restrict
value experience to the human level. Any organism capable

of comparing alternatives to the effect of preferring one to
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others, and capable of realizing what he prefers, is eligible
to occupy that office. Traditions and social standards condi=-
tioq, man's behaviour. But they do not necessarily determine
it. The more creative the man's mind is, and the more
adventurous his heart, the more well tradition and custom
serve him as wings ptather than shackle him as fetters.

They can be made to function as the stored wisdom of his

ancestors! experiences rather than as enslaving laws.

The third variable in the value situation is the
ideal becoming real through man's efficient power. This
variable is an object either in process of being born oér
already completed. Any realization of the measure or ideal
is subject to the laws of nature. But man's ability to
recognize that the same material, under different laws
produce different results, suggests to him a variety of
possible realities among which to choose. In this sense
man contributes to the diversity of new things and has a
hand and hence a responsibility in reshaping the world. It
is an insult to man and a'gross denial of his activity and
responsibility, to say thgt God finished (in the past tense)
the creation of the world in a limited number of days.
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If these are the essential factors of a value situa-
tion, it might be asked, what human situation is not wvalua-
tional? Every human experience implies a person, an end,
and an eftort towards the realisation of that end. But, if
all situations are valuational, it is argued, the phrase
"valuational situation™ loses signiticance. Here, however,
the relevant presuppositions can be challenged. In the
tirst place, why should there be any non=~valuational human
experiences? The thesis that every experiencial situation
is a valuational situation is a perfectly defendable thesis.
In the second place, this thesis does not reduce to in-
significance the term "valuational." Because the "that" of
the situation is not our only problem, or our most signi=-
ficant problem. The question of the "how much" of value

in a situation demands an answer,

The same criticism might be made trom a ditferent
approach. If "concern" is the focus of a value situation,
it follows that "indifference" characterises non-value
situations (if any). To this our answer is that nothing is
ultimately indifterent. Even a grain of sand is not complet=-
ely indifterent (at least to the law of gravitation). But
the grain of sand has no end; and hence no intended effort

to the realisation of that end. And if by a tar stretch of
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lﬁfimagination, one insisted on attributing an end and an effect
to the grain of sand, it is imperative that he notes that
"concern" is rooted in the ability of comparing and contrast-
ing coupled with the ability of performing, without breaking
the laws of nature, alternative realisations. This, by the
way, gives us the key to answering the question of the "how

much" value of a situation.

The more critical the choice, the more is value
involved. One criterion of the criticality of the choice
is personal involvement. A martyr's decision to accept
torture and death rather than change his beliefs is normally
more critical than the decision of a young man to go to school
rather than marry. (Though the ultimate judgment is to be
reserved by the agent himself). We must admit, however

that the cases of life are much more complicated and ramitfied.

The decision, once reached, simply posits the end.
It cannot guarantee either its realization, or its value.
Even an experienced and wise agent might be mistaken in his
estimate of ends and of therelation of an end to himself. He
might also misjudge his ability to realize an end. Finally,
even if the end is realised, it might fail to fulfil the
expectations the ideal promised. Any of these failures
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would constitutes a failure to establish the particular
harmony or consonance relevant to that particular situation,
This in turn would mean failure to produce that expected
content which lured man's power to action. Seldom, how=
ever, is man's failure complete. Some value, is usually
realised. This serves as a measure of one's success and

satisfaction in life.

It also offers a key to understanding progress in
the philosophy of history. Man's efforts to progress
resulted in half-step advance. Even this has been achieved
hesitatingly and after a tedious struggle. Seldom de we

meet with wide strides towards our goals.

Even if complete harmony and perfect balance and
consonance are realised in a particular situation, discord
is always lurking around thecornen People belong to different
categories, In the case of some, no sooner is a responsibility
tulfilled and a value realised than another and further
pattern of life claims their dynamism. For these life is an
incessant effort and a continuous struggle for the realisa-
tion of value situations, each of which has its peculiar

touch of novelty and freshness.

Other people act on impulse., Still others behave
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as they are conditioned to; (Making it difficult to decide
whethere they are human beings or machines.) One can be
sure, however, that, so conditioned, they never experience a
value situation, It may well be that no one lives a wholly
conditioned life. We can assume, however, that many of us,
or perhaps all of us, lapse every now and then into such
valueless situations. All of us, as a matter of fact, do
experience such lapses. It this is true, we are justi fied
in asserting the existence of situations characterised by
nindifference.” This uncovers, turthermore, the experiencial
root of the philosophical prejudice to assume a dichotomy

between the valuational and the completely non-valuational.

To deny "indifference" could be to overlook at least
three major points. In the first place, it assumes the
standpoint of an alert judge rather than that of a practical
normal agent. Secondly, it involves the extravagant assump-
tion that a man or an organism thinks, at every turn and
before every movement, in terms of ends, alternatives,
preferences, and ways of realising them. Finally, even if
all of these possibilities are thought of at every corner
of one's way through lite, still "indifference™ keeps some
touch of meaning and significance. All of us, even after

considering all consequences and relevances in comparing two
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alternative actions, are impelled to flip a coin.

A Much more significant and far reaching criticism
might be advanced in criticism of the doctrine of value
sketched above. For example, if every value situation is
unique and single in its own way, what is the use of custom,
tradition, and past experience? Can one prepare for the un-
known? I say yes; in a certain sense one can prepare for
the unknown. It is true that I don't know what will befall
me tomorrow. But whatever befalls me it is always better
to face tomorrow's events with, rather than without, a
number of honest and intimate friends, a couple of hundred

dollars, and a certain kind of skill.

Or again, one might argue that we have a set of
universal laws and categorical imperatives which, divine
or not, claim universal application and admit of no excep-
tions. My answer would be that the theory of value here
defended recognises the importance of past experience and
the signiticance of general rules only in so far as our
experiences do overlap. But it leaves to the sagacity
and tactfulness of the agent the question of keeping a
balance in dealing with the repeated elements of his past
experience when conjoined, in his present experience, with

completely new and different elements. It is an art to
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keep that balance, and it is our responsibility to cultivate
the art. The new elements in our new experience are some=-
times negligible. In such cases the rules derived from past
experience, may be applied rigidly. But in other cases
¢ircumstances make it clear that the new elements are so
salient and important as to dictate a drastic change in

the application of the rules. Exceptions to the rules are
not crimes, though how and when to make such exceptions

is hard to determine.

In all this, one thing is clear, namely, that the
agent is ultimately the ultimate judge. The ultimate

problem of theory of value in general and of ethics in
particular is not to formulate universal laws or to en-

force their universal application but to build up sound
and responsible characters.
Ends and Means

The question: Do ends justify the means? has been
a common question in the philosophy of politics. For the
sake of clarity and the dispelling of misunderstanding the

following few preliminary remarks are called for.

"To justify" stands for making the bad look less
evil at least, or better to turn the bad into a good, if
that is possible, or better still to turn the bad into a
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good or a part of the good, though this is very difficult
indeed.

Hence the good does not need to be justified, much
less can a bad justify a good. Only the good can justify
the bad. If B stand for bad, and G for good, and---=» for
justify, E for ends and M for means, We have four
different combinations of them that are relevant to

political discussions.

(1) GE ==-ee- > BM ?
(2) GM -—===-- » BE ?
(3) BM —-eee- > GE ?
(4) DB wocme- > GM ?

Taking seriously our former remarks (3) and (4) are
confused questions. That is the case because good ends (3)
and good means (4) don't stand in need of justification.
That is for one thing. For another, even if they do, bad

means (3) or bad ends (4) could not do the job.

We are left therefore with (1) and (2) as the only

legitimate clear questions.

So far it is only a matter of language and logic. The
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crux of the issue, however, is normative. That is where a
responsible political realism have recourse, when it does,

to a "theory" of value.

Do good ends justify bad means? Do good means
Justify bad ends?(, A Qriori6 general answer to this question
is incompatible with the scientific realistic approach to

which we have already committed ourselves.

Or if you insist on a semi-general more or less

uninformative answer, then we are bound to say: sometimes

they dq,someggges theyg?éggl it _all depends.

When do they ¢, and when don't they? It depends

on what?

It depends on the circumstances, of course, and on
the careful considerations of the relevant facts, Good ends

(or means) do justitfy bad means (or ends) when, to the best

of the agent's knowledge, the amount of their goodness out-

weighs the amount of badness resulti from the actions

concerned.

6. "From no ethics in the world can it be concluded
when and to what extent the ethically good purpose
"Justifies™ the ethically dangerous means and
aoramifications.” Max Weber; "Politics as a
Vocation,™ p. 121.
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0Of course there are many limitations to this stand.
Also it involves its holders into many risks. But we, being
what we are, could not do any better. In the face of these,
honesty to admit our limitations and courage to face our
risks are virtueswhich recommend themselves to us. We may
or may not accept them. This is one point where people
differ. Some of us do accept them; others dont*t. That
partly explains why some of us are escapists in life and

others look it squarely in the face,

Those of us who accept positively the challenges
of life, commit themselves by such acts to the principle
of changing the world in which they live to the better, that
is to the extent to wggiﬁ/lies within their power i.e.,
to the extent to which they are legitimately responsible

for effecting that change.

One kind of these limitations is on the level of
theory. We simply don't know, at any given time, all the
consequences that follow upon our actions. Since evaluating
these actions depends on knowing them, we can never have a
final certain judgement. Suppose furthermore, that we know
all these consequences, we still may be mistaken about

to
attributing/them their due value. Hence, if by rational
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action we mean an action that is guided by the sure judge-
ment of reason, and if we like always to act rationally,
then we can never act. The demand for sure, ftinal and
rational action therefore is in effect paralysing for

action.

We have already relinquished the demands of extreme
rationality. Reason, the tyrant we abhore. It is only reason

the wise, tolerant, tamer that we vote for.

Certainty is not a pre-requisite of our actions. Of
course the surer our knowledge of our conditions and of
their relative values, the better. This is one of the
essential sat'eguards that prewents us from "going astray into
the dangerous paths of life., But absolute certainty, though
a desirable goal to achieve, is not a necessary pre-requisite
of any and every action we take, We rather take jumps into
the dangerous walters of life on probabilistic grounds or
even on mere guesses concerning safety than freeze to death
waiting for the sure signal to come from thelighthouse on the

shore of salvation.

Nor need judgements be final in order to qualify
as guides for action. The process of reconstructing them

is an ever going enterprise. Only we hope that it is a
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progressive one. We do our best to make it so.

Another kind of these limitations is practical.
Even if we know the true and the good, sometimes we fail

to implement them,

We have to remember and this is an essential element
of realism, that we are not always responsible for seeing
to it that the kingdom of God is already on earth. What we
are responsible for is not to falter, intentionally in
serving the truth and the good as we understand them.
Furthermore, we are responsible to do our utmost to imple-
ment them around us. But this utmost of ours, seldom is
enough for that purpose. For this kind of failure, we can
not blame ourselves. The circumstances or others are to
blame. In this context all we are asked to do is not to
enlarge the area of this type of actions and circumstances
or blurr its limiting boundaries with the view of blaming
others for failures which are, wholly or partly ours.

Absolutist? This stand is surely not. But isn't
it purely relativist? Definitely not.

It has, as it must, if it is to take the relevant

tacts of life into consideration, some relative traits.
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Its basic conception of its knowledge of the truth
and the good is, for example relative. But relative to what?
Relative to the hard facts, and stubborn rules of logic.

Here it roots itself into objectivity.

Ultimately, it makes the individual agent the final
judge concerning the validity of the choices he commits him-
self to. Mistaken he might be. What corrects these mistakes
are objective phenomena. That is why it puts equal emphasis
on the method by which it attains its creeds or beliefs as
it does on the content ot these beliets., Also that is why
it insists on that this method must be open tor selit correc-

tion.

Finally, it puts the responsibility ot originating
the process of improving ones conditions on the individual
agent himself, This is the case because this is the place
where emphasis lies -~ as a matter of fact. The source of
responsibility and strength is the individual himself. The
study of the common masses might give a diff'erent impression,
it is true. But this wrong impression can be easily explained
from the standpoint of this reconstruction. It is a common

truism that the owner of a right can delegate it, or part
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of it, to some one else or to some specific institution.

It is also a truism that the process of delegating this
right and the life that follows it are much easier than the
exercise of it. The skilltul,h safe, and sound exercise of
this right proves to be perhaps the most challenging task
of the most capable minds. That is why people in general
tend both to delegate it and to forget that they did so.

The truth, however, remains that external sources
of power, though very helpful sometimes, are only really
effective when and only when they are gccepted and approved
by the agent himself.

But this, though subjective and very important, is only
part of the picture thgt claims to describe completely the
responsible actions of men. The other part, though not
as important, is still significantly influential, and is
objective. For there is a very big difference between a
wise, balanced sound choice and a careless unbalanced,
and unsound commitment, The distinction is even made by

the commonest of people.

How to avoid absolutism without falling into scepticism?
Weldon's aim in the yocabulary of politics is two=-
fold., The negative part of it is to discard "some metaphysical
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lumber." Its positive side is to show "the genuine grounds of
disagreement between Communists and Democratic politicians,
and g%ve at least some indication of the way in which
political appraisals are made" (p.1l5).* Both of these aims

are quite relevant to our enterprise.

For the full appreciation of both, a few remarks
concerning language are called for. "During the last
century there has occurred a great change in the methods
and aims of professional philosophers... What has happened
is that philosophers have become extremely self-conscious

about language." (p.9)*

Symbols "are the products of human ingenuity and are
as definite as we want them to be in their application.
Clearly some degree of permenance and precision is demanded
of them or they will not serve their purpose which is to
enable us to communicate with one another, for such communica-
tion is impossible unless we can describe with some accuracy
what we see and hear. But it is impossible to say that any
particular degree of permanence or precision in usage is
indispensable. If all language had the precision which w0
rightly demanded, because of their special function, in

* T,D, Weldon



138

the symbols which we use in formal logic and mathematics,
it would be extremely ineftective instrument for ordinary

conversation and enquiry."” (p. 22.)%

Not only is natural language different from logical
calculus but also from technical language. "We can, it we
1ind it convenient to do so give it a precise or trairly
precise meaning, and then it ceases to be vague or ambi=-
guous and becomes a technical or semi=technical word. It
is not uncommon, especially in legal terminology, for this
to be done and for the ordinary and technical uses of a
word to survive side by side as in the cases of 'fraud!

and 'property'." (p. 23.)%

Furthermore, "we must distinguish between two uses
of 'detine'. It can mean either 'provide a verbal equivalent
tor...' or 'give the ordinary use of...' To define in the
first sense is to provide a word or a number of words, which
can be substituted for the word in guestion without affecting
the truth or falsehood of any sentence in which that word
occurs... To define in the second sense is to give instances
of sentences in which the relevant word is used and thereby

clear up its logical function.”™ (p. 23.)%*

% T.D. Weldon.
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The tull implication of these remarks concerning
language cannot be recognized and appreciated except when
applied to specific traditional problems. Philosophers,
for instance, "have come to realize that many of the problems
which their predecessors have found insuperable arose not
irom anything mysterious or inexplicable in the world but
from the eccentricities of the language in which we try to
describe the world." (p. 9.) In order to get rid of so
many traditional problems, Weldon will have to have recourse
to the principle of verification, But of this later on.

Now it is enough for our purposes to point ocut to some of
the consequences of his commitment to natural language. In
the first place "words simply have uses" (p. 19.) not
"meanings" in a different sense than their uses. Sentences
are "almost entirely conventional symbols" (p. 22.), not
"magical incantations™ (p. 5l.) or even "natural signs."
Symbols change (p. 23.) hence there is nothing "mystical
(ppe. 24 & 49) or "sacred or immutable" (p. 22.) or "myster=
ious" (pp.l64=165) about them. It is true that they have to
enjoy some stahility. But this does not need "cosmological
or theological explanations™ (p. 28.). It will be also seen
that, as a consequence:, 'dbbviously right or true" (p. 16) is

much preferable to "self-evident™ or "intuitive" because the
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latter suggest something "odd"™ or "mysteriousf; and that it
is a good criticism against an argument that it has an

munfamiliar sound."™ (p. 10.)%

Furthermore, to make a point clear, and to support
a conclusion about a crucial statement such as "X is impor=
tant", all that is needed is "consideration of what it means
to say '..is important!, *it is important that..! and similar
phrases, such as 'that is vital, trivial, essential, etCece'™

(p. 155.)%

Tt must be obvious that a method so characterized has
very little in common with the geometric method. We shall
deal with Weldon's analysis of the geometric method in a

different section of this chapter.

The above gives also an indication of Weldon's
tending to strip out political terms and hence politics
of their traditional mysterious, mystical, and sacred

. tones. Methodologically, this will prepare the way
for him to compare arguments about politics with arguments
about games of cricket for example or judging wine or

pictures. (pp.l160=161).*

Suppose, however, the objector goes on to say 'Even

* T.D. Weldon.
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if it iw the "law," I don't see why I should obey it? The
only further comment possible is 'well thisyklreat Britain,

isnt't it?

The position indeed is exactly parallel to that of the
cricketer who asks 'Why should I obey the umpire? What right
has he to give me out? One can answer only by expounding
the rules of cricket, the position of the M.C,C., and so on.
Beyond that there is nothing to be done except to say, "This

is a game of cricket, isn't it?'" (p. 57.)%

It also helps him set the limits of an argument =
the limits beyond which arguments seem to cease to be

legitimate and acceptable.

Furthermore, it offers one of the criteria by which
to separate philosophical from non-philosophical questions.
(p. 160).%

Not only that. "It also sets him on the proper way

to political appraisals.”

"What needs to be done is to explain the resemblances
and differences between 'the political institutions of

Switzerland are better than those of Spaint! on the one hand

* T.D, Weldon
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and 'Smith is a better tull-back than Jones' on the other.
This as may be seen .... is a philosophical question.
.+..It may be useful to anticipate my conclusion and to say
at once that the differences are very slight and the

resemblances very great." (p. 160.) *

These resemblances are of great significance.

In the first place they allow him to fulfill his
negative purpose: "discard some metaphysical lumber" and
not be committed to subjectivism or scepticism. The passage
just quoted continues: "in other words, I do not believe
that by discarding political foundations or ideologies 1
am logically committed to political scepticism.” (p. 160),
and (pe. 156.)

In the second place, and as a consequence of the
first it saves him from the dishonesty of def'ending the
toundations of democracy at a time when he does not believe
in their validity. Because this would be his preferable
course of action, should political appraisals become

completely relativistic?

"TIf this were the case, it might possibly be

justifiable to make use of persuasive but invalid arguments

* T,D., Weldon
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in the hope of convincing readers that the ideology of
democracy is superior to that of Communism. This might be
more @ffective than to say without further pretence, 'I
like Democratic institutions and I want you to like them

too.,' But matters are not as desperate as this."™ (p. 160).%

In the third place they help us better understand
the proper nature of politics. Though intelligent per=
Tormances, yet political appraisals are not "pieces of
intellectual theorizing™ (p. 161) when "puzzles" are tech-
nically detined, i.e., in such a way that distinguishes them

from Hifficulties™ or "problems". pp. 75 tf.x%

"It ‘. is not even the case that good judges always
agree as to what the answer is, as they do in crossword
puzzles and bridge problems. Indeed it is a mistake to use
the word 'answer' at all, since this suggests that what is
involved is the solution of a puzzle, and it is not the job

of art critics or teachers to solve puzzles." (p. 161)%

The ireflection of this on political theory is far
reaching. It gives support to the denial of the possibility
of formulating a generic political theory. Traditional

political theorists were laboring under a few illusions.,

* J,D, Weldon.,



144

Weldgn's stand with regard to some of them follows:
First, it is nonesense to ask of a certain infallible

criterion.”

Second, there is no single test or infallible group

of tests,.B

In the third place there are "few simple psycho=
logical laws."d

Fourthly, there is no such thing as a universally

applicable criterion.10

Since these resemblances are significant it is only
pertinent to ask: "What are they?" A key to the answer of

this question is given in the following passage,

"Now just as there are experts whose profession
it is to pass judgement on pictures and symphonies,
so there are specialists in political institutions.
Their function is very similar to that of selection
committees in that they have both to predict the
probable consequences of political actions and to
express a view as to the suitability of such actions
at a particular time and place." (p. 168.)

7. Weldon's The Voc, of Politics, p. 150.
8, Ibid., p. 51.

9. Ibid., p. 173.
10, Ibid., pp. 155=156.
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What is it that these committees do? "The mocess
through which appointment boards, selection committees,
employers, and other appraising agents normally go in order

to achieve their aimsf%wofold.“ (pe 152).%

First there is what may be called the establishing
of dispositions. This is concerned mainly with character-
istics such as ™industrious," "honest," "intelligent,"
"reliable" and the like, Put in different words, "it should
now be agreed that what they do is first to establish a
number of dispositional propositions or if... then....”
Propositions about the probable behaviour of prospective
players or employees under specific conditions. X will
probably work hard, kick straight, add up figures correctly,
or whatever it may be." (p. 153).%

Second, comes the "assessement of the relative
importance of the factors considered at the first stage.

(p. 154).* Nor should we suppose, Weldon holds, there is
anything subjective about this assessment. There is

nothing noticeably private, secret, or subjective about

it. (p. 154p*& (pp. 151=152).* Discussion here is conducted
in terms ot "I think it is important™ not of ®I likeit.”

And "I think this important is not at all the same as *'I

* T.D. Weldon.
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like this'." (p. 154)%

Weldon's comparison between "Parliamentary Government
is a good political institution™ and "Jones is a good tull-
back™ or "a good doctor" may be challenged. It could be
said that the resemblance is "only superticial™." "The
chiet reason for this contention is that the latter can be
contirmed or refuted by reference to an end or purpose where=-
as the former cannot be confirmed or refuted in this way."

(p. 161)%

In order to get out of this difficulty, Weldon
takes refuge in comparing artists with statesmen.

(pp. 165 ff,)*

When disagreements occur, Weldon says:

"Fortunately we are not destitute of resources.
I can draw your attention to points you may have
missed, and we can both study the works of pro=-
fessionals and improve our knowledge of the actual
situation by the ordinary methods of research.
Certainly there are limits to this process, but it
is not nearly as barren or unprofitable as it is
often supposed to be." (p. 171).*

is
How barren it/is a question of degree. It is, how-

ever, certain that Weldon does not claim that it solves

* T,D, Weldon.
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disagreements = it does not guarantee their solution. This
is indicated by the end of the just quoted passage. Also
when discussing the problem of, "When is it legitimate to
interfere with the political institutions of other people?"”
He says: "Hence it is possible for us to differ in the same
gsort of way as in which selection committees differ as to
the relative importance of different factors in an agreed
result; and there is much more scope for disagreement in
political matters because human beings difter considerably
in the importance they attach to long term as distinct

trom short-term consequences." (p. 178)

It is a deplorable fact may be, but a fact which
we have to recognize.ll "I do not see what grounds there are
for expecting or claiming any greater degree of certainty

than this,"

The same result is led to by consideration of the
following:

Ruling out as unphilosophical question: (a) is the

11. "There are no certified general rules or prin-
cipleg which will enable us to say dogmatically
which#these occasions are or how much pressure
is legitimate, but there are enough inductive
generalizations which are helpful." (p. 179).
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British legal system a good institution? (b) Is it superior
to that of the USSR? and admitting the equally difficult to
answer question "Is Communism superior to Democracy?"
Weldon answers by the following the practical question of
taking sides, What is to be done? "In fact the situation

is not alarming. Each of us has his own tests, which are
no doubt rough and crude, but they will serve their purpose,
which is to check and confirm the conclusions of experts
based on thorough research." (pp. 175-176)

Taking sides, however, without being sure of the
fact that one is on the winning side or at least on the
side of justice and truth lacks that fervor and enthusiasm
which is essential for winning a fight or offering the

sacrifices required for such!

Regardless of how sound this stand is, if looked
at from the logical or empirical angles, it certainly is
not sound psychologically. Hesitancy, due to lack of
certainty is a dangerous trait in a statesman. Sometimes
it is fatal. This is one characteristic feature that disting-
uishes politics from art, from games, etc... Weldon attempts

to strip politics of its sacred, mystical, and mysterious
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trends may have many advantages. But they certainly need
to a state of psychological fervour and emotional support.
This is one characteristic that should be added to the
advantages of those political theories whose foundations

Weldon tries to undermine.

A statesman who is an analyst & la Weldon, must
therefore look, somewhere else, for a source of strength,

fervor, and forceé.

Nor is Weldon unaware of the importance of this trend
in the character of a person who is expected not only to
tollow the rules but also to follow them in a particular
way: "It is well known that a man may keep all the rules
laid down by the priests as well as those laid down by
the politicians and still be regarded as a bad, or at any
rate, an unsatisfactory character; .....It is not a question
of following an extra prescription, but one of following
recognized prescriptions in a special way." (Underlining
mine) (p. 187). /

This is one of the many insights and skillful analyses
Weldon offers in his book. What he fails to notice however is
the failure of his philosophical or theoretical analyses to

give such "a special way" any foundation - or if "foundation"
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is an out of grace word in his language, we may say that he
fails to give it or at least one characteristic ot it =

tervor - any justification!

Another feature of Weldon's standpoint invites
comment, Theoretically it is quite consistent with his
other claims =~ such as that no generic political theory
is possible, that political truths are not discovered by
the study of ideals (p. 33); that politics is not a
postulational system with axioms, rules of inference and
conclusions (pp. 34, 36, 170). Yet its psychological
consequence is such that it gives the impression of being

lost or unsupported.

In the final analysis one does not know whether
Weldon believes Talpolitical truths c€2be known or not.
Of course he refers many times to experts and advisers.
"Good colonial administrators are perhaps the people best
qualified to ftormulate,"™ rough inductive generalizations
which help us "give useful advice as to political institu-
tion and it is sometimes justifiable to bring pressure to
bear on other people to follow it" (p. 179). (Also see

quotation on p. 42). Yet he claims that each one of us has
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his own usable tests.™ Weldon's own test, to which he refers
sometimes as "personal preferences" (p. 15), or "personal view
or prejudice" (p. 176) are: (1) the presence or absence of
censorship, (2) restrictions on teaching and on intercourse
of a country's members with members of other systems (3)

the claim to immutable political principles which claim
denies the right of criticism and (4) who supports the
rulers, the literate, uneducated, or the supersititious.

(pe 176). Nor is this only a personal preference, it also
fails to be a test for good government. "It does not

follow that institutions which successfully pass all these
tests are good. The absence of restrictions does not
guarantee anything." (p. 176). This is of great interest

in connection with the main point of the following paragrapht

Well, we are here face to face with another difficulty
of Weldon's viewpoint. 7o appraise political institutions
in such a way as to avoid the bogey of subjectivism, Weldon
"has aiready presented an impressive factual analysis of

the appraisals of appointment committees. (see p.41=42)

But the moote of the argument is the notion of
"important.”™ Granted that "I think this important" is

ditferent from "I like this"™, it remains to be seen whether
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this goes in harmony with the requirements of the argument
granted on page 40, namelythat (a) there is no single test
or group of tests which are infallible that give final in=-
corrigible answer to this type of enquiry (as there almost
is for "how tall is Jones"; (b) discussionsabout such

questions are in practice ("entirely or almost entirely

factual." (p, 152)

Weldon himself seems to be aware of this objection
and deals with it in a way that is puzzling as the follow=

ing quotation indicates:

"What may easily happen however is that people
who have not given much thought to this type of gues-
tion become puzzled and bewildered when they are
asked 'precisely what new fact is asserted' by "X
is important" which was not asserted by the if...
then statement at the earlier level? IKor when they
can not answer this they are liable to be told "the
only new fact in question is your personal preference,
for X over Y, so your judgements "X is important,"
and "X is better than y" really are subjective
after all. But this is simply a logical swindle.
Nobody supposes that when you have finished
constructing a cupboard or a motor car you may
be left with just two questions to decide:

(a) What colour shall we paint it?; (b) Shall it

be good or bad? Obviously these are not questions
of the same type, and getting puzzled about them is
rather like getting puzzled as to what the extra
thing is that you have bought when you buy not just
a right=hand glove and a left-hand glove but a pair
of gloves." %pp. 154-155).

Two puzzles invite comment. One of them could be
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gotten rid of by emphasizing the last sentence of the quoted
passage, and connecting it with what we have already explained
(p.37 above). There are definite limits for arguing sensibly
about issues. When one asks questions beyond those limits,
these seem to express one's own ignorance rather than a weak-

ness of the position questioned.

This is to be dealt with in a wider context: the
argument between Weldon and his opponents is closely connec=
ted with a doctrine ot "legitimate evidences™ and hence of
"legitimate question™ and "legitimate explanation?" Raise=
ing these issues however, shows that the criticism against
Weldon, here, if it proves to be a criticism at all, is an

external criticism.

The other puzzle conberns subjectivism. What exactly
is Weldon's stand on subjectivism? In the above passage he
considers it a dérogatory term. It is something scaring.
This stand also underlines his attempt at the analysis of

political appraisals as has been shown.

Yet one feels differently when he reads the follow=-

ing passages:
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"That is just the fallacy of supposing that every
difficulty can be replaced by a straightforward puzzle. But
ordinary people do not expect to be able to do that, and that

is only the subjectivists bogey is just a bogey. It frightens

nobody except its inventors.™ (p. 151.)%*

"My aim is simply to show that the subjectivist bogey
is an illusion, and that therefore jlemma 'either objective
principles or subjectivism and chaos, like most dilemmas, 1is

more alarming than dangerous". (p. 156)*(underlining mine)

"But there is nothing particularly tsubjective!
about the various answers which deserve consideration...™

(p. 159)*

Similar puzzlements arise for the s tudent who
serutinizes critically Weldon's though concerning "predic-
tion" (pp. 33; 168; 177, and 178) "philosophical question"
(28, 37, 38, 155, 165, 166-167, 175) and his exact charge
against the foundation of classical political philosophies
(p. 36, 39, 41, 110, 111, 138, 142).

-

T.D. Weldon.



155

One cannot, however, conclude this part of this
chapter - the part deal ing with the positive side of
Weldon's aim without referring to positive illuminating
insights, analyses, and recommendations he offers to his

readers.

His reference to dispositions of the second order,
(p. 188 his manifold claim that governing is different

from theoretical reasoning, (p. 172)tthat calculating is
different from acting, (p. 75)%and that statesman is neither
a mere engineer, p. nor simply an artist, p. 16l

nor a prophet or a visionary, (p. 169f* his intriguing
distinction between puzzles, problems and difficulties

(pp. 75ff, 151, 160, 166, 167, 175/ his illuminating
analysis of political terms

There are only some of the points that one can not

help giving him credit for, and being impressed by.

%p.D. Weldon, Ibid
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Turning to the negative or destructive side of his
aim, the part of his enterprise in this book which is the
more exciting, one has to start with his criterion of meaning
or, to talk the language of the logical positivists, which
is not by the way completely strange in this context, the
principle of verification., Weldon does not use the phrase.
Nor is it quite clear which formulation of it is supported
by him. But it is also clear that something like it is his
main weapon, together with what has already been discussed
in connection with language (pp. 136 ff ) above, for sifting

problems or better still tor elimimating some of them.

This principle states roughly that the meaning of a
proposition is the possibility (logical or actual) of
verifying it so that, if there is no conceivable way of verify-
ing or confirming a proposition X, then X must be meaninge

less (pp. 37-38, 57, T4, 137, 163),

With these weapons in hand, Weldon examins the
foundations of Democracy, Idealism, and Marxism. All of
them prove to be "useless." In addition they sufier from
the intellectualist tallacy and three illusions = that of

real essences, that of the geometrical method, and that of

¥p.D. Weldon, VE.
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the absolute stanflards. Add to these his implied denial of
the possibility of formulating a generic theory in politics,
and you have a tair idea oi the metaphysical "lumber" he aims
at discarding.

The I1lusion of the Geometric Method

Euclidean geometry is a "postulational system in which
some axioms and rules of inference are laid down and conclusions
are derived by means of them." (p. 34)¥ It is not about
figures at all either imperfect or ideal. It is possible
to choose different axioms and get a system completely coherent
with itself. Thought is applicable extensively to matter of
fact. (p. 35/ Yet geometry's axioms do not "state necessary
or universal truth" about the world. For deductions from
its axioms do not give reliable predictions tor particles
traveling at approximately the speed of light. (p. 35)%

In other words its applicability is limited.

The supposition that political philosophy is the same
enquiry as geometry sutftfers tfrom a double error. In the first
place the nature of geometry is misconceived. "It is not
the a priori study of the structure of the real world." (p. 35)%
In the second place the analogy between geometry and politics

is a very weak one even when the nature of geometry is properly

*p.D. Weldon, VP
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stateds™ (ibid) The doctrine of dictatorship and the organic
theory of the state, for example, are "feasible hypotheses™".
But as compared with the axioms of Euclid,this and other
axioms concerning politics are "very unfruitful™ or "piti=-

fully useless." (p. 36, also p. 80)*

an absolute standards

Standards,we use; absolute standards we do not need.
Galileo used to his own satisfaction his pulse beats for
measuring small intervals of time. A more convenient and
a more reliable device was the pendulum clock. "Since then
other and more precise methods have been devised in order to
make more accurate observations possible." (p. 31)* Nor did
Galileo or any of his successors ever suggest that they had to
have or that they did, as a matter of fact have absolute

standards in designing chronometers or in regulating their

watches.

Since Einsteints general theory of relativity has
been universally accepted it has also become clear that the
jdea of absolute space and time and therefore the idea of

absolute measurement could be abandoned without embarrassmert .

Political philosophers too seem to have considered the

¥1.D. Weldon, VP
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actual institutions available to them for study and have
suggested some more Or less radical alterations in them.
Plato, on the whole, was happy enough with the constitution

of Sparta, and Housseau with that of Geneva.

They both suggested modification.Nor do those modi=-
fications follow trom absolute standards. "Yet in political
philosophy the belief that they did, or might have done, ...
still lingers on." (p. 33)% To Weldon's mind, this beliet
is an illusion. The ideas of absolute time and space and
hence of absclute measurement are ngtrictly meaningless,
that is, they contribute nothing to the description or
explanation of any physical phenomena." (pe 32}* Weldon§
answer to people who are tempted to "argue that Galileo
and his successors must surely have been in possession of
the Idea of an absolute standard of time measurement or
they could not have noted either that existing standards
were imperfect or that one of them was superior to the
othem," (p. 31/ is somehow similar. "...it is difficult

to see that such seemingly profound pronouncements tell us

anything at all, 1or we may ask what it is like to possess
or to contemplate an absolute standérd of measurement tfor
time or indeed tor anything whatever." (p. 31)* (Underlining
mine.)

Ibid.
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We are atraid here Weldon over-shoots the mark.
Obviously he is not satisfied to urge against the Absolutists
that we could manage without their absolute standards. He
means to level a more drastic ‘'charge against such standards.
They are "strictly meaningless," they hardly "tell us any-
thing at all." But what is meant by that? By "strictly
meaningless™ he means "they contribute nothing to the
description or explanation of any physical phenomena."
Suppose they don't. Isn't that exactly what is meant by
saying "they are not needed"? Or does Weldon suggest a

ditferent "use" of the term?

It is also tempting to argue that they do contribute
if not to the description then to the explanation of pheno=-
mena. The argument reduces itself then between Weldon and
the Absolutists to what is meant by "explanation." We do
not need to go into that anyway. It suggests, however, that
a whole context, or a language if you prefer, is at stake

here.,

Instead of saying that those absolutes hardly ™tell
us anything at all," Weldon would be better off to say that
he does not understand them. In a controversy with, say, Plato,

who/ﬁid)_£g§35§§;x, Weldon's criticism is, in effect, that
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Plato talks Greek to him.

On the illusion of real essences.

Anything which can be an object of knowledge "Plato
thought must be sharply demarcated, precisely definable, and
immutable.," "Thus it comes to be held not merely that nounse
are always the names of identitiable things, but also that
the things of which they are the names are unchanging and

eternal, Both views are mistaken." (p. 20)*

It is true that the sun, Socrates, Sparta and Athens
have with some qualifications meanings that are "fixed, demar=-
cated, and permanent."” (p. 21)¥ By analogy, "state," "justice,"
and "authority™must also, it was supposed, have such meanings,
The task of the political philosopher in particular "is to
ascertain the true or real meanings of words, or alternatively
to become acquainted with the immutable essences or Ideas

tor which political words stand." (p. 21)%

Keeping in mind what has already been discussed in
connection with the nature ot natural language and the nature
of "definition" "we see that it is no matter of surprise that
the uses, that is, the meanings of words change™ or are some=
times "discorded.™ (p. 23f* We change the uses of words both

when "we make discoveries about the nature of the world," (p. 29

Ibid.
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or when the facts themselves change, thus recommending for

the sake of accomodating them a change in the "verbal usage."
Hence there is nothing "mystical" (p. 24)*"sacred" (p. 22)ffor
immutable about political terms. Nor do "linguistic con-
veniences beget metaphysical entities, though it is ftatally
easy to suppose that they do especially if we accept the
doctrine that words have meanings in the classical sense.

(p. 28 It also follows that the "search for the correct

or true meaning or (use of words and sentences is a wild goose

chase." (p. 28)%

Iﬂ;;s true that words have no fixed immutable mean-
ings, does it follow that they are subject to the arbitrary
whims of individuals? Of course not. Nor should this be
surprising or calling for, "a cosmological or theological
axplanation," (p. 28 "Verbal usage is stable because the
objects and situations with which people are confronted and
which they need to describe, discuss, and alter are also

farily stable.™ (pp. 28-29)%

In so far as Weldon tries to refute the essentialist
theory of meaning he fails. For what evidences and/or reasons
df0CShe offer to prove that (1) words have meanings and (2) that

these meanings are immutable, are "miataken views." (p. 20)*

*Ibid
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Only the analysis of an alternative view of meaning. Nor
is this alternative incompatible with Plato's theory. Plato
would only assign for it a place in his realm of "opinion."

(ivid)

One could go a bit further here to argue that it is
impossible for Weldon and the schools of positivism and
empiricism to prove that "essences" do not exist. For what
kind of;g:gdence is available to a positivise*or empi=
ricist/showd the non-existence of such "entities?" (p. 72)

To say, for this reason, that such termsaprs meaning-
less, (p. 36, 110) is equally, after analysis, unjustified -
unless it means that "we empiricists and positivists do not

really understand them,"

* Ibid, pp. 65-66.

" We better say ™analysists"
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Evaluation.

Weldon's brilliant analysis of language presents us
however, with an interesting altg;gatiﬂ(_of explaining the
relevant facts. But all he can legitimately claim is that
it is possible to ignore reference to essences, i.e., im-
mutable, eternal, well defined meanings. He may even claim
for his approach some advantages over the other approaches.
This resolves the puzzlement of Socrates and perplexities

of Plato (pp. 29-30)"

Therefore, we are logically faced with two approaches,
two languages if you prefer, both of which explain our
political behaviour., We can legitimately choose either one
without exposing ourselves to the blame that we support
falsehood. If we know them and = decide to accept them
Weldon cannot accuse us of being either "fools or knaves."

(p. 148)*

We could be accused of bad taste, primitiveness,
"backwardness" (p. 30)*but not of being mistaken. Also
there follow: some consequences of this choice. Like any
other choice, this one has its own practical repurcussions

and theoretical consequences.

*Ivid
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It is time now to turn to the intellectualist fallacy.
Part of what it means, to Weldon's mind, has already been
discussed with the three illusions already treated, "This
is one side of the general intellectualist tallacy about
political organization which will be considered in detail
in the next chapter.™ (p. szﬁi.e. The chapter dealing with
political foundations.

a
At the risk of being redundant we quote few passages

to make this tallacy clear and to uncover its implications.,

"Plato's mistake here as so often was the typically
Greek mistake of over-intellectualization. He never wavered
in his belief that deductive theorizing was the only human
activity which was perfectly respectable and appropriate to
a gentleman and since statesmanship was obviously respectable,
it must in the end be found to consist in some kind of theor=
izing. So ruling had to be/giercile of a kind of theoretical
activity, and therefore, there had to be a special sphere
named 'the idea of the good! about vhich this type of theore=
tical activity was concerned. It would be most unfair to
blame Plato much for this mistake. It is still commonly
made by examination boards, interviewing committees, and
believers in 1,Q. testa as reliable evidence of powers of

leadership." (p. 141)*

3
Ibid
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And "of course if we start by saying 'I will accept
nothing but a numerical statement or a logical deduction from
agreed axioms as a satisfactory answer to my questiont® (i.e.
demanding an "objective" standard in politics) Wwe are doomed
to get into trouble fairly soon unless the world is much
simpler and tidier than we have any reason to suppose that

it is. That is just the fallacy of supposing that every

difficulty can be replaced by a straighttorward puzzle."

44
(p. 151) (Underlining mine)

"The generalizations (of what is important) fail be=
cause they leave out all reference to context, to a degree,
and often to persons. It therefore, makes no sense to look
for a universglly applicable criterion of impotrtance, and
nothing but our addigion to the tallacy of absolute stand-
ards leads us to suppose that it does." (pp. 155-1561* (Under-

lining mine)

And tinally, "promotion of freedom'and "restriction
of freedom' are significant and useful phrases but they are
also difficult and complicated to analyse. There is no simple
a priori method for answering the question 'which will this
proposed measure tend to do%" (p. 159)*

On the other hand, anyone who thinks that Weldon is

preaching anti-intellectualism will do him a great injustice.

Ibid
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For the "alternative to intellectualism is not anti-intellec=-
tualism. Hitler was not the first to notice that clever
puzzle solving is not the only qualification for dealing with
difficulties. His mistake was supposing that it was not a
qualification at all.™ (p. g2)¥

These remarks have the credit not only of being
correct and wise but also of bearing significantly on the

nature of politics.

Bearing on the same subject is Weldon's careful stand
concerning the distinction between social associations and
political organizations. There is no sharp definite line
between the two. And if there is, it is not philosophically
as important as some would like it to be. "There really is
a dit'ference between 'state! and 'society', but it is not
philosophically important and not at all what the exponents
of Social Solidarity would like it to be. 'Society! is used
to stand for something less organized than an association.

We talk more here of customs, habits, and traditions and less
of rights, laws, and obligations. The position is not yet
formalized and the relations between individuals are not
clearly defined. But there is no hard and fast line to be
drawn, as is indicated by the fact that in ordinary speech

tassociation! and 'society! are interchangeable words."

Ibid
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It is perhaps convenient to make a technical distinction of
this kind between less and more highly organized groups of
people, but there seems to be nothing more to it than that.
We do not need the fiction of a social contract to explain
the transition from society to state." (p. 50) (61, 69, 107,
89, 141 and 80)*

In view of the difference "the State™ is to be, for
practical reason, a bit solemnized. (p and p. 189 o
There is a danger however, of overdoing this. The mystical
ingredients and overtones of "the State® are better cleared
up. Nor are we justified to think of "the State" as a unique
association (p. 4-8)“. The arguments from (1) unvoluntary
membership, (2) its being concerned with the value of our
life, are equally unconvincing to Weldon's mind. The argu-
ment®, or quasi-arguments he offers to support his stand are

unconvineing.

It is important to notice, however, that his stand
concerning the state is dictated . _ . by his doctrine

of "political appraisals."”

That stand is also determined by his rejetion of all
formulations of political theories and his efforts to avoid

scepticism.

%
Ibid
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When the state is stripped of all charm sacredness
and mysticism, when its metaphysical foundations are under-
mined, when appraisals of it end in wide disagreement and
hesitant uncertainties, though it is logically still possible
to avoid scepticism, yet psychologically it is quite unlikely.
At best therefore, Weldon's standpoint is satisfactorgf?Gr Un=
interested spectators or very impartial judges. For agents,
however, it is quite unsatisfactory. The heat and energy
that is to feed up those who ﬁake the risk of action and
the dangers of sacrifices, is not provided for in Weldon's

attempt.

If politics is normative, and if one significant sense
of this is the fact that we commit ourselves to changing the
world in such a way as to make our dreams come true, or better
still our plans be realized, and if this is impossible without

the emotional heat and psycholagical fervor that drives to
heroic deeds, then Weldon's notwithstanding his great insight
into and significant contributions to the understanding of
politics, falls short of a satisfactory functional approach.
Not only does he fail to provide reasons for such fervor,

his analysis attempts, consciously or unconsciously, to kill

it. To face the realities of the world we live in, we need,
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if we @¥Ve to benefit from Weldon's deep insights and critical
analysis, to provide both room and . support for the drive

that is essential for the success of our commitment to make

the world better.

~L

Two further comments invite themselves in commection
with our treatment of Weldon's thought. He asks:

"But what is to be done when disagreements occur?"
(pe 170b)* Fortunately we are not destitue of resources.
Draw our attention to points wes have missed. Study the
works of professionals and improve our knowledge of the actual
situation by the ordinary method of research. "Certainly
there.are limits to this process, but it is not nearly as
barren or fmprofitable as it is often supposed to be."

(p. 171)%

The question, however, is whether it is as fruitful
as Weldon supposes
Anyway: , on the rational empirical lefel,one cannot

do any better., This is the best we wan afford.

The residue of disagreements may very well be due to
irrational psychological causes, complexes, overtones. About

these Weldon did not say anything. He limited his enterprise

*Ib1a
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in such a way as to eliminate them. This he is justified in

do ing.

But this might very well have tended to make him
forget about these irrational elements that are certainly
ingredients in our attitudes to action - and more likely than
not to knowing. Not to ever refer to them as relevart to
dissolving disagreement, gives reason for one to claim that
Weldon, inspite of the fact that he referred to them in
another connection (Hitler, pp. 88)%*, is another instance
of those figures in the history of the civilized thought
who fell victims to the "philosophers fallacy."

The second comment concerns itself with his l4ist of

criteria on p. 176.%*

a. It is not necessarily connected with his analysis”

of selection committees. (Process 2 levels ) *x*

b. Suppose two people or: schools of thought draw
different lists? Then we are driven back to our first

comment.
c. It, has to be fenced off by a lot of qualifications,
* Ibid.

* See also p. 145 above.
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.2+, in times of peace or absence of war... etc.

d. It is very likely that in a hundred years, the
power political composition of the world would change in
such a way as to make this list or something very close to

it, very obsolete.*

One of the significant consequences of our stand,

bears on International relations.

J.F. Brierly, commenting on Grotius® distinction
between bellum justum and bellum injustum, sSays: "But he
was well aware of the difficulties of making it prévail in
view of the obstinate fact that states persisted in treating
the making of war as a matter of policy and not of law. He
summed up these difficulties under two main heads (De jure
belli se pacis, iii, 4.4.) One was that of knowing which of
the partiesto any particular war had the right on his side;
the other was the danger that other states incur if they
presume to judge of the rights and wrongs of a war and take
action to restrain the wrong doer. Any scheme for eliminating

war has still to grapple with these two difficulties; the first

* (li!not,to adopt this list is a more convenient principle

of methodology. It offers you a freer hand; (2) yet a
list is required for political appraisal, (3) but the
drawing of the list in the light of "X is important™ has
to be closely connected and relevant to all important
factors in the studied circumstances.
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is our modern problem of determining the "aggressor," and the
second is that offcollective security,'of somehow placing behind
the law of the United force of the society ef states, while
ensuring at the same time protection to the states which lend
their help. Niether Grotius nor the wkiters who followed him
in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries could see any way

of overcoming these difficulties, and he fell back on the lame
conclusion that the only practical course was not to ask

third states to judge of the lawfulness or otherwise of a

war, but to leave that guestion to the conscience of the

belligerents." (The Law of Nations, pp. 34-85) (Underlining mine)

Again he says: r

"...Yet for the yvoluntary law, which was the only
part of Vattel's,system which had a real relation to the
practice of states, he provided no sound basis in theory,
for he was unable to explain, the source of the obligation

of states to observe it." (Ibid; ,p. 39)

Consent fails to explain why law is binding? (p. 53)
Does also self-commitment fail? We don't think.so. Lamo too
may be Grotius' conclusion. Still it is the true description

of the relevant facts!
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Nor is the relativity of values upheld by Glanvill Williams™,
for example, be justified from the standpoint of a frameowrk of values
such as ours. Nor do we need to reemunerate the advantages of such a

standpoint.

It ceases, furthermore, to be odd that some men obey laws
which they themselves made, as Pascaixputs it, It is odd from the
standpoint of an approach that misplaces the source of strength that
is binding on the individual -~ instead of locating it with the

individual concerned it places that source somewhere outside him’

¥ Admittedly it may be asserted that there was a significant issue

between Austin and the historians, namely an issue as to the 'central
feature' of "law" and that the issue was whether this'central feature!

was the force of the governor, or the consent of the government. Put

in this way the question does sound as though it is a factual cne. But
the difficulty is thela question so formulated camnot be eignificantly
debated unless the debators agree upon the meaning (i.e. the referent)

of the word'law'. This the Austinians and such of the historians as
debated the issue stubbornly refused to do. Had they come to a working
agreement upon the meaning of the word 'law' for the purpose of their
debate, they would instantly have discovered that there was practically
nothing left for them to debate, for there were no facts in issue between
them. The most they could have debated would have been whether this or
that feature of an agreed referent of 'law' was tcentral', But this debate
again would have verged upon meaninglessness, for tcentral' in this context
is simply synonym for 'Eggortant', and what is'%ggortant' is a subjective
matter, Importance lies e eye of the beholder. No operation can be
performed to test whether one feature of a referent is more important

than the others, nor is such an operation conceivable, To debate what is
important and what unimportant is,therefore, to enter upon a controversy
that can only be settled by the emotional conversion of one of the parties"
G. Williams,"The Controversy Concerning The Word!'Law!", Memiographed from
Philosophy, Politics and Society. p. 5 and 9.

X gee quotation at the beginning of this chapter, i.e. p. 105 above.

+ wIf we are to explain why any kind of law is binding, we cannot avoid

some such assumption as that which the Middle Ages made, and which @reece
and Rome had made bgfore them, when they spoke of natural law. The ultimate
explanation of the @inding force of all law is that man,... , is constrained
in so far as he is a reasonable being, to believe that order and not chaoas
is the governing principle of the world in which he has to live".

J.F. Brierly, op. cit. p. 57.



CONCLUSION

It has been said that politics is the art of compromise. * This
is true in more than one sense. In a pluralistic society national politics
is the balance of the influences exerted by the different group interests.
This is more true ixi:aemocratic2 context than in:h‘ctatorial one . Even
in dictatorial totalitarianisms however it remains true that the palance of
interests, at the time, is the sectional picture of the politics of the country

concerned.
the

According to the principle of /continuity of domestic and international
politicsjiwhich we shall refer shortly, the same holds true of international
politics too.

Reconciliation is politics not only on the level of interests.

Politics is also a compromise between interest and principles - ideational,

moral, or legal s,

# KJW. Thompson, op. cit, 15 & 14.
op PR

2. "Croup interests exert, of course, constant pressure upon the conduct
of our foreign policy, claiming their identity with the national
interest"., H. Morgenthau, "The National Interest". Rept. in Hoffmann

op.cit. p. 75

%, "The insight and the wisdon of the four observers (Butterfield, De Visscher,
Niebuhr, and Morgenthau) stand out most clearly against the background of
four of persistent problems or limitations that lie at the rootsof most of
our modern confusion and uncertainty regarding principle and necessity.
when we try to apply general principles such as those put forth by Butter-
field and de Visscher, these limitations are present 1o confound us".

They are mational self=-righteousness; its effects on the resolution of
international tensions and conflicts, the nature of collective morality,
and the existence of "few if any absolutes" in international politics.
K. Thompson, op.cit. p. 150.

175



178

On another level, yet subject to the same principles as in national
politics, international politics is a kind of compromise, This is a
corollary of the principle of continuity in politics.

Tt is implied in this passage that private behahbiour and public
behaviour are subject to the same principles but the application of those
principles has to meet with different circumstances. "Collective moralitym4
insisted upon both by Niebuhr and Morgenthau becomes the study of the effects
of these different circumstances on man's behaviour.

Also it is implied that national and international® politics are subject
to the same principles but to different séttings. Traditional realists claim
that the basic rule to which both are subject is the rule of ajustment of claims,
pressures, interests, or powers. Hence realistic is a system of checks and

balances6 in a pluralistic society.

4. K. Thompson, op.cit. pp 148 = 149

5e "The issue this theory raises concerns the nature of all polities,
the essence of international politics is identical with its domestic
counterpart", Morgenthau, H. op cit. p. 31,

- "As regards the conceptual identity or else disparity of domestic and
international politics, any inquiry may attempt to isolate relevant
principles and other variables common to all politics, and to differentiate
their respective place, weight, and manifestation in the different types
of the two major areas of politics ", G. Liska, International Equilibrium
Rept. in Hoffmannts op.cit. pp 147 - 148

"eses an understnading of pilitical phenomena, whether international or
domestic, is imseparable from a clear picture of human nature",

K« Thompson, op.cit. p. 11.

"Just as no one wuld imagine for one moment that plicy on the domestic

scene is a given quality but must be sought ...wthe adjustment of rival
claims of political parties and pressure groups, so international policy,

say within the United Nations, must be studied as the result of the pressures
and the claims of nations on the international scene". Ibid, p. 20

6. H. Morgenthau, op.cit. p. 4
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Political behaviour then is to be explained, and if ever
possible, predicted, on the basis of causes techniques or means, and
purposes. A very long and incomplete list of variables that affect
that behaviour in any form of these three categories include, values, law,
rational principles, irrational factors, economic and psychological, and
power elements. The arrangement of these in a scale of more or less value
depends on the decision-makers themselves - among other things. It is in this
sense that we are justified in saying that politics is what politicians, as
politicians, dos

Even the same person is likely to rearrange these variables either due,

to past7experience or only to differensg circumstances®. To that extent

7. "Medieval history" said the historian 8tubbs, "is & history of rights and
wrongs; modern history as contrasted with medieval is a history of powers, forces,
dynasties, and ideas... Medieval wars are, as a rule wars of right: ey are
seldom wars of unprovoked, never wars of absolutely unjustifiable aggrassion;
they are not wars of ideas, of liberation, or of glory, or of nationality, or
of propagandism".

"The change that culminated in the Reformation (it had began about two
centuries earlier) was fundamentally moral and psychological"™, M, Wight,
"Power Politics", Rept. Snyder & Wilson, op.cit. p. 136.

8. It is conceivahle that conflict and competition, for example, cease to be
primary much less the only, suource of equilibrium.

"Once the balance of power amohg states is controlled by means of
effective international organization, the distribution of security, welfare,
and prestige (within the existing conditions of the military - political, socio-
economic, and institutional equilibrium) ceases to be the result of conflict
and competition only, or even primarily." G. Liska, op.cit. p. 142.

This conviction goes counter to the presupposition of power politics as
Morgenthau mistakenly understnads it:

"The concept of the national interest presupposes neither a naturally
harmonious , peaceful world nor the inevitability of war as a consequence of
the pursuit by all nationsdf their national interest. Quite to the contrary,
it assumes continuous conflict and treat of war, to be minimized through the
continuous adjustment of conflicting interests/by diplomatic action".

He. Morgenthau, "Another Great Debate ..." Rept. in Hoffmann, op. cit. p. 79

e Bl g, 7



178

the politicians' policies are conditioned by many external considerations -
cultural paterns, ideologies, systems of government, public opinions, national
interests, balances of power and what not.

In this wide frame work is offered a kind of a synthesis between tradi=-
tional realism and traditional rational = moralga?nd legalism., Though this
synthesis is conditioned by the cheices of the concerned decisions-makers.
Th7ymay, in other words, take advangage of a very useful synthesis or they
may choose to go to extremes.

There are also many possible syntheses., That is why, though politics is
a compromise, it is still the doing, at least in part, of the politicians or
statesmen,

Finally, this framework offers a chance for statesmen to set the course of

political behaviour, or analysis, somewhere between cynisism and moralism.

Two very important corollaries follow,

The first is that ethics does not have to be always the hand-maden of
politics. Moral values in other words do not have to be subsiddiary, even
in the automonous sphere of plitics, to considerations of power or the national
interest. As a matter of fact political questions on the one hand and legal

questions or moral questions on the other do not even have to be aeparatedg.

9. "It is not surprising that authors who believe that intermational politics
is essentially a struggle for national survival should reach very pessimistic
ethical conclusions., Thus N.J. Spykman, American Strat in World Politics
..+ bases his case on the proposition tha¥ "the struggle for power is identical
with the struggle for survival" and that states can surive only by constant
devotion to power politics. Although the use of power "should be constantly
subjected to moral judgements" (p.l2), Spykman concludes that the "statesman
can concern himself with values of justice, fairness and tolerance only to the
extent that they contribute to or do not interfere with the power objectived
“meaning the quest for survival. (underlining mine) HofImann, op.cit. p. 262
note 10, '
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The political question could, for purposes of analysis,he divided into

its basic components: the power component,the legal component, the moral
component and so on. The implementation of the over all political question

also could be divided into different activities - expulsion from the internatiomal
organization (the league of nations), going to war or refraining from going to
war with the Soviet Union; dealing or not dealing with the Chinese Communist
government and ..., etc. But all of these activities and the policigs are

much better off when directed by an overall plan of policy and action - a plan
that expresses the answer to the political question as understood and formu-

lated by the decision makers at the time.

The second corollary of the convictions already discussed is that
"interest" in all the previous discussions meant "mational interest"., Some
of its short comings as a basic motion in international theory would be

automatically removed once it is msed to stand for "world interest" 10.

10. This presuposes a world community. This world community once a fiction
is becoming, flue to developments in technology and military, econbmic processes
more and more of a reality.

"There is a world community because as Seinor Madariaga puts it, "we have
smuggled that truth into our store of spiritual thinking without preliminary
discussion (S. de Madariaga The World's Design, p.3)

"On the other hand it would be a dangerous illusion to suppqhﬂ that this
hypothetical world community possesses the unity and coherence of communities
of more limited size up to and including the state., If we examine the ways in
which the world community fefldls short of this standard of coherence, we shall
have a clue to the underlying reasons for the shortcomings of international
morality. It falls short mainly in two ways (1) the principle of equality
between members of the community is not applied, and is indeed not easily
applicable, in the world community, and (2) the principle that the good of the
whole takes precedence over the good of the part, which is a postulate of any
fully integrated community, is not generally accepted." E.H, Carr, The Twenty
Years Crisis., Hept. in Hoffmann, op.cit. p. 267
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The "common good" a criterion suggested, though in the context of the city
state by Plato, still serves as a criterion. But only theoretically, It is
left for the future of mankind to implement it.

The political structural circumstances. and setting of the world has
changed, and still is changir;, towards mak: g this wolrd of ours one world.
This is partly due to forces operating beyond the sphere of man's willful deci-
sions, Yet man's =~ or at least some key men's decisions = could very drasti-
cally affect Both their existence and their development., All this goes to
show that the possibility of implementing the criterion of the common good,ll

in its widest interpretation, is becoming with the times, though still a very

11. "Whereas the philosophy of necessity tends to lead to resignation,
irrisponsibility, or even to the glorification of amorality, the philosophy

of choice lends itself to excessive moralism and self-righteausness as if

the leeway for choice were unlimited and were of the same dimension for all.
What saved most of the theorists of England and America from the pitfalls

of such excesses was the core with which they defined to themselves the
limitations that they need for national self-preservation = or the duty of self=
defence as they might call it - sets on the freedom of choice. Nations were

not being advised to sacrifice themselves on the alther of humanity or human
Iiberty or to set the general Interest above the national interest of self-
preservation. There was no indlination %o Torget The rules of prudence for
the rules of morality, prudence that Eaugﬁf men 1o use common sense and wise
Judgment in deciding where the duty ol self-defence deserved rimacy over other
luties. Prudence also ;. ﬁusEanaIEg ones means and sEZying within these
means even through the pursult ol good causes., There was room for hypocrisy
in this argument..,,  On the whole 1%t will be found, however, that the moral
philosophers in question.... placed themselves in the creditable role of

serving as the conscience of the nation, reminding statesmen of the dictates
of justice and reason", A. Wolfers, op. cit. pp 249-250 (underlining mine)

Qe
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difficult enterprise, much more possitle than beforel®, The world could
be driven to the abyss or else to a safe station. With the assumption of
common sense = the least of it on the part of decision makers - one cannot
fail to hope for,and hence a€Uwith, the view of saving it from a desastrous
war. (lf the other course is taken, it must either by mistake or by an act
of foolishness).

Man must be heading towards world government, This might look like a
utopia from the standpoint of the conditions, as we know them, prevailing
in the world today - clashes of ideoclogies, of national sovereignties, and
interests. Yet it is a relevant utopia.

Its relevan€flies in the need for it as one alternative for saving
mankind the fate of complete destructionlgf himself and of the civilization

his ancestors helped build.

12. FEven Morgenthat's attack on the standard of action identified with the
U.N., weak as it is if applied to the actions taken by decision makers,
is even weaker if applied against what we are arguing for in'this section.
For it could be interpreted as the expression of a standard reflecting
the supra-national interest.

"Here we are in the presence of that modern phenomerm which has been
veriously described as "utopianism","sentimentalism", "moralism" the
"legalistic moralistic approach". The common denominator of all these
tendences in modern political thought is the substitution for the national
interest of a supranational standard of action which is generally identified
with an international organization, such as the United Nations. The
Hational interest is here not being usurped by subc= or supra national
interests which, however inferier in worth to the national interest, are
nevertheless real and worthy of consideration within their proper sphere.
What challenges the national interest here is a mere figment of the
Tmagination, a product of wishful thinking". (underlining mine). Rept.
In~ Hoffmann op.cit. pp 77-78.

13, "On November 3, 1953, prime minister Winston Churchill told the House
of Commons "When the advance of destructive weapons enables everyone
to kill everybody, nobedy will want to kill anyone at all" Parliamentary
Debates Vol. 520, col, 30", ( See also J.L. Brierly, op.cit. pp 267 & 269.
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More than relevant it is. It is rooted in the

present situation of the world: - the economic, military,

culJtural interdependence of one part of it on the others.

more

not,

with
it?

This

That is part of the reason why the world is becoming

and more

integrated whether the politicans like it or

Statesmen are supposed to help this integration

all the means at their disposal. But how to implement

One way, though a piece meal way, is by Diplomacy.

has been defended, especially by M’orgenthau.l4

Another is to help develop the United Nations become

14.a3.

b.

"The permanent values in the old Diplomacy,"
in Diplomacy in a Changing World, pp. 10 ff.
& PAN, pp. 505 T%.

It is recognized that the task of achieving
disarmament agreement, of solving major inter=
national comtroversies, of stabilizing the

power equilibrium,and of reducing international
tensions, are problems for diplomacy.

Ibid., p. 62.



183

a world government.l® Nor would gortrciﬁniétop in the way

completely.1® Since this is closely connected with the

principle of collective security - a principle that is looked

at with disfavor by political realists, we do well to analyse

their analysis of it.

15.

16,

In his state of the Union .lessage, January
14, 1946, President Truman said that "the secu-
rity of the United States," required that the
United Nations be more than a "process of
consultation and compromise," but become

"the reprdsentative of the world as one
society,™ and that it was the continuing
policy of the United States, "To use all its
influence to foster, support and develop,"

it in its purpose of "preventing inter-.
national war."

This is a change in the concept of national
interest which "can be expected to take place
gradually, often with local or general set
backs, but the conditions of the contempar ary
world suggest that each state can save its
sovereignty only by losing it in some measure
in an effective international legal order."”
Quiney Wright, The Role of International Law
in Contempor Diplomacy, Rept. in Kerte

and Fitzsimgn's Egﬁ, PPe

T4=T75.

Its sovereignty)invalidity was brought home to

us only with the development of modern communicae-
tions., To try to defend it against the facts

of modern life would be unrealistic and dangerous,
Nor would we thereby be preserving freedom."

W.L. Willkie, "Our Sovereignty: Shall we use it?"

Foreign Affairs, vol. 22, 1944, (see also N,Hill
%ntern%tioni% Qrgggizgtion, Harper, New York,
) pp. 6- 2- i
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Introducing collective security, Thompson writes:
"Perhaps partly because of the excesses and rigidities of
isolationists, the proponents of collective security lost
sight of the changeless truths underlying this ancient creed
and in so doing perpetrated a new philosophy rooted less in
impulse than theory = but a theory distorted, exaggerated,
and ultimately enfeebled by its own excessive rationalism

and utOpianism."17

One is led legitimately to expect that this is the
theme. of his treatment of collective security. - a new theory
in international relations, a theory that ' tries to mend the
shortsighted actions of nations of the old in not meeting
the conflict directly and turning back agression at its

sources.

"The rock=bottom principle upon which collect ve
security is founded provides that one attack on any one state
will be regarded as an attack on all states. It finds its
measure in the apparently simple doctrine of one for all and
all for one. War anywhere, in the context of Article II, of

the League of Nations, is the concern of every state.“18

17. Thompson, K., PRCWP, p. 189.
18, Ibid., p. 190.
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It goes without saying that the United Nations charter

providesalso for such a principle.

"Self help and neutrality, it should be obvious,
are the exact antithesis of such a theory.™9 1In the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries this system was
fashionable and war, although not eliminated, was localized
whenever possible. In a more integrated world, a conflict
anywhere has some effect on conditions of peace everywhere."29
This idea is simple, challenging, and seemingly novel,®2l
It would do for the international society what police action
does for the domestic community: i.e., "it would prevent war
by providing a deterrent to "aggression." It would defend
the interests of "peace loving" states in war if it came, by
concentrating preponderant power against the "aggressor.,"
These two ends have been goals of both the League and the
United Nations,n22

So far Thompson's job is quite descriptive, Criticism

19, Ibid., p. 190.

20, Ibid., p. 190-191,
2l. Ibid., p. 191,

22, Ibid.
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follows immediately. "This doctrine of collective security
bears little resemblance to the march of events from 1919
to 1960. The real issue concerning collective security
from the beginning has had little to do with charters or
precepts or institutions. Consequently, the past forty
years have witnessed in rapid succession: two tragically
destrudtive wars.... Their cause must be sought less in
the doctrines of the time than in the apparently irre=-
concilable clash between the foreign policies of certain

major powers."

nCollective security in practice has been hampered
by three persistent problems, all stemming from one fundamental
source. In a word,this source is the fatal divorce of the
theory from political reality. First, if peace is to be
maintained there must be some minimum consensus regarding
the territorial arrangements that are to be preserved.
Second, the strength of international organization for the
foreseezble future must rest upon the frail need of a
collection of separate national interests sometimes compa=
tible but oftentimes conceived of as divePgent with one

another."23

23. Ibid!’ po 191-1920
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"Third, international government can give reality to
collective security only when authority within the organizg-

tion is commensurate with that outside."24

In connection with the first point, Thompson is
correct in saying: ™the peace-enforcement agency must have
a peace to defend."25 Thompsonfs further analysis emphasizes
the fact that the different major powers responsible for the
enforcement of peace gave the doctrine "different content,"26
Each of England and France understood by the "status quo"
something that serves their different interests. Their

interpretations, hence, differed.

Then it is not the political reality or the divorce
of the theory from political reality that is to blame.
Rather they are the interpretations, different and contradic-
tory)of political reality. You may, if you like to do so,
call ideas or impressions in the minds of statesmen "political
realities."” But this is very confusing. "The status quo", the
political reality is something; and the. interpretation of it,

the ideas and impressions of it, is something quite different -

24. ido, E‘pl 1951‘,
25, id., p. 192,
26. Ibi

o

.
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though there is a kind of a relation between the two.

In connection with the second point, Thompson's
analysis exposes the application of the rationalist school
to international organization. This school assumes that
states through reason and persuasion could be made to see
that "selfish national interests could always be served best

" " /4
by embracing...the international 1nterest.“2

This is partly true and partly false. A satisfactory
political theory will have to draw a line, if this is possible
at all, between the area where persuasion helps and that
where it usually proves impotent. A positive suggestion to
this effect, in the context of political realism, is the

following. The more reason and interest go hand in hand the

more influenlial is the argument. Reason against. interest

is very seldom of any impact. The effects of disinterested

reason depend on other categories.

But interest is a variable. It is of more or less
degrees of intensity. That is why Mr. P.H. Sparks sugess-

tion "that there must be a hierarchy of international

27. Ibid., p. 193.
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obligations,"28 is correct. The closer the event to us, the
more we are likely to stir our interests. Nor is geogra=-
phical contiguity the only factor that affects the intensity
of the interest. The kind of the problem the degree of
threat it creates, our standard of power - all these are

pertinent factors.

To connect this discussion of ours with the doctrine
of collective security, we should raise the question: Does
this doctrine assume that all nations be equally interested
in preserving peace. On the bases of the way it was just
exposed, the answer to this question is certainly in the
negative. All it requires. is that all nations recognize
their selfish interest in ireserving peace. Now when the
question of how much is raised, the answer to it may, in
harmony with the doctrine of collective security, be given

in a hierarchical set of obligations.
w hicky

This leads us to another charge, Thompson urges
against the doctrine. He says; "The chief trouble with
the theory of collective security is that in seeking a

generalized and normative pattern, it assumes too cavalierly

28, Ibid., p. 194.
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that nations with needs and interests will act as policemen

whether or not they see their own interest challenged."29

But is this true? Thompson's own words follow: "In this sense
all states have an interest in checking even small wars

before they fester into big ones, 30

Thompson may say in rebuttal. "Yes, nations have this
interest, yet they may not see it."™ 1In that case which is
thal ot
possible, the blame is not the theory's, rather it is, those

who fail to appreciate it.

One might add that this rebuttal of Thompson, if at
all it happens in fact, is out of the question. For all
nations who signed the covenant and the charter, have already

recognized that interest and its implication.

But if we do not ask nations to act "wholly in a
disinterested and international way," then it is very likely
that those interests "diverge" and clash. This is the force
of Thompson's second point, though he seems to have forgotten

it at the end of his analysis.” . = . This is a genuine

29. Ibid. b ] p. 195.
30. Ibid.
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difficulty. Many times it also leads to war® - even destruce—
tive wars. But to blame the principlefor it is to commit the
mistake of the rationalist school. This blame implied that
you expect the principle to solve your problem. Nothing is

further from realism.

Finally the friends and extreme supportérs and spokes-
men of the principle may commit many mistakes in implementing
it - being "unaware bhat what is most needed is a poultice
to draw the infectioVs poison from a conflict, not asward
drawn in punitive action;"& of waiting until a breach of
the peace occurs..."31 Again you cannot blame the theory

for that.

It is true that Thompson gives some credit 32 to
collective security. The point of the ahove analysis is that
it deserves much more credit than he is willing to attribute
to it. More than that none of his attacks on it prove to

hold water.

We come now to his exposition of the third point,

31. Ibid., p. 195.

32. C.S."When conceived of as the successor of peace—
ful settlement when conciliators have failed in
their taskican be a way of meeting this problem.
(po 145)0[/\[/ — '
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The crux of the issue/%%at centers of gravity in
world politics/igt always correspond to the centers of power
in the international organization. . The Holy Alliance,
the League of Nations, and the United Nations suffered, and

still suffer from this fact.

One dimension of this problem, however, is that the
source of trouble arises from powers that do not join the
international organization. How legitimate is it on the
part of Thompson to blame the principle of collective
security for the actions of those who do not commit them-

delves to it?

This however does not hold of the other dimension of
the problem. This case is peculiar to the U.N. The powers
in the U.N.,- The Arab Asian bloc, who hold the balance of
power, partly due to the shift of power from the security
council to the general assembly, "can d etermine the context
of resolutions that sometimes strike at the heart of the
vital interests of other powers while safeguarding India'd
vital interests in Kashmir and Egypt's control over Suez."33

What makes this fact more tragic especially to a: political

33. Ibid., p. 186.
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realist 1like Thompson, is the fact that these powers do not
possess physical might. Their weight in the inter-
national organization, in other words, is disproportionate

to their power.

Again, this is a fact - even if it is illegitimate
at all, a question that has to be handled on its own merits =

does not show that collective security is a weak principle.

One further remark is called for at this point, fhis
time in connection with the three points Thompson menticns
as stemming from one fundamental source « the fatal divorce
of the theory from political reality - the word "divorce"

here is very vague and perhaps misleading.

If "divorce" means "separation" in the sense of
difference, then what Thompson says is true. But it is true
not only of collective security but also of all principles and
theories. It is, in short, a truism. In this sense it does
not help Thompson establish his case. For he cannot from
this conclude that it is "utopian.™

In another sense "divorce" might mean "has no rela=-

tion to."™ In this sense Thomspon charge becomes false. He
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himself sees the relation of an "integrated world" especially

in an"atomic age", and the principle at hand.

Finally "divorce" might mean that the march of
events did not substantiate the principle. This is most
likely what Thompson means. The following bears this
interpretation out. "This doctrine of collective security
bears little resemblance to the march of events from 1919
to 1960,"34 and "The Holy Alliance failed because the concert
of Europe lost contact with an objective political situation
created by states whose interests were at odds with the
aristocratic regimes of Europe united under an ideology of
legitimacy."3% Does not this imply that a sound principle
must guarantee the confirming march of events? Even the
extremesﬁﬁ;g@&onalists cannot go so far. "Neither (iso-
lationism or collective security) has been in itself a cure
nor*substitute for war."3€ Also "despite the rich intel=-
lectual reSourees deHoted to its defence, isolationism has
failed to supply a lasting and reliable theory of interna-

tional relations,"37

34, Ibid., p. 191.
35. Ibid., p. 196.
36. Ibid., p. 197.
37. Ibid., p. 200,
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More criticismgagainst collective security are

referred to at the end of this analysis.

Two of its basic assumptions are exposed. First, is
the assumption "that the hostile act with which the world
would be confronted would be an overt military one, clearly
identifiable as aggressive."38 But this, though difficult
toféigéfl§\defin , 18 becoming somehow obsolete or secondary
in value., More common are the methods of "concegled

agression™ and economic and political threats.

Collective security does not have to make that assump-
tion. It may cover any kind of threat through any conceivable
manner. Of course, the more subtle the act the more difficult
becomes the process of defining it and hence of recognizing
it. But this is a practical problem for which the principle

is not to blame.

Of a similar character are criticisms, Thompson
levels against the second assumption made by collective security,

namely, "that combined military strength of £he members

38, Ibid., p. 197.
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and their effective coordination will be adequate to det@r

or meet agression."3°® Thompson is right in saying bthere
hangs over a coalition a law of diminishing returns. It
appears to be true that the wider a coalition, the more
difficult becomes the problems, of harnessing armed action to
a single strategy, preserving secrecy and suddenness of
decision, taking advantage of bluff and surprise and rapid
maneuver, and showing restraint." Granted that all this

is true, does it follow that C.S. is a weak policy? At
least40 these show that the implementation of it is

difficult. To admit this is only realistic.

It is mere realism also to admit that the world
community is not so integrated that it is possible in it to
determinevambigiously "agression", "pight and wrong" "law,"
and "violence." Given such an integrated world the handling
of C.S. for preserving its peace perhaps will produce more
desired results. But even then, we still have to expect
some difficulties. But this is not a limitation of C.S. as
such, it is one of the matural limitations of any principle
whatsoever. Forgetting this seems to constitute one major

weakness of Thompson's whole argument, Nor does it help,

39, Ibid., p. 197.
40, Ibid., pp. 197-198.
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him or us, to oversimplify the case of explaining why
nations go to war? People and nations go to wars for
conscious and unconscious reasons?l - reasons that are
beyond any genius to explain and systematize. Whatever
the cause, whether contending over what the law is or over
what it should be or over any other point, makes little

difference to the validity of collective security.

Thompson's major criticism against it is that it
does not solve our problems for us.42 Of course it does not.

It is perhaps naive, so to think or make such a demand on it.

4l. "It is unhappily the case that however persistent=
ly man may seek for some blanket code of ypércep-
tual rules, compliance with a code wouldp@duto-
maticallydo awaywlfh such realities as the immense
variety of the human family, the inescapable
conflicts of its members as they seek influence
and power and the fact that human behaviour is
only partially calculable by man himself, by reason
of the facts that he lacks both the means and
the moral courage fully to understand himself."
(PRCWP, pp. 201, 210-211).

One cannot but'wonder whether Thompson was aware
of this piece of wisdom all the way when making
his attack on C.S,?}

42, C.S, has "failed as has left ms with problems
it could never solve."
Ibid., p. 200,
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As compared with the balance of power alliances
which are formed by certain individual nations against other
individual nations on the basis of what these nations regard
as their national interests, collective security recognizes
the respect for legal and moral duty to consider an act of
agression by any nation against any member of the alliance
an act of aggression against them all. Alliances of balance
of power are against specific nations; those of collective
security are against agression whoever is the nation

committing it.

Notwithstanding the failures43 of the practice of
this doctrine, and not claiming that it will automatically%4
guarantee collective action against the law breaker, = a
requirement which no theory whatsoever can guarantee; not=-

withstanding that the "odds are strongly against the po

43, ",..The two attempts that have been made to
put the idea of collective security into
practice = Article 16 of the Covenant of
the League of Nations and Chapter VII of the
Charter of the United Nations = fall far short
of the ideal."

Morgenthau, PAN, p. 274.

44, Ibid., pp. 175 & 274. also
"If the balance of power is/a persistent feature
of international politics it is not as Canning
among others realized - a fixed and unalterable
standard." International Equilibrium, in
Hoffmannts, p. 14l.
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possibility™ of realizing the three 45 assumptions underlying
the successful implementation of collective security, still

we hold that it is a very strong theory.46 The validity of
this theory cannot be affected?4’ by the admitted fact that

it is very difficult, and perhaps impossible to be made to
work under the conditions prevailing on the international

scene,

If politics is normative, which it is; and if one

45. "For collective security to operate as a device
for the prevention of war, these assumptions must
be fulfilled: (1) the collective system must be
able to master at all times such overwhelming
strength against any poteantial aggressor or
coalition of aggressors that the latter would
never dare to challenge the order defended by
the collective system; (2) at least those nations
whose combined strength would meet the require-
ment under (1) must have the same conception
of security which they are supposed to defend;

(3 ) those nations must be willing to subordinate
whatefer conflicting political interests may
still separate them to the common good defined

in term,of the codlective defence of all member
states." H., Morgenthau, PAN, p. 389,

46. "As an ideal, collective security is without
flow, ibid., p. 274,

47. This denies what Morgenthau seems to imply by
saying: "...the logic of collective security is
flawless, provided it can be made to work under
the conditions prevailing ong the international
scene."™ ibid., p. 389. }?
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essential feature of its being normative is the possibility
of changing the prevailing conditions,which it is; and if
the prevailing conditions do not help the implementation of
a valid strong, flawless theory, which they do not; and if
the change, if we can make it, is for the better, which

it is; then we are under obligation to . AQ ur best to

effect that change!48 otherwise both our knowledge and

our freedom are of no significance.

If traditional realism is pesesimistic in the
expressive sense, then the difference between it and the
attitude expressed by this reconstruction is only a differ-

ence of original commitment. Both of these attitudes are,

48, This reconstruction starts like Morgenthau's
but does not stop where his stops.

a."™his theoretical concern with human ngture as
it actually is, and with the historic processes
as they actualiy take place, has earned for
the theory presented here the name of realism.”
op.cite, p. 4o

. Besides understanding these facts this reconstruc-

tion aims at evaluating them and controlling them,
dncluding changing them if possible.

b. "political realism is fatalistic ondy in assuming
that politics of a particularly intense and un-
restrained character is a necessary concomitant
of present-day international society. Its fatalism
falls short of assuming that war is inevitable;
indeed its main preoccupation is the search for
reasonable, if limited meausres for the preven-
tion of war." K. Thompsons PRCWEF, pp. 248.

¢. The aim of this approach was not to "appraise
or condemn but to understand the recurrent world

problems." Ibid., p. 19.
See also Morgenthau's PAN, p.
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on purely logical grounds, equally valid. On. practical
grounds, however, optimism is the better policy, since it

promises more fruitful consequences.

If, on the other hand, traditional realism is
deterministic, as some of the statements of its proponents
suggest, then it commits a double blunder, judged from the
standpoint of this reconstruction. In the first place,
there is no justifying evidence#, on the level of our

conscious experience,to support complete determinism,

Short of complete determinism, on the other hand, traditional
realism has either to fall in the lap of this reconstruction,
or else to suffer the legitimate accusation of being an
escapist philosophy of life. This charge of escapism
against traditional realism holds true if it is true that
there is a minimu of freedom allowed for man's behaviour.
This much experience supports. Do men dare take the
responsibility of making the best use of it? Here lies

the basic challenge before man not only the political

animal but the human being who has to face life. He

may - shaw: courage inthis encounter. Also he may play the
role of the coward, If history has taught civilized man

any lesson at all, it surely has taught him thet cowardice
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is another name for suicide.

Politics like 1life is a struggle.?? Sometimes it
is a struggle for power; sometimes a struggle for values.
Nor are there any reasons that prevent it from being a

struggle for other cherished ends too.

49, Though we are givensometimes the impression
of a "passive politics."

Weldonts The Vocabul of Politics, pp. 173=174.
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