The Logic of Power
(Taken from The Logic of International Relations, Walter Jones 6th Edition, 1988)
The Nature of Power

What is power in international relations?  We may define it broadly as the ability of an actor on the international stage to use tangible and intangible resources and assets in such a way as to influence the outcomes of international events to its own satisfaction.  This definition points out some of the important features in the relationship of influence among actors.  First, power is the means by which international actors deal with one another.  It implies possession, but specifically a collection of possessions to create an ability.  Second, power is not a natural political attribute but a product of material (tangible) and behavioural (intangible) resources, each of which has its unique place in the totality of the actor’s power.  Third, power is a means for achieving influence over other actors who are competing for outcomes favourable to their objectives.  And fourth, the rational use of power is an attempt to shape the outcome of international events in a way that will maintain or improve the actor’s satisfaction with the international political environment.  The derived satisfaction is normally a measure of the degree to which influential policymaking elite of a nation perceives its needs and objectives to be served by the prevailing international norms.  

The possession of power will be meaningless if its application is unable to bring about results that enhance the wielder’s self-interest.  One must consider the relative character of power.  When two states compete over an international objective, their abilities to exert power may be roughly equal (a symmetrical power relationship) or severely unequal (an asymmetrical power relationship).  Thus, it is important when assessing power to ask “Powerful relative to whom or to what?”  We know, for example, that in 1935 Italy was sufficiently powerful to overrun Ethiopia, but the same Italian armed forces were virtually impotent in the face of Allied assault 8 years later.  

More modern military examples have dramatized still another peculiarity of power:  the use of power may have diminishing returns.  In South Vietnam, for example, the United States used virtually all means short of nuclear warfare to bring about a North Vietnamese withdrawal.  Yet for all its firepower, it failed to achieve its objective.  The North Vietnamese and Viet Cong, infinitely less powerful militarily, were able to seize upon national will and deteriorating support for the war in the United States and among Washington’s allies to achieve politically what they could not achieve militarily:  governmental self-determination and the expulsion of American force.  The diminishing returns of American power, together with the superior intangible resources that the North Vietnamese were able to utilize, redressed the apparent asymmetry of their relationship.  Some forms of power are impotent indeed!  
Not all power relationships are measured in armaments.  In fact, it should be said categorically that power is not force, and the ability to exert power is not limited for forceful situations.  Actors rarely use force in the exercise of power.  Force should be thought of as residing at the extreme end of a continuum of choices available to a nation when its agents want to manipulate the outcomes of events.  

At the other extreme end of that continuum is persuasion, or the achievement of influence by the power of reason.  Regrettably, it is appropriate only in those international situations in which two actors have a close similarity of objective, or in which one asks but a small alteration in the policy of another in an event that is not critical to the latter.  Beyond this rare case, the achievement of influence depends on the relative availability of positive and negative sanctions to affect the behaviour of the other party.  When the sanctions are positive, they may be regarded as rewards or inducements to concur in a particular policy.  One government, for example, may offer a major trading concession to another in exchange for its support on another issue.  When such enticements fail, the same government may resort to negative sanctions, to punishments or depravations, to alter the course of another state’s policy.  It may threaten to rupture diplomatic relations, to discontinue trade, or to carry out any of countless other depravation.  Or in situations crucial to its satisfaction an actor can threaten or use force.  Force, then, is the result of an escalation in the power relationship between two actors.  

The choice of any of these methods of power depends of several factors in the relationship of the parties.  Foremost is the importance of outcome.  A government will not threaten nuclear war over small issues or issues of marginal importance.  Equally important, however, is the degree of similarity in the respective interpretations of the specific issue.  
The Ingredients of Power Potential

Studies of power in international relations recognize that power is a mixture of capabilities derived from both domestic sources and international activities.  Furthermore, such studies recognize that power comes from three sources:  Natural, Sociopsychological, and Synthetic.  The importance of each varies according to the type of international transaction and to the choice of power exercise that has been selected as a matter of national policy.  
Natural Sources of Power:  Among the natural sources of power, geography is one of the most important.  Decades ago geography was widely regarded as the most important single ingredient of power, though this theory has faded considerably in the era of jet and missile warfare.  It has been demonstrated that the frequency of wars correlates with the number of borders a nation shares.  A second critical component of power is natural resources.  Relative endowments of natural resources and raw materials may affect the power of a nation significantly.  Nations rich in raw materials are les dependant on the outside world and hence less vulnerable to negative sanctions (blockade, boycott, and so on); at the same time they are better able to apply both positive and negative sanctions to opponents.  A third component of power is population.  In general, large populations are capable of a variety of social functions and services [although this is not universally true.]  Unskilled, starving and ineffectively governed populations cannot marshal into effective power their other resources.  
Social and Psychological Components of Power:  Among the most critical is national self-image, which contributes acutely to the concept of the role that the nation ought to play.  Images of others are equally important in the policy making framework.  When national peoples hold the governments and peoples of other nation-states in high regard, their attitudes toward foreign relations reflect tolerance and forbearance; when they view the second party with mistrust, suspicion and fear their expectations about foreign policy are reactive at best.  Social-psychological research has amply demonstrated that demands on foreign policy stem from perception and from attitudes that people hold toward others.  All of these images are products of political socialization, the process by which the individual acquires political attitudes.  All of these images of self and others contribute to yet another component of power:  public support and cohesion.  Support of government and popular unity are critical morale factors in national power.  Unity does not necessarily how democratic a government is.  It is not consistently true that democratic regimes have enjoyed more popular support in foreign affairs than have authoritarian governments.  What counts in conflict is the effective disposition of the population to mobilize resources and undertake sacrifices proportionate to the perceived importance of the outcome.  Thus unity and public will are the indispensable catalysts for transforming potential power into useful power.  
Synthetic Components of Power:  These involve skillful use of human and other resources in such a way as to coordinate, develop and ready the state to put its power into motion.  Most important are industrial capacity and military production.  Industrial capacity is virtually synonymous with major-power status in the Twentieth Century.  Modern war requires a sophisticated manufacturing capability and huge economic resources.  In most [but far from all] cases, the wealthier state will “win” in war.  However, a state inferior in strength and yet superior in “cost tolerance” may paradoxically be more powerful than a strong opponent less willing to suffer.  
