
NEITHER UTOPIAN NOR REALIST 
Must Our Political Thought Swing Between Two Estremeu‘? 

Donald Brandon 

Of the tivo prominent schools O F  political tholight 
I O O S C ~ \ .  labeled utopiiin ancl r c i ~ l i ~ t ,  the first I I ~ S  
been subjectcd to rigorous criticism. There is in- 
creasing evidence that the rcalist position needs 
equally close cxaniination. This paper considers one 
position from \\*hicl> such an  esaniination c3n be 
made systenintically. 

The assumption of leadership of the \\‘estt.rn 
world by the United States has been generally ac- 
cepted by American statesmen, scholars and pub- 
licists as a necessary but  painful task. The Trumnn, 
Eisenho\ver and Kennedy Administrations hu\’e un- 
derstood that, in tlie circumstances following the 
second Il’orld IVar, the United States national in- 
terest could only b e  furthered through cooperation 
with other nations of the free world. 

General acceptance of tlie United States respon- 
sibility in the posttvar Lvorld has not, of course, led 
to general agreement on particular nationnl objec- 
tives or specific courses of action. Liberation or con- 
tsinment, massive retaliation versus balanced niili- 
tary forces, to espand or to limit the Korean IVar: 
these are only a feu, of the issues that erupted into 
debate in the 1950’s. And though ninny Americuns 
appear to have learned that the “legalistic-rnoralist- 
ic” approach to foreign policy is inadequate and 
even contrary to the United States national inter- 
est, controversial practical issues still flourish within 
the general framework of America’s foreign policy. 

Among academic students of foreign affairs and 
former practitioners of foreign policy another kind 
of debate has taken place behveen the so-cnllcd 
utopians and realists. (These admittedly t1irendb:irc 
labels have yet to be replaced by others more sen’- 
iceable.) A s  Hans hIorgenthau, the foremost aca- 
demic esponent of realism hiis observed, this debate 
has not primarily been concerned ivith alternative 
foreign policies. ]!‘hat distinguishes these tn.0 schools 
of thought “is not necessarily a matter of practical 
judgment, bu t  of philosophies and standards of 
thought.” But he adds that “the contest bchvcen 
utopianism and realism is not tantamount to a con- 
test bettveen principle and espediency, morality and 
immoralit)., although some spokesmen for the fonncr 
would like to have it that way.” One can agree tvitli 
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thest. comments \vitliout associatins rcnlisiii \vit l i  
traditional, or at 1ciIst wit11 Thomistic, pliilosopli~~. 
In the conipnrison and anal>*sis \vhich follonvs, boih 
realism and utopianism \vi11 bc distinguislicd sliurp- 
ly from ;i third position whicli I ivill term thc C;itli- 
olic ethic on international rclations, rcnlizing that 
many \vho are not Catholics \\,ill subscribc to sig- 
nificant elements of that position. 

0 

The late IViildeniar Gurian suggested the need for 
avoiding the excesses of realism and utopianism, and 
indicated the broad outlines of ;i Catholic view of 
international rclations as long ago as 1943. He 
pointed out that if, in the past, power lind been 
underestimated by students of world affairs, and es- 
t raviupi t  hopes had been placed on international 
h\v and orginization, in the early poshvar years too 
much emphasis was being placed upon power pol- 
itics. He  stated that cynicism n s  well as perfection- 
ism distorts re‘ility: 

Two dangers which arc: a particular threat to the stu- 
dent of international rclations must be avoidcd: thc 
tendency to sec only conflict and crises, a tendency 
which would result in limiting oneself to the prescn- 
tation of facts and trends and their relativistic intcr- 
pretation; and thc simplifying pseudo-ethical approach 
which belioves tha t  by some technical means or soinc 
external changc all problems c m  bc solvcd siniply, 
and that only some villains and lack of education arc‘ 
responsible for the anguish which the world of thc 
twentieth century h2s known, and I am afraid, will 
continue to know. hlan js neithcr beast nor nngcl: 
rather hc is a bcing faccd by the task of niaking life 
2s human as possible in thc changing world of tinie 
and history, and evcn though he belongs to some par- 
ticular group, he must ncver forget that he partici- 
pates always in the uni ty  of niankind. 

Gurian’s discussion of the study of international 
relations \vas based upon the natural In\v, as it has 
been deireloped a n d  applied to the conditions of the 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries by traditionalist 
thinkers. Basic to any political theory is a conccp- 
tion of man ‘and of the universe, and it can be scen 
at  once that Thoniistic thought is distinLpishcd from 
both realism and utopianism on these fundamentti1 
matters. The  Catholic view of nian is prevented 
from idealizing human nature by the recognition of 
origirwl sin. hlm’s nature is rational, he  can tlistin- 
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pis11 between good iind evil, and he has a natural 
inipulse to act in accordance with the good. But it 
cannot be taken for granted that man will always 
recognize the good or that he will act in accord- 
iince wit11 it in particu1;ir situations. This concept 
of a liuninn nature tainted but not totally corrupted 
by original sin helps Catholic thinkers avoid politi- 
ciil ; i d  social utopinnism. On the otlier hand, nat- 
uriil l i ~ \ ~  ethics requires individuals and societies to 
attempt to implement social reforms in accord witli 
the principles of Chnstianity. The maxim that “pol- 
itics is the art of the possible” is directly related to 
both tlie fact of original sin and the obligation to 

;ind improve human affairs. This sense of “real- 
ism” is not to be equated with mere political op- 
 ortu tun ism, or witli  choosing tlie line of least resist- 
iince. For natural law doctrine makes it a moral dut). 
of tlic individual and the community to do all that 
is Iiiimanly prncticnhle to achieve the possible, and 
tlicrurore involves il genuine element of social ideal- 
ism. 

logcther  wiUi this conception of human nature, 
tlie tenet of the brotherhood of man under the Fa- 
tlicrliood of Cod provides the foundation of tlie 
Thoniistic view of world &airs. Desp’ ‘fferences 
of race, color, language, nationality, ‘ I deed of 
religion, there is a spiritual and psyc ological unity 
of mankind. With its doctrine of tlie origin, nature 

tlic idea of the oneness of’mankind and peoples as 
:I natural community. This approach is expressed in 
St. Augustine, and under his i d u e n c e  the theolog- 
ians of the Middle Ages saw the nucleus of that so- 
cict). in the Holy Roman Empire. \Vhile Dante in 
Dc Afotiarchia argued that the ideal of the society 
of nations \vas to be found in some form of world 
government, most medievalists accepted the division 
of mankind into political societies. This did not mean 
tliat tlicy lost tlie concept of tlie interrelation of na- 
tions; indeed the &st systematic elaboration of inter- 
national law  vas undertaken by thinkers of the hiid- 
dle Ages. In the modem world, the growth of means 
of communication, economic in terdependence, and 
in tc1lcctu:iI exchanges heightened the sense of world 
community. The idea of n common good of the so- 
cich of nations, and the sense of obligation to es- 
t;ibIkh international institutions and to foster nn- 
tionill practices to secure it, emerge from this unit). 
and interdependence of mankind. 

\j’liile Catholic thinkers have generally viewed the 
division of mankind into political societies as legiti- 
mate, they have always rejected the notion of ab- 
solute sovereignty of tlie nation. as being incompnti- 
ble \vith the common good of the intemationd com- 
munity. Although they uphold the plurality of states, 
they cannot endorse the philosophy of power pol- 
itics \vluch has been associated with the modem 
nution. Christian political philosophy cannot be  con- 
tent \ \ i t l i  the individualist conception of national- 

and destiny of man, Christianity has a h  r ays stressed 

ism. As Heinrich Rommen has wi t t en  in The State 
in Catholic Thought: 

The states form a community and are not isolated, 
absolutely independent forms, but are called to live 
in mutual solidarity in the order of justice and peace, 
rcdiziog in interdependent action the common good 
of the community of nations. This is a perpetual in- 
destructible form, issuing from the actual pluralism 
of the states on the one hand, and from the fact of 
mankind as P red community on the other. 

It is apparent, then, that excessive nationalism, as 
dstinguished from a patriotism which is not un- 
aware of the world community and its requirements, 
and the unscrupulous pursuit of narrow national in- 
terests are incompatible with the natural law. Na- 
tions should subordinate their selGsh interests to the 
overriding interest of the family of mankind. In  ac- 
cordance with this reasoning, recent Popes and Cath- 
olic thinkers have not ceased to deplore the esclu- 
sion of natural law from both the law of nations 
and the actual behavior of nations, particularly in 
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, when the 
policy of interest, narrowly conceived, resulted in 
Realpolitik, and when there was a general lack of 
recognition that the purposes of foreign policy and 
of international relations are to serve the interna- 
tional common good. 
0 

Realists who followed hforgenthau attempted to 
make the concept of interest defined in terms of 
power the “main signpost” to guide the student of 
international relations. Gurian, on the other hand, 
pointed out that “if international relations were lim- 
ited to a study of international politics, destined to 
investigate and describe its power, its applications 
‘and forms,” the student of world affairs would be 
only partially equipped to con€ront reality. Catholic 
philosophy is neither unaware of the influence of 
power, not blinded by its all too often corrupt es- 
pression in politics. The  Christian conception of hu- 
man nature allows for the fact that the instinct for 
power is not esempt from perversion. But just as 
the distortion of natural human instincts does not 
belong to the essential nature of man, so the per- 
version of political power does not make up  the 
essential reality of the state, or of politics. 

The natural law doctrine does not stop u i th  an 
achowledgement that the legitimate power of the 
state is constantly exposed to corruption and per- 
version. For the dynamic of natural law is always 
at work counteracting the irrational elements in 
man and societ).. As J. hlessner has written in his 
Social Ethics: 

The redistic conception of human nature and its par- 
tial perversion preserves the natural law doctrine from 
the optimistic belief in any final elimination of the 
problems arising from the existence of irrational ele- 
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ments in the state. That conception also preserves 
natural law doctrine from any tendency toward a 
pessimistic theory of the state which speaks only of 
an ineluctable tragedy in which states and the com- 
munity of nations are ultimately delivered over to 
the dynamic of power. 

If Catholic thought is clearIy opposed to the na- 
tionalist and materialist forces of the contemporary 
\vorld, and to the perversion of power which these 
irrational factors produce, it is also true that the 
idea of a world state has not been of any great im- 
portance in natural law doctrine. Rather than looff 
to a supranational authority and tlie abolition of 
the pluraht). of political societies, most Thomists 
stress that esaggerated nationalism and power pol- 
itics can only be overcome by a recapture of the 
spirit and practice of natural law among the n a t’ ions. 

Catholic thinking does not anticipate, therefore, 
a solution of the problenis of international relations 
through the establishment of a world government, 
or even through the United Nations. But natural law 
doctrine is not content ~ 9 t h  a simple affirmation of 
the need to restore the spirit of justice and charity 
among the nations, And of particular importance for 
the debate behseen the utopians and realists is the 
Catholic idea of the moral obligation of the nations, 
and especially of the Great Powers, for fostering 
peace, order and justice. The security of one’s own 
nation is not the sole object of foreign policy. A11 
the nations, and especially the most powerful na- 
tions, have a moral responsibility for peace and jus- 
tice, which together with national security is an end 
of estemal action. National poLver must be put in 
the senice of the fundamental moral ideas. The 
United States acceptance of leadership of the \Vest- 
ern \vorld in the years since the second IVorld U’ar 
is, on this account, not only something required in 
its own interest, but also a moral duty by virtue 
of its Great Power status. And the U.S. sliorild bc 
guided in its foreign policy not alone by “enlight- 
ened self-interest,” but also by the pursuit of peace 
nnd justice among nations. 
0 

The ideas presented above constitute the biisic 
principles of the Catholic philosophy of interna- 
tional relations. I have not attempted an esposition 
of the many specific proposals for our time \vhich 
the twentieth century Popes and Catholic thinkers 
have advanced. For my purpose, again, is only to 
consider utopianism and realism as “standards of 
thought” in the light of the Catholic \iew of \vorld 
affairs. I t  does not affect the argument to acknowl- 
edge that there have been many points of agree- 
ment among representatives of all three schools upon 
particular objectives and policies of the United 
States in the poshvar world. My concern here is 
only with the principles of these approaches to for- 
eign policy. Nor, again, does it touch the argument 

to point out that Catholic thinkers and StiIteSmen 
often dif€er on the practical application of these 
principles of natural law in concrete circumstances. 
For it is well understood that while the first prin- 
ciples of international ethics are clear and ccrtnin 
in the natural law doctrine, the deductions from 
them are not so easily made. It is simply not pos- 
sible to apply matlienlatically or scientificallv tlie 
basic principles of international ethics. Tlus iotion 
of practical judgment may be contrasted with that 
of positivists and relativists, who deny the possi- 
bility of absolute knowledge in the realm of phi- 
losophy while often claiming certainty in the fields 

Hans hiorgenthau has stressed his belief that 
“universal moral principles cannot be applied to thc 
actions of states in their abstract universal formu- 
lation, but that they must be filtered through the 
concrete circumstances of time and place.” It  is t rue 
that political philosophy can only provide the frame- 
work of general principles in accordance with nvhich 
statesmen, guided by prudence, must build the al- 
ways changing concrete order. Prudence, on the 
Catholic view, requires hvo things, which Heinricli 
Rommen has put this way: “the knowledge of prin- 
ciples of rcxson and the howledge of the. actual 
situation, tlie appropriate means, the experience and 
counsel of experts about what has to be done liere 
and now for the realization of the immediate pur- 
poses put before the stiltesniim in order to fulfill tlie 
last ends of political life: order, peace and justice.” 
IVhat distinguishes the Catholic conception of pni- 
dence from that of blorgenthau is the factor of the 
ends \vhich practical judgment should seek. For, as 
\viis noted i n  the nnturnl law doctrine, order, pence 
and justice, as well as the security of one’s one na- 
tion, should be the object of every nation’s foreign 
policy. 

I t  can already be seen that both utopianisin arid 
realism must be distinguished from the Catholic phi- 
losopliy of international relations. hlany of the major 
ideas of the schools of thought which have been in 
contention in academic circles during the 1950’s Iiavc 
been stated or implied in the description of natural 
law doctrine. But in order to assess more tlircctlv 
tlie merits and %aws in the realist and utopian \+x,.s 
as jritlged by Catholic thought on world idiirs, i t  
may bc well to revie\\, the fundamental doctrines of 
the two schools. 

The utopian has great faith in the nioti\xting 
po\ver of human reason and conscience, ant1 be- 
lieves that appeals to these elements of ni;iil)s nix- 
ture can overcome selfish interests. He believes that 
reason and conscience are at least potentidly ciipii- 
ble of being made predominant in human affairs. 
He s i e w  national egoism and the struggle for pow- 
er as passing phenomena, which can bc overcome 
in time throuzh education and enlightenment. The 
utopian places great reliance upon declarations such 
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3s the Kellogg-Briand Pact, and various institutional 
arrangemcnts as means of subordinating group and 
national interests to the common good. Traditional 
lplomacy is suspect to the utopian, and considera- 
tions of the balance of power are deemed reaction- 
ary. 
a 

Historians of American diplomacy and thought 
are generally agreed that the utopian philosophy, 
or at least the sentiments of utopianism, predomi- 
nutcd in the United States during the Presidencies 
of \Voodro\v \\’ikon and Franklin Roosevelt. It is 
apparent from their thought and actions that these 
men nere guided in large measure both by the utop- 
ian aversion to power politics, and by the utopian 
fi i i t l i  in institutional arrangements and the capacity 
of nations to subordinate their interests to the com- 
mon good of mankind. The testimony of histor). re- 
garhng the failure of IVilson’s and Roosevelt’s ef- 
forts to overcome the evils of Lvorld affairs in this 
century though institutional arrangements is e\+ 
dent. 

I n  tlie esposition of the Catholic view of \vorld 
:iff airs the utopian’s premises and conclusions were 
implicitly or explicitly evaluated and found want- 
ing. I-lo\i-ever, i t  should be noted that Wilson, Roose- 
vclt :ind academic utopians properly stress an idea 
\vliich is at least akin to the principle of tlie inter- 
x~itional common good, and they also have a valid 
conccption of the need for the pursuit of justice as 
\vel1 IS the nmrow search for national security 
among the nations of the world. Nevertheless, the 
utopian \.ic\v of foreign policy is vitiated by its neg- 
lect of otlier factors \r.liich ;we essential to n sound 
conception of international politics. First, utopian- 
ism is overly optimistic regarding human nature, 
and blind to the necessity of a return to moral law. 
Second, this school places excessive faith in rational 
institiition building ns ;I means of channeling n;itionnl 
;Ictions in the direction of the common good of man- 
kind. Third, utopianism is unmindful of the virhie 
of prudence, and neglects the  necessity of e\filluat- 
ing alternative foreign policies in the light of pre- 
vailing circumstances, in terms of the “art of the 
possible.’’ 

In tlie I x t  mals is ,  utopianism is based on the 
so-called Enliglitenment notions of the goodness and 
pcrfectibilit). of man, ineyitable progress, and tlie 
bclicf that rational institutions can transform man 
and intcrnntional relations. These premises are still 
ilcccptcd by n i m v  American statesmen, scholars and 
publicists, -in sp:te of the philosophical rei’olution 
in the natural sciences, the cult of irrationalism in 
niucli of contemporary ps?*chology and sociology, 
and the tragic events of the hventieth centur\’. 
The liars11 judgments pronounced by hiorgentha;, 
St~ausz-Hupt, Possony and others on the illusions 
and tlic consequences of utopian thoright and prilc- 
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tice in American foreign. policy from Wilson to 
Franklin Roosevelt and beyond are difficult to chal- 
lenge. Utopianism must be criticized not only for 
its philosophical vacuity, but for the failure of its 
political exponents even to safeguard the narrow 
national interest of the United States in their pur- 
suit of perfectionism. 

George Kennan and Hans hlorgenthau are per- 
haps the leading American spokesmen for the cur- 
rently fashionable realist philosophy of world &airs. 
As utopian thought was a reaction to the doctrines 
of Theodore Roosevelt and Alfred Mahan, so an- 
other fomi of realism has arisen in response to the 
demonstrated intellectual and practical weaknesses 
of utopianism. The thought of the realists can be 
summarized as follows: the realist sees the struggle 
for national power as the fundamental factor in in- 
ternational relations. He  views political conflict as 
an  inevitable state of affairs, the result of man’s in- 
stinctive drive for power and influence. According 
ly, the realist is skeptical, and even contemptuous, 
of attempts to overcome or lessen international con- 
flict by appeals to principle or through international 
law and organization. He believes that if power con- 
flicts can be mitigated at all, they can, in Robert 
Osgood’s words, “’be mitigated ody by balancing a 
power against power and by cultivating a circum- 
spect diplomacy that linows the uses of force and 
the threat of force as indispensable instruments of 
national policy.” 
a 

George Kennan has been less concerned with out- 
lining a philosophy of realism than in laying bare 
the illusions of utopianism, and considering and sug- 
gesting general and specific courses of action for 
the United States. Hans hlorgenthau has perhaps 
devoted more attention to elaborating the principles 
of the latest form of political realism than any other 
contemporary writer, and he has thus become a s)mi- 
bo1 as \vel1 as prime esample of this school-and a 
tarset for those who xvould criticize it. I have al- 
reiicl>. noted that hiorgentliau believes that the 
“main sign-post that helps political realism to find 
its \vay through the landscape of international pol- 
itics is the concept of interest defined in temis of 
pouw.” hforgenthau is careful to point out tliat 
“realism does not endow its key concept of interest 
defined as poirer with a meaning that is fised once 
and for 311.. . Political realism does not asstme that 
the contemporary con& tions under which foreign 
policy operates, with their estreme instabilih and 
eL*er present threat of large-scale violence, cannot 
be changed.” For he suggests that if the conditions 
of relative stabilit). and peaceful conflict \vhich are 
found in the United States can be duplicated on 
the international scene, then similar conditions of 
relative h m o n y  can prevail in the realm of \xrorld 
affairs. 



Morgenthau does not believe that the nation-statc 
system is a permanent feature of international rela- 
tions. He is aware that the state system is a product 
of a particular historical development, and that as 
such it will in time give way to  some different mode 
or modes of political organization. But “as long as 
the world is politically organized into nations, the 
national interest is indeed the last word in intcrna- 
tional politics.” Given the division of the world into 
many political societies, the national interest is not 
only the valid guide to foreign policy making, but 
has indeed a “moral dignity.” 

In his Scientific Man us. Porccr Politics, hlorgen- 
thau indicts the philosophy of the Enlightenment 
and the scientific approach to human problems 
\vhich stems from the rationalist heritage. He also 
indicates his basic approach to man and the uni- 
verse in this little discussed volume. Perhaps tlie 
apparent acceptance of realism by some American 
Catholic thinkers stems from his attack on the foun- 
dations of political utopianism, and from the belief 
that hforgenthnu sliares or a t  least approximates the 
traditional i f  not the specifically Catholic \$e\\* of 
the nature of man ‘and politics. hlorgenthau writes 
that a 

re-examination of political philosophy and politics 
must start with the assumption that power politics, 
rooted in the lust for power which is common to all 
men, is for this reason inseparable from social life 
itself. . . To the degree in which the essence and aim 
of politics is power over man, politics is evil; for i t  
is to this degree that it degrades man to a means for 
other men. .  . Politics is a struggle for power over 
men, and whatever its ultimate aim may  be, power 
is its immediate goal and the modes of acquiring. 
niainta’ining, and demonstrating i t  determine the tech- 
nique of political action. 

According to hiorgenthau, there is no possibility of 
ot-ercoming the conflict of politics and ethics, and 
iidoption of a tragic vien, of life is reconimendctl. 

If it is true that the study of intcrnationitl rela- 
tions behvcen the hvo \fvorld \vars \\.;is too much 
taken up  with the areas of Ia\v and orgrtnization 
and construction of utopias, then it is also truc thnt 
the post-1945 revival of realism has given too niucl~ 
consideration to power politics to  the neglect of in- 
ternational ethics and the effort to apply nntural 
Inn- principles to the particular circumstances of 
our time. Students of world itffi1irs ha\re simplv 
s\r.ung from one extreme to the other in approacli- 
ing their subject. The realists are too preoccupied 
\vith die “is,” while the utopians remain too tnken 
\ r r i t h  the “ought.” 

I t  is evident from the exposition of the trndition,il 
Catholic philosophy of international relations ab0t.e. 
and from \Valdemar Gurian’s essay on the necessity 
for including both ethics and empirical anal!+ i n  

the study .of world politics, that Morgenthau’s renl- 
ism is. like utopianism, a one-sided approach to the 
field. Arnold IVolfers has rightly asserted that ‘“to 
say that the field of international politics is reserved 
for selfishness, brutality, self-righteousness or iinre- 
strained ambition for power is not only cynical but  
manifestly unrealistic.” The realist distorts reality 11s 

much as did the utopians. 
hforgenthau has repeatedly affirmed his belief i t 1  

universal principles, and lie has been i1 courageous 
critic of moral shortcominp in American life. But 
this should not blind the student of international rela- 
tions to tlie fact that he also insists upon the “moral 
dignity” of the national interest in a manner which 
is 11~1Idlv compatible with the natural Ia\v. Drspite 
lip-serivice to nioral principles, nowhere in the \{Tit- 
ings of the contemporary realists can one find any 
expression of the principles of the international com- 
mon good; of the mornl obligation of all n. ‘1 t’ ions, 
;ind particularly of the Great Powers, for the pur- 
suit of pence, freedom and justice as well ;IS the 
search for national security; and of the need for :t 

return to natural law as the necessary condition of 
a transformation of international relations. 

h.iorgenthau makes much of the idea of the 

autonomy of the political sptiere against its subver- 
sion by other modes of thought . , . intellectually, the 
political realist maintains the autonomy of the po- 
litical sphere, as the economist, the lawyer, the mor- 
alist maintain theirs. He thinks in terms of interest 
defined as power, as the econoniist thinks in tcrnis of 
interest defined as wealth; the lawyer. of the con- 
formity of action with legal rules; the moralist, of 
the conformity of action with moral principles. 

Such ;i separation of “politicnl nliln’’ and “moral 
Inan’’ is not compatible with’ Catholic thought, for 
iis hlessner Iius pointed out, 

a positivist theory of the state misjudges its own sci- 
entific competence i f  i t  proclaims as a principle the 
separation of politics md morality. Such ;L theory of 
statesmanship is unrcal not only bccausc it closes its 
cyes to m ininicnsc region of spiritual reality, that 
of niorality and law, but also bccause i t  conics in to  
confiict with tho deeper necessities of hunian nature 
and so must not only fail eventually as a guidc to 
statecraft but must lead to tragic hunian frustration. 
Thcrc is indeed no scicntific mcthocl by which to 
justify hiachiavellianisni, i.c., the principle of the 
autonomy of politics i~ix-~z-vix nioralit>f. 

Ho\ve\.er onc mrty feel that utopinnisni and the 
populnr ,4mcrican tradition of optimism stcniniinq 
from the Enlightenment fall short as stmdnrds OLf 
tliouglit and action, it is not necessary to accept 
hiorgcnthau’s contention flitit “undecided conflict” 
and “frustration, defe:it and ruin” in hiininn affairs 
niake tlie development of a tragic sense of life psy- 
cfiologicrtlly and philosophicnlly advisable. The no- 
tion of tragic guilt ;IS inevitably associated with po- 
litical action appeals to a sentiment \r.hich m:iy huve 
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possessed a certain justification in ancient tragedy. 
But tlie idca cannot be regarded by man’s devel- 
oped consciousness as a solution of ethical problems 
even in the political sphere. It must be concluded 
tliat neither hlorgenthau’s conception of man and 
the universe nor his view of ethics and politics is 
compatible \vith traditionalist philosophy or a worthy 
p i d c  to forcign policy makers. 

Realism as advocated by hlorgendiau, particular- 
Iv in  his earlier H’ork, is as guilty as utopian thought 
i f  ignoring the iduence of natural law in histor),, 
m d  the nccessib for statesmen and peoples alike to 
iittcmpt to refleit ethics in their public and private 
li\.cs. Realism has doubtless done much to correct 

the “mirages“ of utopianism in American thought 
and action. But it has also blunted some valid ele- 
ments in the historic American sense of mission. 

As a standard of thought and philosophy, realism 
as well as utopianism must be said to be deficient 
in that balanced and judicious blending of ideals 
and interests which must be at the heart of any truly 
ethical and practical policy. ‘Of course foreign pol- 
icy in practice will not always correspond to gen- 
eral statements of principle, for it must also be 
based on considerations of the national interest. 
Both realism and utopianism must be said to have 
been judged and found wanting as “standards of 
thought” and guides to American foreign policy. 

d e r  voices 

THE JUST CAUSE OF THE JUST WAR 

I n  its issuc of April I4 The Nation priblislics a mi- 
sidcratiori by Tlicodorc R o r z k  of the “Dileintna of 
t l ic  ‘ l u s t  \\‘ar.’” Excerpts from tliis article are rc- 
p i n t a 1  bclorc. 

For the \vast number-of Christians, war, in our own 
time as in tlic time of the Emperor Constantine, has 
been subject to ;I Jus t  IVar analysis. This is the doc- 
trine that, in one fomi or another, is most apt to 
iippcar in the v:irious official statements of groups 
like the National Coiincil of the Churches of Christ, 
or the Ii’orld Council of Churches. It is die doctrine 
that lending Christian thinkers are using. to pick 
tlieir tlirougli the complexities of thermonuclear 
n x .  

I n  tlic sixteen years sincc Hiroshinia, what in- 
sizlits m d  moral directives have they wrung from 
tlic Just \\‘iir doctrine? 

Tlic doctrine-as it comes down from St. Thomas 
:~cluin;is-clcfines the Just \Var by WO provisos: it 
is a \v,ir fought (1) for a just cause, and ( 2 )  b y  
permissible mcnns. 

First, tlie problem of the just cause. The difficulty 
O i i s  riiiscs is ciciite obiious: Iio\v are \ve to deciclc 
\\~liicli eiicniy in ;i \var lias justice on his side? \\%at 
arc1 the criteria for deciding, and who is to apply 
tlicin? Contemporaw Just I\‘m theorists arc quick to 
o l i s c n ~  that, in this’ imperfect world, we cannot ex- 
pect the simplicity of a black-and-wliite nioral 
clioice. In applying the doctrine, we must be satis- 
fied jvitli a mere “margin.of justice.” One does not 

choose between the angels and devils, but behveen 
tlie greater and lesser devils. 

This may refine the problem, but it does not elim- 
inate it. \\[e must still know on which side the mar- 
gin of justice lies. Following the last war, Pope Pius 
X I  offered Catholics at least one criterion: he un- 
conditionally condemned the initiation of war. Re- 
gardless of the cause, he denied the rights of self- 
redress by armed aggression. Apparently Reinhold 
Niebuhr has worked to a sindar position. In 1955, 
he concluded, “Although oppression was never more 
abhorrent to die Cllristian conscience . . . the con- 
cept of a Just IVar does not provide moral jusaca-  
tion for initiating a war of incalculable consequences 
to end such oppression.”’ 

\\!hen history offers us situations like the Anglo- 
French invasion of Suez, this Criterion is easily ap- 
plied. But unhappily, aggression is not always so 
clear-cut. If American and East German troops 
should clash along the Autobahn tomorrow, which 
would be the “aggressors”? Who are the aggressors 
in I’ietnam or Laos? Does the Castro regime in 
Cuba represent-as the phrase goes-“communist ag- 
gression against the If’estem Hemisphere”? Is a pre- 
emptiive nuclear strike aggression? 

Further, the Pope’s position would seem to parii- 
lyze any response to a fait accompli. That is, if com- 
munist forces had succeeded in overrunning South 
Korea rapidly enough in 1950, apparently any effort 
on our part to liberate the country would have been 
unjust. In situations like this-and we are confronted 
by many of them all over the world today-wars of 
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