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Abstract 

Purpose of the study: The study's rationale is tied to examining the viability of global collective security within a 

continuously changing arena of national interest of actors. It assesses the basis for global actors' policy responses and 

actions in the fight against the novel coronavirus (Covid-19). 

Methodology: The study uses a secondary data scoping review technique focusing on collective security, national 

interest, and Covid -19 as the central themes. It utilizes the tenents of human nature, cooperation, and systemic 

considerations espoused in game theory’s stag hunt analysis and Maslow’s hierarchy of needs to explore the rationale for 

state actions in the global arena. 

Main findings: The paper confirms that while collective security is essential for global security, its efficacy is 

dependent on its alignment with states' national interests. Drawing from case observation of global superpowers' 

responses to Covid-19, the paper argues that the global and 'borderless' impact of Covid-19 serves to buttress the 

assertion that the integrity of collective security is a function of national interest alignment. In essence, collective 

security is only 'collective' and effective when state actors' national interests are directly aligned to the pursuance of such 

security objective(s). The paper concludes that the fight against the Covid-19 pandemic could only be won if global 

actors shun the narrow gains of national interest and focus on the survival of all through collective policy efforts. 

Application: The study is relevant as it adds to the body of knowledge and analysis for geopolitics and international 

relations. It is also a useful prototype in theory testing and analysis within politics and international relations subfields. It 

is also relevant in the discourse of global public health and human security.  

Novelty: The need to assess the methodology and need for collective action in the face of global threats is imperative. 

Thus, the study serves as an eye-opener and acknowledgment of the declining status of collective security in the face of 

national interest despite the clamor pre- and post-United nations formation and aim for world peace. Therefore, the 

global and 'borderless' impact of Covid-19 serves to buttress the assertion that the integrity of collective security is a 

function of national interest alignment. In essence, collective security is only 'collective' and effective when state actors' 

national interests are directly in agreement with the pursuance of such security objective(s). 

Keywords: Covid-19, Collective Security, Global Actors, National Interest, Pandemic.  

INTRODUCTION 

The coronavirus disease (Covid-19), caused by Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 (Sars-CoV-2), has 

become one of the foremost global public health issues, and by implication, security concern for policymakers around 

the world. As the pandemic touches all facets of modern society globally, it becomes increasingly clear that its impacts 

threaten the world as we know it in terms of its socio-political and economic configurations (Neil, 2020; Wong, 2020; 

Patrick et al., 2021). The World Health Organisation (WHO) reports that the disease has recorded over 121 million 

confirmed cases of infections with over 2.6 million deaths as of March 2021 since it was first reported in Wuhan, China, 

in December 2019 (World Health Organization, 2021). Owing to the nature of the disease and the swiftness of its spread, 

the WHO declared the virus a public health emergency of international concern on January 30, 2020 (Lee et al., 2020; 

World Health Organization, 2021). It is plausible to assert that the world is yet to experience a pandemic of this 

magnitude with a global reach within a short timeframe. The socioeconomic and political impact of this pandemic on 

every aspect of life and contemporary reality and its impact on global human security is an issue of policy concern (Neil, 

2020).  

The discourse on security (state-centric and human dimensions) has been an issue of global concern since the formation 

of man and society (Pahl-Wostl, 2019). The need to avoid all forms of threats while consolidating the chances of 

survival sits as an innate prerequisite in human relations. Given this, human interactions are motivated by the need to 

serve self-interest, which is by inference, self-survival. This postulation is true for domestic interactions as it is in the 

global arena (See Morgenthau, 2014 for the realist's postulation on international politics). As realists would argue, actors 

within the global arena operate on the premise of competitive self-interest motivated by the need for survival with power 

as the central currency for interaction. The Covid-19 pandemic poses a peculiar scenario to gauge the viability of this 

postulation in view of global actors' policy responses and directions in their respective struggle for survival. In the wake 

of the virus and its spread, states' immediate and subsequent response across the globe was enacting policy actions 
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geared towards self-interest and survival. These have included, among others, extended periods of national and sectorial 

lockdowns, border closures in the bid to curtail the spread of the pandemic, politics of 'blame' and 'counter blame' on 

cause/origin of the virus, political economy race to vaccine formation, etc. (Vos et al., 2020; Wong et al., 2020). It is no 

gainsaying that these actions are motivated by power politics and the need to gain comparative advantage over the 'other' 

within the global arena's comity. 

It is pertinent to note that while the Covid-19 pandemic is a global challenge that demands collective global effort, the 

implications for the socio-economic and political survival for each state and non-state actor are at varying degrees. In 

that light, the vulnerability of states as well as their adaption will be influenced by their policy orientation, specific 

ideologies, and practice. While the need to combat this pandemic is an issue of policy and research concern, the need to 

assess the policy alternatives that state and non-state actors embark on in the face of collective security is paramount. 

Again, while policymakers and actors are in sync on the fact that the nature of the spread of the disease has the potential 

to destabilize systems and processes that have defined human existence, states have tended to pursue policies in their 

national interest in the face of the existential threat posed by Covid-19. This methodology of self-preservation has 

become a typical protocol by states and non-state actors on any issue within the global arena. Hence, actions and 

inactions of global actors are thus guided by the strategic socio-political and economic benefit for self rather than the 

benefit for all as the politics of national interest plays above collective interest. This is exemplified in the continuous 

politics around greenhouse gas emission and climate change issues, environmental politics, as well as issues around 

poverty, migration, terrorism, among others. It is, therefore, pertinent to posit that unlike other global issues ravaging the 

world and the responses of global actors, the most needed global coordinated responses to Covid-19 cannot be handled 

on the premise of "politics as usual."  

Sequel to the above summation, the paper draws jointly on realist theories of human nature, cooperation, and systemic 

considerations to offer an account of the rationale for the policy response and actions of actors in the international arena 

in the face of the Covid-19 global pandemic. Using a combination of realist theories postulations from a human nature 

standpoint (needs approach) and a strategic standpoint (stag hunt), the paper attempts to reinforce the assertion that 

collective security is a function of national interest alignment. The discourse on collective security is mostly within the 

domain of state-centric national and international security and threats, especially of defence and military nature. 

However, we offer a shift in the discourse on collective security to include an alignment of human security and state 

response to global/public health security threats. Hence, using the global and ‘borderless’ impact of Covid-19 and the 

response of global actors, the paper examines the viability of the idea of collective security in the face of actors’ national 

interest in the global arena.  

THE RATIONALE OF THE STUDY AND OBJECTIVE 

The study assesses the place of comparative advantage and mutual suspicion motivated by the national interest of actors 

in the discourse and viability of collective security. The rationale is premised on the need to examine the viability of 

collective security within the prism of national interest in the global arena. The justification for case study observation 

underscores the systemic approach (hegemony), the actions, and inactions of global superpowers, specifically the United 

States, China, Russia, and their allies, as well as organizations (non-state actors) central to the discourse of Covid-19 

pandemic.  

The ensuing sections discuss the method and theoretical framework for the paper. They present the conceptualization of 

collective security and national interest, an analysis of selected case studies on actors' policy response in the wake of the 

Covid-19 pandemic from a systemic approach, and make a case for the need for collective security that supersedes 

national interest. 

METHOD  

The paper is a scoping review of secondary data focusing on collective security, national interest, and Covid -19 as the 

central themes of the paper (Lv et al., 2020). From the discourse of realists' power politics in the international arena 

(Bell, 2017; Wu, 2018), it adopts a confirmatory approach in analyzing the viability of collective security in the face of 

conflicting national interests of global actors using the global pandemic caused by Covid -19 as a case in point. 

DISCUSSION/ ANALYSIS 

Theoretical framework 

The theoretical perspective this paper adopts in assessing the viability of collective security in the era of the Covid-19 

global pandemic vis-á-vis national interest is the synthesized assumptions of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs and the stag 

hunt model of game theory. These two views draw discussions from the framework of neorealist complex 

interdependence theory of international politics. These combined theories aim to appraise global actors' policy actions 

and direction (state and non-state) amidst the fight to address the imminent global security challenge posed by the 

Covid-19 pandemic. 
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Abraham Maslow's hierarchy of needs theory is based on the "humanistic" approach premised on the assumption that 

human behavior can be understood by the classification of basic human needs in a hierarchy (Abulof, 2017; Bouzenita & 

Boulanouar, 2016; Soni & Soni, 2016). The theory postulates the idea that human interaction is patterned on specific 

hierarchical motivation that must be met from the lower order to the top. Higher-order needs are only pursued upon the 

fulfillment of the preceding lower-order needs in the hierarchy. For Maslow, these needs are arranged from the bottom 

up as Physiological; Safety; Belongingness and Love; Esteem; Self-Actualization, and Self-Transcendence (Abulof, 

2017; Soni & Soni, 2016). Using this inference, the paramount objective of the state is its survival. Hence, the fulfilment 

of the lower level needs in terms of its physiological needs (human security), safety, and security are foremost (see 

Porter, 2016). In the assumption of rationality, states are most likely to naturally carry out policy actions that align with 

the agenda, prioritizing personal safety and the fulfillment of the lower-order needs (these constitute the essentials of 

national interest) before considering other higher-order needs which form the rationale for collective security. 

Figure 1: Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (Jonas, 2017: 108) 

 

Figure 2: Stag Hunt pictorial depiction (Christopher & Greg, 2019) 

The stag hunt analysis of game theory (also referred to as ‘Coordination Game’) is hinged on the assumption that actors 

in a game will achieve maximum result only upon cooperation rather than acting alone (DeCanio & Fremstad, 2013). 

The theory projects a strategic standpoint and is premised on the analogy that individuals in a stag hunt can cooperate to 

hunt a stag or each act alone to hunt a hare. Any hunter's deviation from the collective kill of the big stag to focus on the 

tiny hare guarantees the failure of the stag hunt for the entire team. In contrast, the deviating hunter gets a hare to the 

detriment of the entire team. By implication, without cooperation, the stag hunt is guaranteed to fail. The dilemma this 

creates, firstly, is that all actors are aware that cooperation implies a bigger win for all, and a deviation implies a small 

win for one at the detriment of all. Secondly, all actors are unaware if anyone of them will deviate, at the detriment of 
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all, by going for the smaller catch while factoring that the stag may never come. The theory posits that while players (in 

this instance, state and non-state actors in the international arena) are assumed to have the unilateral will and are capable 

of rational choices, the advantage of cooperation outweighs the pursuance of unilateral policy action (DeCanio & 

Fremstad, 2013).  

The stag hunt model as shown in figure 2 illustrates the policy dilemma of actors, either to act for the collective good of 

all or in their self-interest within the international arena. As depicted in the stag hunt, actors may pursue individual 

interests to the detriment of the entire system. This creates a mutual suspicion and the need for faith in the goodwill of 

other global actors to pursue a collective policy action which is mostly little or non-existent in the international system. 

Thus, the international system's anarchic nature implies that actors will pursue an interest that will maximize their 

survival by whatever strategy is available. 

In realist tradition, the pursuit of national interest is seen as the guiding rationale for global actors within the 

international arena (Lebow, 2020; Nuechterlein, 2019). Hence, realists posit that policy actions and directions are guided 

by actors’ self-interests defined within power dynamics in the international arena (Morgenthau, 2014; Rosecrance & 

Stein, 2016). Given this, the actions and inactions of actors are geared towards the advancement of comparative 

advantage over others in their interactions. Within the prism of the complex interdependence theory, these interests align 

and differ at varying intervals. The theory hereby posits that the international system creates a situation whereby actors 

become mutually dependent, vulnerable, and sensitive to each other's needs and actions. There is a possibility of conflict 

in this arrangement despite cooperation and vice versa (Rana, 2015). Within this prism, the challenge which the Covid-

19 pandemic poses to global security, and especially state actors' response in terms of policy directions and actions, 

becomes an issue of pertinent concern. The rationale to act alone or cooperatively in the fight to curtail the spread as 

well as management of the pandemic thus trickles down to policy makers' assessment of the comparative advantage of 

such action of 'cooperation or sole action' for their national interest. 

National interest vs. Collective security: a synopsis  

In understanding the onus of our postulation on the viability of collective security in the face of national interest, the 

conceptualization of both ideas becomes imperative. This thus provides a background to the analysis of actions and 

inactions of actors within the global arena in the face of the global public health security challenge posed by the Covid-

19 pandemic.  

National interest is a slippery concept used to describe and prescribe foreign policy by explaining and analyzing foreign 

policy and justifying or rationalizing state behavior in the global arena. In its simplest terms, national interest connotes 

state actors' policy objective on how their interest interacts within the international arena (Alsalloum & Tayie, 2018). 

The core doctrine of national interest (raison d’état) is conventionally aligned with Machiavelli's 16th-century reflection 

of statecraft. This views the survival of the state (self-preservation and wellbeing) as the ultimate essence of the state, 

which must be protected by whatever means necessary (moral and, or immoral) (Navari, 2016; Zartman, 2019). In this 

sense, national interest connotes the pursuance of state's survival in terms of territorial integrity, security/defense, 

economic prosperity, and wellbeing, as well as the promotion of state values and ideology within the community of 

nations (Alsalloum & Tayie, 2018; Navari, 2016; Zartman, 2019). 

Within the discipline of international relations, conceptualizing national interest is problematic as it draws differing 

perceptions from different schools of thought. The interpretation of what constitutes the 'ultimate objective' of the state 

(by inference, its national interest) differs according to different schools of thought. In view of this, the objectivists view 

national interest as the ultimate goal of the state, which is permanent, independent of the policymaker, as well as serves 

as a rational bipartisan guide for policymakers that can be evaluated, compared, and contrasted. The subjectivists posit 

that national interest is determined by the changing preference and priority of the policymaker. On the other hand, the 

constructivists view national interest as a compass that helps to constitute as necessary and legitimize policymakers' 

actions on behalf of the state (Alsalloum & Tayie, 2018; Zartman, 2019). 

In his speech to the United Kingdom House of Commons, Henry John Temple (1981) captured the essence and 

permanency of national interest as; thus, “We have no eternal allies, and we have no perpetual enemies. Our interests are 

eternal and perpetual, and those interests we must follow...” (Murphy, 2016: 17). The implication of this view is 

buttressed on many fronts by the realists' assumptions of international politics. Firstly, it portrays an international system 

whereby actors' decision-making and actions within the international arena are independent and motivated by their sole 

national interest. This, by inference, implies that actors will interact within the international system with the singular 

agenda of safeguarding their national interest at all costs. Secondly, it also depicts a system whereby alliances are tied 

only to the singular state's strategic interest. Hence, states have no permanent enemies nor friends. The implication of 

this arrangement for the international system is the dynamic fluidity in the balance of power, which will be subject to the 

interest of individual actors regarding prevailing global issues within the international arena. The third implication of Sir 

Henry's summation for the international system is the strive by each actor within the international arena for strategic 

advantage fuelled by the need for power accumulation. This supports Hans Morgenthau's postulation of 'power as the 

currency in the international system.' Hence, he argued that nations would pursue policies that will enhance their power 

and strategic influence within the international arena (Morgenthau, 2014; Navari, 2016). From this summation, and 
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following the neorealist perception of international politics, one could argue that state behavior in the international arena 

is conditioned by its national interest as a driving force. Within the stag hunt analysis premise, one may argue that the 

apparent awareness that states will pursue their national interest by whatever means puts all other actors in a dilemma of 

choice on whether to act in the unity of purpose or pursue singularity of interest. Hence, the pursuance of these differing 

interests by a multitude of the state is poised to cause instability in the system if not properly maintained. It is, therefore, 

interesting to observe the dilemma of global actors in the face of the Covid-19 pandemic. 

Owing to the anarchic and volatile nature of the global arena, the need for maintaining global security, peace, and 

stability becomes critical for the survival of the international system. Therefore, the collective force to protect universal 

security through international cooperation among actors becomes a critical requirement (Lorenz, 2019). Thus, the idea of 

collective security is seen as the strategic management of international security by a commitment of all actors to jointly 

work together against aggression or threat to global peace and stability (Karinne, 2017; Tsagourias & White, 2013). The 

system of collective security is seen as a utopian policy action and agreement in the international arena aimed at ensuring 

peaceful existence in the international community by the prohibition of force as well as the neutralization of any form of 

threat to global peace (Karinne, 2017; Lorenz, 2019; Tsagourias & White, 2013). The protocol implies a collective 

action against aggression committed on any member of the 'collective' whereby security concerns all. This implies that 

an "injury to one is seen as an injury to all" in the sense that collective action is carried out in response to a threat or 

breach of peace. By this, all actors work cooperatively in neutralizing a security challenge on any member of the 

collective, as a security threat on anyone is termed a threat to all (Karinne, 2017). To maintain this arrangement, actors 

are obliged to work cooperatively as a unit for the good of all. It is pertinent to note that this paper is a significant shift in 

focus on the state-centric militarized notion of collective security to a human security discourse. In this stance, the paper 

argues that a public health concern (in the sense of the Covid-19 pandemic and its impact on security) is a crucial 

security concern that requires the collective actions of global actors to quell threats on the survival of each actor. 

While the idea of collective security is crucial in maintaining global security, Tsagourias and White (2013) and Lorenz 

(2019) argued that the notion is utopian in nature. This is because the practicability of collective security is centered on 

the willingness of members in the collective to subordinate their interest to that of the common good. The reality in most 

instances is that the viability of collective security is subject to its alignment with the interest of the actors involved, 

especially the hegemon within the collective. For instance, despite the United Nations (UN) protocol on collective 

security as captured in Article 2 (4) of the UN charter.
1
 (D’Amato, 2013; Kilovaty, 2015), there are several instances in 

history where global actors have acted contrary to collective interest/security due to their national interest (Adamthwaite, 

2014; Weiss, 2018). 

Drawing from the above, it is plausible to argue that the League of Nations as the precursor to the United Nations, 

collapsed largely due to the institution's failure in enforcing its collective security arrangement, as stated in article 10 of 

its charter (Zeidler, 2016). The 1923 occupation of the Greek island of Corfu (Phelan, 2017) and the 1935 aggression 

against Abyssinia in Ethiopia by Italy (Sloane, 2016) were met with no consequence due to the calculation of national 

interest by member states. The French government claimed the Italian threat to collective security was "a wrong threat at 

a wrong time, at a wrong border" (Adamthwaite, 2014: 58). As indeed other superpower actors, France's position was 

mainly on the ground that acting in the collective was not in their strategic national interest. Again, Japan's occupation of 

China in 1931 (Weiss, 2018) was ignored. Acting in the spirit of collective security against Japan will weaken Japan's 

power and make Russia a dominant power in the far East. While the collective security principle has become more 

effective in the post-world war 2 eras, it is still reasonable to posit that the principle seems only efficient when 

hegemonic interest is aligned in a collective security action. 

Within the premise of human security to which the idea of collective security is anchored in this paper, social and 

economic issues capable of threatening global security are as pivotal as security of a militarized nature. State and non-

state actors' responses (competitive and cordial) to these global security threats are fundamental to maintaining the peace 

and stability of the international system. As exemplified in the fight on climate change, poverty, terrorism, and meeting 

with the millennium and sustainable development goals (MDGs and SDGs respectively) among others, the positions 

were taken by global actors’ on these issues are subject to their strategic national interest. The politics that accompany 

the global collective action needed in the fight against these global security issues, such as climate change as another 

immediate global threat such as the Covid-19 pandemic, speaks volumes about the degree of viability of collective 

security argued in this paper. The public health damage being caused globally by Covid-19 and the attendant impact the 

pandemic has on the socio-political and economic survival of states makes it a security concern.  

While Maslow’s hierarchy of needs places survival as the first need to be met in the hierarchy of needs, the mutual 

suspicion that states will act in ways that give them a comparative advantage makes the discourse of mutual collective 

security in the face of the Covid-19 pandemic problematic. Considering the international system's competitive nature, it 

is no gainsaying that each actor will strive to pursue interests that places them at a strategic advantage over the other. 

                                                                 
1
The United Nations Charter Article 2 (4) states that "… member states shall refrain in their international relations from 

the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state…" (D’Amato, 2013; 

Kilovaty, 2015) 
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This competitiveness stands the chance of frustrating collective action and security against the concerted global efforts to 

curtail the Covid-19 pandemic.  

Selected case studies of the policy response to Covid-19 

While the Covid-19 pandemic continues to ravage the world in terms of its socio-political and economic implications, 

policy makers' perception of risk is coined on their assessment of comparative advantage. Therefore, there is no refuting 

that the need to gain comparative advantage either in the interest of the state or self, as argued in the stag hunt analysis, 

determines the degree of cooperation or antagonism by policymakers in the international arena. Hence, it is plausible to 

assert that the interest of global actors influences policy actions and policy directions in the international arena. Within 

the premise of global politics, the idea of national strategic interest (and by inference, survival) serves as the bedrock for 

decision-making among world leaders (Nuechterlein, 2019). And as Maslow’s theory argued, the need to meet the 

physiological and safety needs in terms of survival stands far above other higher-order needs like the need for belonging 

to which collective security falls within. Hence, self-preservation in terms of power dynamics and survival forms the 

basis for actions and policy decisions actors in the international arena (Lebow, 2020). This by default implies that these 

actors pursue their survival at whatever cost hereby executing actions and policy decisions that give them a strategic 

advantage over others in the global arena. The acknowledgment of the fact that each actor would rather act in its self-

interest than the interest of the collective as espoused by the stag hunt analysis of game theory is the constant dilemma of 

actors within the international system. This inference may explain the ban on international travel and the closing of 

borders despite the economic and political implications of this policy on the global economy. Another immediate 

inference will be the national lockdown policy action of most governments around the world despite economic and 

socio-political concerns in the wake of the swiftness in the spread of the Covid-19 pandemic.  

Bearing this in mind, the decision of the Donald Trump-led US government to withdraw its financial contribution to the 

World Health Organisation (WHO) at a crucial period of the global fight against the Covid-19 pandemic was not outside 

the confines of the rationale of national interest (Betsy & Jennifer, 2020). Many will argue that financial contribution is 

at the prerogative of the donor. However, the implication of the US government's decision amid the century's most 

significant global health crisis has an enormous negative impact on the concerted global efforts in the fight against the 

disease, especially for the global South. This policy action can also not be separated entirely from the US and China's 

hegemonic power struggle on many other socioeconomic and political facades. For instance, China’s push to promote 

itself as a global leader in fighting the Covid-19 pandemic [referred to as the “Global Mask Diplomacy” (Jacinto, 2020; 

Wong, 2020)] is strategically opposed by the US and its allies. This may explain the 'finger pointing' by the Donald 

Trump-led US government and its allies towards China as the 'originator' of the disease and accusing China of secrecy in 

its handling of the pandemic, among other allegations. Trump's conspiracy theory-like postulation of China's plot to 

ensure his defeat in the 2020 US election is also seen as a motivation for its policy action against the WHO and 

subsequently the collective global fight on the pandemic (Hans, 2020). While it is easy to treat these actions as sole acts 

independent of themselves, the thrive for global relevance and hegemonic control would be said to motivate these two 

world powers' actions in their policy response to the Covid-19 pandemic. From the premise of the theories postulated 

here, we may argue that the mutual suspicion of these hegemonic powerhouses influences their actions and policy 

response to the global fight against the Covid-19 pandemic. While each actor (in this case, the US and its allies, China, 

and WHO, among others) are first concerned about survival, the suspicion that each state would act in its strategic 

interest harmers negatively on the collective global efforts necessary to curtail the pandemic.  

Again, China's policy actions and direction in the face of the Covid-19 pandemic, like the US, have not been outside her 

strategic national interest. While the mutual role expectations between the two countries (US and China) is becoming 

progressively unstable due to China's steady rise in power (Shih & Huang, 2015), the policy actions and directions 

adopted at this period in history would be crucial in determining the direction of the post-Covid-19 era of world politics. 

Similarly, the action of the WHO, which the US government cited as a rationale for their decision to halt financial 

contribution, is also another point to consider. The WHO's hesitance to declare the disease a global pandemic and the 

difficulty in sanctioning China begs the question as to the rationale for the difficulty in making a stand on China and her 

role in the spread of the disease (Green, 2020). The WHO's position amidst the global efforts to curtain this global 

security threat is obviously not independent of protecting its strategic interest as a global actor.  

Outside the hegemonic struggle in the face of a need for a concerted global effort, the Covid-19 pandemic also threatens 

the collective security arrangement of the European Union (EU). The Covid-19 European Union crisis speaks volumes in 

reinforcing the assertion of national interest alignment as a crucial precursor to the viability of collective security. In the 

EU, while policymakers agree that the Covid-19 pandemic is a social and economic security challenge that should be 

addressed collectively, their position in this response varies in terms of their interest and strategic position. For instance, 

German's swiftness in handling the outbreak and its slow response and near casual approach to the same pandemic in 

wider Europe (O’Callaghan, 2020) speaks volumes to the importance of national interest in the determination of policy 

action in the international arena. While some countries in Southern Europe such as France and Italy proposed a Covid-19 

marshal plan form of response, whereby "joint aids" and "budgetary transfers" were given to the hardest-hit regions, 

others in the North were in disagreement with such a plan. Countries like Germany and the Netherlands instead favored 

an aid system in the form of loans that must be repaid (Hans, 2020). The need for Northern European states to shove 
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aside personal interest and assist their southern counterparts, while ensuring a collective action in dealing with the 

Covid-19 challenge perhaps was what motivated the French President’s postulation that “If a part of Europe fall, the 

whole of Europe will fall.” (Hans, 2020; O’Callaghan, 2020). It is pertinent to note that the positions of these states are 

again in alignment with their individual national interests as the degree of vulnerability to the pandemic varies across 

Europe. 

Again, the Covid-19 pandemic brings to question US-European relations in the face of collective security and national 

interest. The Trump administration's executive order to place a travel ban on the movements of people from Europe to 

the US in the wake of the pandemic questioned the idea of collectively. While from a national health care prism, the 

policy decision of a ban on Europe may be understood, but the same policy action of a ban contravenes the idea of a 

collective and supports the lookout for 'self-survival. Similarly, the statement by the French government to declare as 

unacceptable a global pharmaceutical company's decision to reserve the first doses of its Covid-19 vaccine for the US 

market on the grounds that the said company is based in France shows to a large extent how an actor's view of self-

survival determines their policy actions and decisions (Bairin & Cullen, 2020). These actions support Maslow’s 

reasoning that self-survival must come first before the need for ‘brotherhood.’ In this instance, the survival of France is 

crucial and sits in the hierarchy of her needs as more valuable than the ‘need for belonging’ in the international 

community. Morgenthau’s postulation of national interest as a ‘power play’ in the international arena (Navari, 2016) also 

holds true in the global efforts against the Covid-19 pandemic. It is plausible to assert that actors within the global arena 

are in the race to be the first to develop the vaccine for the virus on the premise that the new hegemon in the new world 

order conditioned by the Covid-19 pandemic will be determined by the control of the vaccine as soft power bargain. This 

may explain the race by China, US, Russia and other hegemons to discover the world's first vaccine. And as argued in 

the stag hunt analysis of the game theory, the mutual suspicion of each actor may imply the loss of the 'stag.' In this 

instance, the continued singularity of actions motivated by the need to gain comparative and strategic advantage, as well 

as the mutual suspicion that emanates may imply the loss in the battle against the Covid-19 pandemic. These "politics of 

self" scenarios have proved themselves in other human collective security issues such as the global fight against global 

warming and climate change, terrorism, human migration and displacement, and hunger, among others. The supposed 

loss (or near loss) in these global struggles can be pinned on the intricacies of national interests impinging on collective 

security.  

CONCLUSION  

From the foregoing, the policy actions of the US, China, as well as other global leaders to this pandemic shows to a large 

extent that the politics of self-survival and the need for comparative advantage as against a 'collective' beclouds the 

collective fight against the pandemic. While this is self-serving, blame-games and power struggle strategies among the 

world leaders, in a bid to gain comparative advantage, create another crisis within a pandemic as lone efforts by actors in 

fighting the disease will have minimal impact in a globalized setting. This paper concludes that while the Covid-19 

pandemic threatens global security, state policy actions are conditioned by their need for survival. The viability of 

collective security in its essence is hereby possible only in a situation where the national interests of states are aligned. 

This invariably means that states and other actors in the international arena view collective security through the narrow 

lens of their national interests. Therefore, collective security is only 'collective' and effective when actors' national 

interest is directly aligned to the pursuance of such collective. The Covid-19 pandemic poses a global security challenge 

that undermines the essence of humanity. Since the survival of all is at stake, to this end, there is an urgent need for 

global actors to shove away the politics of self and work together in solidarity
 
as one of the global fights against the 

Covid-19 pandemic will be won. Given this, it is credible to assert that the only way out of the quagmire posed by the 

Covid-19 pandemic is for actors in the international arena to think as 'we' as against the natural realist postulation of 'self' 

in international politics. Thus, the fight can only be won if global actors shun the narrow gains of national interest for the 

survival of all through collective policy efforts in combatting the pandemic. 

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

The study is primarily descriptive in nature. The discourse on Covid-19 and the policy response of global actors is still 

an emerging research space. Therefore, analysis for this study is mostly inferred based on limited empirical data 

available on the subject matter as at the period of developing the paper. Hence, the data used were mostly secondary in 

nature. The study would have benefited more from empirical data. 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY 

The action and inaction of global actors within the global arena can be viewed from different theoretical lenses. The 

study's rationale is tied to examining the viability of collective security within a continuously changing arena of national 

interest of actors. The need to assess the methodology and need for collective action in the face of global threats is 

imperative. Thus, the study serves as an eye-opener and acknowledges the declining status of collective security in the 

face of national interest despite the clamor pre- and post-United nations formation and aim for world peace. Therefore, 

the global and 'borderless' impact of Covid-19 serves to buttress the assertion that the integrity of collective security is a 

function of national interest alignment. In essence, collective security is only 'collective' and effective when state actors' 

national interests are directly aligned to the pursuance of such security objective(s).  
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