a coherent framework for relating morality and
politics and rethinking foreign policy, his con-
tribution would have been enormous. Yet for
those of us who were students, friends, and
admirers, his heritage is more profoundly per-
sonal than philosophical or intellectual. As a
teacher, he never rested in the demands he laid
on us to try, as our British friends would say, to
get things right. How often the retort, ‘‘a good
speech but you misquoted Cromwell.”” As a
friend he was more steadfast in hard times and
adversity than others were in good times and
success. By moral example, he taught those he
inspired to live with uncertainty, contradictions
and tragedy, remembering the text: ‘‘For He
makes his sun rise on the evil and the good and
sends rain on the just and the unjust.’” As moral
philosopher, he rejected moralism—making one
value supreme—and recognized the wisdom of
Justice Holmes: ‘‘People are always extolling
the man of principles; but | think the superior
man is one who knows that he must find his
way in a maze of principles.’’ He not only wrote
but lived in the midst of history’s most perplex-
ing era confronted by the clash of conflicting
purposes.

Having reflected on Morgenthau as a scholar
and thinker, what remains is to pose one final
question about the man. What was the source

of his personal magnetism? Why were we so
drawn to him? What galvanized loyalty and
guaranteed respect? Was it the wry smile and
quick wit? Steady resolve and determination?
A presence that became commanding as he
lectured without notes? An abruptness that
never quite veiled his underlying compassion?
An undisguised shyness that curiously enough
gave strength to others who feared rejection?
The signs of having suffered and known pain?
Easy friendships with young people despite his
eminence? A mind storing and retrieving vast
treasures from the broad sweep of culture? A
character untainted by hypocrisy? A lifelong
habit of shielding others from needless embar-
rassment? The courage to change? The ability
to hold fast? My list of questions is long but not
long enough; we cannot comprehend what we
know we felt.

After everything has been said, there remains
an element of mystery about his greatness. At
the close of a conference in the 1960s Walter
Lippmann turned to Hans and said: ‘’"How curi-
ous you are misunderstood. You are the most
moral thinker | know.”’ To that we would add,
yes, and forever the example of a courageous
and compassionate friend.

Kenneth W. Thompson
University of Virginia

A Gentle Analyst of Power:
Hans Morgenthau*

Hans Morgenthau was my teacher. And he
was my friend. | must say that at the outset
because so many obituaries have stressed
his disagreement with policies with which |
have become identified. We knew each
other for a decade and a half before | entered
office. We remained in sporadic contact
while | served the government. We saw
more of each other afterward.

It is not often that one can identify a seminal
figure in contemporary political thought or in
one’s own life. Hans Morgenthau made the
study of contemporary international rela-
tions a major discipline. All of us who taught
the subject after him, however much we dif-
fered from one another, had to start with his
reflections. Not everybody agreed with
Hans Morgenthau, but nobody could ignore
him. We remained close through all the intel-
lectual upheavals and disputes of two and a
half decades.

*Reprinted by permission of the New Republic,
© 1980, The New Republic, Inc.

Establishing international relations as a
discipline was not an easy matter in the
United States. For the temptation to treat
the subject by analogy to our domestic ex-
perience was overwhelming. There existed
in America a well-developed literature on in-
ternational law that saw international rela-
tions in terms of legal processes. There was
a pragmatic tradition of solving issues that
arose ‘‘on their merits.”” There was the
belief in America’s moral mission that had
produced both isolationism and, later on,
global involvement.

Morgenthau sought to transcend all these
disparate tendencies. He was passionately
convinced that peace was a statesman’s
noblest objective, but he did not believe that
this yearning alone would avoid war. He
was a liberal in his political view but he
thought his convictions required not simply
an affirmation but sufficient stability at least
to enable man’s humane aspirations to pre-
vail. He was willing to confront the political
leader’'s fundamental dilemma—that moral
aims can be reached only in stages, each of
which is imperfect. Morality provides the
compass course, the inner strength to face
the ambiguities of choice.

continues ...
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News and Notes

So Hans set out to understand what he con-
sidered the “‘real’”” world of international
politics, not as he would like it to be, but as
he found it. His seminal work, Politics
Among Nations, analyzed international rela-
tions in terms of power and national inter-
est. He believed that a proper understanding
of the national interest would illuminate a
country’s possibilities as well as dictate the
limits of its aspirations.

Hans was much criticized for his alleged
1 amorality in those days. His critics did not
understand him. Being himself passionate,
he did not trust passion as the regulator of
conduct. Being committed to peace, he was
prepared to enter the cold world of power
politics to achieve it.

In the 1960s, Hans proved that he was be-
yond the manipulation of military calcula-
tions. He opposed the war in Vietnam when
it was still supported by all fashionable opi-
nion. In 1966 he and | debated the issue in
Look magazine. He considered America
overextended, the war unwinnable, the
stakes not worth the cost. | maintained that
the size of our commitment had determined
our stake, that we had an obligation to seek
our way out of the morass through negotia-
tion rather than unconditional abandonment
of the enterprise. He was right in his analy-
sis, probably in his policy conclusions as ap-
plied to 1966. Three years later—quite un-
expectedly—| was faced with the problem
as a policy maker. We both stuck to our con-
victions.

1 will not debate their ultimate merit here.
But | think it is important to understand that
we shared almost identical premises. We
both believed America was overextended;
we both sought a way out of the dilemma.
Hans wanted to cut the Gordian knot in one
dramatic move; | chose a different route.
But we were both in a way tonely among our
associates. Hans is not correctly understood
as a protester. He was a teacher trying to br-
ing home to his beloved adopted country the
limits of its power, just as earlier he had in-
sisted on its central role. Through all these
disagreements | never ceased admiring him
or remembering the profound intellectual
debt | owed him.

With the end of the war, our paths became
increasingly parallel again, though | do not
wish to burden Hans's memory with the ar-
my of my critics. Hans remained always
himself: clear in his perception, uncompro-

mising in his insistence on getting to the es-
sence of a problem. He meant much to me.

A word must be said about Hans as a human
being. Few eminent men correspond to their
images. Hans made his reputation as an ana-
lyst of power, but he was a gentle, loving
man. He was a great teacher, yet quite shy.
He had a marvelous, slightly sardonic sense
of humor which never stooped to the mali-
cious. Yet he was slightly tentative—at
least in his dealings with me—in showing
this side of himself. He would make a witty
remark with an absolutely straight face,
peering from behind his bushy eyebrows to
see what the response would be. Only when
he saw that his sally had been understood
would his whole face crease in the smile of a
mischievous little boy. He was a lovable
man.

Hans Morgenthau was deeply conscious of
his Jewish heritage. He knew that no people
was more likely to be the victim of injustice
and passion. He thus felt a special obligation
to resist intolerance and hatred. And he un-
derstood that in this battle he must never
stoop to the methods he was combatting.
He was a noble man.

| saw Hans for the last time at breakfast a
few weeks ago. He had grown quite frail,
though mentally he was as alert as ever. His
professorship at the New School had just
ended. He spoke of how much teaching
meant to him. Everyone must feel he makes
a difference to the world, he said. And his
vocation was teaching, which he hoped to
continue. | told him that he already had
made a big difference to the world; he did
not have to prove himself constantly. He did
not quite believe it. His life was his work. As
he said on another occasion, he saw no
sense in extending the one by cutting down
on the other.

We promised to meet regularly. It was not to
be. He settled our little dialogue by his sud-
den death. There would be no gap between
Hans Morgenthau's life and his work; he had
made a difference.

And the nature of that difference is best
shown in the sorrow of his friends and in the
fact that all who remember Hans Morgen-
thau recall his passion for justice, his fertile
intellect, his warmth, and his honesty. It will
be a lonelier world without him.

Henry Kissinger

Charles W. Shull

Professor Charles W. Shull, professor of politi-
cal science at Wayne State University for 40
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years until his retirement in 1969, died July
31, 1980 at the age of 76. During his career at
Wayne, Professor Shull specialized in the state
legislative process and was highly regarded as
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