
Chapter Six THE POLE OF POWER
AND THE POLE OF

INDIFFERENCE

IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, two opposing
schools of thought have fought each other throughout the modern

age.
1 Ever since Machiavelli published The Prince, his "realist"

views have shocked "idealist" thinkers. As a battle of the mind,

fought by and large outside the political arena, the dispute between

the two schools was of great concern to philosophers and moralists;

but not until Woodrow Wilson set out to transform Utopia into

reality did it become a political issue of the first magnitude. For

the first time, the responsible head of one of the leading powers
acted as though the world were on the verge of crossing the thres-

hold from sordid "power politics" to a "new era" in which the

admonitions of the idealist philosophers suddenly would become

the political order of the day.

No amount of disillusionment has been able to wipe out the

deep marks left by the outburst of idealist enthusiasm which

Woodrow Wilson's leadership evoked. Today more than ever

American statesmen and the American public find themselves torn

between the conflicting pulls of idealist and realist thought. Often

the same event as the war in Korea vividly demonstratedis inter-

preted simultaneously in terms of both schools: as an incident in

the age-old struggle for power on the one hand, as a great venture

in community action against an aggressor on the other.

This puts the theoretical analyst in something of a predicament.
When interest in a theory of international politics became alive in

1 This chapter is reprinted, with minor changes, from World Politics^ Vol. IV,

No. 1 (October, 1951) , by permission of the publisher.
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the United States in the mid-thirties, it did so as part and parcel

of a reaction which set in at the time against the prevailing opti-

mistic Wiisonian school.
3 Machiavelli rather than Wilson became

the patron saint of the new venture. But today the "realist" en-

gaged in theoretical pursuits finds himself swimming against the

stream, and a powerful stream it is when leaders of both political

parties insist that American foreign policy centers on the United

Nations and collective security. There is little in realist thought-

beyond the tools to debunk many popular idealist notions-to sug-

gest that organizations and ideologies transcending national boun-

daries deserve more than marginal attention. The theorist has all

the more reason, then, to reassess his own position in relation to

the two schools and to seek to discover whether there may be some

unexplored terrain lying beyond their controversy.
3

The realist image of the world has been presented in its essential

features by a number of authors concerned with the theory of inter-

national politics.
In its pure form the realist concept is based on

the proposition that "states seek to enhance their power." In this

brief statement are implicit the major assumptions of realist

thought.

States are conceived of as the sole actors in the international

arena. Operating as a group of sovereign entities, they constitute

a multistate system. The analogy of a set of billiard balls or chess

figures comes back to mind. All the units of the system behave

essentially in the same manner; their goal is to enhance if not to

maximize their power. Each of them must act with a single mind

and single will, in this respect, resembling the princes of the Renais-

sance about whom Machiavelli wrote. Like them, too, the states

are completely separate from each other, with no affinities or bonds

of community interfering in their egotistical pursuit of power. They
are competitors for power, engaged in a continuous and inescapable

struggle for survival. This makes them all potential if not actual

2 See William T.R. Fox, "Interwar International Relations Research: The
American Experience/' World Politics, Vol. II, No. 1 (October, 1949) , pp. 67-79.

3 Not all authors can be classified as belonging clearly to one of the two

schools, because the views which will be presented in sharp contrast are often

found to shade over into each other. Still, it is not difficult to discover in

what direction a writer's main inclination lies. E.H. Carr (The Twenty Years'

Crisis, Macmillan Co., 1st ed., London, 1940) makes a deliberate attempt to syn-

thesize the tenets of both schools, which he calls Utopian and realist. (See

particularly p. 125.) I think it can be said, however, that he lets the realist

come out on top.
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enemies; there can be no amity between them, unless it be an

alignment against a common foe.

Under these conditions the expectation of violence and even of

annihilation is ever present. To forget this and thus fail in the

concern for enhanced power spells the doom of a state. This does

not mean constant open warfare; expansion of power at the expense
of others will not take place if there is enough counterpower to

deter or to stop states from undertaking it. Although no state is

interested in a mere balance of power, the efforts of all states to

maximize power may lead to equilibrium. If and when that hap-

pens, there is "peace" or, more exactly, a condition of stalemate or

truce. Under the conditions described here, this balancing of power

process is the only available "peace" strategy.

While few would deny that the picture presented in these sweep-

ing generalizations resembles the world we are living in at this

time, this same picture would not have passed for more than a

caricature at other times. International relations within the West-

ern world in the twenties or within the inter-American system today
cannot fully be understood in terms either of balanced power or

an all-out struggle for survival. This does not preclude the possi-

bility that the "pure power model" of the realists can render serv-

ice at least as an initial working hypothesis. The actual world

might never fully comply with the postulates of the model, yet to

the extent it did, consequences deduced within its context would

apply to the real world. Countries engaged in a race to enhance

their power could be expected, for example, to align themselves in

disrespect of earlier "friendships" or ideological affinities; expansion
would be sure to take place wherever a power vacuum existed.

Of course, no such approximation of reality to pure power con-

ditions can be taken for granted. It presupposes the basic "realist"

contention about state behavior to be truly realistic. If an insati-

able quest for power were not the rule, but instead represented an

abnormality or marginal case, developments in the world might
deviate drastically from those which the model leads one to expect.

Peace strategies other than the balancing process might have a

chance of success.

Realist scholars have sought to explain why states do in fact

behave as postulated or why they are compelled to so behave. They
have offered two different explanations. According to the first,

human nature is such that men, as individuals and as nations, act

like beasts of prey, driven by an insatiable lust for power or animus



34 DISCORD AND COLLABORATION

dominandL Their will to power, moreover, when transferred from

small and frustrated individuals to the collectivity of the state, takes

on greater dimensions and generates an all-round struggle for

survival. 4

According to the second explanation, which is gaining adherents,

the quest for power is due not to any desire for power as such, but

to a general human craving for security.
5 The insecurity of an

anarchical system of multiple sovereignty places the actors under

compulsion to seek maximum power even though this may run

counter to their real desires. By a tragic irony, then, all actors find

themselves compelled to do for the sake of security what, in bring-

ing about an all-round struggle for survival, leads to greater inse-

curity. This "vicious circle theory" makes statesmen and people

look less vicious than the animus dominandi theory; what it does

is to substitute tragedy for evil and to replace the "mad Caesar/'

as Harold Lasswell calls the homo politicus of the pure power
model, with the "hysterical Caesar" who, haunted by fear, pursues

the will-o'-the-wisp of absolute security.

The validity of these explanations of an alleged uniform behavior

of states toward power need not be discussed here, because the

realist scholars who started out with the assumption of such uni-

formity have not stuck to it after descending from the high level

of abstraction of their initial propositions to the lower levels where

the shape of actual things can be apprehended. All of them have

found it necessary to "deviate" from their original assumption to

the point of distinguishing between at least two categories of states

with different attitudes toward power.
Few have stated more emphatically than Hans Morgenthau that

in international relations "power is pitted against power for sur-

vival and supremacy."
6 But more recently he has drawn a sharp

distinction between two types of states, the "status quo powers" and
the "imperialist powers." Of the former, he says their policy tends

"toward keeping power and not toward changing the distribution

4 See Hans J. Morgenthau, Scientific Man vs. Power Politics (University of

Chicago Press, Chicago, 1946) , Chapter VII, "The Moral Blindness of Scientific

Man," especially pp. 191-201, "selfishness and lust for power/*
5 John H. Herz (Political Realism and Political Idealism., University of

Chicago Press, Chicago, 1951, p. 4) , who expounds the theory of what he calls

the "security dilemma" with much skill and vigor, says that "basically it is

the mere instinct of self-preservation which . . . leads to competition for ever

more power." This is the view held hy Thomas Hobbes, which C.J. Friedrich

discusses in Inevitable Peace (Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass.,

1948, p. 126) .

G
Op. dt., p. 71.
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of power"; of the latter, they aim "at acquiring more power."
7

Similarly, Frederick Schuman starts out with the assertion that

"power is sought as an end in itself" in international politics, but

then goes on to differentiate between "satiated" and "unsatiated"

states. His statements that "each state left to itself tends to extend

its power over as wide a field as possible" and that "enhancement
of state power is always the goal" are contradicted, it would seem,

by his subsequent contention that states which benefit from the

established status quo naturally seek "to preserve that from which

they benefit," in contrast to states "which feel humiliated, hampered
and oppressed by the status quo."

8 The authors of another recent

text, Strausz-Hupe and Possony, follow a similar line. After stating
at the outset that "foreign policy aims at the acquisition of opti-
mum and sometimes of maximumpower," the optimum remain-

ing undefined, they go on to define, as a special type, the "natural

aggressors" who in contrast to other states are "driven by a par-

ticularly pronounced dynamism, i.e., urge toward power accumu-

lation." Finally, Nicholas Spykman, who did much to introduce

the pure power hypothesis into the contemporary American dis-

cussion, deviates from his opening statement, according to which

"the improvement of the relative power position becomes the pri-

mary objective of the . . . external policy of states," by speaking of

the "dynamic state" which, as he puts it, "rarely sets modest limits

to its power aims." 10 This implies that nondynamic states, on the

contrary, do set such "modest limits." 1:L

7 Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations (Alfred A. Knopf, New York,

1948) , p. 21. Actually, he adds a third type, described as a nation pursuing a

policy of prestige. Prestige, however, in contrast to maintenance and acquisi-
tion of power, "is but rarely an end in itself/' he says (p. 50) ; "it is rather

an instrument through which the other two ends can be achieved."
8 International Politics (3d ed., McGraw-Hill, New York, 1941) , pp. 262-63,

274-75, 279.
9 Robert Strausz-Hup and Stefan T. Possony, International Relations

(McGraw-Hill, New York, 1950) , pp. 2, 9.

10 America's Strategy in World Politics (Harcourt, Brace & Co., New York,

1942) , pp. 18, 20.

11 Max Weber emphasizes the difference between more "isolationist" and more

"expansive" powers, as well as their changing attitudes in this respect. (See
From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, trans, and ed. by H.H. Gerth and C.

Wright Mills, Oxford University Press, New York, 1946, Chapter 6 on "Struc-

ture of Power.") "For general reasons of power dynamics per se" he writes,

"the Great Powers are often very expansive powers." "But," he continues, they
"are not necessarily and not always oriented toward expansion." See also Wil-

liam T,R. Fox (The Super-Powers, Harcourt, Brace & Co., New York, 1944)
who distinguishes between the "quest for security (power not to be coerced)

"

of some nations and the "quest for domination (power to coerce)
"

of others.
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One consequence of distinctions such as these is worth mention-

ing. They rob theory of the determinate and predictive character

that seemed to give the pure power hypothesis its peculiar value.

It can now no longer be said of the actual world, for example, that

a power vacuum cannot exist for any length of time; a vacuum

surrounded by "satiated" or "status quo" states would remain as it

is unless its existence were to change the character of these states

and put them into the category of "imperialist/' "unsatiated," or

"dynamic" states.

The idealist model, if such there be, cannot be as easily derived

from writings or statements of exponents of the idealist school itself.

This school has been anything but theory-minded. Its attention has

been focused on peace strategy and on blueprints for a better world.

However, it would have made no sense for idealists to proffer advice

on policy if they had not held general views about the existing

world which permitted them to regard as practical the policies they

sought to promote. As a matter of fact, Woodrow Wilson himself,

with his predilection for broad generalizations, has expressed on one

occasion or another all the main tenets of the "Wilsonian" school.

One feature of the idealist image strikes the eye because of its

contrast to the realist view. Here the basic propositions deal not with

states, but with individuals, with peoples, or with mankind. The

idealist seems to be looking out not on a multistate system with its

separate national entities, but on a nascent world community and

the people who make it up. This precludes placing the emphasis

on national quests for power or on the struggle for power among
nations. Instead, the accent is either on the "common purpose of

enlightened mankind"
ls or on the common values which men hold

as individuals. Because the vast majority of men are assumed to

value the same things-individual freedom, the right to govern

themselves, the safety of their homeland, and above all the absence

of violence it is concluded that there can exist no basic conflict

between them even as nations. If it were not for extraneous inter-

ference, and a remediable measure of ignorance and misunderstand-

ing, there would be harmony, peace, and a complete absence of

concern for national power. "I sometimes think/* said Wilson, "that

... no people ever went to war with another people." But he goes

on to say that "governments have gone to war" with one another,

thereby pointing to the darker side of the idealist picture.
18

12 The Public Papers of Woodrow Wilson: War and Peace, ed. Ray S. Baker

and William E. Dodd (Harper & Bros., New York, 1927) , p, 259.

1 3 President Wilson's State Papers and Addresses, introd. by Albert Shaw

(George H. Doran Co., New York, 1918) , p. 177.
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Only a dreamer could mistake for the existing order that vision

of a world of independent nations in which there is no conflict,

nor any drives for power. The idealist school does not do so. It

not only fully recognizes the continued presence or threat of
'

'power

politics/' but considers this discrepancy between "what is" and
"what should and will be" as the crucial moral and political issue

of international relations. The explanation for the discrepancy is

believed to lie in the operation of evil forces which violate the peace
and law of the community.
There is no doubt about the character of these forces. They are

conceived of as anachronistic remnants of an age now coming to

an end in which autocratic rulers rather than the peoples them-

selves controlled the destiny of nations. It was these rulers who
were "playing the game of power/' as Woodrow Wilson put it;

their ambitions, not the interests of their peoples, were in conflict

which plunged the world into power politics and the struggle for

survival. Whenever and wherever such autocracy asserts itself, or

reasserts itself through a relapse into a bygone age, the community
of peace-loving nations falls victim to the onslaught of aggressive

power and violence.

One might suspect that when such aggression occurs, the world

would return to conditions very much like those portrayed by the

pure power model. The only difference would seem to be in the

power of aggressors now being pitted against the collective power
of peace-loving nations. The idealist denounces such a comparison
as superficial and dangerously misleading. It would be no less

inappropriate, he maintains, to speak of a struggle for power or a

balancing of power process when describing the defense of inter-

national peace and lawfulness than it would be to apply these same

terms to the actions of a national police force engaged In fighting

individual criminals.

According to idealist thought, then, the quest for collective inter-

national police power has taken the place of the obsolete quest for

national power as far as the majority of the actors is concerned.

One would be tempted, by way of contrast, to call this idealist image

by some such name as the "pure solidarity model" were it not for

the emphasis placed on the continued threat or presence of aggres-

sive antisolidarity forces.

The idealist school has been taken to task by its critics for the

illusory character of much of its interpretation of the existing world,

especially for its a priori optimistic assumptions concerning human
nature and the harmony of Interest, as well as for its narrow explan-
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atlon of the phenomenon which it terms aggression.
14 The validity

of such criticism should become clearer, at least by implication, from

what will be said later. It is more important, here, to point to some

of the insights which the idealist approach suggests to the theo-

retical analyst.

By distinguishing from the outset between two types of behavior

toward power, rather than introducing discrimination as an after-

thought or deviation, the idealist has been more aware of the prob-

lems arising from this lack of uniformity. (If anything, he may be

too much inclined to take the lack of uniformity for granted, for

example, when asserting categorically that democracies behave dif-

ferently from dictatorships in foreign affairs.) Because of the import-

ant role he assigns to individuals and their values as well as to

bonds of community transcending national boundaries, the idealist

has an eye for aspects of reality-such as the relative ease with which

the English-speaking world has learned to collaborate-which are

hard to reconcile with the image of a "billiard ball world/' 15

These remarks are not intended as a recommendation to scholars

to take the pure solidarity model as their initial hypothesis. If they

did, they would find themselves in all probability in the position

of an economist who sought to gain an understanding of the Soviet

economy by starting with the laisser faire assumptions of the class-

ical economists. He might reach his goal in the end, but only by

an arduous detour.

The two schools, realist and idealist, are obviously far apart if

not diametrically opposed on many issues. Yet, despite striking dif-

ferences, their views are closely related to each other at least in one

significant respect. Both approach international politics on the same

level which briefly might be called the power level, though they

14 For criticism of idealist thought in international relations, see Carr, op. cit.;

Morgenthau, Scientific Man,, op. cit.; Reinhold Niebuhr, The Children of Light

and the Children of Darkness (Charles Scribner's Sons, New York, 1944) .

15 Frederick S. Dunn (War and the Minds of Men, Harper & Bros., New
York, 1950) emphasizes the importance of supplementing the picture of inter-

national affairs that reveals itself when attention is focused on interstate rela-

tions by one that places social or human relations between individuals in, the

center of the scene (p. 12) . He warns, however, against the illusion that a

shift to the goals and values of individuals will help us to escape "from the

sickening recurrence of international crises and war." "Political conflicts/' he

rightly insists, "arise from the existence of competing values among sovereign

states."
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approach it from opposite ends. 10
By way of simplification, it can

be said that while the realist is interested primarily in the quest
for power and its culmination in the resort to violence as the

essence of all politics among nations, the idealist is concerned above

all with its elimination. On this level there can be no meeting of

the minds. But the question arises whether to start off with the

quest and struggle for power does not mean tying up the horse at

its tail.

Normally, power is a means to other ends and not an end in

itself. Where it becomes an end, as in the case of the "mad Caesars,"

one is faced with what Toynbee would call an "enormity/' To treat

the quest for power, positively or negatively, outside the context of

ends and purposes which it is expected to serve, therefore, robs

it of any intelligible meaning and also makes it impossible to judge
its appropriateness or excessiveness. It is as if an economist, in

developing economic theory, were to concentrate on the accumula-

tion and expenditure of money. He could not avoid painting a

picture of a world of misers or spendthrifts, as the political scientist

on the power level can see little but a world of insatiably power-

hungry or unconditionally power-hostile political actors.
17

A very different picture develops, as the further discussion should

show, if one considers first the values and purposes for the sake of

which policy-makers seek to accumulate or use national power, as

they may also seek alternative or supplementary means.

This suggests beginning with a "theory of ends" and proceeding
from there to the analysis of the quest for power as it develops in

conjunction with and under the impact of the ends it Is meant to

promote. Keep in mind, however, that one is not dealing with a

16 The term "power" is used here and throughout this chapter in the

restricted sense in which it occurs in the popular use of such word combina-
tions as "power politics" or "struggle for power," meaning to cover the ability
to coerce or, more precisely, to inflict deprivations on others. This leaves out

other ways of exerting influence, e.g., by bestowing benefits which are not

ordinarily connected with or condemned as "power politics." (See Harold and

Margaret Sprout, in Foundations of National Power, 2d rev. ed., D. Van
Nostrand Co., New York, 1951, p. 39, where they explain their reasons for

choosing a much broader definition.) The term "resort to power" will be

used to mean reliance on the ability to inflict deprivations, "resort to violence"

to mean actual coercion by the use of physical force.

17 Some political scientists would exclude by definition from what they call

"political" anything but the problems of power. But the consequence is that

a "foreign policy" must then be called political in one respect and non-

political in all others, the latter including all policy ends other than power
itself.
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simple cause and effect relationship. The degree to which power

is available or attainable frequently affects the choice of ends.

Prudent policy-makers
will keep their ends and aspirations safely

within the power which their country possesses or is ready and

willing to muster. 18 Statesmen with a respect for moral principles,

or under pressure from people who have such respect, may hesitate

to pursue goals which demand the sacrifice either of these principles

or of other values in the process of power accumulation or use. 19

There is little reason to expect all actors on the international

stage to orient themselves uniformly toward one and the same goal,

whether it be peace, security, or "power as an end in itself." How-

ever, they may be operating under some form of "compulsion"

forcing them in the long run to fall in line with each other.

States are not single-purpose organizations like hospitals, golf

clubs, or banking establishments.
20 At one and the same time

people expect from their states not only external security, but such

widely differing things as colonial conquest, better control over

foreign markets, freedom for the individual, and international law-

fulness. Among goals such as these, relatively scarce means must be

parceled out in order of preference and by a constant process of

weighing, comparing, and computing values. Because policy-makers,

like all men, seek to maximize value in accordance with ever-

fluctuating value patterns, one would anticipate great variation in

their choice unless something compelled them to conform. 21

1 8 Walter Lippmann has consistently advocated such prudence. "The thesis

of this book/' he says in reference to his U,S. Foreign Policy: Shield of the

Republic (Little, Brown & Co., Boston, 1943), "is that a foreign policy con-

sists in bringing into balance, with a comfortable surplus of power in reserve,

the nation's commitments and the nation's power. The constant preoccupation
of the true statesman is to achieve and maintain this balance."

19 For some of the ethical problems involved, see Chapter 4, "Statesmanship
and Moral Choice."

20 In speaking of the actors on the international stage, I shall use the term

"states'* as a means of abbreviation. The real actors are aggregates of decision-

makers acting in the name of states or nations, including in a varied order

of influence such persons as statesmen, legislators, lobbyists, and common citi-

zens. There are also, today, as there were in medieval times, actors other than

states, like the Vatican, the United Nations, or the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company,
which one could not afford to ignore in any complete theory of international

politics. One might call them subnational, transnational, and supernational

centers of influence and often of power.
21 As Harold D. Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan put it in Power and Society:

A Framework -for Political Inquiry (Yale University Press, New Haven, 1950) :

"No generalizations can be made a priori concerning the scale of values of all

groups and individuals. What the values are in a given situation must in

principle be separately determined for each case."
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The number of conceivable ends Is much, larger than Is indicated

by broad categories such as security, aggrandizement, or interna-

tional order. Policy-makers must decide whether a specific incre-

ment of security is worth the specific additional deprivations which

its attainment through power requires. However, for purposes of

analysis it is permissible to limit the discussion to a few representa-
tive types of goals. It need only be kept in mind that these typical
bundles of related ends are not sharply divided from one another

and that no actor is likely to be found pursuing a single type of

objective all the time. He may be out for security today, for con-

quest tomorrow.

The goals of foreign policy as they refer to the national "self"

can be classified under the three headings of goals of national self-

extension, goals of national self-preservation, and goals of national

self-abnegation. For actors other than states, corresponding cate-

gories would have to be chosen. 22

The term "self-extension" is not used here in a derogatory sense,

although some goals which belong in this category may deserve

moral condemnation. It is meant to cover all policy objectives ex-

pressing a demand for values not already enjoyed, and thus a

demand for a change of the status quo. The objectives may vary

widely. The aim may be more "power as an end in itself or domi-

nation over other peoples or territorial expansion; but it may also

represent a quest for the return of lost territory, or the redress of

legitimate grievances, such as termination of unjust discriminations,

22 There will be little room in the following to discuss the factors that ac-

count for the choice of goals by the decision-makers. There is need for much
more study of these factors. Growing awareness that policy cannot arise

except through choices and decisions of individuals has led recently to a

tendency to stress the psychological factor. But it is probable that the under-

standing of national foreign policies, as well as any long-run predictions con-

cerning such policies, will be found to depend on knowledge of actions' ante-

cedents that are more general and more constant than the psychological traits

and predispositions of frequently changing individuals, or even of groups,
elites, and nations. Spykman's prediction of 1942 (op. cit., p. 469) that "a mod-
ern, vitalized and militarized China ... is going to be a threat not only to

Japan, but also to the position of the Western Powers in the Asiatic Mediter-

ranean," which sounded almost blasphemous to some of his critics when it was
made, could not have been made if it had depended on knowledge of the
future political fortunes, the psychology, and the doctrine of one who was
then a little-known Communist agitator with the name of Mao Tse-tung.
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the emancipation from foreign control or imposition on others of

an ideology or way of life.
23

Self-preservation is meant to stand for all demands pointing to-

ward the maintenance, protection, or defense of the existing distri-

bution of values, usually called the status quo. The term "self-

preservation" is not without ambiguity. The national "self" which

states seek to preserve can undergo a wide variety of interpretations.

It may be considered to include only national independence and

territorial integrity of the homeland; or it may be held to embrace

a whole catalogue of "vital interests/
5 from safety belts and influ-

ence zones to investments and nationals abroad. Another variable

makes the notion of self-preservation even more elusive and there-

fore often a convenient cloak for other purposes. To preserve pos-

sessions does not mean merely to defend them when they are actu-

ally under attack. Status quo powers regularly demand that the

threat of such attack be reduced at least to the point of giving

them a reasonable sense of security.

Thus the quest for security the preservation goal par excellence

points beyond mere maintenance and defense. 24 It can become

so ambitious as to transform itself into a goal of unlimited self-

extension. A country pursuing the mirage of absolute security could

not stop at less than world domination today.
25 A change to self-

extension in the name of security often occurs at the close of a war.

23 The literature on the causes of imperialism is extensive. Studies have also

been made bearing on such problems as the relationship between dictatorship
and expansionist foreign policies; but one would wish studies like that of

Edmond N. Cahn (The Sense of Injustice, New York University Press, New
York, 1949) to be extended to the international field. For where is the "sense

of injustice" more "alive with movement and warmth" (p. 13) and where is

the "human animal'* more "disposed to fight injustice
1 *

(p. 25) than in inter-

national relations? Status quo countries will continue to live in a fool's paradise
if they fail to understand the deep and manifold causes which account for

demands for change and self-extension even through violence.
24 1 am employing the term "security" as it is used in the everyday language

of statesmen to signify not "high value expectancy" generally as Lasswell and

Kaplan define the term (op. cit., p. 61) but high expectancy of value preserva-
tion. The two authors may have had the same thing in mind, because they

specify that security means a realistic expectancy of maintaining influence.

One would not say that Nazi Germany either came to be or came to feel more
secure as her expectancy of successful seli-extension through conquest of territory
increased.

25 The degree of security-mindedness of different countries and of groups
within countries depends on many circumstances which would be worth study-
ing. Looking at the United States and France in recent times, it would seem
as if countries become more ambitious in their desire for security either for
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Victims of attack who were entirely satisfied before hostilities started

are rarely content, if victorious, to return to the status quo ante.

Self-abnegation, finally, is meant to include all goals transcending
if not sacrificing the "national interest/' in any meaningful sense

of the term. It is the goal of those who place a higher value on
such ends as international solidarity, lawfulness, rectitude, or peace
than they place even on national security and self-preservation. It

is also the goal of individuals, groups, or regimes who at the expense
of the nation as a whole use their influence within the decision-

making process to promote what might be called "subnational"

interests.

This may appear to be a category which only a Utopian could

expect to find in international politics, at least as far as idealistic

self-abnegation is concerned. How could any nation dare indulge
in altruistic pursuits or allow its interests to be sacrificed to the

interest of a groupand yet hope to survive? While the discussion

of compulsion and penalties must be further postponed, it is worth

pointing out nevertheless that the United States was powerful

enough in 1918 to permit Woodrow Wilson to indulge in self-

abnegation goals without much harm to American interests and that

little Denmark, too weak to seek self-preservation through power,
limited its foreign policy largely to humanitarian causes and yet in

the end survived Hitler's conquest. There is also the case of govern-
ments like that of Communist Czechoslovakia which for the sake

of party doctrine and power are ready to promote the transnational

cause of world Communism, though it means sacrificing all but the

outward appearances of national sovereignty and independence.

Highest devotion to national interests and aspirations, even if

spread over the globe more widely today than ever, is not the only

possible attitude of actors in international affairs. Exponents of

world government are not necessarily Utopians for hoping that peo-

ples and governments some day will commit an act of radical

national self-abnegation and abdicate as sovereign entities in favor

of a world state.

having enjoyed a high degree of it over a long period or for having had much
and recent experience with the sad consequences of insecurity. James Burnham
in The Struggle for the World (John Day Co., New York, 1947, pp. 134 ff.)

argues that in the atomic age, there can be no security short of world empire,
with only two candidates for such empire available today. "In the course of

the decision," he says, "both of the present antagonists may ... be destroyed.

But one of them must be."
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Cases in which self-abnegation goals have precedence over na-

tional self-preservation may be rare in an era in which nationalism

and the ethics of patriotism continue unabated.
26 This does not

preclude the possibility,
however, that where influential groups of

participants in the decision-making process place high value on a

universal cause such as peace, pressures exerted by these groups may

affect the course of foreign policy.
It may lead to a more modest

interpretation of the national interest, to more concern for the inter-

ests of other nations, to more concessions for the sake of peace, or

to more restraint in the use of power and violence. Whether the

nation will profit or suffer in the end from the success of such

-internationalist/' "humanitarian/' or "pacifist" pressures depends

on the circumstances of the case; whichever it does, the abnegation

goals will have proved themselves a reality.

Now let us suppose that a government has picked its objective

or objectives and also has decided to rely on the accumulation and

use of power as the chief means of reaching its goal. We can then

ask ourselves what will determine the scope of its quest for power.

Does it not stand to reason-provided the government in question

is acting rationally-that it would seek to preserve or acquire as

much power as appeared adequate to assure the success of its policy?

It would not aim at a higher level of power, because every incre-

ment adds to the burdens the country has to bear, cuts down on

the chances of attaining other objectives, and tends to provoke coun-

teraction. To seek less than adequate power would mean giving up

the chance of attaining one's goal.

Because adequacy is a matter of subjective estimates, the factors

which Influence these estimates are of major interest. Two countries

having the same goals and acting under similar circumstances may
differ widely in their views on adequacy of power. But this need

not invalidate some general theses concerning the relationship be-

tween the main categories of policy goals and the quest for power.

2<5 As Hermann Goring is reported to have said, cynically (see G.M. Gilbert,

The Psychology of Dictatorship, Ronald Press, New York, 1950, p. 117):

"Voice or no voice, the people can always be brought to do the bidding of the

leaders. That is easy. All you have to do is to tell them they are being

attacked and denounce the pacifists for lack of patriotism . . . ."

According to Charles A. Beard (The Idea of National Interest, New York,

Macmillan Co., 1934) , the interest of the nation as a whole, if it can be defined

at all, is constantly being sacrificed to the interests of groups which are power-

ful enough to have their special interests pass for the "national interest." If he

were right, most countries would be engaged most of the time, involuntarily, in

a process of national self-abnegation and still survive.
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Goals of national self-abnegation, provided they are not set by
subnational groups parading their interests as the national interest,

call for the approval and support of more than a single nation.

Accumulation, show, or use of national power are likely to defeat

rather than to promote such ends. Nations' pursuing ends falling

into this category including the goal of eliminating power politics!

will tend to play down their own national power or to reduce it.

"Disarmament by example" pursued by Great Britain prior to 1932

was a way of trying to promote world peace by a policy of self-

abnegation.

Obviously, cases will be rare in which for the sake of goals of

self-abnegation a nation refuses to resort to power even when the

inner core of the national self comes under serious threat of attack.

Under stress, therefore, self-preservation usually gains the upper
hand. Even then, however, idealistic pressures at home in favor of

self-denying policies may persist and either delay or reduce the

effort to enhance defensive national power.
Statesmen and peoples who hold (or profess to hold) strong beliefs

in universal causes, religious or ideological, are not always found

to minimize reliance on national power. On the contrary, striking

cases have become only too familiar in this age of revolutionary and

ideological strife, in which goals appearing to be of a self-transcend-

ing kind have revealed themselves as the most ambitious goals of

self-extension. Whenever a nation goes out on a "crusade" for some
universal cause, claiming to have a mission of imposing its ideas

and institutions on others, there is practically no limit to the en-

hancement of national power it deems necessary. National power
is looked upon or advertised here as the chosen instrument with

which to bring salvation to mankind.

Goals of self-extension generally place an extremely high pre-

mium on the resort to power as a means. The chances of bringing
about any major change in the international status quo by means

other than power or even violence are slirn indeed. Because it is

also true that self-extension is often sought passionately if not fanat-

ically and by actors of various sorts and motivations, the tendency is

toward frequent and intensive quests for enhanced power by nations

belonging to this category. No phenomenon in international poli-

tics calls for more study and attention.

Adequate power, in this instance, means power deemed sufficient

to overcome the power of resistance put up by those who desire to

preserve things which they possess and cherish. Where such resist-
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ance is expected to be feeble, as it is when the demand is directed

against weak or complacent and isolated countries, the nation seek-

ing self-extension may be expected to be satisfied with far less than

the maximum power for which it has potentialities. However, since

other and stronger countries, as a rule, are awake to their interest

in preserving well beyond their own borders the established distri-

bution of values, resistance to change is usually not easy to break.

It may be so forbidding as to deter countries from making the

attempt. Thus, fervently "revisionist" Hungary after 1919 was suf-

ficiently impressed by the power and resolution of the Little Entente

not to attempt to regain her lost territories by means of power. The
whole idea of the balance of power as a guarantor of peace rests

on the assumption that the costs of adequate power for self-exten-

sion may at a certain point become excessive or prohibitive.

Many a "satisfied" country would better be called a country

"resigned to nonextension," as can be seen whenever easy oppor-
tunities for gain present themselves. Not many belligerents, even if

they were victims of attack when the war started, fail to come forth

with "historic claims" and strategic demands once they are victori-

ous. It would be exaggerated, however, to say that self-extension

will always take place where no resistance is expected, or where no
serious costs are involved. While Switzerland may stand alone in

having refused to consider an increase of territory, even as a gift,
it is well known how consistently influential groups in the United
States Senate, and in the American public at large, have opposed
territorial annexations.

Because self-extension almost invariably calls for additional

power, countries that seek self-extension tend to be the initiators

of power competition and the resort to violence. Herein lies the

significant kernel of truth in the idealist theory of aggression.
27

Cases are conceivable, of course, where the initiative rests with a

country concerned with self-preservation which starts enhancing its

defensive power for fear of an imagined threat; the resort to vio-

lence, too, may be the preventive act of a nation that believes itself

to be menaced by an attack on its own values or those of its

friends. 28 If two countries are both eager to gain advantages at

27 See also Strausz-Hupe" and Possony, op. cit.f p. 9.
2S ". . . A government with no appetite whatsoever/' writes W.T.R. Fox

("Atomic Energy and International Relations/' in Technology and Inter-
national Relations, ed. W.F. Ogburn, University of Chicago Press, Chicago
1949, p. 118), "may start a conflict if its leaders feel sure that the' opponenthas for a long time been unscrupulously trading on their general unwilling-
ness to start a war/*

5
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each other's expense, or are both haunted by fears and suspicions,

it may be difficult to decide where the initiative lay and where the

first move was made that led to a race for higher levels of power
and ultimately to war.

Turning, finally, to the goals of self-preservation, one finds this

category to be most elusive when it comes to setting up general

hypotheses concerning its effect on the quest for power. Depending
on the circumstances, countries in this category may run the whole

gamut from a frantic concern with the enhancement of power at

one extreme to complete indifference to power at the other. Great

Britain offers an excellent example of the pendulum's swing from

complacency under Baldwin and Chamberlain to spectacular and
heroic total mobilization of power under Churchill.

Self-preservation calls forth such a variety of attitudes toward

power because countries which are satisfied to let things stand as

they are have no immediate incentive for valuing power or for

wishing to enhance it. Whether they become interested in power
at all, and the extent to which they do, depends on the actions they

expect from others. It is a responsive interest which takes its cue

from the threats, real or imagined, directed at things possessed and

valued. If policy is rationally decided, the quest for power here

increases and decreases in proportion to these external threats.

One can bring forward the peculiarities of this responsive attitude

most clearly if one starts out by postulating a situation in which all

of the major actors are assumed to be concerned with nothing but

self-preservation. In the mid-twenties, when the "revisionist" nations

were still impotent, this situation was closely approximated. Under
such conditions, policy-makers are inclined toward keeping the costs

of power at a minimum and toward avoiding any move which might

provoke a race for power from which, after all, they have nothing
to gain. If there were no reason to fear that one or more within

the group might switch to goals of self-extension, and particularly

if there were no danger of dissatisfied and potentially strong coun-

tries outside the group regaining actual power, the estimates of what

constitutes adequacy would drop very low. The unguarded border

between Canada and this country serves as a striking reminder of

the indifference to power in the relations between two nonextension-

seeking and nondistrustful neighbors.
29

29 W.T.R. Fox (The Super-Powers, op. czt, p. 11) points out that "one state's

security is not necessarily every other state's insecurity. . . . Greater security . . .

is an objective toward which it is at least conceivable that all states can move

simultaneously."
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The conditions postulated here describe a configuration in which

peace strategies such as the idealist school advocated in the twenties

would have an excellent chance of success, provided no country

feared the early ascendancy of a presently impotent and dissatisfied

nation. All would be interested in a disarmament to the lowest

level compatible with internal security; all would be interested in

the promotion of mutual confidence and understanding and in the

collective organization of "watchfulness." Only hysteria could pro-

duce a race for power within a group of countries intent upon self-

preservation. The high degree of security which they would believe

to be enjoying probably would lull them into a state of such

indifference toward power that they might be overtaken by a self-

extension-seeking outsider-so slow is the "security dilemma" in

catching up with those who are content with mere security!

In history conditions of all-round satisfaction are neither frequent

nor persistent. Certainly they are not in our age which has pro-

duced, among other ways of creating dissatisfaction, a surprising

contempt for the art of satisfying defeated enemies. As a conse-

quence, threats to the established order are almost constantly forcing

those who seek preservation of cherished values to muster power

of resistance if they wish to assure the success of their defensive

objective. In this sense, one can say that their quest for power is

the result of external "compulsion/'

This compulsion is not some kind of mechanical force, however,

which would rob the actors of their freedom of choice. No decision-

maker is forced by anything except his own value preferences or

his conscience to defend by means of power either national inde-

pendence or any other threatened values. Plenty of Europeans

today and maybe European governments tomorrow prefer to risk

their country's freedom and institutions rather than embark on a

policy of armed resistance which they consider hopeless or too costly.

What the penalties are for not ceding to the "compulsion" Is

another question.

Those who interpret international politics as being essentially

a struggle for survival, similar to the survival of the fittest in busi-

ness competition or in the Darwinian world of competing animal

species, are thereby suggesting that the penalty consists in the loss

of independent existence. This has been true in some instances;

but there is plenty of historical evidence to show that a threat to

"existence," of great powers at least, has occurred only in the excep-

tional though cataclysmic eruptions of revolutionary or imperialist
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ardor characteristic of a Napoleon or a Hitler. 30 In our era such

eruptions have become not only frequent but also capable of spread-

ing out over the entire globe and of drawing all nations into a

single struggle for survival. There have been other times and they

cover much of the maligned history of European power politics

when the demands for self-extension, though ubiquitous as far as

the major powers of the time were concerned, have remained lim-

ited in scope. Even when these demands for self-extension were

successful, the penalties on the loser rarely ranged beyond such de-

privations as the loss of a strip of territory or the shift of a neigh-

boring country to a less friendly dynasty. Whether such limitation

was imposed solely by the lack of means for more ambitious self-

extension, or whether it also expressed a prudent and conservative

spirit on the part of the decision-makers, cannot be discussed here.

In any case, the contrast with the "struggles for survival" of an age
of revolutionary and total wars is striking.

Even when the penalty is not annihilation and defeat today, as

in remote ages, may actually mean physical extermination countries

usually feel compelled by their judgment and conscience not to

allow possessions they value to go by default. They may enhance

and use their power in defense of everything from prestige and

colonies to free institutions and moral principles. The loss of values

for which a people is ready to fight and die becomes a compelling

penalty. Collective security, as practiced recently, can be understood

as an effort not only to equal in scope and speed the power drive

of the initiators, but to bring the free peoples to a point where

they will identify their "selves" with the entire non-Communist

world and its institutions and feel compelled to fight for the pres-

ervation of their larger "selves."

In the preceding pages I have suggested an approach to inter-

national politics that differs from that both of the idealist and the

realist school by the emphasis it places on policy goals and the

functional relationship existing between these goals and the quest
for power. It would be tempting to compare the results to which

one is led by this approach with the results attained by those of

the two traditional schools of thought, especially in matters per-

taining to policy. I can intimate only some of the differences here,

30 See Morgenthau, Scientific Man, op. cit., p. 107, on the difference between

the "great international conflicts" and the "secondary conflicts."
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leaving the consequences for a theory of peace strategy to be treated

in detail on a later occasion.
31

The idealist school is correct in stressing the value that men

generally place on peace and in insisting that such evaluations can

affect the decisions of policy-makers.
Whether of their own volition

or under pressures from more peace-minded groups of the popula-

tion, statesmen under certain circumstances will desist from pressing

national demands through means of power or will limit their

demands. Realists would not be so eager, as was Machiavelli him-

self, to impress their governments with the
'

'necessity" of playing

the game of power politics as consistently as their opponents, were

it not for fear that their governments might act with too much

restraint.

The idealists, however, refuse to recognize that while peace-loving

peoples wish for peace, they also wish to preserve what in the past

they as individual nations have acquired or helped to establish.

When their valued possessions come to include a wide circle of

values reaching far beyond the national boundaries, as they do in

the days of ideological or religious conflict, the occasions for power

competition and violence are further enhanced.

Idealists are right in stressing that policy goals transcending the

national interest (as traditionally interpreted) and affinities trans-

cending national boundaries not only exist, but can be promoted

by suitable policies. Nations defending common values and inter-

ests may come to form such bonds of friendship that their relation-

ship ceases to be merely that of a temporary and expedient alliance

in a balancing of power process; in the end they may merge or

federate. However, if this process of amalgamationclearly not com-

patible with the image of a world of billiard balls takes place, as

it usually does, in the context of a common conflict with an "out-

group/
7

such national self-abnegation within the "in-group" does

not diminish the intensity of power politics in the world at large;

it may increase it. Thus, if the "free world" or the North Atlantic

group of powers of Western Europe were drawn ever more closely

together and learned to act as an organized community in accord

with commonly accepted laws, it would still depend on the intensity

of the East-West struggle how deeply the nations of the world were

engaged in "power politics."

31 See Chapter 9, "Peace Strategies of Deterrence and Accommodation."
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The extent to which there is a struggle for power is decided, then,

by what might be called the "relationship of major tension/' rather

than by the attitude that nations not engaged in conflict take toward

one another. In the same sense, the degree of power competition
and the expectation of violence rest not upon the behavior of

countries concerned with self-preservation, but upon that of the

"initiator." Idealist optimism in regard to the elimination of "power

politics" is out of place, therefore, as long as the trend toward major
tensions and toward the eruption of new and ambitious demands
for self-extension is not reversed.

The drastic change that has taken place over the last twenty-odd

years in the attitude of the idealist school itself toward peace strat-

egy bears witness to the deterioration in the prospects for enduring

peace. While the emphasis earlier was on conciliation and disarma-

ment, it has come to be placed almost exclusively on "force behind

the law'
7 and "enforcement of peace." This means a swing to the

realist view that nothing but counterpower and counterforce

although this be the collective power and force of the peace-loving

community acting under the rules of an international organization
can safeguard the peace. This is the old idea of the balance of

power, if within a new institutional frame. The change of attitude

has gone so far that other means of peace strategy, such as the nego-
tiation of concessions to satisfy demands of potential "initiators,"

are now often condemned without qualification as imperialist deals,

appeasement, or rewards for aggression. This is not said in a critical

vein. The idealist school may prove to be realistic in recognizing
our being caught at present in a situation of such extreme tension

and incompatibility of goals that anything other than the display

of adequate defensive force on our part will merely serve to encour-

age offensive resort to violence on the part of others.

The realist school has merited its name for having appreciated
the role that the quest for power plays in international politics,

although it has devoted little attention to the policy goals from

which this quest for power springs. It has recognized that a multi-

state systema term that still properly designates the outstanding
feature of contemporary international politics is heavily slanted

toward struggles for power. Lying somewhere within a continuum

that stretches from the pole of an all-out struggle for power to the

pole of an all-round indifference to power, the actual world tends

to be pulled more strongly toward the former. This is true, whether

the realist a priori assumptions concerning a universal human hun-
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ger for power or of a "security dilemma" arising from la condition

humaine are correct or not. The main reason lies in the ever-

recurring new incentives to demands for change and the equally

strong incentives to throw power in the path of such change. By
a curious irony, the same readiness to resist through power which

is the prerequisite of any competition for power may, if strong,

quick-moving, and determined enough, prevent the struggle from

degenerating into violence. This is what the realists have in mind

when placing their hopes for peace on the balance of power.

Quite possibly most of the great drives toward national and revo-

lutionary self-extension which at intervals have thrown the world

into struggles of sheer survival could not have been prevented by

any means available to man. One can hardly escape a sense of

fatalism if one asks oneself retrospectively whether the rise and

aggressions of a Hitler could have been avoided. But this does not

mean as realist thought would seem to imply that no influence

can be brought to bear on policy-makers that would serve the inter-

ests of peace. Anything bearing on their value patterns and prefer-

ences, on their estimates of gains and deprivations, or on the scope
of their identifications will, in principle, be able to affect the course

of policy upon which they decide to embark.

It may be Utopian to expect that the causes accounting for resorts

to power and power competition could ever be wholly eliminated,

as it is Utopian to believe that defensive counterforce could be con-

sistently held at sufficient strength to prevent the actual resort to

violence; but there need be no resigned acceptance of the "enor-

mity" of a continuous all-round struggle for survival. Through
suitable policies, pressures, and appeals designed to attack the causes

of intensive drives for enhanced power, the pulls toward the pole
of all-round indifference to power can be strengthened. The main
task of those engaged in developing a realistic theory of peace strat-

egy is to discover policies and practices that offer most promise of

turning nations away from goals pointing toward power competi-
tion and violence.


