International relations have been a recent study of interest for many organizations since the end of the Second World War, and it is mostly attributed to the booming growth of globalization. Globalization has changed the way in witch we must look at IR because of the transition from the past focus of the sovereign state; to the more complex issues that IR faces today (Garner, 2013: 227). One of the approaches to International relations is the realist theory. Realism is a school of thought that looks at international relations the way that they are, not how they should be (Garner, 2013: 307). Realists believe that the prosperity of the state is of upmost concern, as it sees the focus of the security of the state as one of the most imperative focuses of IR. Contrary to the realist point of view, the liberalist understanding is that many states must work as one in order to combat the threat of terrorism. Terrorism has changed the traditional understandings of IR because of the change from a multi-polar superpower to a single-polar super power, and now the interests of the superpower state are most important. In this paper I will discuss how the “War on Terror” has confirmed the traditional realist understandings of state security.
To start off, we must understand what terrorism means. According to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, terrorism is an act of violence through unlawful use of force, used to coerce governments and society to further political or social objectives (FBI QUOTE). Terrorism is only terrorism when the act is produced towards a legitimate government. In the case of the war on terror, Al-Qaeda terrorists are attacking the legitimate structure of the USA therefore it is considered terrorism. As Gerald Seymour said in his book Harry’s Game “one mans terrorist, is another mans freedom fighter.” Terrorism comes from the phrase “Terror Cimbricus” which was initially meant to describe the intense and overwhelming fear and panic of the Ancient Romans as they were preparing for battle (Crime Library). The term adopted a more defined meaning during the French Revolution or “Reign of Terror,” where French leader Maximilien Robespierre executed any opposing political forces. After Robespierre was overthrown the word terrorism encompassed the meaning of anyone who abuses his or her power through threats of force (Crime Library). Today the word terrorism basically means the same thing, but the government use of terrorism has been conveniently left out of modern definitions. Terrorism is now mostly used by sub-state actors to instill fear in certain societies, in order to push the hand of the sovereign state actors. Terrorism is simply a disagreement between a state and a sub-state where the sub state, rationally or irrationally, more so the latter, is so consumed by their founding ideals, that they are willing to go to extreme lengths such as death of themselves or death of innocent people to further their claims.
Security is fundamentally one of the most important parts in the realist approach to IR. For a state, keeping the physical territorial area in which it encompasses and the political order within the state secure is one of the challenges of IR. If a state does not take security as its prime interest it will be swallowed by the anarchic insecurities in the international system (Garner, 2013: 340). States must take into account things such as prosperity and protecting human rights, but must look at those second to survival. Without survival the state cannot assume its other less important goals (Mearsheimer, 2007: 74).
Realists focus on only the sovereign state, and typically do not pay much attention to sub-state actors. Robert Cox defines realism as an “ideology of the status quo” in which “it supports the existing international order and therefore the interests of the people living under the states rule.” Because the interests of the state seem natural to those under its power, any attack towards this particular way of life is a security dilemma (Garner, 2013: 320). In the case of the war on terrorism, the United States is the sovereign state and Al-Qaeda terrorists are the sub state actor. From a realist point of view, the sub-state actor would be ignored, but due to the threatening attacks on the sovereign state of the United States, and the risk the sub-state poses to them, the United States must intervene. When the Al-Qaeda forces bombed the World Trade Centre on September eleventh 2001, it outraged American citizens, and made many fear for their lives (Garner, 2013: 355). The secretary of defense stated that an evil and united enemy was waging a war against the “American way of life” and “against freedom itself” (Garner, 2013: 355). The United States now realized that a threat of this magnitude had to be taken care of, so they went to war against Iraq, who at the time was funding and harboring terrorist activities. The United States must go to war with Iraq because of the need to regain their sense of state security. They do this in order to make the on edge frightened public of the United States feel more secure and to prove their dominance within the International society. This a very realist approach to the war on terror.
Political realism states one of its principles is that power politics (the fight for sovereignty) is the main focus in the relationship between states. Morality issues during the process of this quest for power are “amoral” or not important (Garner, 2013: 304). It is a very controversial topic of whether or not the United States took the correct approach to the war on terrorism, and if morality was taken seriously. As Morganthau claims power trumps morality most, if not all the time (Garner, 2013: 306). This is basically saying that the United States large ego being the main State of the international sphere had to be protected at all costs, even if some of the decisions were not moral. We can see the moral decisions of sub-states such as 
The realist understanding is much more than just in the hands of the state in this case. The conflict that the war on terrorism has created, and the fear instilled in the minds of the American population; lead to the internalization of the need for protection. The American people are much more on edge due to the acts of terrorism that they have endured. We can see this in the internal actions of the sub-states within the United States, such as the increased security within societies, in airports, and even in the stereotypes created by the individuals of society; labeling Muslim, Afghani, Pakistani and even Indian persons as terrorists. 
The war on terrorism and the ways in which the United States went about invading Iraq and Afghanistan, confirms a realist understanding of security, with the immediate retaliation in order to prove its sovereign power in the international political realm of society. Realists focus on the power of the state, and lesser important sub-states are ignored. The need for state solidarity and sovereignty is a realist view of international relations. The war on terrorism proved the theory that realism is “amoral” and that moral decisions come second to securing the solidarity of the state. As globalization continues to grow, the realist approach to security must be looked at in a different light, to encompass all of the new forms of International relations and the need for deterrence to keep the world steady. 
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