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In much current theorizing, anarchy has once again U.m.n: ann_mnnarno_vww
the fundamental assumption about m:nﬁ.:w:.o:w_ politics. wg—. n&w. w~

decade, numerous scholars, especially nromn in the neo-realist tra mcan_:r.
have posited anarchy as the single most important nrm__.nunﬁ.n:wcnmcﬂnw w:
ing international relations. This article explores imp Mun»co:_w o MER "
assumption. in doing so, it Rovn:m.oamw ﬁnvmﬁam about :M na ure o
international politics. First, 1 examine various no:nnwa&o_ mMMn HWn
employed in the international _.n._mco:w. literature. m_mno_a.‘w n%m be the
sharp dichotonmy between domestic and international po _Mn _ma. S0
ciated with this assumption. As others have, 1 @Cnm:o:rn e vali ;«m. nd
utility of such a dichotomy. T:u:& this article .mcmmnwﬁwn ata HW.OM MM»T
ful way to understand the international system is one that combin

chy and interdependence.

CONCEPTS OF ANARCHY

Anarchy has been accorded a central role in W:Hm_.:mao.:u_ vw:anm, owwnn_wwwrﬁ
recent theoretical writings. Robert Art »:a. Robert _.Q.SM.,MQ Emm:no. wmmﬁ.:mn?
“anarchy is the fundamental fact of international relations.”” For M.n:r m%w\rﬂ fen
standing of international politics must flow m.o:.g an ::.&Q.mwm: __.:.m Mm & RQ:R.
IR obert Gilpin defines the fundamental nature o?:ﬁmﬂzm:o,:» po 5988 2 reeur
ring struggle for wealth and power among independent wcno_.w._: a mz:n [ anar
chy”® For Kenneth Waltz, anarchy is the first element o r.mnw:nc ¢ In the
international system.* It is for him the mc‘cnn:n.u_ feature m.oE.E. Hm a n_uwo x con
sequences derive. Recent studies of m:.ﬁm_.:u:o:w_ cooperation HM%GN 0 sartec
from the assumption that the international system 1s m:m:.nr_n. ober o
defines his central question as being “under what conditions will coopera

i S 1 Il Lewis!
Anarchy is one of the most vague and ambiguous words in language. George Cornewa
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enterge i a world of egoists without central authority?™ He believes anarchy is
espectally relevant to international politics since “today nations interact without
central authority”® The condition of anarchy provides the baseline for his game-
theoretic analysis. As he concludes,

Today. the most important problems facing humanity are in the area of international
relations, where independent, egoistic nations face cach other in a state of near anar-
chy. Many of the problems take the form of an iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma.?

Other scholars have used this analogy between anarchy and the Prisoners’
Dilemma as well. In After Hegemony, Robert Keohane begins his effort o explain
international cooperation by assuming that anarchy is the fundamental face about
international politics. He describes the initial international environment as one
peopled by egoistic, anomic states, pursuing their self-interests in a self-help system
without any centralized authority. He shows that even in this enviromment, which
resembles single-play Prisoners” Dilenima, states can find cooperation to be in
their narrow self-interest.®

This view of anarchy as the central condition of international politics is also
apparent in the explanation of cooperation that emerges in Kenneth Oye’s edited
volume, Cooperation Under Anarchy. As the title suggests, this volume’s fundamental
premise about international politics is that it is anarchic. The first sentence of the
volume asserts that “Nations dwell in perpetual anarchy, for no central authority
imposes limits on the pursuit of sovereign interests.”” Moreover, the authors view
their central question as being “what circumstances favor the emergence of coop-
eration under anarchy” and see the structure of the international SYSEEI as resei-
bling a Prisoners’ Dilemma. Assuming anarchy to be primary, they then proceed to
diagnose what factors make cooperation possible in such an environment. For all
of these authors then—although less so for Keohane anarchy is taken to be the
central background condition of international politics. All their analyses flow from
this assumption. But what do these authors mean by anarchy?

Anarchy has at least two meanings. The first meaning that anarchy carries is a
lack of order. It implies chaos or disorder. The Oxford English Dictionary, for
instance, lists political disorder as its primary definition. Such lack of order is often
assoctated with the existence of a state of war. It is thus linked to the Hobbesian
analogy of politics in the absence of a sovereign, which realists use as a model of
international politics. As Hedley Bull describes the realist view,

The Hobbesian tradition describes international relations as a state of war of all against
all, an arena of struggle in which each state is pitted against every other. International
relations, on the Hobbesian view, represent pure conflict between states and resemble a
game that is wholly distributive or zero-sum. . . . The particular international activity
that. on the Hobbesian view, is most typical of international activity as a whole . . . is
war ieself 1

In this view then, the international system is a chaotic arena of war of all against all.

Butare chaos, lack of order, and constant threat of war what scholars mean by
the anarchic nature of the system? It does not seem to be. Persistent elements of
order in - international politics have been noted by many. International order,
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defined in a strong sense as “a pattern of activity that sustains the clementary or
primary goals of a society of states, or international society ™! is not lacking in
international relations. Such order implies the existence of a common framework
of rules and institutions guiding international practices, and some such framework
has existed among states at many times.'? For Hedley Bull, order in the form of
“international society has always been present in the modern international system
because at no stage can it be said that the conception of the common interests of
states, of common rules accepted and common institutions worked by them, has
ceased to exert an influence.”"?

Others as well have noted the elements of order and society that mark inter-
national politics. Much of the recent literature on international regimes makes this
point. Regimes serve to constrain and guide states’ behaviour according to com-
mon norms and rules, thereby making possible patterned, or orderly, behaviour.
Indeed, the authors of Cooperation Under Anarchy seek to explain such order. While
initially seeing international politics in the Hobbesian image of a system marked
by persistent war and lacking limits on states’ behaviour, they eventually note that

an international socicty—albeit a fragmented one—exists. . .. To say that world poli-
tics is anarchic does not imply that it entirely lacks organization. Relationships among
actors may be carefully structured in some issue-areas, even though they remain loose
in others.™

In this strong sense of a set of patterned behaviour promoting various goals or
norms, order is not what the international system lacks.

In a weaker sense, order is also apparent. Discovery of the orderly features of
world politics amidst its seeming chaos is perhaps the central achievement of neo-
realists. For example, Gilpin points out that “the relationships among states have a
high degree of order and that although the international system is one of anarchy
(i.c., absence of formal governmental authority), the system does exercise an ele-
ment of control over the behavior of states”*> Waltz also finds order in the regu-
larized patterns of state behaviour that he observes. The timeless and recurrent
formation of balances of power constitutes such a pattern. ...

Recurrent balancing by states suggests the order lurking in the seeming chaos
of international politics. While states themselves may not realize it, like firms in a
perfect market, their behaviour is being constrained into an orderly outcome.
Again, the behaviour of states is being influenced to produce unintended order. In
this case, however, states’ behaviour is not guided by their norms or goals, but
rather by structures beyond their control. In this weaker sense, then, as well, lack of
order does not seem to be the distinguishing feature associated with the system’s
anarchy. Thus although anarchy may refer to a lack of order in international poli-
tics, such a conception is not what most 1R scholars mean by it.

The second definition of anarchy is the lack of government. It is the first
meaning of anarchy given in the Oxford English Dictionary and is common among
political scicntists. Among the many uses Waltz makes of anarchy, the notion of an
absence of government is central.' In the Cooperation Under Anarchy volume, anar-
chy is also defined as a “lack of common government.”'7 .. This meaning of anar-
chy then relates to the lack of something, this time to a common government or

authority.
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C:H.E_:: exactly is lacking? What is mcant by government or authority?
Many discussions in international politics fail to define governiment u:n_\m_,
authority or define them in very different ways. They tend also to use government
.m_:a authority interchangeably. But the two are distinet hc:cc_;% Walez, for
mstance, associates anarchy with lack o»,mo,«eﬂ::c:r which deals with the nieans
used to organize Tﬁﬁm»:a when force can be employed. Governmenc, for him, has
a Weberian cast to it; it implies a nionopoly on the legitimate use of force:

.::,. a:ﬂcwo_.ﬁ.c between national and international politics lies not in the use of force
,U:H. in the different modes of organization for doing something about it. A government,
ruling by some standard of legitimacy, arrogates to itsclf the richt to use force. .

A government has no monopoly on the use of force, as is all too evident. An effective
government, however, has a monopoly on the fegitimarte use of force, and legitimate

means here that the public agents are organized to prevent and to counter the private
use of force.'®

. For others, government denotes something different. It is less associated
with force than with the existence of institutions and laws to maintain order
—lN (~ o N el M M ,
. n.r.g government means the absence of laws, a legislature to write them, a
_:n_HCmJW to enforce them, and an exccutive to administer them. For example
Martun Wight notes,

>:~.ﬁ,nrv, is the n,:mawﬁn, istic that distinguishes international politics frons ordinary
politics. The study of international politics presupposes absence of a system of govern-
ment, as the study of domestic politics presupposes the existence Omw:o. e WE 1t is
roughly the case that, while in domestic politics the struggle for power is moﬁ%:cm
and n:nr.::m.nlvca by the framework of law and institutions, in international politics
law and institutions are governed and circumseribed by the struggle for power.'?

. Others suggest that it is a particular function of government that the inter-

national system lacks. For the authors of “Cooperation Under Anarchy,” anarchy
means the absence of a central authority to enforce states” adherence Z\u,vao::ﬁcﬁ
or agreements.”" The means for hicrarchical rule enforcement are missing. .E._o
emphasis in this volume is on institutions and authority, rather than W,owﬁa, as
n.m:?w_ to governance. Different definitions of government are thus used in the
literature,
o These three notions of govermment offer different visions of what is lacking
n 58:5&@5_ t,o::nm./x\rmn: of these best fits standard notions of government?
The definition of government as 2 nonopoly over the legitimate use of force has
three wﬂozm:;..ﬂra first involves the issue of monopoly. How much of a monop-
oly of force must a government have to exist? Most governments do not possess
an absolute monopoly over the legitimate use of force. For instance, the US gov-
ernment ao.n.m not; citizens have the right to self-defence.and they have the con-
m:::._o:u_ right to bear arms. When the right to use force legitimately (under
certain circumstances) is diffused to 240 million people, can ,u r‘o/.ﬁ._h_:c_: in
Waltz’s terms be said to exist?. . . As Hobbes states emphatically, Nw covenant not
to defend myself from force by force is always void"2! The :.m_: to selt~defence
:”:o:mr the legitimate use of force weakens any monopoly over legitimate coer-
cion possessed by a government. A nonopoly over the use of force H:Uc: is probably
not the distinguishing feature of & governmient.? \
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Perhaps the defining feature of government in this definition is the legitinacy
of using force. This, though, raises the issue of what legitinacy means and how it
is determined. A sense of legitiniacy allows a government to use force without
prompting the resistance of (or usc of force by) society. Lack of such a sensc is con-
ducive to civil war. But does not the 1ssue of the legitimacy of force arise interna-
tionally as well? The use of force in international politics is not always considered
illegitimate; some uses scem legitimate to a majority of states. Even Morgenthau
notes the range of legitimate and illegitimate uses of force in international politics:

legitimate power, that is power whose exercise is morally or legally justified, must be
distinguished from illegitimate power. . . . The distinction is not only philosophically
valid but also relevant for the conduct of torcign policy. Legitimate power, which can
invoke a moral or legal justification for its exercise, is likely to be more cffective than
equivalent illegitimate power, which cannot be ._:m:mni.q,run is to say, legitimate
power has a better chance to influence the will of its objects than equivalent illegiti-
mate power. Power exercised in self-defense or in the name of the United Nations has
a better chance to succeed than equivalent power excrcised by an “‘aggressor” nation
or in violation of international law. Political 1dcologics . . . serve the purposc of
endowing foreign policies with the appearance of legitimacy.™

The use of force internationally then can be legitimate—or more or less legiti-
mate—just as can its use domestically. This conception of what international pol-
itics lacks—a monopoly on the legitimate use of force—is not as clear as it seems,
since governments lack such monopolies and since the legitimacy issue arises in
international as well as domestic politics.

Third, this conception of government reveals a narrow notion of politics. It
reduces both international and domestic politics to the use of force. Government
ultimately depends on the threat of force, as does international politics.** This is
implicit in the Weberian definition of government. As Weber himself notes, “the
threat of force, and in the case of need its actual use, is the method which is spe-
cific to political organization and is always the last resort when others have
failed”™® It is difficult in terms of this definition to see much distinction between
international and domestic politics.

Other notions of government stress the existence of institutions and laws that
maintain order. Government is based on nore than coercion; it rests on institution-
alised practices and well-accepted norms. Governments legislate, adjudicate, resolve
Prisoners' Dilenumas, and provide public goods, for example—all of which require
more than mere coercion to accomplish. This broader institutional definition con-
forms more to standard notions of government than does the conception linked to
force. The Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences defines government as a system of social
control which has “acquired a definite institutional organization and operate[s] by
means of legal mandates enforced by definite penalties.”?® ... Government in this
standard definition centres on three notions: institutions, law, and legitimacy.

Institutions are valued in this definition not for themselves but tor the func-
tions they perform and the way in which they perform them. Governing institu-
tions provide social order through their legal institutions and sense of legitimacy.
But, as noted earlier, the provision of order is not unique to government. Order
exists in the international systent; it is simply provided through different means.
David Easton makes this point:
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‘HA_E‘EQ that policies recognized as authoritative for the whole society must exist does
not imply or assume that a central governmental organization is qnah_.:nx_ in order to
:Erc decisions and cttectuate them. Insticutional devices tor making and executing
policy may take an infinite vartety of forms. The clarity and preci ion with which the
statuses and roles of legislators and administrators are defined v

tevel of d - : I depend upon the
cvel of development ot a particular society. Socicties could be placed on a continuuin

with regard to the degree of definition of such roles. . . .77

The provision of order may not require formal institutions or laws. But sup-
poscdly the manner in which order is provided is what distinguishes the two areas
Within the state, law and hierarchy prevail; within the mternational systemn _uce<n,_..
without legitimate authority dominates. Anarchy is equated with _.,:icmv,:r“.ﬁ.ﬁ.

. But international governing institutions and a body of international laws do
exist. [t seems not to be their existence that matters, but their capacity for com-
Eu:n::,m obedience. This capacity depends much on their perceived legitimacy, as
it does tor domestic nstitutions. These institutions will have little influence ::.aT
:u&o:u:% or domestically if they lack legitimacy. [t is an actor’s belief that an insti-
tution’s commands or a law are binding or valid that gives them much of their
force. As Weber recognized, an order that is seen as legitimate is far more likely to
be obeyed than one that appeals only to self-interest or habit. But custom, personal
u&,.\m:ﬁmmm. purely affectual or ideal motives of solidarity, do not forin a sufticiently
reliable basis for a given domination. In addition, there is normally a further ele-
meng, the belief in legitiniacy.®

Legitumacy then appears to be the linchpin upon which conceptions of gov-
ernment rest. [t. more than institutions or laws, 1s what distinguishes domestic and
international politics. Lack of legitimacy seems in the end to be what many IR
scholars have in niind when they talk about anarchy. Anarchy as a lack of govern-
ment is for them transformed into a discussion of lack of authority, or legitimacy.
Both Waltz and the Cooperation Under Anarchy authors end up here. But mo<o:T.
ment and authority should not be conflated. Not all governments have de facto
“.H:Hrolﬁ% over their subjects. Authority 1s often tied to the notion of legitimacy; it
implies a belief in the validity or bindingness of an order.?” It is not just laws ,oq
governing institutions that international politics may lack, but most importantly a
sense of legitimacy.

But does the absence of authority provide a firm basis for the distinction
between domestic and international politics? May not some domestic systems lack
centrahized authority and legitimacy, while certain international systeins

Concert of E joy 1 e
ert of Europe™— 1 evels >gitl

oneert p eijoy high levels of legitimacy? Can and should we draw a
rigid dichotomy between the two on the basis of anarchy defined this way?

ANARCHY AND THE DICHOTOMY BETWEEN DOME
AND INTERNATIONAL POLITICS Tie

The renewed focus on anarchy in international politics has led to the creation of
a sharp distinction between domestic and international politics. Polities interna-
ﬂc:m:v. 15 seen as characterized primarily by anarchy, while domestically central-
ized authority prevails. One of the most explicit statements of this position is n
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Waltz's Theory of International Politics. T:.w powerful 3:9.:..:6: ﬁw» ﬁ_.:w QM.M”:WHMHN
is interesting to examine closely since it is the clearest logical statenient ot the
clce > anarchy assumption.
mm@:&“ﬂw waﬂw%:#nawmctu_..,:w claims about the &m::c:o‘: 722.00: _:F,_.D./.m
areas. First, anarchy as a lack of central authority implies that internationa wo,_.:nv
is a decentralized competition among sovereign equals. . o A second &H.mm_:mr:w:
flows from thie assumption of anarchy. As a lack of nc:Q;r.Nca cc.:Q&_w(: moFm
anarchy implies that world politics is a mm::ra_m systent a.o_._m:ﬁ v:_mﬁa._:w o:ﬁvoa”.pﬁ
This also distinguishes international mao_ﬁ .:u.ﬁ._o:m_ politics. . . . Finally, inte
tional politics is seen as the only true “politics™
National politics is the realin of authority, of administration, ..:ﬁ o:mm;m. _.:8,25”_””””
politics is the realni of power, of struggle. and m&; mnno_:_:oau:o:,.u_] _n. _MMQ:WM& "
realni is preeminently a political onc. The national 3&.5 13 <ma._o~“mv, ”v.pe.an_a. -
being hierarchic, vertical, centralized, :n.ﬁnqomn.:oo:m. a_ﬂcﬁoa, and Qw:,: R o
international realin, as being anarchic, horizontal, decentralized, homogencous, un

e 3
rected, and mutually adaptive.

A very sharp distinction is drawn between the two wo::nm_ uan,E_G G/M\M__EMMNM
of different grounds, all of which flow from ﬁ.rm assumption Omm:wﬂ—n 1y. " _n one
societies may possess elements of both ordering v::n.%_amlwp.:uan y an _,:na* ! \
the conclusion of many is that such a rigid dichotomy is a._:._u_:.nu:%. feasib ¢ m:m ﬁ_ e
oretically useful.* In this section the utility of such a a_m::.a:o:. _m.,am»:::m. : ﬁmﬁ:
empirically and heuristically helpful? To answer this question, it is _::_uo.:»:‘ OOm
examine Waltz’s three distinctions because they represent mro _om_nw . wc/ﬁvm\ﬂ_m_gmormm
adopting the assumption of anarchy as the basis of international _uw_:ﬂm -
views are the most explicit and perhaps extreme statement of this dichotomy, they
do reflect the implicit understanding of neo-realist &003\ in ma:mn:‘. _

The first line of demarcation between domestic and H:ﬁma:w:@:u_ po _:n_m 1s
the claim that centralization prevails in the former and n_mn.o::..u:Nu:o: in _ﬁrmme
ter.What is meant by centralization or its o_uﬁo&.ﬁaw Oc::mrﬁ:w: maw_:mnwm ..:n HM
hierarchy. As Waltz notes, “The :::mul_:m:.ﬁc:@:m ﬂma umaziam. .VSMA vis aﬁnm
cach other in relations of super~ and subordination.”™ >_uvu_.a::?. it refers ﬁo a
number of, and relationship among, recognized centres Omu::uo:n%r.:w a m,WV.ﬁn__d_gw.
Dontestic politics has fewer, more well-defined centres that mJ : F.B? :nﬁu mwu
ordered, while in international politics many centres €xist and they are not ¢

ordered. . .. . o . .
Such a view of domestic politics is hard to maintain. Who is che highest

authority in the US? The people, the states, the Oo:m:.ﬁczﬁz, m_u.a_uaz@mm.ﬁ_\wwsnrm
Supreme Court, or cven Oo:..uqmmm. Uq Jure, the Oo:m:ﬁcno:. _.m, M_HM.mMu:_o .F_.cu_
depends upon the issue. There is no m:ﬁ_w .:53?3\ of aut o,:m,%w wmé:r e el
military organization. Authority moa. deciding different ._mm.ﬁwmv.mmvﬁw_ o duterent
groups in society. Authority is not :_mr_v@co:cm::.uncau it s Q,_ used. _ s wa e
intention of the writers of the Constitution, who e.,\.u:nn.a a syster E.?aw ,vo. _M.
was 1ot concentrated but rather dispersed. It was a_wtgmwa not o:_v\,::%zwc.:u_,:w.
through a structure of countervailing ‘checks and balances’, but also geographically

ceyy M
through federalisni.
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Moreover, this decentralization 1s not unique to the US. One of the main con-
cerns in comparative politics has been to locate the centres ot authority in ditfer-
ent nations and relate their different degrees of political centralization and
decentralization along some contimun. Authority in some states may be fairly cen-
ralized, while in others it is highly decentralized, as in the debate over “strony”
and “weak” states.* But the central point 1s that states exhibit a very broad range
of values along this continuum, and not all of thenm—or perbaps even the major-
ity—may be more centralized than the international systen,

A second issue is to what extent the international system 1s decentralized. The
point made above that the concentration of authority in any system is best gauged
along a continuum, and not a dichotomy, is relevant. Where along the continuum
does the international system fit2 The answer to this depends on two factors: what
issue we are discussing (c.g., fishing rights, the use of nuclear weapons, or control
of the seas) and what tine period we have in mind. The first factor raises the issue
of the fungibility of power. Curiously, Waltz assumes it is highly fungible: force
dominates and a hierarchy of power exists internationally—i.e.,“great powers” are
identifiable. This view centralizes power much more than does assuning it is
infungible. The issue of change over time is also important. The international sys-
tem may evince different levels of centralization and decentralization—e.g., the
nincteenth-century Concert of Europe versus the post—World War 11 system. ™

To deal with these issues, Waltz has to relinquish his more legalistic notion of
the international system as one of sovereign equals. At times, he indeed does this.
In discussing anarchy, he posits that all states are equal and thus that authority
internationally is highly decentralized. But when talking of the distribution of
capabilities lie recognizes that states are not equal and that only a few great pow-
ers count. In this latter discussion, e implies that capabilities are highly centralized
in the international systeni. . . .

The issue of the centralization of power internationally touches on another
distinction between domestic and international politics. ... The argument is that
states are sovereign, implying that they are functionally equal and hence not inter-
dependent. They are duplicates, who do not need one another. Domestically, the
units within states are differentiated, cach filling some niche in the chain of con-
mand. For many domestic systens, this is 1ot accurate. For instance, in federal sys-
tenis each state is functionally equal and no genenally agreed upon chain of
command between the states and the national government exists. On sonie isstics
atsome tinies, states have the final say; on others, the central government.

On the other hand, there is the question of whether all nation-states are func-
tonally equivalent. If states are all “like units.” why only examine the great pow-
ers? Waltz realizes this is a problem. He admics that “internationally, like units
sonetinies pertorm different tasks”” Moreover, “the likelihood of their doing so,
varies with their capabilities.” Thus he acknowledges that states with different
capabilities perform difterent functions; lience, they are not all “like” units. . . .

Lt 1s ditheult to assume both that all states are cqual (principles 1 and 2) and
that all states are not equal as a result of the distribution of their capabilitics (prin-
ciple 3). Waltz might clum that they are equal in function but not in capabilities;
however, as he himself states, one’s capabilities shape one’s functions. The point is,
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as others have noted before, the distribution of resources internationally creates a
division of labour among states; differentation and hicrarchy cxist and provide
governing mechanisms for states, just as they do for individuals within states. Most

distinction among different international systems and within

importantly, the
Il as over the

nation-states over the degree of centralization of authority as we
degree of differentiation among their units is variable and should be viewed along
a continuum, rather than as a dichotomy.

A second means of separating domestic and international politics is to differ-
entiate the role and importance of force in the two arenas. For Waltz, domestically
force is less important as a means of control and is used to serve justice; Interna-
tionally, force is widespread and serves no higher goal than to help the state using
it. But is the importance of force so different in the two realms? As noted betore
for theorists like Waltz, Carr, and Weber, the threat of the use of force—in effect,
deterrence—is ultimately the means of social control domestically. Threats of sanc-
the state’s means of enforcement, as they are internatonally. When norms

tions are
ates internally and externally

and institutions fail to maintain social control, st
resort to threats of force. It may be that norms and institutions are more prevalent
trol domestically than internationally. Bur this depends on the state in

forms of con
in the legitimacy of government and institu-

question. In some countries, belief
tions, being widespread and well-developed, might suffice to maintain control.
However, the fact that more civil wars have been foughtin this century than inter-
national ones and that since 1945 more have died i the former should make one
pause when declaiming about the relative use of force in the two realms.”

Since at times the frequency of violence domestically is acknowledged, per-
haps the point is that force is legitimate and serves justice domestically and not
internationally.*’ Again, this depends upon the perceived legitimacy of the gov-
ernment and the particular instance of use. Have the majority of people in the
Soviet Union, Poland, Ethiopia, South Africa, Iran, or the Philippines—to name
just a tew—felt that the state’s use of force serves justice (all of the time? sonie of
the time?)? Whether force serves justice domestically is an issue to be studied, not
a given to be assumed. On the other hand, s it never the case that force serves jus-
> Is it always, or most of the time, “for the sake of [the state’s]

tice internationally?
own protection and advantage”? States have been known to intervene forcefully
the US, for

for larger purposes. The fight against Germany in World War II by
examnple, helped serve justice regardless of whether Anierica’s own protection was
4 factor. The distinction between international and domestic politics on this issue
does not appear as clear as is claimed.

A third dichotomy between the two arenas asserts that power and politics
operate internationally. Domestically, authority, adininistration, and law prevail;
internationally, it is power, struggle, and accommodation. For some, the latter alone
is politics. This distinction is the hardest to maintain. Disputes among political par-
ties, local and national officials, the executive and the legislature, different geo-
capital and labor, industry and finance, organized

graphic regions, different races,
o gets how much and when occur constantly

and unorganized groups, ctc. over wh
within the nation. Morgenthau recognizes this:
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conceive of states as like units and to avoid looking within thein at their internal
arrangements. His is a systeniic level theory. But the issue is whether it is possible
and/or fruitful to abstract from all of domestic politics. All states are not the same;
and their mternal characteristics, including their goals and capabilitics, affect inter-
national politics importantly, 25 Waltz is forced to admit. This is reflected in the ten-
sion between his ordering principles, the first two of which give primacy to
structural pressures while the third makes certain agents key. Using systemic theory,
he wants to “tell us about the forces the units are subject to,” but he also notes that
“i11 international politics, as in any self-help system, the units of greatest capability
set the scene of action for others as well as for themsclves™" The units do matter.

Moreover, the differences among states—even the strongest—are not trivial
and may be uscful to conceptualize for understanding international relations bet-
ter. Developing continuums along which all politics—domestic and interna-
tional—are understable can be fruitful. Some, such as Roger Masters, Ernest
Gellner, and Chadwick Alger have compared international politics with primitive
political systems and developing countries and have produced interesting insights
about the international system from this comparison.™ Using hypotheses and
concepts from comparative politics can enrich international relations theory, while
limiting this cross-fertilization 1s likely to hurt the field. As argued, politics in the

two arenas are similar. William T. R. Fox stated long ago that

“the state” at the center of political science makes it eas-

Putting “power” rather than
olitical sciences. So conceived, it 1s

ier to view international relations as one of the p
possible for some scholars to move effortlessly along the seamless web which connects
world politics and the politics of such less inclusive units as the state or the locality,and
to emphasize the political process, group behaviour, communications studies, conflict

resolution, and decision-making.*”

The argument here concurs with those who would add to this focus on power a
concern with norms and institutions, which also may play similar roles in the
domestic and international arenas. Conceptions unifying, and not separating, these

two arenas are heuristically fruittul.

THE ASSUMPTION OF INTERDEPENDENCE
The current tendency to over-emphasize the centrality of anarchy to world poli-
tics may not be the most useful way to conceptualize international politics. As
other scholars have pointed out, such reductionism overlooks another central fact
ational politics, namely the interdependence of the actors. This section
explores the notion of interdependence, suggests why it is also a key structural fea-
ture of the international system, and notes some of its implications for world pol-
itics. Other scholars have made some of these points before, but in this time when
anarchy reigns supreme in the discipline a reminder of the importance of other
aspects of the international system can be valuable.

What do we mean by interdependence? There are two related notions of
interdependence. First, the notion of “strategic interdependence” implies, as
Schelling puts it, a situation in which “the ability of one participant to gain his

about intern
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ends is &nmw:&czﬁ to an important degree on the choices or decisions that the
other participant will make™™ In this situation, an actor cannot ,.:.ﬁ ,.i:% ,\H_:.
wants .?.:roE the cooperation of other actors. This notion tits :Fwnc:,., ; ) J
definition of the term, which refers to a situation in which :F.,;:,::.. f: .,r::o:m
costs from ending their relationship.®' . .. . e
::Q.a.cﬁa:ao:ca is nor the opposite of'anarchy as we have defined it—i.c., :
m&mm:na.Q central authority. The two concepts represent different aspects n.unw.,ﬁ_u:
ﬁzncﬁ:u:o:i system. As with anarchy, the definition Cw::cz_ctc:»_c_.g.nm 53 .u. 1 ﬁ_uo
ing about the degree of order, the likelihood of war, the inherency of m,owm1 10. Tw
interests, or the primary means used to achieve one’s goals in the internatio __Q,ﬁm
tem. _L:,rm, between these latter variables and QH:QUM:E?,_Z or ::oa,c ”B* J;-
are o.::,::nw_, not conceptual, statements. Anarchy aud :zman._uo:gm:ntmr M o
no,:m_nﬁ on these dimensions, as is often supposed, since neither concept sa ao :wﬁ
:.::m about them a priori. The two concepts are not opposite ends Omwc_:w mlw:v_u
nosﬂ_:c::g.uﬁra extent of hierarchical authority relations—i.e. o?:.:n:<|:_~m,m
not :mn.mmmu:_w affect the degree of m:ﬁo&mvm:mm:nm @Rmn,:ﬁ.%.s.o no,m ual unpﬁoﬁ
can be in a m.::mso: of strategic interdependence—i.e., can be E:ZM to : w.?
.ﬁrn.: mo&m ,fﬁrocﬁ the cooperation of the other—just as easily as Q,E two .;mr::
in 2 hierarchical relationship. A priori one cannot determine the extent oﬁwrwo.a
Eﬁ.namﬁm:ﬂn:nn from the degree of hierarchy/anarchy present in mr eir relk o
ship, w:ﬂ vice versa. The two concepts are logically :&vvm:an:ﬁ 32 e
. This aom_::o: of interdependence also does nor iniply m:r.ﬁ that the actors’
interests arc in harmony or that power relations are unimportant. The mmwc:w o
.ﬁrwﬁ interdependence implies harmony or cooperation is ,Saomtwn.f& 5 In wMJC.:
is a consequence of the links between international trade theory u:a ::n.wav o
aa:no.\w:‘ interdependent situation is seen as one where an mxﬁ\c:m?m &Sﬁroww:.m
labour exists sO that cach party performs a ditferent role and thus has Q,u_: ﬁn.u
mentary Inerests. Everyone gains from such a situation; it is a vom:?mlnm,::ﬂ y ‘ n;.
But, as m‘nrm::gm~ among others, has pointed out, interdependent m:c.m:omw:#.
really ::.éa:?o:ed games. Both conflicting and harmonious interests 5”,; ,w.a.n
Qm.:ﬁ. .mwn: gains from continuing the relationship, but the distribution of zr T
gains _:wo_<mm struggle. Harmony is not the result of interdependence; rather. S.ur.
of conflict and cooperation is. A priori it is impossible to tett which ,“;: tam,,\ww_:_w

Reasons Erv.\ S.ﬁoaﬂum:aw:nm is a central feature of the international system

are connected with its implications for the system. Empirically, the :zm:Sw‘, o;
system has structural features that imply interdependence is ::moaﬂ::. :go.wa_oo%.p
viewing the system as interdependent may generate useful theoretical :wﬁ. shs %n.ﬁ
important points can be made. First, interdependence means that H_F,, ”Jrﬁo? sgw
_Erna./x.:.:_a states remain sovercign, their actions and attainment of L ir ¢ ,:_r
me no:*&:o_:na by other actors’ behaviour and their expectations and to“rnwvmwﬂw
about this. In a situation of strategic interdependence, one’s Uoi/,ﬁ ,nropno depe .
v ' ! . . s cpends
the choice others make. Thus the game is about anticipating others’ behaviour,

¢



16 THE PRESUMPTION OF ANARCHY

One’s expectations and perceptions of their behaviour shape one’s own choices.
Scholars using game theoretic models of international politics recogmze this. For
instance. authors in “Cooperation Under Anarchy” use the image of an iterated
Prisoners’ Dilemma to explore international interactions, but they tend not to
note that this implies that strategic interdependence is as fundamental to the actors
as is anarchy.

Much of international relations involves this type of strategic game. One's best

choice of how to spend one’s resources—e.g., 011 guns or on butter—depends on
one’s expectations about how others arc spending theirs. This understanding of
international politics leads to a focus on states’ expectations about and perceptions
of others, as seen in Robert Jervis’ works.?* Structural imperatives—such as
changes in some objective distribution of capabilities—are not the sole guide to
behaviour. Furthermore, this strategic focus leads to an interest in factors that
shape expectations and perceptions—factors like past behaviour patterns, institu-
tions, and cognitive processes. Finally, emphasizing interdependence draws atten-
tion to issues involving communication and information. In situations of strategic
interdependence, the niore one knows about the true preferences of other actors.
ceteris paribus, the better off one may be.The gathering of reliable information and
the reduction of costs associated with this then become key problems for states.
If, on the other hand, some set of objective structural factors shapes states’ behav-
iour, then issues of communication and information exchange among states are
relatively unimportant.Viewing the international system as a web of interdepen-
dencics necessitates a focus on the linkages among actors; it directs attention to
their perceptions and knowledge of each other and their communications.

Second, if the international system is viewed as characterized by structural
interdependence, then the mechanisms of the system look ditferent from those in
the neo-realist model. For this model, the anarchic international system is like a per-
fect market. Many similar actors coact in such a way that some equilibrium results.
Communication, concern about other actors” likely behaviour, institutionalized
practices, none of these matter. The structure of the system, through some invisible
hand, selects behaviour appropriate for the states. This metaphor can be misleading
for international politics. As Waltz’s third ordering principle argues, at any time only
a few states count—the great vos\.m?.jﬁ number of important actors, or the num-
ber of important actors each state interacts with, in international politics 1s small. The

metaphor that is more relevant, then, is not a perfectly competitive market but an oli-
gopolistic or monopolistic one. These markets are defined as having only a few
large actors. Such markets are characterized by extensive interdependence; how each
firm maximizes its profits depends on the choices (about price and quantity pro-
duced) other firms make. The behaviour of others then shapes the best strategy for
each, as is true for states in the international system.

A second interesting feature of these imarkets is that they tend to be unstable.
They bring forth a mixture of conflictual and cooperative behaviour. Periods
marked by stable collusive monopoly pricing where all are enriched tend to be
followed by bitter competitive price wars where some may be ruined. Such unsta-
ble, mixed behaviour seems more characteristic of international politics than does
the steady-state equilibrium of a perfectly competitive niarket. In these oligopo-
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listic :r:“rc?., periods of cooperation depend upon the establishment of various
_:c.:_v..o.* tacit commumnication as well as of norms and mstitutionalized tZ,n:nc,f.
m:.A: a:n:,ncc_uc::/.c belaviour by signalling and/or constraining the b ,:.\ our
of others.™ On the other hand, periods of _J,lcc warfare are usual sl of

: s the result of
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ttempts to manipulate the relationship in order to redistribute the gains from it
ot .

Fights over cheating and ulumately who gets how much are commonplace. The
_:mn_::.;_:w by which cooperation is established and the reasons HTM no_.:_.g.nm
occurs 1n z.F;c markets appear very similar to those in ::c::s,czz,_ oﬂ::cv, -
In addition, these markets feature a subtle balancing :Enru:w_u-: Zo, f1
wants to let any other gain so much 1t can become ao:::M:H and drive .H: : __a,_:
out of v:.::cv,“ relative gains matter. Survival dictates that the attempts Q.M:oﬁ ZJ
to aoE.:::m be met by cooperative behaviour on the part of others to ~m<wzw%_._n
.GuU:Q:m behaviour is thus engendered, much as in international %::nm Tl e
::wQ,maQ .:r:_.&a. which are characterized by strategic ::m&.avmzam:a.m hamm.
then funcuon more like the international system than do perfect :S%aa‘ 1:&
52:.5?.. the study of these types of markets is likely to contrib nder-
standing of international relations. \ bt to out under-
A final point about imperfect markets is that they produce indeterminate

cones as well as unstable ones. They are rarely single-exit situations; a uni :mnmmwzl
tion is not structurally given.®” Instead, outconies depend upon :%c ::an@unno: Mm
a_mua?w:m actors, each making difterent assumptions about the others’ likely behav-
lour. Some range of outcomes is, however, possible to identify; it lics between the
outcomes predicted by pertect markets and monopoly. This m:m_mﬁm::m:»a ; may Uw
?:m:m::m. but it too may more adequately represent politics. Focusing ov: unmoan,.
interdependence can alleviate the strong structural deterininism m,mmouﬁ.,:ma with
_:Q.m_ur.oa using pertect markets. Politics seems ultimately to be about nromn,:|
n:o_.no n .Hrm presence of uncertainty, incomplete information, and guesses aGM
the intentions of other actors. Seeing the international system uw one orwgnﬁu 1 cﬁw
vv. strategic interdependence among sovereign states and thus modelled o nnrN.o
impertect or oligopolistic markets can provide many empirically and he : ﬁ n_wa
useful ways of looking at international politics. \ ’ e
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