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Idealism vs. Realism. In order for us to be able to differentiate between idealism and realism, we must first have a
thorough understanding of the two terms. Idealism is when you envision or see things in an ideal or perfect manner.

Toynbee , Lester Pearson and David Davies. Idealism is centered on the notion that states are rational actors
capable of ensuring lasting peace and security rather than resorting to war. Idealism is also marked by the
prominent role played by international law and international organizations in its conception of policy
formation. One of the most well-known tenets of modern idealist thinking is democratic peace theory , which
holds that states with similar modes of democratic governance do not fight one another. Idealism transcends
the left - right political spectrum. Idealists can include both human rights campaigners traditionally, but not
always, associated with the left and American neoconservatism which is usually associated with the right.
Moral principle, constitutionalism, and faith in God were among the prerequisites for alleviating human strife.
While he interpreted international law within such a brittle, moral cast, Wilson remained remarkably
insensitive to new and changing social forces and conditions of the 20th century. He expected too much justice
in a morally brutal world which disregarded the self-righteous resolutions of parliaments and statesmen like
himself. Diplomatic historian Walter Russell Mead has explained: He called for a world made safe democracy,
this was organized around political, economic and social standards. These principles were stated in his point
peace program. Wilson thought of this program as an American commitment to show man kind the way of
liberty. The idea was that if democracy could be widespread peace and prosperity would prevail. Wilson may
not have gotten everything he wanted at Versailles , and his treaty was never ratified by the Senate, but his
vision and his diplomacy, for better or worse, set the tone for the twentieth century. France , Germany , Italy ,
and Britain may have sneered at Wilson, but every one of these powers today conducts its European policy
along Wilsonian lines. What was once dismissed as visionary is now accepted as fundamental. This was no
mean achievement, and no European statesman of the twentieth century has had as lasting, as benign, or as
widespread an influence. American foreign relations since have rested on Wilsonian idealism, says historian
David Kennedy, even if adjusted somewhat by the "realism" represented by Franklin Delano Roosevelt and
Henry Kissinger. Kennedy argues that every president since Wilson has "embraced the core precepts of
Wilsonianism. However, subsequent theories of international relations would draw elements from Wilsonian
Idealism when constructing their world views. Cognizant of the failures of Idealism to prevent renewed
isolationism following World War II, and its inability to manage the balance of power in Europe to prevent the
outbreak of a new war, liberal thinkers devised a set of international institutions based on rule of law and
regularized interaction. These international organizations, such as the United Nations and the NATO , or even
international regimes such as the Bretton Woods system , and General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade GATT
, were calculated both to maintain a balance of power as well as regularize cooperation between nations.
However, it differs in that it is less wedded to the importance of preserving international institutions and
treaties while pursuing assertive or aggressive stances which it deems morally worthy, and is willing to use
force or the threat of force, unilaterally if necessary, to push for its goals.
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L ike political realism, idealism, since at least the time of English philosopher John Locke (), has also profoundly shaped
the way many politicians and theorists in the West think about international relations and world politics. Perhaps the
chief difference between the two ideologies is ontological.

On the contrary, it seeks to demonstrate that the essentially contested and ambiguous nature of international
relations as an academic subject is in large measure disguised by the innate sense of vocation exhibited by the
majority of its modern practitioners and students. There is a thriving industry of theoretical surveys, and
state-of-the-art assessments, in IR, to which I have no desire to contribute. Rather, this book argues that we
cannot begin to make sense of the mood of crisis and uncertainty that has defined IR as a modern subject until
we recognize the utter futility of adopting evaluative standards of disciplinary well-being developed in and for
other fields. Consensus is neither a necessary nor desirable ingredient for intellectual progress, nor do
disagreements about which substantive aspects of international politics to study, or why we should study them,
preclude talking about IR as a coherent subject. Despite their evident complexity, theoretical accounts of
international political life have always tended to bifurcate along a simple idealistrealist axis of contention. Yet
idealism and realism are not competing perspectives within the discipline, so much as fundamental,
ineradicable faultlines that run under it; since the time of Thucydides at least, these philosophical divisions
have rendered up competing conceptions of the subject, its theorization, and what if anything constitutes
theoretical and substantive progress. This era, characterized by its recognition of the need to balance
theoretical and practical ambitions for world politics against its seemingly immutable realities, could not have
been better attuned to the requirements of the debutante discipline of IR. This still pervasive but mistaken
view betrays the genuine misgiving characteristic of this age, and particularly pronounced in the works of
Hans Morgenthau and E. Since the s IR debate has been preoccupied with the issue of theoretical pluralism
but, still partly blinded by the failing light of positivist mono-science, its participants have been more inclined
to peer nervously toward a distant and unknown future than able properly to apprehend a more familiar, less
threatening, past. A number of people contributed directly or indirectly to this book and I take pleasure in
thanking them. I would like to begin by thanking the anonymous reviewers for their advice and criticism, and
the very helpful and patient editorial staff at Routledge. It is not every project, I suspect, that manages to
involve three editorial assistants. I regret having taken so long, but could not have wished for three more
understanding, professional assistants along the way. Special thanks to Helen Skelton, whose preparation of
the proofs could not have been better, or more professionally, done. A big thanks also to my colleague Darryl
Jarvis, whose feedback, insight and conversation over the past several years has been invaluable. Thanks as
well to Chris Brown for his thoughtful comments on an early version of chapter five, and to Kal Holsti for
encouraging me to seek out a publisher for the views expressed here, many of which were formed under his
guidance at the University of British Columbia. I am glad to acknowledge the advice and assistance of these
individuals, but hasten to add that any remaining errors or weaknesses are entirely my own. I would also like
to thank my Arts One colleagues at UBC for encouraging me to see this project through despite the many
demands and distractions of our shared vocation. Special thanks to Mark Glouberman whose humor and
conversation is infinitely better than his instant coffee. Finally, I take great pleasure in thanking my best friend
Marie for her patience, unconditional support, technical advice and assistance, and for putting up with a
partner whose attention and time over the past several years has been distracted at best. This book is dedicated
to our dearest little Amelia Bea, whose arrival during its formation posed special challenges, but could not
have been more welcome. Chris Brown No intellectual field today suffers more from the ambiguity of its
subject matter, or the contestability of its theories, than International Relations. By most accounts, this malaise
is of recent outset, coming on the heels of many decades even centuries of intellectual well-being. Long before
its modern exponents proclaimed IR a distinct and selfstanding discipline, its essential actors, patterns,
elements, and issues had been identified, and its key precepts enshrined. Paradoxically, however, the
seemingly timeless characteristics of international relations can be taken as evidence for two almost wholly
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contradictory views about the subject. Such is the paradoxical depiction of IR generated by Realist
commentators who, despite a precipitous falling off in their official membership, continue strongly to
influence thinking about the subject, particularly in North America. Because this impasse is a product of
assumptions about the subject and how best to study it , getting beyond it means getting beyond the
self-limiting terms of the debates that to date have exercised a virtual monopoly on how to think about IR. But
the conventional wisdom that IR exists as an autonomous discipline is so firmly entrenched that any attempt to
question its status as a social science constitutes a form of theoretical heresy. Even while Realist assumptions
are decried as morally repugnant or anachronistic, the largely Realist attempt to found a discipline on a search
for patterns of behavior among states in a condition of anarchy is treated widely as the benchmark of the
discipline. That IR no longer reflects its once impressive level of consensus about the basic criteria and
procedures for theorizing obviously matters but, in an important sense, it is also irrelevant. What matters most
is that the evaluative standard for measuring and assessing the state of the discipline remains rooted in
conventional perceptions. Virtually everyone now acknowledges that IR is in a state of turmoil, but how and
why it came about, and its implications for the study of international relations, are matters of intense dispute.
This view is premised on the sensible proviso that there is nothing intrinsically valuable about the intellectual
diversity so much in evidence in contemporary discourse about international relations. On the other hand,
however, it must be asked whether there is anything intrinsically valuable about consensus or conformity? Is it
not evident, for example, that conventional views about IR precisely because they are conventional derive
their intellectual authority merely from established practices and expectations? If IR is a science, it is certainly
no more rooted in fact than pre-Galilean astronomy. Of particular concern is a marked tendency towards two
mutually exclusive, and equally lamentable, dispositions about the subject: The modern attempt to mold the
study of IR into an organized academic field modeled exclusively on natural scientific methods has created a
truncated, self-validating conception of discipline that has itself been closed to scrutiny. This development has
not merely amplified the sense of crisis engendered by the belated arrival of the postmodern assault on
Enlightenment-inspired versions of science, but robbed an already beleaguered body of students of a full and
accurate understanding of their intellectual heritage. The study of international relations, like social-political
theory in general, is inherently dependent on multiple intellectual traditions. This basic reality cannot be
ignored or wished away without serious distortion. The dualistic character of international thought is well
documented and most consistently captured and described via reference to the competing traditions of
idealism and realism. What is not adequately understood or demonstrated in the usual deployment of these
labels, however, is the unbridgeable width of the philosophical gulf that separates their underlying
constructions of international politics. On the contrary, swayed again by their penchant for one-worldism at
both the political and methodological level, modern adherents of IR have tended to view the idealist-realist
dichotomy as a serious axis of contention, but one easily reconciled to a unitary conception of discipline. This
book challenges the wisdom and utility of the modern disciplinary construction of the idealism-realism debate
in international relations. It argues for a return to the classical idea, popularized by E. Carr, and other
important contributors to the earliest development of the modern discipline, that idealism and realism are
fundamentally at odds with one another, and cannot be reconciled in theory or practice. It argues that the clash
between idealists and realists is an ontological foundation predicated on conflicting assessments of human
nature and the possibilities for, and appropriate conceptions of, progress in international relations. The
idealist-realist debate is generally regarded as the most central and long-standing feature of the international
relations discourse. As Roger Spegele suggests, the idealist-realist debate revolves around a what-question:
This is a philosophical question involving a critical evaluation not merely of the nature of international
relations, but of what constitutes reliable knowledge about it. A question of this sort cannot be definitively
answeredâ€”it can only be asked, endlessly if need be. The contingency of a theory of international relations is
no argument against its necessity, but does militate against the sort of consensus required for a discipline
modeled on the natural sciences. Yet commentators have continually disagreed over the same, or similar,
points, placing themselves into one of two broad camps, idealist or realist. The former tends to look past the
seemingly permanent realities of international politics in order to emphasize volition and imagination as
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necessary and potential forces for progress, normatively defined. These competing orientations create a lively
and fertile tension on which international relations theorizing, outside the straightjacket of discipline at least,
has always flourished. It is to a conception of idealism and realism in this customary sense that this book
returns. This book differs from other theoretically inclined works in its identification of two, rather than the
usual three or more, dominant discourses in IR. This is because its emphasis is not on science in the usual
sense and thus not on paradigms within IR but on what it means to conceive of international relations as a
coherent academic subject. The persistent identification of competing idealist and realist constructions of
international politics throughout its practice and study suggests that it is neither a science or a non-science in
any conventional sense, but a subject with a character unique to itself. It is common practice to capitalize these
and other perceived paradigms within the discipline, a practice continued here for the sake of disentangling
approaches within IR from conceptions of the subject per se. Thus, large-I-idealism and large-Rrealism refers
always to idealist and realist thought in their self-limiting guise as IR paradigms. These paradigmatic
constructions are familiar enough, but bear repeating here, since exposing the limitations of this form of
taxonomy is one of the primary objectives of this book. For Realists, the state is a unitary and rational actor,
whose interactions with other states are of primary interest, and tend to be conflictual because they occur
under anarchic conditions. For Idealists, a desire and commitment to overcome the conditions of real conflicts,
or perceived injustices, in world politics is a possibly sufficient condition for change. Idealism and realism are
thus transformed from deep, mutually constitutive, philosophical currents which inhabit every attempt to
conceive international relations and predate and render problematic its namesake discipline into crude and
lusterless caricatures. IR theorists are forced to be either Realists or Idealists, and to cloak themselves in the
drab apparel of their respective school. Though other paradigms may, of course, be identified, the important
point is the exclusionary, and conflictual, nature of IR debates. While the pattern of professionalization in the
discipline has essentially followed this pattern, it marks an intellectual false step in its departure from the
traditional tendency to conceive of international politics in genuinely competing ways. In the case of Idealism
and Realism, the politicization of these ostensibly heuristic categories leaves us less with an appreciation for
the philosophical duality of the subject, than crude distortions largely divorced from intellectual reality. Before
proceeding to a more detailed statement of the aims, method, and organization of this study it is useful in this
period of rapid change in international relations and its theories to make some effort at situating this book, and
defending it from possible objections or misunderstandings. First, what follows is only incidentally a
commentary on the present state of the field and, as such, makes no pretense to furnish a comprehensive
overview of its various theories. Because other disciplinary overviews have tended to define IR tautologically
as pretty much synonymous with what most of its principally Realist practitioners and theorists have had to
say , and because the primary aim of this work is to help locate the criteria via which the status of the subject
can more accurately be assessed, state of the art thinking in IR is in an important sense premature. Second, I
am well aware that the attempt to found, or refound, anything in these antifoundational times may strike many
as a curiously outdated practice. To the extent that these potential critics are also prone to regard the
increasingly relativistic nature of IR theory as something worth celebrating for its own sake, I am unperturbed
by these anticipated INTRODUCTION 7 objections, since anything short of universal deconstruction is not
likely to win their approval, or even attract their attention. To those who share my belief that it is possible, and
desirable, to think harder about IR without throwing it out the window, but who might nevertheless regard
much of what follows as arcane and outdated, I can only reply that much of what follows reflects issues of
concern to a sizable chunk of the IR community. That many of the more mainstream commentators discussed
in this study are likely vigorously to reject its conclusions and might in any case regard it as a digressive
rumination is support enough for its broad aims. Third, if I focus more on how best to understand the world of
international relations rather than its increasingly contested set of realities per se, I do so out of the conviction
that I am not consciously promoting a preferred conception of the subject in order to further a particular
political aim, but a conception of the subject that I think best reflects its composition. While I share the
apprehension that something is amiss in a field when there is more investigation of its investigators that its
actual subject matter, that something is amiss in IR as presently conceived is precisely my point. Under such
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conditions there is little to be gained by denial, cognitive dissonance, or indifference. The absence of
agreement over what to study or how to study it does not make the multiple realities of international relations
any less compelling, but surely a reasonably clear and explicit articulation of what constitutes a discipline of
IR is logically prior to any intelligible discussion of its subject matter. Another possible objection to this study
is that IR is over. After all, if Francis Fukuyama can proclaim nothing less momentous than the end of history,
is it not possible that the central issues of international relations and thus its theories will simply evaporate, or
become less and less connected to traditional security problems Fukuyama ; Mueller ? What is bad news for
IR is good news for the planet, however, since it implies that the problem of war at least on a large
international scale will have been solved Holsti , There are two basic and compelling reasons why this
potential objection should not be taken seriously. First, the perceived disutility of war between advanced
industrial states may not reflect an increasingly global ideology, so much as the increasingly global spread of
Western, and predominantly Anglo-American, consumer values. It is not IR that is or should be perceived as
over, but a selflimiting conception of the subject that defines so many of its legitimate concerns as outside our
purview. None of this is to suggest that IR should be conceived as comprising whatever issues we feel are
personally compelling. This is an obvious recipe for chaos and self-indulgence and antithetic to anything
resembling a community of scholars. But the need for boundaries should not be used as a mechanism for
guarding the disciplinary gate; taxonomic rigor should be accompanied by an open mind. Is it reasonable, for
example, that transnational corporations should be treated as theoretically uninteresting when they have the
power to improve, disrupt, or destroy the lives of so many people, and on a global scale, simply on the
grounds that none to date have achieved territorial sovereignty or mustered armies? The point, then, is that
there continues to be a valid ontological distinction between what we can broadly term the international and
domestic spheres, but that many of the more compelling international issues can be found in what were once
regarded as areas peripheral to the field. International theory is not fated to disappear, though it is fated to be
more inclusive. It is possible, of course, to get hung up on issues of disciplinary status. Whether or not, to
what extent, and on what conditions, IR can be said to exist as an autonomous subject is ultimately secondary
to the problem that things of tremendous significance are going on in the world around us. But if drawing
boundaries around a subject can create disciplinary straightjackets, the failure to do so is a recipe for chaos,
self-gratification, faddism, reinvention, and a complete rejection of everything we ever thought we knew about
knowledge. But it is possible to reject this radical skepticism without falling back on the equally extreme
claim that every answer to our problems will be delivered by science and rationality. The decline of the
positivist-empiricist orthodoxy in IR has opened the field to new or rather previously alien ways of conceiving
of social and political thought; it would be a shame if this old orthodoxy were merely replaced by a new
exclusionary dogma. This book is conceived as a search for a plausible alternative conception of IR to
anything presently on offer.

Page 5

5 ORCHESTRATING REALISM AND IDEALISM pdf
3: Idealism in international relations - Wikipedia
Idealism and realism are thus transformed from deep, mutually constitutive, philosophical currents which inhabit every
attempt to conceive international relations (and predate and render problematic its namesake discipline) into crude and
lusterless caricatures.

The Realism vs Idealism Discourse Introduction Among other characteristics, it is in the nature of science to
develop and operate within the framework of theory. Both realists and idealists present different pictures of
international relations, one real and another ideal. However, the international relations has over the years
reflected both paradigms. Theories of Realism and Idealism Concept of Theory Theory is a model which
attempts to structure and explain the political interactions. Spanier argues that theory is meant to develop a
device to comprehend and explain the international system thereby paving the way for imposing order and
meaning on the complexities of international relations Oladunde J. Idealism Idealism is fundamentally peace
oriented. This is partly because of the move away from the claim that conflictual human behavior is inert.
Idealism gets a fertile ground on the fact that in political science the purpose is not irrelevant to the
investigation and separate from it but it is itself one of the facts. Purpose and analysis become part and parcel
of the single process as Carr argues. He further holds that political science is the science not only of what is
but of what ought to be Carr, , pp. This is a very typical capture by Carr of the theory of idealism. Idealism is
propelled towards an envisioned model to which the system should conform just as we see in the many
regional blocs in the world today for instance the AU. Political sciences can never wholly emancipate
themselves from utopianism and the political scientist is apt to linger for a longer initial period in the utopian
stage of development Carr, , p. This shows how important the theory of Idealism is. In fact, we realize that it is
extremely hard and even impossible to run the system without having in mind the ideal image of what you
want the system to be. The visions made by different actors for instance the U. This kind of a maxim removes
hypothesis because it is categorical and demanding. This makes the Idealistic theory to focus on the
envisioned peaceful co-existence in the international system. The efforts made by the international human
rights organization such Amnesty International are exemplar. Realism Realism places its emphasis on the
acceptance of facts and on the analysis of their causes and consequences. This is a theory which so much
dwells on power struggle. The anarchical state of the international system preoccupies this theory. For the
realists therefore, what is necessary is the Hobbesian kind of envisioned Leviathan to control the situation. The
Realists further, argue that there is need for the accumulation of power in order to ensure world peace. The
justification is that when an actor becomes militarily powerful it will deter others from attacking it and if all
are perceived to be powerful then no one attacks the other because of this kind of fear. This kind of thought
can be clearly seen in what happened in arms race especially during the cold war whereby U. Even in the
contemporary time acquisition of arms is the order of the day, only recently did Kenya acquire a naval war
ship to boost its armament. The realist theory paints the world as an actual battle ground whereby laws,
morality and liberal principles have no place. International peace for them can only be assured by balance of
power. We realize that the interests of this superpower are always being perpetuated despite the protest of
minor powers. Kenneth Waltz however, criticized the uni-polar system. For him, world peace can only be
ensured by a bi-polar system. His argument could be tenable because history has shown that during the cold
war there were fewer conflicts in the world than after. However, in , the U. The question is therefore whether
we could still agree with Waltz that the bi-polar system is better than the uni-polar system. Realism seems to
take the upper hand because of the variables at the systemic level of analysis, anarchy being the key one. In
the world characterized by anarchy it almost becomes impossible for any world leader to avoid being realistic,
for instance Bill Clinton who is idealistic was actually very vocal in criticizing China for violations of human
rights but after ascending to the presidency, he actually had to embrace realistic policies for the sake of the US
economic interest in China Rourke, , p. The need for survival which is at the heart of any given state cannot
grant any lee way for any given state to escape the bands of Realism, no wonder we are seeing several states
involved in the Somalia conflict each with its own interests. Both Theories are reflected in Contemporary
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International Relations After having looked at these two theories something is vivid and this is the fact that
contemporary international relations actually reflect both paradigms. These two theories are more
complimentary than contradictory. It is always wise to avoid the extremes. Both Realism and Idealism should
not be taken in their respective extremes whereby the complete realist unconditionally accepting the causal
sequence of events will deprive himself of the possibility of changing reality and on the other hand, the
complete idealist, by rejecting the causal sequence, will deprive himself of the possibility of understanding
either the reality which he is seeking to change or the process by which it can be changed. In this case the
characteristic vice of the utopian will be naivety and that of the realist will be sterility Brown, , pp. Healthy
thought should strive to establish a balance between what is ideal and what is real, between free will and
determinism. Mature thought combines purpose with observation and analysis. Through the theories of
Realism and Idealism these two factors are warranted thus giving political science the richness that it
possesses Brown, , p. Both theories are therefore not only important but also necessary in the international
relations. The operation of the system has actually demonstrated both paradigms in the history and
development of world politics. The idealist fixing his eyes in the future thinks in terms of creativity and the
realist rooted in the past, thinks in terms of causality Brown, , p. Conclusion No theory can possibly cover
everything comprehensively; however, if a theory ignores a key variable or issue that theory will fail to
capture the true complexity of international relations. Determining which feature should be emphasized is
controversial because certain questions are more interesting to some than to others Kegley, Wittkopf, , p. For
instance gender was not captured by main stream theories of Realism and Idealism but as we may realize this
is a very powerful variable today. The interplay between both theories is necessary and of great importance in
the international relations sphere because none of them can claim monopoly. International relations theory
new normative approach. Perennial, Harper Collins Publishers. International politics on the world stage 6th
edition. Theory of international politics.
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Get the Flash Player to see this content. To this I answer simply: I decline with thanks the communion of the
faithful. I prefer freedom of thought. Example, Rising-to-the-occasion versus Purpose-driven. Imagine that
you were a young man in a large family and your father suddenly died at an early age. You leave school and
get a job to support the family and you give support also to the friends and relatives in the extended family
that your father had supported. Imagine also, an observer who knows nothing of this. Who is simply a
scientifically-minded observer of dynamics including human behaviour. It happens that he observes you and
your daily routines and your behaviour in general. In his scientific reports he writes about your very
determined and purposeful actions, your intelligence and knowledge and your commitment to get the job
done. In comparing these two views of the same dynamic behaviour, we note the following; Science gives the
purpose-driven view. This experiential view is one in which a hole has been blown in a web of
spatial-relations and the animative sourcing of your behaviour derives from the hole in the spatial-relations or
the transforming dynamic of the relational space you share inclusion in. You did not choose to be included in
the web of relations you found yourself in, this web seemed to have been evolving on its own and you
emerged within it, and it nurtured you and your brothers and sisters and a major source of nurturance suddenly
ceased; i. One thing is clear. It imputes the animative sourcing of your behaviour to reside within you, not
outside of you, where it is in your actual sensory experience. This is because the scientific observer is framing
your actions in notional absolute space and absolute time, rather than by your inclusion in a web of spatial
relations. What is going on here? It is no doubt because there are different souls and that we cannot change
anything in these souls. There is therefore no hope of seeing harmony established between the pragmatists
[-idealists] and the Cantorians [-realists]. Men do not agree because they do not speak the same language, and
there are languages which cannot be learned. Let us go further and study more closely the conditions which
have assisted the development of mathematical physics. We recognise at the outset the efforts of men of
science have always tended to resolve the complex phenomenon given directly by experiment into a very large
number of elementary phenomena, and that in three different ways. First, with respect to time. Instead of
embracing in its entirety the progressive development of a phenomenon, we simply try to connect each
moment with the one immediately preceding. We admit that the present state of the world only depends on the
immediate past, without being directly influenced, so to speak, by the recollection of a more distant past.
Thanks to this postulate, instead of studying directly the whole succession of phenomena, we may confine
ourselves to writing down its differential equation; for the laws of Kepler we substitute the law of Newton.
The web of spatial relations that Jean Valjean found himself included in, called to him to go out and find some
bread to feed starving children, but in scientific view of inspector Javert and the Judge, the animative sourcing
for his actions could be computed by taking the difference between the present view where Jean Valjean is
running down the road with a loaf of bread and the view in the immediate past where the loaf of bread was
lying on the counter in the bakery. The opening ocean basin orchestrates and organizes the movement of water
and has it come from all over, streaming towards it to heal its deficiency. See also the Buddhist parable of
wind, flag, mind]. We obtain this concept by referring the dynamics of a sailboater to an absolute space and
absolute time reference frame [x,y,z,t reference frame], ignoring its inclusion in a relational spatial dynamic.
How does this smoke and mirrors game of psychological trickery work? The participants appear to the
scientific observer as local, material things-in-themselves whose animative sourcing is local and internal [as in
the powerboater concept]. Seen as a hub with spokes extending from the centre, the notion is that these are the
radial arms or channels of a directive power. But Mach would say that the people that continually stream into
the busy city along these radial spokes are nurturing the city at the same time as they are taking nurturance
from the city; i. Rather, life seeks primarily to expand itself. This elementary proposition is expressed as a law
of assimilation, a law operative in both the organic and inorganic world. Growth, Rolph argues, is determined
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by a process of diffusion, in which endosmosis predominates over exosmosis. All organic functions, from
nutrition and reproduction right up to evolution, can be explained by, and reduced to, this fundamental
activity; they are not, as most contemporary biologists assumed, a manifestation of the instinct of
self-preservation. As a result, our cultural approach to organization emulates the hub-and-spoke view in which
the animative sourcing is internal, deriving in a mysterious jump-starting, out-of-the-blue fashion, from the
central hub. This is basically a model of monotheist God, the jumpstarting point for actions and ideas.
Sovereignty was â€¦ His earthly replacement. This suggestion is startling because we are used to the western
notion of separation of church and state. The people of the world are increasingly troubled by
centrally-regulated organization. Not by centrally-organized organization per se, as this derives from the
Fiktion that is useful and perhaps necessary, if it is not confused for physical reality. What is increasingly
problematic is that it is being confused for physical reality. Individual are increasingly finding themselves
being caught between a rock and a hard place. Follow any responses to this post through RSS 2. You can leave
a response or trackback from your own site. Leave a Reply You must be logged in to post a comment.
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Appearances and Things in Themselves In the first edition A of the Critique of Pure Reason, published in ,
Kant argues for a surprising set of claims about space, time, and objects: Space and time are merely the forms
of our sensible intuition of objects. They are not beings that exist independently of our intuition things in
themselves , nor are they properties of, nor relations among, such beings. A26, A33 The objects we intuit in
space and time are appearances, not objects that exist independently of our intuition things in themselves.
A37â€”8, A42 We can only cognize objects that we can, in principle, intuit. Consequently, we can only
cognize objects in space and time, appearances. We cannot cognize things in themselves. A Nonetheless, we
can think about things in themselves using the categories A Things in themselves affect us, activating our
sensible faculty A, A I understand by the transcendental idealism of all appearances [Erscheinungen] the
doctrine that they are all together to be regarded as mere representations and not as things in themselves [nicht
als Dinge an sich selbst ansehen], and accordingly that space and time are only sensible forms of our intuition,
but not determinations given for themselves or conditions of objects as things in themselves [als Dinge an sich
selbst]. Are they as Kant sometimes suggests identical to representations, i. If so, does Kant follow Berkeley
in equating bodies objects in space with ideas representations? If not, what are they, and what relation do they
have to our representations of them? What can we say positively about them? What does it mean that they are
not in space and time? How is this claim compatible with the doctrine that we cannot know anything about
them? How is the claim that they affect us compatible with that doctrine? If not, is it a distinction between two
aspects of one and the same kind of object? Or perhaps an adverbial distinction between two different ways of
considering the same objects? Sections 2â€”6 examine various influential interpretations of transcendental
idealism, focusing on their consequences for a â€” c. Section 7 is devoted more narrowly to the nature of
things in themselves, topic b , and the related Kantian notions: Before discussing the details of different
interpretations, though, it will be helpful if readers have an overview of some relevant texts and some sense of
their prima facie meaning. The interpretation of these texts offered in this section is provisional; later, we will
see powerful reasons to question whether they are correct. However, following standard scholarly practice, for
passages present in both editions, the A page number followed by the B page number is given e. At the end of
this article can be found a guide to all the editions and translations of Kant used in its preparation. To this
[transcendental] idealism is opposed transcendental realism, which regards space and time as something given
in themselves independent of our sensibility. The transcendental realist therefore represents outer appearances
if their reality is conceded as things in themselves [Dinge an sich selbst], which would exist independently of
us and our sensibility and thus would also be outside us according to pure concepts of the understanding. A
Transcendental realism, according to this passage, is the view that objects in space and time exist
independently of our experience of them, while transcendental idealism denies this. This point is reiterated
later in the Critique when Kant writes: We have sufficiently proved in the Transcendental Aesthetic that
everything intuited in space or in time, hence all objects of an experience possible for us, are nothing but
appearances, i. This doctrine I call transcendental idealism. The realist, in the transcendental signification,
makes these modifications of our sensibility into things subsisting in themselves, and hence makes mere
representations into things in themselves [Sachen an sich selbst]. One would also do us an injustice if one tried
to ascribe to us that long-decried empirical idealism that, while assuming the proper reality of space, denies
the existence of extended beings in it, or at least finds this existence doubtful, and so in this respect admits no
satisfactorily provable distinction between dream and truth. As to the appearances of inner sense in time, it
finds no difficulty in them as real things, indeed, it even asserts that this inner experience and it alone gives
sufficient proof of the real existence of their object in itself along with all this time-determination. Since the
inference from a known effect to an unknown cause is always uncertain, the empirical idealist concludes we
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cannot know that objects exist outside us in space. Kant typically distinguishes two varieties of empirical
idealism: Thus external things exist as well as my self, and indeed both exist on the immediate testimony of
my self-consciousness, only with this difference: I am no more necessitated to draw inferences in respect of
the reality of external objects than I am in regard to the reality of my inner sense my thoughts , for in both
cases they are nothing but representations, the immediate perception consciousness of which is at the same
time a sufficient proof of their reality. Inner sense is the sensible intuition of my inner states which are
themselves appearances ; time is the form of inner sense, meaning that all the states we intuit in inner sense are
temporally ordered. Outer sense is the sensible intuition of objects that are not my inner states; space is the
form of outer sense. In the empirical case, the distinction seems to be between the physical properties of an
object and the sensory qualities it presents to differently situated human observers. The distinction seems to be
that some properties of objects are represented in experience just in virtue of the a priori forms of experience,
and thus have inter-subjective validity for all cognitive subjects, while some properties depend upon the
particular constitution of our sense organs cf. Firstly, the transcendental distinction is not the ordinary
distinction between how objects appear to us in sense perception and the properties they actually have.
Kantian appearances are not the objects of ordinary sense perception, for Kant holds that appearances in
themselves things in themselves, in the empirical sense lack sensory qualities like color, taste, texture, etc. In
scientific research, we may discover how appearances are in themselves in the empirical sense but in so doing
all we discover is more appearance in the transcendental sense ; scientific investigation into the ultimate
constituents or causal determinants of objects only reveals more appearance, not things in themselves. But it is
clear that Kant cannot hold that the existence of an object in space is grounded in our direct perception of that
object, for that would be incompatible with the existence of unperceived spatial objects. Feder and Garve were
not the only ones to read Kant as a phenomenalist. The phenomenalist reading was so widespread and
influential that it became the default interpretation for generations after the publication of the Critique. In fact,
many of the key figures in German philosophy in and after e. The assumption that Kant is a subjectivist about
appearances is a major impetus in the development of German idealism. This section explores the origin of the
phenomenalist reading in the Feder-Garve review and its basis in the text of the Critique. The next section
provides some reasons to think that the phenomenalist reading is more defensible as an interpretation of Kant
than is sometimes appreciated. Section 4 introduces a theme explored in greater detail in later sections: Feder,
raised an issue that has been discussed ever since. First of all, it should be noted that the Feder-Garve view,
while not exactly an exercise in interpretive charity, is not without a basis in claiming that there is a deep
similarity between Berkeley and the Critique this point is brought out well in Beiser First of all, Kant
repeatedly claims that empirical objects are representations. Secondly, the A Edition is full of passages that
can easily suggest a phenomenalist view of objects in space, such as: Why do we have need of a doctrine of
the soul grounded merely on pure rational principles? Without doubt chiefly with the intent of securing our
thinking Self from the danger of materialism. But this is achieved by the rational concept of our thinking Self
that we have given. For according to it, so little fear remains that if one took matter away then all thinking and
even the existence of thinking beings would be abolished, that it rather shows clearly that if I were to take
away the thinking subject, the whole corporeal world would have to disappear, as this is nothing but the
appearance in the sensibility of our subject and one mode of its representations. Consequently, if we did not
exist, or did not have such experiences, these objects would not exist. The Feder-Garve interpretation of
transcendental idealism is not without some merit. They possess all of their properties solely in virtue of the
contents of those representations. But even if he did not hold that extreme view, he might hold one of the
weaker views listed here. Claim 2 is a quite strong form of phenomenalism, for it entails that, in some sense,
all there is to objects is our representations of them, although they are not literally identical to those
representation. But it is not implausible to read Berkeley as holding 2. However, claim 3 , while very
controversial and arguably extremely counter-intuitive, is weaker. It allows that there may be more to the
existence of objects in space than our representing them, and it allows that there may be aspects or properties
of objects that they possess independently of how we represent them. He penned a response to the review,
published as an appendix to the Prolegomena. First, Kant identifies idealism as the doctrine that all cognition
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through the senses and experience is nothing but sheer illusion, and there is truth only in the ideas of pure
understanding and reason Ak. As he would write several years later in response to Eberhard, the Critique
posits this ground of the matter of sensory representations not once again in things, as objects of the senses,
but in something super-sensible, which grounds the latter, and of which we can have no cognition. Nor is it
clear that his definition in the body of the Prolegomena does either: Berkeley does not deny that bodies exist;
he claims that bodies cannot exist without minds to perceive them, something that Kant himself also seems to
accept see the texts quoted in the previous section. Berkeley does not claim that human spirits are the causes
of their own ideas; he claims that God acts on human spirits, causing us to perceive an internally and
inter-subjectively consistent world of ideas. But this would show, at most, that Kant is not a strong
phenomenalist. It does not undercut the interpretation of him as a qualified phenomenalist. Nor does it succeed
in clearly differentiating him from Berkeley. See the supplementary article: This, of course, does not settle the
issue; it may be that Kantian appearances are quite different than bodies, as Berkeley, or even the qualified
phenomenalist, conceive them for important discussions of transcendental idealism in the Prolegomena see
Ak. It is widely accepted that a main consideration in these revisions was to avoid the misunderstanding of his
view that had led to the Feder-Garve review. However, some scholars think that, on this point, there is a
difference in doctrine between the A and B editions: Since Kant made no significant changes past the
Paralogisms chapter, I will not cite sections that did not undergo substantial revision as evidence; it may be
that Kant would have significantly changed those sections if he had gotten there on the general topic of the
changes from the A to the B edition, see Erdmann But Kant continues to do this in the B Edition, not only in
sections that were heavily revised for the B Edition[ 17 ] but even in passages that were added to the B Edition
e. They are discussed below in section 4. B70â€”1 This reiterates a theme found in the A edition and in the
Prolegomena: The Paralogisms section was entirely re-written in the B Edition, and none of the four B
Paralogisms correspond precisely to the fourth A Paralogism. The fact that it was, effectively, removed in the
B Edition has led many scholars to reject the phenomenalist interpretation, at least with respect to the B
Edition with some averring that he changed his mind from the A to the B Edition. Consequently, it is
impossible to be a self-conscious subject without there existing objects in space outside of me, and in being
conscious of the temporal relations of my inner states I am immediately conscious of the existence of these
objects. Nothing about this conclusion, or how Kant argues for it, is prima facie incompatible with a qualified
phenomenalist reading of transcendental idealism, or even a strong phenomenalist one. If objects just are
representations, it follows that none of them are permanent. The sense of idealism that is at issue in the
phenomenalist readingâ€”empirical objects exist, and exist in virtue of the contents of experienceâ€”is not,
apparently, addressed here. On an extreme phenomenalist reading, all there is to the existence of empirical
objects in space is our having appropriately unified experiences of them. Consequently, self-consciousness
requires the existence of objects in space spatially outside me. This entire remark is of great importance, not
only in order to confirm our preceding refutation of idealism, but, even more, when we come to talk of
self-cognition form mere inner consciousness and the determination of our nature without the assistance of
outer empirical intuition, to indicate to us the limits of the possibility of such a cognition. Bâ€”4 Once again,
this is a case of Kant emphasizing that his view is not idealist in the specific sense of idealism we have seen so
farâ€”denying either that objects exist in space or that we can know that they do. His point is that even
understanding our most basic a priori concepts, the categories, requires applying them to outer objects in
space. However, we also distinguished three different kinds of phenomenalism: This section explores the
interpretation of Kant as qualified phenomenalist, and argue that this interpretation can answer many of the
standard objections to the phenomenalist reading.
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6: Difference Between Idealism and Realism | Difference Between
Realism, also known as political realism, is a view of international politics that stresses its competitive and conflictual
side. It is usually contrasted with idealism or liberalism, which tends to emphasize cooperation.

The Roots of the Realist Tradition 1. Most importantly, he asks whether relations among states to which
power is crucial can also be guided by the norms of justice. His History of the Peloponnesian War is in fact
neither a work of political philosophy nor a sustained theory of international relations. Much of this work,
which presents a partial account of the armed conflict between Athens and Sparta that took place from to B.
Nevertheless, if the History is described as the only acknowledged classical text in international relations, and
if it inspires theorists from Hobbes to contemporary international relations scholars, this is because it is more
than a chronicle of events, and a theoretical position can be extrapolated from it. Realism is expressed in the
very first speech of the Athenians recorded in the Historyâ€”a speech given at the debate that took place in
Sparta just before the war. Together these factors contribute to a conflict-based paradigm of international
relations, in which the key actors are states, in which power and security become the main issues, and in which
there is little place for morality. The set of premises concerning state actors, egoism, anarchy, power, security,
and morality that define the realist tradition are all present in Thucydides. Realists view human beings as
inherently egoistic and self-interested to the extent that self-interest overcomes moral principles. The lack of a
common rule-making and enforcing authority means, they argue, that the international arena is essentially a
self-help system. Each state is responsible for its own survival and is free to define its own interests and to
pursue power. Anarchy thus leads to a situation in which power has the overriding role in shaping interstate
relations. To attain security, states try to increase their power and engage in power-balancing for the purpose
of deterring potential aggressors. Wars are fought to prevent competing nations from becoming militarily
stronger. Thucydides, while distinguishing between the immediate and underlying causes of the Peloponnesian
War, does not see its real cause in any of the particular events that immediately preceded its outbreak. He
instead locates the cause of the war in the changing distribution of power between the two blocs of Greek
city-states: According to him, the growth of Athenian power made the Spartans afraid for their security, and
thus propelled them into war 1. This dialogue relates to the events of B. The Athenian envoys presented the
Melians with a choice, destruction or surrender, and from the outset asked them not to appeal to justice, but to
think only about their survival. Since such an authority above states does not exist, the Athenians argue that in
this lawless condition of international anarchy, the only right is the right of the stronger to dominate the
weaker. They explicitly equate right with might, and exclude considerations of justice from foreign affairs.
Political realism is usually contrasted by IR scholars with idealism or liberalism, a theoretical perspective that
emphasizes international norms, interdependence among states, and international cooperation. Can
international politics be based on a moral order derived from the principles of justice, or will it forever remain
the arena of conflicting national interests and power? For the Melians, who employ idealistic arguments, the
choice is between war and subjection 5. They are courageous and love their country. They do not wish to lose
their freedom, and in spite of the fact that they are militarily weaker than the Athenians, they are prepared to
defend themselves 5. They base their arguments on an appeal to justice, which they associate with fairness,
and regard the Athenians as unjust 5. They are pious, believing that gods will support their just cause and
compensate for their weakness, and trust in alliances, thinking that their allies, the Spartans, who are also
related to them, will help them 5. Hence, one can identify in the speech of the Melians elements of the
idealistic or liberal world view: What the Melians nevertheless lack are resources and foresight. In their
decision to defend themselves, they are guided more by their hopes than by the evidence at hand or by prudent
calculations. The Athenian argument is based on key realist concepts such as security and power, and is
informed not by what the world should be, but by what it is. The Athenians disregard any moral talk and urge
the Melians to look at the factsâ€”that is, to recognize their military inferiority, to consider the potential
consequences of their decision, and to think about their own survival 5. There appears to be a powerful realist
logic behind the Athenian arguments. Their position, based on security concerns and self-interest, seemingly
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involves reliance on rationality, intelligence, and foresight. However, upon close examination, their logic
proves to be seriously flawed. Melos, a relatively weak state, does not pose any real security threat to them.
The eventual destruction of Melos does not change the course of the Peloponnesian War, which Athens will
lose a few years later. In the History, Thucydides shows that power, if it is unrestrained by moderation and a
sense of justice, brings about the uncontrolled desire for more power. There are no logical limits to the size of
an empire. Drunk with the prospect of glory and gain, after conquering Melos, the Athenians engage in a war
against Sicily. They pay no attention to the Melian argument that considerations of justice are useful to all in
the longer run 5. And, as the Athenians overestimate their strength and in the end lose the war, their
self-interested logic proves to be very shortsighted indeed. It is utopian to ignore the reality of power in
international relations, but it is equally blind to rely on power alone. Thucydides appears to support neither the
naive idealism of the Melians nor the cynicism of their Athenian opponents. Plato, Aristotle, and Cicero were
all political idealists who believed that there were some universal moral values on which political life could be
based. Building on the work of his predecessors, Cicero developed the idea of a natural moral law that was
applicable to both domestic and international politics. His ideas concerning righteousness in war were carried
further in the writings of the Christian thinkers St. Machiavelli â€” challenged this well-established moral
tradition, thus positioning himself as a political innovator. The novelty of his approach lies in his critique of
classical Western political thought as unrealistic, and in his separation of politics from ethics. He thereby lays
the foundations for modern politics. It represents the sum of the practical conditions that he believes are
required to make both the individual and the country prosperous and strong. Machiavellianism is a radical type
of political realism that is applied to both domestic and international affairs. It is a doctrine which denies the
relevance of morality in politics, and claims that all means moral and immoral are justified to achieve certain
political ends. He operated within the single framework of traditional morality. It became a specific task of his
nineteenth-century followers to develop the doctrine of a double ethics: Thus he overturned the traditional
morality. Referring to Machiavelli, Heinrich von Treitschke declared that the state was power, precisely in
order to assert itself as against other equally independent powers, and that the supreme moral duty of the state
was to foster this power. He considered international agreements to be binding only insofar as it was expedient
for the state. The idea of an autonomous ethics of state behavior and the concept of realpolitik were thus
introduced. These concepts, along with the belief in the superiority of Germanic culture, served as weapons
with which German statesmen, from the eighteenth century to the end of the Second World War, justified their
policies of conquest and extermination. Machiavelli is often praised for his prudential advice to leaders which
has caused him to be regarded as a founding master of modern political strategy and for his defense of the
republican form of government. There are certainly many aspects of his thought that merit such praise.
Nevertheless, it is also possible to see him as the thinker who bears foremost responsibility for the
demoralization of Europe. However, before Machiavelli, this amoral or immoral mode of thinking had never
prevailed in the mainstream of Western political thought. It was the force and timeliness of his justification of
resorting to evil as a legitimate means of achieving political ends that persuaded so many of the thinkers and
political practitioners who followed him. The effects of Machiavellian ideas, such as the notion that the
employment of all possible means was permissible in war, would be seen on the battlefields of modern
Europe, as mass citizen armies fought against each other to the bitter end without regard for the rules of
justice. The tension between expediency and morality lost its validity in the sphere of politics. The concept of
a double ethics, private and public, that created a further damage to traditional, customary ethics was invented.
Perhaps the greatest problem with realism in international relations is that it has a tendency to slip into its
extreme version, which accepts any policy that can benefit the state at the expense of other states, no matter
how morally problematic the policy is. According to classical political philosophy, on which the idealist
perspective is based, human beings can control their desires through reason and can work for the benefit of
others, even at the expense of their own benefit. They are thus both rational and moral agents, capable of
distinguishing between right and wrong, and of making moral choices. They are also naturally social. With
great skill Hobbes attacks these views. They therefore inevitably struggle for power. In setting out such ideas,
Hobbes contributes to some of the basic conceptions fundamental to the realist tradition in international
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relations, and especially to neorealism. These include the characterization of human nature as egoistic, the
concept of international anarchy, and the view that politics, rooted in the struggle for power, can be
rationalized and studied scientifically. He derives his notion of the state of war from his views of both human
nature and the condition in which individuals exist. Anyone may at any time use force, and all must constantly
be ready to counter such force with force. Being suspicious of one another and driven by fear, they are also
likely to engage in preemptive actions and invade one another to ensure their own safety. Finally, individuals
are also driven by pride and a desire for glory. Hobbes is primarily concerned with the relationship between
individuals and the state, and his comments about relations among states are scarce. Nevertheless, what he
says about the lives of individuals in the state of nature can also be interpreted as a description of how states
exist in relation to one another. Accordingly, the quest and struggle for power lies at the core of the Hobbesian
vision of relations among states. The same would later be true of the model of international relations
developed by Hans Morgenthau, who was deeply influenced by Hobbes and adopted the same view of human
nature. By subjecting themselves to a sovereign, individuals escape the war of all against all which Hobbes
associates with the state of nature; however, this war continues to dominate relations among states. This does
not mean that states are always fighting, but rather that they have a disposition to fight XIII 8. With each state
deciding for itself whether or not to use force, war may break out at any time. The achievement of domestic
security through the creation of a state is then paralleled by a condition of inter-state insecurity. One can argue
that if Hobbes were fully consistent, he would agree with the notion that, to escape this condition, states
should also enter into a contract and submit themselves to a world sovereign. He does not propose that a social
contract among nations be implemented to bring international anarchy to an end. This is because the condition
of insecurity in which states are placed does not necessarily lead to insecurity for their citizens. As long as an
armed conflict or other type of hostility between states does not actually break out, individuals within a state
can feel relatively secure. His theory of international relations, which assumes that independent states, like
independent individuals, are enemies by nature, asocial and selfish, and that there is no moral limitation on
their behavior, is a great challenge to the idealist political vision based on human sociability and to the concept
of the international jurisprudence that is built on this vision. However, what separates Hobbes from
Machiavelli and associates him more with classical realism is his insistence on the defensive character of
foreign policy. His political theory does not put forward the invitation to do whatever may be advantageous
for the state. His approach to international relations is prudential and pacific: By suggesting that certain
dictates of reason apply even in the state of nature, he affirms that more peaceful and cooperative international
relations are possible. Neither does he deny the existence of international law.
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7: The Realism vs Idealism Discourse - Ibrahim Magara
According to idealism "purpose precedes and conditions thought" analysis and study comes in handy when wish or
purpose is shewn to be incapable by itself to achieve the desired end" (Carr, , p. 5).

Table of Contents Theories of International Relations A theory of international relations is a set of ideas that
explains how the international system works. Unlike an ideology, a theory of international relations is at least
in principle backed up with concrete evidence. The two major theories of international relations are realism
and liberalism. National Interest Most theories of international relations are based on the idea that states
always act in accordance with their national interest, or the interests of that particular state. State interests
often include self-preservation, military security, economic prosperity, and influence over other states.
Sometimes two or more states have the same national interest. For example, two states might both want to
foster peace and economic trade. And states with diametrically opposing national interests might try to resolve
their differences through negotiation or even war. Realism According to realism, states work only to increase
their own power relative to that of other states. Realism also claims the following: The world is a harsh and
dangerous place. The only certainty in the world is power. A powerful state will always be able to
outdoâ€”and outlastâ€”weaker competitors. The most important and reliable form of power is military power.
Therefore, the state must seek power and must always protect itself There is no overarching power that can
enforce global rules or punish bad behavior. The international system itself drives states to use military force
and to war. Leaders may be moral, but they must not let moral concerns guide foreign policy. International
organizations and law have no power or force; they exist only as long as states accept them. Politicians have
practiced realism as long as states have existed. Most scholars and politicians during the Cold War viewed
international relations through a realist lens. Neither the United States nor the Soviet Union trusted the other,
and each sought allies to protect itself and increase its political and military influence abroad. Realism has also
featured prominently in the administration of George W. Machiavelli One of the best-known realist thinkers is
the notorious Niccolo Machiavelli. In his book The Prince , he advised rulers to use deceit and violence as
tools against other states. Moral goals are so dangerous, he wrote, that to act morally will bring about disaster.
Liberalism Liberalism emphasizes that the broad ties among states have both made it difficult to define
national interest and decreased the usefulness of military power. Liberalism developed in the s as some
scholars began arguing that realism was outdated. Increasing globalization, the rapid rise in communications
technology, and the increase in international trade meant that states could no longer rely on simple power
politics to decide matters. Liberal approaches to international relations are also called theories of complex
interdependence. Liberalism claims the following: The world is a harsh and dangerous place, but the
consequences of using military power often outweigh the benefits. International cooperation is therefore in the
interest of every state. Military power is not the only form of power. Economic and social power matter a great
deal too. Exercising economic power has proven more effective than exercising military power. Different
states often have different primary interests. International rules and organizations can help foster cooperation,
trust, and prosperity. Relations among the major Western powers fit a model of complex interdependence very
well. The United States has significant disagreements with its European and Asian allies over trade and policy,
but it is hard to imagine a circumstance in which the United States would use military power against any of
these allies. Instead, the United States relies on economic pressure and incentives to achieve its policy aims.
Idealism Idealism is a specific school of liberalism that stresses the need for states to pursue moral goals and
to act ethically in the international arena. Idealists believe that behavior considered immoral on an
interpersonal level is also immoral in foreign policy. Therefore, idealists argue that dishonesty, trickery, and
violence should be shunned. As he negotiated the treaty to end World War I in , Woodrow Wilson worked to
promote democracy and national self-determination. Scholars use the term Wilsonian to describe a person or
group who advocates promoting democracy overseas in the name of idealism.
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8: Political Realism in International Relations (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy)
The Lesson Of Yehudis By Zahava Deitsch The Chanukah epic leaves us with many lessons, but possibly one of its
most "enlightening" messages delineates the balance between idealism and realism.

As the driving force behind globalization and modern progress, the Internet has enabled us to communicate
with others across the world almost instantly and provides a medium for cultural, informational, and
ideological exchange. It provides a previously unimaginable level of interconnectedness that benefits business,
government, and civilians alike. While the Internet affords people living in starkly different circumstances
around the world access to the same information, it also acts as an equalizer between governments and
non-state actors. We now live in a world where government databases and public utilities can be invaded and
disrupted by sophisticated attacks launched by foreign governments; computer-literate teenagers bored on a
Sunday afternoon; or even a single man working from his bedroom. This level of exposure and uncertainty
creates a new security dilemma faced by all states. I argue along with Johan Eriksson and Giampiero
Giocomello that to deal with these security threats, the Internet must be viewed as having its own customs and
states must come together to promote its continued development and ensure their security, which is only
possible by utilizing elements of neoliberal and constructivist thought. In this setup, every state stands alone or
with its allies, whom it can never fully trust, and desperately tries to build up its cyber strength and defenses
while fearing that every breakthrough made by another state poses a direct threat to their security. In what has
since been named Moonlight Maze, a group of hackers used sophisticated computer tools to breach hundreds
of US government databases including NASA, the Pentagon, and other agencies. Recently the infamous
Stuxnet worm has shown that governments are still vulnerable to cyber attacks. Stuxnet seems to have been
aimed predominantly at Iranian nuclear facilities7 and is considered by many to be the first direct example of
cyber warfare. If this is the case, neorealist theory predicts that there will be a total breakdown in international
trust and institutions as every state, fearing imminent, unknown attacks, draws back and builds up its own
strength. Given US defense spending rates, it is unlikely that any country will surpass the United States in
conventional military might in the near future, and having watched the USSR spend itself into oblivion, none
would be foolish enough to try to enter into an arms race. For starters, neorealists only consider states in their
analysis, never non-state actors. That may be appropriate in analyzing conventional wars since it is difficult
for non-state actors to raise a meaningful number of troops or arms against state powers, but on the cyber
battlefield, anyone is capable of orchestrating an attack. It is undeniable that states have more financial and
technological resources, but corporations, special interest groups, terrorist organizations, and individuals are
all equally able to cause damage given a certain degree of computer savvy. Finally, offensive and defensive
realists both discuss the idea of first strike capability as a way to end a security dilemma and ensure that an
enemy cannot retaliate. Unfortunately, in cyber warfare, it is nearly impossible to see or anticipate an
incoming attack, and given the global, fluid nature of the Internet, a state can never hope to disconnect another
and prevent an enemy from mounting its own cyber counteroffensive. From a Neoliberal point of view, this
security dilemma could potentially be resolved through the creation of international institutions. While it
would be difficult to launch, an international organization composed of states and non-state actors alike
devoted to the maintenance of cyber security would greatly diminish the uncertainty currently faced by each
state. In theory, each member would reveal its capabilities, offer methods for members to identify its cyber
activity, and share developed defensive technologies, fostering trust and creating transparency. In such a case,
any attacks instigated by members would be easily identified and punished, and any attacks originating from
outside the group would be investigated and sought out by a collective might rather than isolated actors.
Unfortunately, such a group would require members to disseminate more information than they would likely
be willing to, for fear of weakening their positions, and many of the larger powers would probably avoid
joining so as not to be accountable for their already established cyber warfare activities. It is important to
understand that in many cases, the information spread online and the actions taken by many users are in some
way affected by the culture and identity of the Internet. Cyberspace is like nothing we have ever seen before
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and from a constructivist point of view, interactions between states, other states, and non-state actors must
evolve to fit the Internet age. Nothing has given an idea more potential to spread and develop a life of its own
than the Internet. We do not forgive. We do not forget. Members do not know each other and are technically
only members when working collectively on a project. Originally, the group was responsible for minor hacks
and irritating computer viruses, but has since evolved into a nameless, faceless defender of net neutrality and
the freedom of information. Anonymous demonstrates how a non-state actor can promote and fight for an
ideal through the Internet and have a real world impact. Anonymous programmed back-doors into Iranian
firewalls and set up proxy servers so Iranians could evade the metaphorical blockade and access sites like
Gmail, Facebook, and Western news outlets to organize their protests and get information out to the rest of the
world. Motivated by a desire to protect free speech, Anonymous has mirrored the WikiLeaks website over
times so it can never be removed from the Internet. With the capacity to directly attack states and corporations
through cyber warfare, Anonymous has proven itself to be a formidable non-state actor that cannot be ignored.
With no official leaders, representatives, or meeting places Anonymous cannot be confronted or defeated by
conventional means. Instead, policy makers should attempt to understand and interact with such groups on
ideological planes to foster security and a stronger global community. Conclusion Today, cyber terrorism is a
major threat facing all states. As the situation stands now, neorealists are correct in distrusting the assurances
of other states and wanting to build up defenses at all costs, but their school of thought is unable to deal with
threats from non-state actors who, on the cyber battlefield, are just as powerful as the states they may seek to
undermine. Attacks from states and non-states alike are very difficult to trace i. Stuxnet and in many cases, the
attackers can leave false clues to implicate others as the perpetrator. While institutions carry the risk of
defection and revealing security information to other states can be more dangerous than the original threat, it
seems that the Neoliberal principle of international cooperation and transparency are the only ways to abate
the threat of cyber terrorism. Much like how no one state can fight the War on Terror alone, only by working
together towards joint security can states change the flow of the cyber landscape; and only through adopting
constructivist ideals and viewing the Internet as a breeding ground for ideas that can take on an unstoppable
momentum of their own, can the international community realistically expect peace and security. International
Political Science Review Vol. Singel, Ryan and Poulsen, Kevin June 29, Retrieved 26 July
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9: Defining 'Maya': Realism or Pragmatic Idealism? | Aboriginal Physics Newsletter
1) Realism sought to be a faithful representation of life, while naturalism was more like a "chronicle of despair." In a way,
naturalism proceeded from realism, and can be seen as an exaggerated form of realism; it shows humans as being
determined by environment, heredity, and social conditions beyond their control, and thus rather helpless to.

Realism In order for us to be able to differentiate between idealism and realism, we must first have a thorough
understanding of the two terms. Idealism is when you envision or see things in an ideal or perfect manner.
Realism, on the other hand, tends toward a more pragmatic and actual view of a situation. In philosophy, when
discussing the issues of perception, idealism is a theory that states that our reality is shaped by our thoughts
and ideas. Realism, on the other hand, deals with the fact that reality has an absolute existence independent
from our thoughts, ideas and even consciousness. Using the classic test of whether the glass is half empty or
half full as an example, we see that idealists tend to be positive thinkers â€” i. Realists many not hold the
opposite or negative point of view, but they do view a situation through less hopeful eyes. Realists are
stereotypically seen as people who are very rational, who think carefully, and weight their options before
making a choice. In this sense, realists make safer and more practical choices when compared to idealists, who
may be willing to make more risky decisions. These perspectives also have an impact on how individuals deal
with success or failure in their lives. However, being lost in a world of fantasy and unachievable goals may not
always be a good thing, as an idealist may set goals that are impossible or grandiose. A realist, on the other
hand, is more likely to set achievable goals, and follow their pursuit in a planned manner. Overall, idealism
and realism can be understood as two different perspectives. Some of the key differences between them
include: Idealism causes you to see things in a very hopeful manner, shaping situations with your own ideas.
Realism, on the other hand, causes one to assess a situation as it is, without overt emotional involvement.
Idealists tend to be more positive when compared to realists, in how they perceive things and carry out tasks.
When making decisions, realists are more goal oriented and thorough than idealists, who may have lofty
ambitions, but lack the clarity and focus to put them into action in an achievable way. If you like this article or
our site. Please spread the word.
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