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FOREWORD

by

Relnhold Niebuhr

In recent years the power of the United States has come to exceed

the power of any state known to history. In exercising (.he global

responsibilities concomitant with its vast power while maintaining
its traditional commitment to ideal principles, the United States

has had to deal with international problems of great political and

moral complexity. Accordingly, the systematic study of interna-

tional relations has assumed the greatest vitality and importance,
and to that study these essays by Arnold Wolfers represent a most

welcome contribution.

Dr. Wolfers, Director of the Washington Center of Foreign Policy

Research, has long been a respected pioneer and leader in this field

of political philosophy. His leadership has been achieved by the

wisdom and circumspection of his judgments, by his capacity for

discriminating analysis of the complex factors and forces that oper-

ate in the international field, and by his disposition to weigh the

arguments of contrasting schools of thought thoroughly and with-

out prejudice.

These essays, many of them published here for the first time, are

perfect examples of the distinction of mind and temper that have

given Arnold Wolfers his unique eminence in this exacting dis-

cipline. Whether analyzing the actors or agents that shape the rela-

tions of nations; whether discussing "the people/' the nation, or the

leaders of nations; whether weighing the relative importance of the

external and internal factors geographic, historical, economic or

psychological that determine national policy, or the moral content

of political decisions, he is always coolly fair and circumspect. The

qualities which have given Walter Lippmann his eminence in the

journalistic analysis of complex problems are analogous to those

that account for Dr. Wolfers' achievements in the field of political

theory.
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The issues discussed by Dr. Wolfers are by no means "academic."

They go to the heart of many of the burning problems of contempo-

rary foreign relations. Whether the "national interest" is the final

norm, or only the most pervasive force, in foreign policy, or in what

sense the "realists" or "Machiavellians" or the "idealists" are

right are questions that underlie many debates. Similarly, the issue

of the temper of nations toward other nations with its wide spec-

trum from "amity" to "enmity," or the question of various degrees

of cooperation and collaboration, all bear directly on pressing cur-

rent problems. Some of the historical essays, as for instance those

dealing with the unique compound of national initiative and inter-

national cooperation that went into the Korean war, or those that

throw light on the factors and forces which promoted the alliances

of many European nations between the two world wars, are valu-

able efforts to draw from the experience of the past in order to

guide policy in the present.
Insofar as the distinction within the discipline of politics between

"Political Philosophy" and "Political Science" is valid, Dr. Wolfers

is a "political philosopher" rather than a "political scientist." He
is a philosopher in that he scrutinizes and weighs the validity of

various theories, concepts and presuppositions, and discusses the

larger patterns of international relations. But as any good philoso-

pher, he is also a scientist in the sense that empirically ascertained

facts serve him as the final criteria for the adequacy of general con-

cepts or for the validity of general suppositions.
As this nation, through the extension of its power, has assumed

new responsibility for the fate of many other nations, so the scholars

within it have a new responsibility to illumine the complexities of

international politics and to raise the level of reflection on which
American policy decisions are based. Arnold Wolfers well performs
that task, and it is to be hoped that his wise and learned book will

have the widest possible reading.

REINHOLD NIEBUHR
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Introduction ON THEORY
AND PRACTICE

Unless forewarned, the reader may not advance beyond the first

few pages of the essays presented here before laying them aside with

disappointment. Even if he enjoys theoretical analysis and specula-
tion as a rule, he may question the usefulness of discussing inter-

national affairs on a high level of abstraction at a time when the

burning concrete events of the day are his overriding concern. It

may also seem doubtful to him whether policy-makers can gain
much from generalizations about "actors," "goals of policy/' "peace

strategies," and the like which tell them nothing about how to deal

with such matters as the menacing demands of an opponent or, the

conflicting views of members of a coalition on which the security of

the nation depends. Yet only on a few occasions and then only as

illustrations of general propositions will concrete events or real

persons be mentioned in the following chapters.
The relationship between theory and practice has been a topic of

much debate not only in international relations but in all fields of

human activity in medicine, adjudication, military strategy, and
athletics. Wherever choices have to be made and decisions taken,

the gulf between generalizations, even of a low order of abstraction,

and the unique case that calls for action is deep and cannot be

bridged by any theorizing operation. Nothing can substitute here

for that inscrutable composite of experience, common sense and

intuition on which the practitioner must ultimately rely. No matter

how far theory succeeds in elaborating the rules and principles of

military deterrence, for instance, it does not provide the statesman

with propositions from which the proper policy for coping with a

specific would-be aggressor can be deduced; yet the fate of mankind

may hinge on his choice of policy in the particular instance.

The inherent shortcomings of all generalized knowledge have led

many practitioners of statecraft to conclude, whether with resigna-

tion or with glee, that the only sensible way to deal with their

problems is to "play it by ear" and to rely on their hunches. How-

ever, though it would be foolish to underestimate the role of the

xiii



INTRODUCTION

intuitive touch what the Germans call Fingerspitzengefilhl it is

self-delusion on the part of the decision-maker to believe that he

can get along without theoretical propositions. If one looks more

closely, one discovers that rather than emerging out of an intellec-

tual vacuum, his hunches rest, in fact, on generalizations of some

sort. A statesman who decides in favor of a punitive peace treaty

may act on the general notion that aggression will be repeated un-

less it is punished; another statesman who opposes such a treaty and

pleads instead for a peace of reconciliation may be guided by the

general notion that peace can be made enduring only if the enmi-

ties of yesterday are surmounted in a spirit of generosity. Both sides

conceive of the issue at stake not as unique but as one of a category

of analogous cases.

Often the underlying propositions and principles are only dimly

perceived by the actor; they are part of his intellectual heritage and

environment. As a result, a host of naive, oversimplified or patently
false hypotheses become reflected in support of acts of intuition.

The choice, then, is not between theory and no theory, but between

relatively informed, sophisticated, and objective theoretical propo-
sitions carefully formulated in the course of disciplined and dis-

passionate professional analysis, and crude hit-and-miss "theories"

against which the statesman, even if aware of the pitfalls, may not

be able to immunize himself. The role of systematic theorizing,

then, is to inject into the intellectual climate, in which hunches are

made and have to be made, an element of considered thought, as

advanced as the existing conditions of the discipline permit.
The theorist can gain both encouragement and humility by com-

paring the place of theory in medicine and in international politics.

Nobody would question the value of the medical sciences to the

practice of medicine: their development and application has trans-

formed the medicine man of earlier days into the modern physician.

However, these sciences have not rendered the intuition of the prac-

ticing physician superfluous as anyone should realize who has

relied on a doctor possessing profound scientific knowledge but
devoid of the gift of empathy and comprehension for the individual

patient.

Unfortunately those who theorize about the causes and cures of

diseases in the international arena suffer from serious handicaps
to say the least compared to their counterparts in the medical
field. In the first place, they are unable to subject their "patients"
to direct laboratory tests or controlled experiments, which have
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contributed more than any other single factor to scientific progress.
Tests on animals, children, or adults carried out by zoologists or

psychologists may not be entirely barren of results if transferred by

analogy to the international field; anything that can be learned

about human or analogous animal behavior behavior induced, for

instance, by fear, provocation, and rewards, or attitudes attributable

to amity and enmity throws some light on events occurring on the

stage of world affairs. Human behavior is human behavior, after

all, on whatever level of social intercourse and under whatever cir-

cumstances it occurs. Yet, the impact of the particular circum-

stances of international politics, in which the actors act for corpo-
rate bodies in a milieu of multi-state conditions and power strug-

gles, can hardly be exaggerated. It is one thing to learn from

experiments that children are more likely to clean their teeth if

promised rewards than if threatened with the painful consequences
of neglecting their teeth, quite another to generalize about the re-

spective chances of influencing dictators by threats of deprivation or

promises of gratification.

There is a second reason, which has been frequently stressed, why
the level of generalized knowledge in international relations com-

pares unfavorably with that attained in the natural sciences and

some of the social sciences. The attention of scholars, practitioners,

and the public is centered here on such large and complex phe-
nomena as military coalitions, dominant powers, empires in liquida-

tion, or autocratic regimes. But the number of cases belonging to

any of these categories, even if one goes back to the beginning of

recorded history, is infinitesimal compared with the number of com-

parable units on which other theorists base their generalizations.

However, the history of the natural sciences suggests that scarcity of

relevant cases on certain levels of observation and conceptualization

need not be a permanent liability to the theorist. The "fire and

water" stage in physics, as Kurt Lewin has so aptly called it, came

to an end to make room for modern physics once the analysts had

learned to penetrate to relatively simple and abundant components
such as atoms, ions, and velocities. Similarly, the analyst of world

events is not condemned to move exclusively on the "fire and

water" level of his discipline. He, too, has come to realize that what

he is exploring when employing such symbols as "major powers,"
the "national interest/' or "allied solidarity" can be conceived as a

bundle of simple elements and forces that abound in the relation-

ships both among men and between man and his environment. The
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elements that go Into processes of power distribution, of conflict

and conflict resolution, of alignment and de-alignment, are not

peculiar to a multi-state system but can be observed in the relation-

ships and activities of juvenile gangs, university faculties, trade

unions, and a host of other groups of men. Even such factors as

propinquity and spatial distance, a major subject of geopolitics,

operate in many places creating opportunities for friendship or fric-

tion among groups and institutions of various kinds.

Thus, the "laboratory" that can provide the theorist of Inter-

national relations with insight and experience transcends the rec-

ords of diplomatic history and of his personal observation of con-

temporary history, indispensable and rewarding as these are to him.

It includes analogous events in other social fields and accessible to

him by way of introspection comparable events within his own

person, whether actual or imagined. If he has any capacity for dis-

passionate self-analysis he can find out a great deal about what

under given conditions would be likely to induce a man to collabo-

rate or to withdraw into isolation, to make concessions or to resort

to force, to seek to gain more power or to be complacent about the

position he holds. Therefore if he fails to reach worthwhile general
conclusions he cannot blame his failure entirely on the paucity of

cases capable of being compared for their similarities or differences.

The data should be sufficient to permit at least the refinement of

crude common sense propositions and, as a consequence, an Im-

provement of the intellectual climate In which policy is formulated.

After what has been said to persuade the reader that, normally at

least, it is no waste of his time and effort to subject himself to

exacting abstract exercises, it still remains to be asked whether in a

revolutionary age such as ours the existing general concepts and

propositions pertaining to international politics may not, as some
have suggested, be rapidly becoming obsolete. Most of the thinking
in international politics has been predicated after all on the con-

tinuing primary role of nation-states within a multi-state system,
and on the persistence of modes of behavior within the system

conforming to a Western tradition of many centuries. Yet, are not

national territorial units outdated today and on the way out, now
that the age of nuclear weapons, long-range missiles, and earth satel-

lites is upon us, and is not the rise to, influence of scores of peoples
of non-Western culture disclosing the parochial character of many
principles and patterns of behavior formerly regarded as universal

and perennial?
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It would be foolish to close one's eyes to the extent of change

political, technological, and psychological that is transforming

many striking features of the world of the nineteenth and early

twentieth centuries. One need only compare with the methods of

traditional diplomacy the "parliamentary diplomacy" of crowds of

delegates at the United Nations or the crudeness of the language

recently introduced into the verbal exchanges between unfriendly

governments to appreciate the extent of the change that has oc-

curred in diplomatic procedures, at least, to concede a measure of

plausibility to the obsolescence hypothesis. And, obviously, general

propositions that had ceased to refer to the real world could have

no claim to the attention of policy-makers or be of much interest to

the public.

However the situation of theory is not as precarious or dismal as

the hypothesis suggests. In the first place it is an open question
which is the most striking feature of the international order the

extent and rapidity of change or the astonishing persistence of tradi-

tion. One need only focus attention on the way the people of the

post-colonial world are striving to constitute themselves as nations

and states on the Western model, observe the similarities between

the balancing-of-power process in the nuclear and pre-nuclear age,

or note how neutrality survives in an era of opposing coalitions, to

be tempted to use the French phrase "plus $a change, plus c'est la

mcme chose"

In the second place, worthwhile general concepts and proposi-

tions emerge not from a static or dogmatic type of theory but from

a live theorizing process, directed at modifying, qualifying, and

enriching earlier formulations in the light of new facts and new

experiences. As a matter of fact, if one can criticize some recent

studies it is not because they fail to take account of change but be-

cause they exaggerate its impact to the point of loosing sight of the

aspects of continuity and of successful resistance to change that are

equally conspicuous in our day.

The reader is referred to some of the chapters below for a more

detailed attempt to evaluate the contributions to knowledge of dif-

ferent schools of thought, and to Chapter 15 for a discussion of

theory as it refers not to the way nations actually do behave but,

normatively, to the way they should behave.
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Chapter One THE ACTORS IN

INTERNATIONAL
POLITICS

THEORIZING ABOUT almost any feature of international

politics soon becomes entangled in a web of controversy.
1 Even the

identity of the "actors" those who properly can be said to perform
on the international stage is a matter of dispute which raises not

unimportant problems for the analyst, for the practitioner of foreign

policy, and for the public. If the nation-states are seen as the sole

actors, moving or moved like a set of chess figures in a highly
abstract game, one may lose sight of the human beings for whom
and by whom the game is supposed to be played. If, on the other

hand, one sees only the mass of individual human beings of whom
mankind is composed, the power game of states tends to appear as

an inhuman interference with the lives of ordinary people. Or, take

the diplomat who sees himself as accredited to an entity called

Indonesia or France: he may behave quite differently from the

diplomat who considers his mission addressed to specific individuals

or to ruling groups or to a people. A statesman accustomed to

analyzing international politics in terms alone of state behavior

will treat the United Nations differently from one who believes in

the rise of international organizations to a place of independent
control over world events similar to that control exerted by states.

Until quite recently, the states-as-the-sole-actors approach to inter-

national politics was so firmly entrenched that it may be called the

traditional approach. After the Napoleonic wars, nation-states,

particularly the European "great powers," as they were called, re-

1 This chapter is reprinted, with minor changes, from Theoretical Aspects of
International Relations, ed, William T.R. Fox (University of Notre Dame
Press, 1959) ,, by permisicm of the publisher.
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placed the image of the princes or kings of former centuries as the

sovereign, independent, single-minded actors, the movers of world

events. To nation-states were ascribed the acts that accounted for

changes in the distribution of power, for alignments and counter-

alignments, for expansion and colonial conquest, for war and peace

the chief events in international affairs whenever a multitude of

sovereigns have been in contact with one another. The concept of a

multistate system composed of entities of strikingly similar character

and behavior appeared realistic to observers and analysts.

Starting in the period between the two world wars and gaining

momentum after World War II, a reaction set in against the tradi-

tional states-as-actors approach. This reaction has taken two dis-

tinct forms: one new theory has placed individual human beings in

the center of the scene that had been reserved previously to the

nation-states; the second theory emphasized the existence, side by

side with the state, of other corporate actors, especially inter-

national organizations. Both reactions have led to valuable new

insights and deeper understanding of the dynamics of world politics,

but they are in fact supplements to the traditional theory rather

than substitutes for it.

THE INDIVIDUALS-AS-ACTORS approach first appeared in the mincls-of-

men theory of international politics. It was soon to be followed by

the decision-making approach which was a reaction against tradi-

tion from another angle. Both demanded that attention be focused

on individual human beings as actors. Together, the new schools of

thought represent a swing of the pendulum from an extreme "state"

emphasis to an equally extreme emphasis on the men who act for

states. These new approaches must be credited with humanizing

international politics by attracting attention to the human element

minimized in the traditional approach. It was the aim of the new

theories to replace the abstract notion of the state with the living

realities of human minds, wills, and hearts. But the result, on the

whole, was to substitute one set of abstractions for another because,

in politics, it is also an abstraction to examine the individual apart

from the corporate bodies by means of which he acts politically.

The minds-of-men approach received its emotional stimulus from

two sources: the realization that, in the age of mass communication,
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propaganda, and ideological movements, there were growing oppor-
tunities for the masses to play a significant role in international

affairs, and a general desire to see the masses take advantage of

these opportunities. To stress men rather than states and thus to

focus attention on the common man traditionally more the victim

than the beneficiary of international politics seemed to offer a way
out of conflict, war, and power politics generally. It is not surprising
that UNESCO should have become an exponent of the theory,

since it was established, as Frederick Dunn points out,
2 with a view

to constructing peace in the minds of men. The Utopian under-

tones of many early pronouncements by those who espoused the

new approach were unmistakable, but should not detract from the

contribution which the new approach can make to realistic under-

standing of world affairs.

The new approach's criticism of the states-as-actors theory turns

mainly on the distinction between genuine human needs and what

appear to be the a-human interests of the state. There are those

who claim that too great an emphasis on the role of states and their

interests in power, prestige, territory, and the like, will divert polit-

ical action from the satisfaction of the common man's real needs

and desires to the service of the few who can parade their interests

as those of the nation. Is it credible, they ask, that Egyptian fel-

laheen and Pakistani peasants, desperately in need of food, shelter,

and improved conditions of health, should, as their governments
contend, yearn for the satisfaction of such "state interests'' as the

liquidation of Israel or the unification of Kashmir under Pakistani

rule, when the pursuit of such interests requires great sacrifices of

the masses? Does the state not take on the character of an a-human

monster to whom dignity is given gratuitously, if it is regarded as

an actor in its own right, at liberty to place its interests above those

of the human beings who compose it?

Still, one may question whether the quest for national security

and power, for national independence, aggrandizement, or unifica-

tion is any less "human" and therefore necessarily less appealing
to the masses than the quest for food, shelter, comfort, and happi-
ness. Actually, the minds-of-men theory and its humanization of

international politics must be carried several steps further than its

exponents have gone. Any analysis of the dynamics of international

politics must take into account the fact that man is more than a

2 War and the Minds of Men (Harper & Bros., New York, 1950) , pp. xi-xiv.
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private individual concerned only with his personal welfare or with

the welfare of his family. Often enough he is ready to compromise
his own well-being for the benefit of the groups and organizations

with which he identifies himself. Psychologically, nothing is more

striking today than the way in which men in almost every part of

the globe have come to value those possessions upon which inde-

pendent national statehood depends, with the result that men, in

their public capacity as citizens of a state, are willing to make the

most sweeping sacrifices of their own well-being as private indi-

viduals in the interest of their nation. Therefore, state interests are

indeed human interests in fact, the chief source of political motiva-

tion today.
One can argue that a nationalistic age has distorted men's pattern

of values or that the manipulators of public opinion are chiefly

responsible for this distortion. Nevertheless, the fact remains that a

sufficient number of men identify themselves with their state or

nation to justify and render possible governmental action in the

name of state interests. To say that something is In the interest of

the state is like saying that a good roof is in the interest of the

house, when what one really means is that a good roof Is considered

vital by the house's inhabitants who value the safety, completeness,

and reputation of their residence.

There Is, however, nothing absolute or unchanging about the

value men attach to state interests. The position of the value of

national unification in the hierarchy of values, for instance, espe-

cially its position relative to particular private needs and desires, is

subject to change and differs from group to group and from indi-

vidual to individual. Therefore, it Is proper to be aware of individ-

uals as the actors behind the scene, so to speak, whenever needs and

interests, private or public, come into play in international affairs.

Whether a state has a "vital interest" in access to the sea or in the

return of a lost province, for example depends on the relative

values attached by its citizens to these national objectives, on the

one hand, and to private interests which would be sacrificed in the

pursuit of the national objectives, on the other. In losing sight of

the individuals who comprise a state, exponents of the states-as-

actors theory may come up with a relatively accurate analysis of

national behavior in a period when value patterns remain static,

but they are more likely to be mistaken in a period of upheaval
when elites and values undergo rapid and radical change.
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One wonders today, for Instance, whether the bulk of the popula-
tion in countries facing the risks of nuclear war will long continue

to regard as vital, and thus worthy of defense in war, all the state

interests they were once ready to place in this category. Signs point
to the likelihood that the masses, who have gained greater influence

as behind-the-scenes actors, will push for greater restraints upon the

pursuit of those state interestssuch as national security or prestige
that are seen to conflict with private welfare needs. Such a devel-

opment will indicate not that individuals are suddenly taking over

the function formerly performed by states, but rather that larger

bodies of individuals are sharing the role once reserved to the

members of small elites who formerly decided what the "national

interest" demanded or justified. It always would have been possible
to interpret international politics through an examination of the

individuals responsible for state action: the "humanizing" ap-

proach. But it must be recognized that in the course of the present

century the number of these individuals has been greatly enlarged.

The failure to see man in his double capacity, as a private indi-

vidual and as a political being, accounts for an illusion common

among the more idealistic exponents of the minds-of-men approach.

They assume that better understanding between peoples opens the

safest path to peace, while Dunn has pointed out that peoples who
know and understand each other perfectly may nevertheless become

involved in war. 3 The explanation for this apparent paradox is not

hard to find, provided one thinks in terms of the whole man rather

than in terms solely of his private aims and desires. If one were in

contact with the people of the Soviet Union today, one probably
would find them preoccupied with the tasks of furthering their

personal welfare, happiness, and social advancement in much the

same way as any similar group of people in the United States. The

discovery of such similarities of interest and aspiration tends to

arouse a sense of sympathetic understanding; it certainly does not

provoke fear or serve to justify policies based on the expectation of

international conflict. As a result, people who think exclusively in

terms of private Individuals and who experience harmonious rela-

tionships with citizens of "hostile" countries are inclined to see

nothing but unhappy misunderstanding, if not evil, in the way gov-

ernments act toward one another.

Yet, the fact that Americans and Russians, in much the same

fashion, pursue the same goals when acting as private individuals,

s
op. tit., p. 7.
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gives no indication of their aims as citizens who are concerned with

the national interests of their respective countries. Here there is far

less chance that their aims will be found to be in harmony. Better

understanding may in fact reveal the incompatibility of their re-

spective objectives. Thus, it may be revealed that Russians, if good

Marxists, want their government to drive capitalism toward its in-

escapable doom, or, if good nationalists, to secure safe access to

warm water ports. At the same time, Russians may find that their

American counterparts demand the containment, if not elimina-

tion, of Communist tyranny, and a halt to Russian expansion before

it reaches the Mediterranean or Persian Gulf and endangers Amer-

ican security. It appears, then, that to humanize the image of world

politics by penetrating to the minds and hearts of actors does not

necessarily give us a more peaceful picture of the world. As long as

men identify themselves with their nation and cling to such

national possessions as sovereign independence, territorial integrity,

and national security, the establishment of harmonious private

relations across national borders will have little impact on the

course of international political events and encounters.

It is therefore clear that an exclusive minds-of-men approach with

its concentration on the motives and activities of individual actors

is inadequate and misleading. It is undeniable that men alone, and

not states, are capable of desires and intentions, preferences and

feelings of friendship or hatred; men, not states, can be tempted or

provoked, can overestimate or underestimate their own country's

power relative to the power of other states, and can establish the

goals of national policy and sacrifices consistent with national

security. However, although nothing can happen in the world

arena unless something happens inside the minds and hearts of

scores of men, psychological events are not the whole stuff out of

which international politics is formed. If they were, the political

scientist would have to leave the field to the psychologist.

The minds-of-nien approach, while able to render important and

indispensable services to a comprehensive theory of international

politics, cannot do justice to all the essential events that fill the

international arena. There can be no "state behavior" except as the

term is used to describe the combined behavior of individual

human beings organized into a state. Not only do men act differ-

ently when engaged in pursuing what they consider the goals of

their "national selves/' but they are able to act as they do only
because of the power and influence generated by their nations
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organized as corporate bodies. Therefore, only when attention is

focused on states, rather than on individuals, can light be thrown

on the goals pursued and means employed in the name of nations

and on the relationships of conflict or co-operation, of power com-

petition or alignment that characterize international politics. To
abstract from these aspects of reality is as unrealistic as it is to

abstract from the events occurring in the minds and hearts of the

men who act in the name of the state. But because theory cannot

proceed except by means of abstraction, it becomes necessary here

to supplement one set of abstractions with another and thus keep in

mind the double aspect of events that must be conceived of as

emanating simultaneously from, individuals and from corporate
bodies.

A comprehensive theory does not call for a division of inter-

national politics into two compartments, one comprising the realm

of the state as the actor in power politics, the other the realm of the

human actors, the masses of common men with their psychological
traits and their pursuit of human purposes. Instead, all events

occurring in the international arena must be conceived of and
understood from two angles simultaneously: one calling for concen-

tration on the behavior of states as organized bodies of men, the

other calling for concentration on human beings upon whose psy-

chological reactions the behavior credited to states ultimately rests.

One need only look closely at a feature as significant in high

politics and as strongly stressed in the states-as-actors approach as

the balancing of power process. Often it has been assumed that a

process involving state power and its distribution among nations

has a place in the states-as-actors approach alone and can be treated

adequately by means of this approach. But if one wishes to answer

the question, for instance, whether the United States is in a position

today to deter the Soviet Union by balancing the Soviet power, one

cannot escape an examination of the psychology of individualsin

this case, of the leaders in the Kremlin. Deterrence can only work
in the minds of the men in charge of Soviet policy by convincing
them that acts they might otherwise wish to undertake would prove
too costly in light of the punishment the United States would, in

their opinion, be able and prepared to inflict. It would be foolish,

however, to go to the other extreme and try to comprehend the

struggle for power between the two countries in purely psycholog-
ical terms. The Soviet estimate of American resistance to acts of

the U.S.S.R. cannot be understood or predicted except as the objec-



10 DISCORD AND COLLABORATION

tive facts concerning the respective power of the two states are

taken Into account. Moreover, the whole balancing process between

the two antagonists, with its tremendous impact on world events,

would drop from sight if attention were devoted exclusively to indi-

viduals or groups of individuals and to their psychological reactions.

As mentioned earlier, the once firmly established states-as-actors

theory has been reacted to in a second way which also Implies a

shift of attention to Individuals and groups of Individuals as the

true actors. This second form Is properly called the decision-

making approach, since it is concerned with decisions, the way they

are made, and the men who make them. What interests us here is

the role this approach assigns to identifiable human beings and

their predispositions. Although the emphasis on the decision-

makers, like the emphasis on the minds of men, developed In pro-

test against the states-as-actors theory, it was not also a reaction

born of humanitarian or social considerations; It was provoked,

instead, by the sweeping, seemingly oversimplified psychological

and anthropological presuppositions on which the traditional

theory rests.

If nation-states are conceived of as the sole actors, it Is Inevitable

that they be treated as if endowed, like human beings, with wills

and minds of their own that permit them to reach decisions and to

carry them out. Moreover, if state behavior is to be Intelligible and

to any degree predictable, states must be assumed to possess psy-

chological traits of the kind known to the observer through intro-

spection and through acquaintance with other human beings. States

must be thought capable, for example, of desires and preferences, of

satisfaction and dissatisfaction, of the choice of goals and means.

Actually, the states-as-actors theory postulates a limited number
of such traits which, moreover, all states are assumed to have in

common. States are presumed to possess a will to survive and a will

to power; they live in fear of losing their possessions to others and

are tempted by opportunities of acquiring new possessions. Because

these basic traits are shared by all states, the exponents of the tradi-

tional approach can afford to treat these psychological presupposi-
tions in a cavalier fashion. Little attention need be given to traits

that, because they are constants or invariants, are incapable of

helping to explain any differences in state behavior.

If, as Hobbes assumed, all states were equally and constantly
driven by fear that their survival, the most cherished of their state

possessions, might be threatened, then the multistate system would
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of necessity become an all-round struggle for security. If, instead,

all states worthy of the name were as eager for expansion as Kjellen

maintained, the ensuing struggle would turn on efforts at territorial

acquisition and on counterefforts at territorial preservation.
The decision-making approach questions the possibility of reach-

ing realistic conclusions from any such crude and generally appli-
cable psychological presuppositions. Its exponents insist that

decisions and actions taken in the name of the state cannot be

understood unless one penetrates to the individuals from whom
they emanate. In contrast to what is implicit in the views of the

opposing school, the basic hypothesis here is that all acts of states,

as we are used to calling them, are vitally affected or determined by
the particular predispositions of particular decision-makers or of

particular groups of participants in the decision-making process.

Thus, differences in such individual psychological traits as motiva-

tion, value preferences, temperament, and rationality are considered

essential variables, and so are differences arising from affiliation of

individuals with particular parties, agencies within the state, or

with peoples of different culture.

One can illustrate the contrast between the two hypotheses by
means of important past decisions in international politics. Accord-

ing to the states-as-actors theory, American employment of the A-

bomb over Hiroshima, or American intervention in the war in

Korea, could have been foreseen to the extent that foresight is

possible at all on the basis of the supposed common psychological

disposition of states, coupled with an analysis of the existing cir-

cumstances which were external to the actors. Those who hold to

the decision-making approach, on the contrary, consider it necessary

to probe into the personal events that took place within the psyches
of men like Stimson, Truman, and Acheson perhaps also of their

advisors, backers, and opponents and led them to choose one

particular course of action rather than some alternative course.
4

The decision-making approach naturally appeals to the historian

who is interested in identifying the unique aspects of past events,

which necessitates consideration of all conceivable variables, includ-

ing the personal traits of particular human actors. But it poses a

serious problem for the theorist whose task is not to establish the

4 See Richard C. Snyder and Glenn D. Paige, "The United States' Decision

to Resist Aggression in Korea: The Application o an Analytical Scheme/'
Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 3, No. 3 (December, 1958) , especially

pp. 348, 374.
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uniqueness of events but rather to gain a generalized knowledge of

behavior in International politics, which means knowledge on a

relatively high level of abstraction. Should he not, therefore, ab-

stract from the personal predispositions of those who are instru-

mental in the making of decisions? If his use of the deductive

method, as described earlier, permits him to formulate expectations

of probable state behavior that prove relatively accurate, why
should he take a long, effort-consuming "detour" of the kind re-

quired by the decision-making approach and conduct an extensive

empirical investigation into the motivations of a Stimson or a

Truman? Could it be that use of the A-bomb against Japan was

predictable on the ground that "states tend to use their most power-
ful weapons," or American intervention in Korea by the proposi-

tion that "no great power, if it can help it, will permit its chief

opponent to change the distribution of power by the unilateral use

of military force"?

At first glance, it would seem as if the actual performance of a

particular state could conform only by sheer coincidence with ex-

pectations based on extremely crude generalizations about the way
states tend to act under given circumstances. Why should the par-

ticular individuals responsible for United States policy in 1945 or

1950, men differing from others by a multitude of psychological

featuresmotivations, idiosyncrasies, preferences, temperament-
reach decisions of the kind the states-as-actors theory deduces from

its abstract model? Yet the correlation in many instances between

the predictions of theory and actual behavior is not accidental.

Such correlation may be expected if two assumptions on which the

theory rests are justified by the circumstances prevailing in the real

world.

There is, first, the assumption that all men acting for states share

the same universal traits of human nature. Specifically, these men
are expected to place exceedingly high value on the so-called pos-

sessions of the nation above all, on national survival, national

independence, and territorial integrity and to react in fear against

any threats to these possessions. It is also assumed that they share

a strong inclination to profit from opportunities for acquisition or

reacquisition of cherished national possessions, with national power
as the chief means of preserving or acquiring national values. To
the extent to which these traits are shared and have a decisive effect

on the actions or reactions of statesmen and peoples, they create

conformity as if by a kind of inner compulsion.
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The second assumption concerns the environment in which gov-
ernments are required to act. If it is true that the anarchical multi-

state system creates a condition of constant danger to national core

possessions specifically, to national survival and, at the same time,

provides frequent opportunity for new acquisitions, the actors can
be said to act under external compulsion rather than in accordance
with their preferences.

It is easy to see that both these sweeping assumptions are not the

products of unrealistic fantasies. Attachment to possessions, fear,

and ambition although they vary in degree from man to man and
from people to people can properly be called "general traits of

human nature" which are likely to operate with particular strength
in men who hold positions of authority and national responsibility.
That the condition of multiple sovereignty is one in which states

"live dangerously" is also a matter of common experience and

knowledge. The real question is whether internal and external

pressures are strong enough everywhere and at all times to trans-

form the actors into something like automatons lacking all freedom

of choice. Certainly, to the degree that these compulsions exist in

the real world, the psychological peculiarities of the actors are de-

prived of the opportunity to express themselves and therefore can

be discounted as irrelevant to an analysis of international politics.

From illustrations of the effects of compulsion in private life, one

can evaluate the two basic methods of approach.

Imagine a number of individuals, varying widely in their predis-

positions, who find themselves inside a house on fire. It would be

perfectly realistic to expect that these individuals, with rare excep-

tions, would feel compelled to run toward the exits. General fears of

losing the cherished possession of life, coupled with the stark ex-

ternal threat to life, would produce the same reaction, whatever the

psychological peculiarities of the actors. Surely, therefore, for an

explanation of the rush for the exits, there is no need to analyze the

individual decisions that produced it. The situation would be dif-

ferent if one or several members of the group had not joined the

stampede, but had remained unmoved after the fire was discovered

or had even failed to perceive it. Such "deviationist" behavior, run-

ning counter to expectation, would justify and require intensive

psychological inquiry.

A different situation would arise if, instead of being on fire, the

house in question merely were overheated. In such a case, the

second prerequisite of compulsion serious external dangerwould
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be absent. The reactions of different Inhabitants might range all

the way from hurried window-opening and loud complaints to com-

plete indifference. To formulate expectations concerning behavior

in an overheated house, one would need intimate knowledge of the

varying individual predispositions and of the symptoms by which

they could be recognized. Here, then, the decision-making approach
would become necessary to supplement vague generalizations about

reactions to discomfort that might be deduced from human nature

In general, and such supplementation would become the more

necessary the less overheated the house.

A second illustration should serve to show what is meant by

compulsive action arising not from external danger but from an

opportunity for gain. Here, the corresponding Internal pressure for

action comes from appetite or temptation rather than from fear.

Let us assume that several individuals were attending a horse race,

where they found themselves unable to see the race clearly because

of the crowds who had arrived before them. Suddenly an opening
occurs in front of them, offering an opportunity to move up close

to the track. Under these circumstances, it would be reasonable to

expect and predict that a rush to fill the gap would ensue. Here

again, even with no knowledge about the individuals in question,

behavior could be explained or predicted by reference to a general
trait of human nature (the desire for benefit or enjoyment) coupled
with an external circumstance (the opening of the ranks) . Here,

also, a decision-making analysis would be useful only in regard to

individuals who decided to remain where they were rather than

join the general and expected rush.

Much of what happens in international politics shows a striking

resemblance to these cases from ordinary life just described. To
take the case of the house on fire, it is easy to envisage an inter-

national situation in which both the external and internal factors

a dire and unmistakable threat to national survival, plus the fear it

engendered among those responsible for state actionwould place
statesmen under the influence of almost irresistible compulsion.
Instead of running for the exits, they would rush to enhance or

maximize national power. When, for example, Mr. Acheson was
advised not to favor the production of the first thermonuclear

bomb, he is reported to have declared that its production was a

matter of necessity and not of choice: in other words, that he was

experiencing "compulsion," as the term is used here.
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Appropriate examples can also be found to Illustrate situations

in the international arena that correspond to the race track analogy.^
The most obvious example would be the powerful nation that finds

itself bordering on a power vacuum. Since nations, like nature, are

said to abhor a vacuum, one could predict that the powerful nation

would feel compelled to fill the vacuum with its own power.
Yet, if one considers the conditions of danger and opportunity, of

fear and appetite that have to exist in order to produce anything

approaching inexorable compulsion, one will see that the highly
abstract model used by exponents of the states-as-actors theory can-

not offer more than a first approximation to reality. Certainly the

employment of the states-as-actors theory In predicting the outcome
of a crisis in which less than extreme compulsions were operative
would prove dangerously unreliable and would need to be strictly

qualified.

In International politics, the house is not always, nor everywhere,
on fire although the temperature may not be comfortable, even

under the best of circumstances! This means that danger as well as

opportunity for gain, and fear as well as appetite, are not constants

but Important variables. The external threat to any South Amer-

ican republic today Is incomparably less than the threats with

which Israel or Iran have to cope. It may be a threat to national

independence In one instance, while merely the loss of an increment

of security or of economic advantage in another.

Where less than national survival is at stake, there is far less

compulsion and therefore a less uniform reaction. It is hard to

predict the course that Nehru will follow as a consequence of the

rather remote threats of the cold war to India. On the other hand,

any serious threat to India's control of eastern Kashmir can be ex-

pected to result in Indian military action, despite Nehru's alleged

pacifist inclinations.

The differences in behavior arising from variations in the internal

pressures are no less great. While a propensity for fear and an

appetite for gain may be universal, men's reactions to danger and

opportunity are far from identical and vary among those who are

responsible for the fate of their nation. Complacency no less than

hysteria, and willingness to demand sacrifices no less than desire for

popularity, affect the interpretation men give to what the "necessity

of state" requires. Moreover, the "exits" are not clearly marked,

with the result that some statesmen seek safety in military prepared-

ness while others expect to find it in appeasement. Although



16 DISCORD AND COLLABORATION

statesmen who are entirely indifferent or blind to serious national

danger and opportunity are the exception that proves the rule, it is

hard to conceive of situations that leave 110 room at all for choice

and thus for the expression of differences. While Eden believed

Nasser's nationalization of the Suez Canal Company endangered
Britain's economic lifeline and required military action, most other

British statesmen would have reacted differently and no one could

have said with certainty at the time what course of action would be

the most rational under the circumstances. If Nasser had attacked

the British homeland, thereby really "setting the house on fire," the

reaction of any British government, whatever the personal traits of

its members, could have been predicted.

From what has been said, it seems proper to conclude that the

closer nations are drawn to the pole of complete compulsion, the

more they can be expected to conform in their behavior and to act

in a way that corresponds to the deductions made from the states-as-

actors model.

It is worth noting that a similar degree of conformity may be

found where danger and compulsion are at a minimum. When not

more than minor values are threatened by international discord,

governments usually find it expedient to act according to estab-

lished rules, since their interest in seeing others do likewise exceeds

their interest in winning an occasional and minor advantage.
Under these circumstances, they may forfeit an immediate national

gain for the sake of sustaining the rule of law with its long-run
benefits.

In war, compulsiveness and conformity usually are at a maxi-

mum, with the result that all nations feel compelled, for example,
to employ the most effective weapons at their disposal. Hiroshima,
as we said earlier, requires little if any decision-making analysis
to explain the American action. Such an analysis might prove use-

ful as a means of throwing light on varying attitudes of men or

groups within the American government, some of whom opposed
use of the bomb on the grounds that victory already was assured

and that there existed, therefore, no external compulsion requiring

application of the strongest weapon.
The American decision in the Korean War not to use atomic

bombs against tempting military targets north of the Yalu River is

a far more promising area for decision-making analysis, because it

represents a deviation from the practices generally associated with

warfare. Explanation for the decision may lie in a particularly high
degree of foresightedness, or, as others believe, in an unusual degree



The Actors in International Politics 17

of compliance with the wishes of friends and allies. In any case,

General MacArthur, whose inclinations differed from those of the

men charged with the final decision, might well have felt
*

'com-

pelled" to pursue the opposite course.

While there may be leeway for choice, and thus for the impact of

psychological factors which distinguish individuals rather than ab-

stract states, it is by no means useless or misleading to take the

relatively simple and very abstract states-as-actors model as an initial

working hypothesis. Thus, in formulating expectations, it is pos-

sible and helpful to assume that no state will voluntarily make uni-

lateral concessions to an opponent if these would seriously affect

the existing distribution of power. When an exception to this

general proposition is encountered, it calls for special analysis: for

example, as a "deviationist" move, France's initiation of discussions

on the Saar in 1949, pointing toward French withdrawal before

West Germany itself had raised any such demand. Various explana-

tions are possible that France's fear of Germany was exceptionally

strong or that French statesmen were exhibiting a unique degree of

foresight in realizing that the French position would in time be-

come untenable. The entry of the United States into the war in

Korea represents another case of deviation, here from the usual dis-

inclination of nations to take up arms unless "compelled" by an

attack on vital national interests which, prior to the attack, South

Korea was not considered to represent.

These illustrations particularize the services that the two theories

on the "actors" are able to render. By establishing the "normal"

actions and reactions of states in various international situations,

the states-as-actors model sets a standard on which to base our

expectations of state behavior and deviations. At the same time, a

far more complex model is required if our expectations are to

become sufficiently refined and realistic to take into account at

least the predispositions of typical categories of decision-makers.

There is no reason why intensive and comparative study of actual

decisions should not, in time, provide much needed insight into the

behavior peculiarities of such types of countries as those with dicta-

torial or democratic governments, with Asian or Western, Bolshevik

or bourgeois elites, with predominantly military or civilian regimes,

with a fanatical or a complacent public.
5 While it may be imprac-

tical to aim at knowledge about the decision-making of individual

5 Morton A. Kaplan in System and Process in International Politics (John

Wiley & Sons, New York, 1957, pp. 54 ff.)
calls for a typology of national

actors.
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actors__if only because it is hard to foresee who will be the future

decision-makers-it may prove useful to analyze the approach and

behavior of certain "subnational" actors such as the business com-

munity, the trade union leaders, the Christian Democrats, or the

American political parties. Only if it becomes possible to under-

stand and predict typical kinds of nonconformist behavior can

theory hope to approach reality. Moreover, because different de-

grees of compulsion will be operating at different times, it is not

enough to know how states tend to act in situations of extreme

danger or extreme temptation; one must also know what action to

expect when the actors are relatively free to choose among alterna-

tive courses.

One example will serve to show what insight may be gained by

applying the states-as-actors and the individuals-as-actors approaches

simultaneously. Almost all analysts of international politics dis-

tinguish between nations that are satisfied with the status quo and

others that are eager to change it. The controversial question is

whether states fall into one category or the other primarily because

of differences in the psychology of their leaders and peoples or

because of differences in the objective conditions in which they find

themselves. According to the states-as-actors theory which ignores

the factor of possible psychological differences, objective or environ-

mental factors alone can account for either a status quo or a re-

visionist attitude and behavior. This theory expects a nation to be

revisionist if denied the enjoyment of any of its national core values,

provided it has or hopes to obtain enough power to enable it to

seek satisfaction of its objectives. On the other side, any analyst

who focuses on individual actors and their varying predispositions

will look for an explanation of revisionist behavior primarily in

such traits of statesmen as their peculiar aggressive and acquisitive

appetites, their rebellious temperaments, or their subjective dis-

satisfactions.

In my opinion, empirical study would validate the hypothesis of

the states-as-actors theory that almost any nation which has suffered

a loss of territory or has been subjected to discrimination will, when
its power permits, take some action to redress its grievancesand
thus fall into the "revisionist" category, regardless of the personal
characteristics of its leaders or the peculiarities of its national cul-

ture. Victors who fail to foresee this reaction on the part of the

vanquished are in for a rude awakening.
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Yet It would be a mistake to ignore the impact of individual or

national differences on the behavior of states that express dissatis-

faction with the status quo. One must expect deviations from any

general pattern discovered by means of deduction. The case of

German "revisionism" after World War I offers a good illustration.

Before Hitler came into power, Germany, under democratic leaders,

already was demanding redress of certain grievances. Yet had the

democratic leaders remained in power, they might well have refused

to satisfy their demands by means of war, even if Germany had

become as powerful as it did under Hitler (or as powerful as Hitler,

in his megalomania, believed it to be) . Theory, therefore, must
descend below the high level of abstraction at which only states

are seen as the actors; consideration need be given to such signifi-

cant factors as the inclination of dictators to overestimate their

nation's power, the ability of demagogues to arouse and make use

of popular dissatisfactions, or the reluctance of democratic leaders

to initiate war.

II

UP TO THIS POINT, the discussion has been devoted to criticizing the

states-as-actors theory for its neglect of the individuals as actors.

Another kind of objection to the theory has been raised on the

ground that it fails to allow for the possibility of corporate actors

other than the nation-states. It is asked whether a realistic image of

the contemporary international scene should not include such non-

state corporate actors as the United Nations or the Communist
International. If it should, the term "multistate system" no longer
would be fully adequate to describe the environment in which

statesmen and other actors operate in the world today.

The "billiard ball" model of the multistate system which forms

the basis for the states-as-actors theory leaves room for no corporate
actors other than the nation-state. By definition, the stage is pre-

empted by a set of states, each in full control of all territory, men,
and resources within its boundaries. Every state represents a closed,

impermeable, and sovereign unit, completely separated from all

other states. Since this obviously is not an accurate portrait of the

real world of International politics, one can say that reality "devi-

ates" in various ways from the model, because corporate bodies

other than nation-states play a role on the international stage as
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coactors with the nation-states. To the extent that these corporate
bodies exert influence on the course of international politics, knowl-

edge about them and about the deviations that permit them to

operate becomes indispensable to the development of a well-

rounded theory.

More even than in the case of the individual actors, one is justi-

fied here in using the term "deviation" to indicate that any impor-
tant impact of noiistate corporate actors constitutes the exception
rather than the rule. As things stand today and are likely to re-

main for an indefinite period there can be no serious doubt about

the paramount position of the nation-state or about the superiority
of its influence and power. Even enthusiastic supporters of the UN
realize that there can be no UN action of any consequence if a

single great power refuses to permit it. To date, no nonstate cor-

porate actor has been able to rob a nation-state of the primary

loyalty of more than a small fraction of its people. If this should

ever occur if, for example, a Communist International could per-
suade a state's soldiers and workers to refuse obedience to their own
national government the nation-state in question would prove an

empty shell when put to the test of war. Occurrences of this kind

were well-known in medieval times, before the age of nation-state

predominance, when excommunication by the pope, a supra-
national actor, could deprive a king of control over his people.
There is no lack of a suitable vocabulary to identify a set of non-

state corporate actors, but it is not without significance that all the

terms refer to something called "national" which is the character-

istic feature of the nation-state. One distinguishes between inter-

national, supranational, transnational, and subnational corporate
bodies as potential coactors on the international stage. Some have

criticized this terminology on the very ground that it creates a

prejudice in favor of the nation-state as the center of things; they

suggest that the term "international politics" be replaced by the

term "world politics." One is hard put, however, to define where
world politics begins and domestic politics ends, unless world

politics comprises acts that transcend national boundaries which

brings one back to the nation-state with its territorial borders.

It is not hard to see what kinds of deviations from the billiard

ball model of a multistate system are possible, or to see that certain

types of deviations facilitate the operations and increase the influ-

ence of nonstate corporate actors.
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If the states of today are not monolithic blocsand none but the

totalitarian states are groups, parties, factions, and all sorts of

other politically organized groups within such states can take a

hand In matters transcending national boundaries. They may do

so directly, in negotiating and dealing with similar groups abroad

or even with the governments of other states, or they may exert

their influence as domestic pressure groups so effectively that for-

eign statesmen would be ill-advised to ignore them. Some demo-
cratic states have exhibited such pluralistic tendencies that they
offer to the world a picture of near-anarchy. They seem to speak
to the world with many and conflicting voices and to act as if one

handone agency or faction does not know what the other hand is

doing. There also are states, some of them new states in the process
of consolidation, where integration is so poor that other states must
deal with parts, rather than with a fictitious whole, if diplomacy is

to be effective.

Another deviation bears on the degree of separateness or, if one

prefers, of cohesion between nations. Here, too, one can visualize

a wide gamut of gradations. Since World War II, for example,
West Germany and France have at times been close to the pole of

complete and even hostile separateness; but at other times they have

been drawn so closely together that a merger of the two into a

single European Union appeared a practical possibility. While such

a union might have become a new superstate, it might instead have

remained a more loosely knit international organization, like the

British Commonwealth, which can exert considerable influence on

the behavior of its members.

Then, again, there are deviations from the complete imperme-

ability of the nation-states envisaged in the billiard ball model. 6

Some peoples today are shut off from contact with the rest of the

world by an Iron Curtain, but the boundaries of most states are

permeable, leaving the inhabitants relatively free to organize into

groups transcending national boundaries. If they desire, they can

do so even for the purpose of exerting international influence. One
need only think of the international Communist movement, of in-

ternational Socialist groups, or of international cartels which have,

at times, been able to perform as transnational actors.

6 In International Politics in the Atomic Age (Columbia University Press,

New York, 1959, p. 104) John H. Herz uses the term "impermeability" to

indicate the protection that the classical nation-state was able to provide until,

with the advent of the air and missile age, "the roof blew off the territorial

state/'
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Finally, sovereignty, in the political sense of the term, is not

everywhere and always as undivided and total as the legal concept

would indicate. The behavior within the Soviet orbit of the satel-

lite states, legally recognized as sovereign, can be understood only

if the role of the Soviet Union is taken into account, either as a

coactor in the background or as the master actor. Another case of

divided sovereignty is presented by the European Coal and Steel

Community which can act with considerable independence within

the field of its competence.
Whether the United Nations has become a center of decision and

action in its own right is a quaestio facti, as it is in the case of all

the competitors of the nation-state. Theoretically, there is no reason

why the real world should not "deviate" from the condition of com-

plete nation-state sovereignty to the point of permitting an inter-

national organization, such as the UN, to become a relevant actor.

It would have to be recognized as a relevant actor if resolutions,

recommendations, or orders emanating from its organs should, for

all practical purposes, compel some or all member governments to

act differently from the way in which they would otherwise act.

A theoretical discussion of the actors is not the place to answer

the question whether nonstate corporate actors are presently gain-

ing or losing ground in their competition with the nation-state. But

because there has been much speculation about an alleged trend

away from the state system and toward an ever-increasing role of

international bodies, if not of a single supranational world govern-

ment, it is worth noting that two sharply conflicting tendencies can

be detected in the world today: one toward the enhancement, the

other toward the diminution, of the paramount position of the

nation-state. Which of the two tendencies will gain the upper hand

depends in the end on so many factors that a reliable prediction

seems impossible.
7

In recent times, the nation-state has been gaining much ground

geographically. There is hardly a region left in the world where

nation-states are not either already functioning or in the process of

being established. There also has been a marked increase in the

power over men that can be exercised in the name of the state.

Never before has the state achieved so complete a monopoly of

control within large areas as is enjoyed today by the totalitarian

Soviet Union with its Iron Curtain and its ability to radiate

7 Herz (op. cit.) sees two "blocs" replacing the now obsolete nation-state.
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ideologically far beyond its own borders. Satellitism and inter-

national Communism represent more of a triumph of the Russian

state than a break with the traditional multistate system.
8

But there are other developments which point in the opposite

direction. It is not enough, obviously, to point to the impressive

array of international and other nonnational organizations that

have mushroomed in recent years; these organizations may consti-

tute or develop into mere instruments of national policy. Nor is it

enough to prove on rational grounds that the nation-state is becom-

ing increasingly less fit to satisfy the needs for security and economic

development. However, there is ample evidence to show that the

United Nations and its agencies, the European Coal and Steel

Community, the Afro-Asian bloc, the Arab League, the Vatican, the

Arabian-American Oil Company, and a host of other nonstate

entities are able on occasion to affect the course of international

events. When this happens, these entities become actors in the inter-

national arena and competitors of the nation-state. Their ability to

operate as international or transnational actors may be traced to

the fact that men identify themselves and their interests with cor-

porate bodies other than the nation-state.

Here, then, there appears a connection between the phenomenon
of nonstate corporate actors and the individuals-as-actors approach.

No deviations from the states-as-actors or billiard ball model are

conceivable unless it is unrealistic to assume that men identify

themselves completely and exclusively with their respective nation-

states, an assumption that excludes the possibility of nonstate cor-

porate actors' exerting any influence of international significance.

But in order to discover how men in the contemporary world do in

fact identify themselves or what they refer to, as Paul Nitze puts

it,
9 when they speak of the "we" in international affairsattention

must be focused on the individual human beings for whom identi-

fication is a psychological event. 10 If their loyalties are divided

between the nation and other political organizations, such sub-

s George Liska in International Equilibrium (Harvard University Press, Cam-

bridge, Mass., 1957, p. 132) points out that "the trend to horizontally expanding

functionalism has been at least equalled by the drive to enlarge the vertical

power structures of major states by the addition of dependable allies and

dependent satellites."

9 See his essay, "Necessary and Sufficient Elements of a General Theory of

International Relations," in Theoretical Aspects of International Relations.

10 In Kaplan's words, "Individuals, after all, have no biological ties lo the

nation" (op. cit., p. 157) .
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national bodies as the UN and such transnational bodies as a Com-

munist International can, in principle,
become significant factors in

the shaping o world events. Tito's actions often are unintelligible

if it is forgotten that he identifies himself not only with Yugoslavia

but with some loose grouping he calls the Socialist camp. What

Arab leaders mean when they speak from the point of view of their

primary corporate interest may be a purely national interest or

instead a changing composite of national, Pan-Arab, and Pan-

Islamic interest. Whether the pope merits recognition as an actor

in world affairs cannot be determined merely by reference to the

fact that he lacks the military power states are able to muster. If

nations and statesmen do, in fact, act differently when under the

impact of orders or admonitions from the Vatican, to disregard the

pope as an actor would mean overlooking a significant aspect of

international politics. Similarly, the actor capacity of the United

Nations depends on whether the policies
of national statesmen are

affected by resolutions of the General Assembly, by reprovals of the

UN Secretary-General,
and by orders of the Security Council

One may conclude, then, that only an empirical analysis, pene-

trating to the minds of men and to their manner of choosing one

course of action over another, can throw light on the role of non-

state corporate actors and thus supplement a possibly oversimplified

and unrealistic concentration on the nation-states as sole corporate

actors. While it would be dangerous for theorists to divert their

primary attention from the nation-state and multistate systems

which continue to occupy most of the stage of contemporary world

politics, theory remains inadequate if it is unable to include such

phenomena as overlapping authorities, split loyalties, and divided

sovereignty, which were pre-eminent characteristics of medieval

actors. These phenomena, which indicate serious deviations from

the billiard ball model, also deserve attention from the analyst

today. Here too, then, the states-as-actors theory and the individuals-

as-actors theory must supplement each other. If they can be made

to do so, they will contribute to the development of a theory that

rightly can claim to be "realistic" since it will throw light on all

chief aspects of the realities in contemporary international politics.



Chapter Two AMITY AND
ENMITY
AMONG NATIONS

IN THE THEATER and in movies the actors attract attention

as individuals; yet, both actors and audience realize that the drama
arises from the interrelations among the actors. Similarly, although
individual nations and statesmen have a great and sometimes spec-
tacular impact on the course of events, international "relations" in

the literal sense require foremost attention. In the political arena,

conflict as well as co-operation is part of the interaction among the

actors; an actor's goals take shape in the form of demands on others;

the means each employs can be measured only in relation to the

means of others. Even in assessing the importance of a mountain

range or a stretch of ocean, the relationship between the nations

on both sides of the mountains or the sea determines whether they
constitute a protective shield or an undesirable barrier. The
Atlantic Ocean, for example, which once helped this country avoid

entanglements, has today become an obstacle to American protec-
tion of Western Europe. Not geography, but the relationship
between the United States and Western Europe has changed.
Terms like "amity" and "enmity" even more, terms like "friend-

ship" and "hostility" must be used with caution in discussing

interstate relationships. These terms are taken from the universe

of interpersonal relations and they convey a sense of emotional

involvement. In contrast, diplomatic postures of amity and enmity
do not depend on emotional conditions and may in fact contradict

them. Thus, some Americans may feel enmity for the colored races,

but this does not prevent "cordial" or "friendly" diplomatic rela-

tions between the United States and many African and Asian

nations. Again, while public opinion polls might indicate that the
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