Is realism the most relevant word theory when it comes to attaining peace?
Realism is one of the major political world theories that explains international politics. Realism, as a theory, is split into two parts: classical realism and liberal realism. 
Classical realism traces back to the 5th Century (BCE). It was developed throughout history, but modern realism was more clearly developed by Thomas Hobbes in his book Leviathan “culminating, in its early modern form with Hobbes Leviathan before continuing its trek to the present”[footnoteRef:1] . It theorizes that states are inherently self-interested and will only act in their own best interests or for the sake of power. It develops this idea by identifying that periods of peace only occur when the most powerful states are happy, and that the resting state of international politics is anarchic. [1:  Bethke Elshtain Jean, Just War Theory (NYU Press 1992) 261.] 

Liberal realism recognizes that states interconnect for the sake of shared values and goals. It identifies that states can form cooperative relationships when interests align. There are several examples of this throughout history including the Allies in World War 1 and 2 as well as the US-China agreement on Somalia with both countries acting to protect trade routes. These partnerships illustrate how liberal realism is closer to modern international politics than classical realism.
It would be remiss of me not to mention that realism is one of the most popular theories. It is one of the most popular theories because it reflects how states often behave. Realism allows for world peace since it emphasizes power and the idea that peace is often created by that power. When one or a limited number of states are powerful, it can lead to a period of peace. For example, in the 19th century the British empire was a Hegemon. During the main period of British hegemony (starting in 1815), many states in the Arabian Peninsula chose to agree deals with Britain in the hope of gaining protection.  
                          “Ruling families began to actively seek British protection as a means of securing their rule and safeguarding their territories” [footnoteRef:2] [2:  Qatar Digital Library, ‘The British in the Gulf: An Overview’ (British Library Qatar Foundation Partnership, 13 August 2014) <https://www.qdl.qa/en/british-gulf-overview> accessed 21 June 2025.] 

This quote from the Qatar Digital Library is explaining that the British army no longer had to strong-arm countries into joining them as Britain was able to provide protection. The use of the word ‘actively’ demonstrates these states saw the offer as a way of strategically ensuring survival and security as they would receive protection because they are joining the empire. This reinforces the realist view as it demonstrates that when weaker states join with a dominant state, hegemony can produce a state of peace.

However, states acting in their national interest means that states who want to overpower others are often seen as a threat to all nearby countries. This means that there is automatically some anxiety regarding their neighbors. A clear example of this is the cold war. Russia and America had worked together to defeat Nazi Germany because they had a shared goal of pushing Hitler back, however, after the war was over and the common goal was removed, they became anxious about the potential opposition and quickly became adversaries. This rivalry became especially prominent due to the use of nuclear threats and proxy wars, where the US and the USSR would use smaller conflicts to make small term gains to make themselves larger superpowers. This anxiety became so large that it even became cultural. The US and the USSR were the main contenders in the space race. The bragging rights they would receive from being the first country to conquer space would lend them some cultural power as they could claim they had the best scientific knowledge. They could then use this influence on other states.
Taking criticism a step further, we can look at alternative theories such as structuralism.
Structuralism believes that the states themselves aren't the power but that the structure of the system is what decides when peace occurs. Structuralism allows the idea of peace but only if inequality is abolished. It also presents the idea that inequality exists because of the systems that exist. For example, in 2016 Nigel Farage and the ‘leave’ campaign presented a structuralist view of the European union, focusing on the idea that the EU as a system was creating systematic inequality by not treating all countries equally. Whilst structuralism does promote the removal of inequality, it is easy to magnify an issue and its potential problems to make it seem less equal than it is. 
Neoliberalism, however, presents the idea that individualism is more important than a state or a system. Neoliberals often believe that the freedom of their country is the only correct way for a state to run effectively. Scholars often theorize that neo-liberalism increases the ambition of a country because it fosters an entrepreneurial spirit within individuals. Scharff, a senior lecturer at Kings College stated 
“By living our lives as if it was an enterprise, certain behavioral traits become prominent such as being proactive’.  [footnoteRef:3] [3:  Christina Scharff, ‘Life as an enterprise: Ten ways through which neoliberalism is experienced on an emotional level’ (British Politics and Policy at LSE, 2015) https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/politicsandpolicy/the-psychic-life-of-neoliberalism/ accessed 21 June 2025] 

Scharff is theorizing that the reason neo-liberalism works as a theory is that it promotes economic competitiveness within industries and this in turn leads to innovation. This means that the state is constantly pursuing pioneering technology and knowledge.
Ultimately, there is an argument that realism is the most effective theory in explaining how peace can be maintained. The British empire being a hegemon demonstrates how peace can emerge from realism. However, it can also lead to intense periods of conflict. Both World wars have occurred due to a state wanting to become more powerful. The other theories may not be as prominent in practice, but they provide a position from which peace is more sustainable, even if it would be harder to achieve. In the current political climate and the increased availability of nuclear weapons we are more likely to see an unstable power dynamic due to the increased amount of ‘powerful players. We are frankly unable, due to the current political climate, to achieve a period of peace through one theory alone and may have to see a blended approach if we wish to see peace soon.
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