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The Anarchic Structure of

N\A%SE Politics - :

Kenneth N. Waltz

POLITICAL STRUCTURES

Only through some sort of systems theory can international politics be understood,
To be a success, such a theory has to show how international politics can be con-
ceived of as a domain distinct from the economic, social, and other international
domains that one may conceive of. To mark international-political systems off from
other international systems, and to distinguish systems-level from unit-level forces,
requires showing how political structures are generated and how they affect, and
are aflected by, the units of the system. How can we conceive of international pol-
itics as a distinct system? What is it that intervenes between interacting units and
the results that their acts and interactions produce? To answer these questions, this
chapter first examines the concept of social structure and then defines structure as
a concept appropriate for national and for international politics.

/ ) i astructure and of interacting units. "he structure is
the system-wide component that makes it possible to think of the system as a
whole. The problem is . . . to contrive a definition of structure free of the attribut-
es and the interactions of units. Definitions of structure must leave aside, or ab-
stract from, the characteristics of units, their behavior, and their interactions. Why
must those obviously important matters be omitted? They must be omitted so that
we can distinguish between variables at the level of the units and variables at the
level of the system. The problein is to develop theoretically useful concepts to re-
place the vague and varying systemic notions that are customarily employed—no-
tions such as environment, situation, context, and milieu. Structure is a useful con-
cept if it gives clear and fixed meaning to such vague and varying terms.

From Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, © 1979, Addison-Wesley, Reading, Massachu-
setts, pp. 79-106. Reprinted with permission. Portions of the text and some footnotes have been omitted.
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We know what we have to omit from any definition of structure if the defini-
tion is to be useful theoretically. Abstracting from the attributes of units means
leaving aside questions about the kinds of political leaders, social and economic in-
stitutions, and ideological commitments. states may have acting from rela-_
tions means leaving aside questions about the cultural, economic, political and
“military interactions of states. To say what is to be lelt out does Tiorindicatewhat is

to be put in. The negative point is important nevertheless because the instruction
to omit attributes is often violated and the instruction to omit interactions almost
always goes unobserved. But if attributes and interactions are omitted, what is left?
The question is answered by considering the double meaning of the term “rela-
tion.” As S. F. Nadel points out, ordinary language obscures a distinction that is im-
portant in theory. “Relation” is used to mean both the interaction of units apd the
positions they occupy vis-a-vis each other.! To define a structure requires jgnoying
how units relate with one another (how they interact) and concentrating on how
{hey stand in relition to one another (how they aré arranged or positioned). Tnter-
actions, as I have insisted, take place at the Tevel of The uittsTTTow units stand in
relation to one another, the way they are arranged or positioned, is not a property
of the units. The arrangement of units is a property of the system.

By leaving aside the personality of actors, their behavior, und their interactions,
one arrives at a purely positional picture of society. Three propositions follow from
this. First, structures may endure while personality, behavior, and interactions vary
widely. Structure is sharply distinguished from actions and interactions. Second, a
structural definition applies to realms of widely different substance so long as the
arrangement of parts is similar.2 Third, because this is so, theories developed for one
realm may with some modification be applicable to other realms as well. ...

The concept of structure is based on the fact that units differently juxtaposed
and combined behave differently and in interacting produce different outcomes. |
first want to show how internal political structure can be defined. In a book on in-
ternational-political theory, domestic political structure has to be examined in order
to draw a distinction between expectations about behavior and outcomes in the in-
ternal and external realms. Moreover, considering domestic political structure now
will make the elusive international-political structure easier to catch later on.

Structure defines the arrangethent, or the ordering, of the parts of a’systemn.
Structure is not a collection of political institutions JE rather the arrarigement of
them. How is the arrangement defined? The constitution of a state describes some

' parts of the arrangement, but political structures as they develop are not identical

with formal constitutions. Indefining-structures—the-first-question—to—answeris—

arranged?

) Timits—institutions and agen-
cies—stand vis 2 vis each other in relations of super- and subordination. The order-
ing principle of a system gives the first, and basic, bit of information about how the
parts of a realm are related to each other. In a polity the hierarchy of offices is by no
means completely articulated, nor are all ambiguities about relations of super- and
subordination removed. Nevertheless, political actors are formally differentiated
according to the degrees of their authority, and their distinct functions are specified.
By “specified” I do not mean that the law of the land fully describes the duties that

which.the-parts.a
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different agencies perform, but only that broad agreement prevails on the tasks that
various parts of a govermment are to undertake and on the extent of the power they
legitimately wield. Thus Congress supplies the military forces; the President com-
mands them. Congress makes the laws; the executive branch enforces them; agen-
cies administer laws; judges interpret them. Such specification of roles and differ-
entiation of functions is found in any state, the more fully so as the state is more
highly developed. The_specitication of functions of formally differentiated parts

gives the second _w: of structural information. This second part of the definition
adds some content to the structure, _:Hﬂﬂ_v\m/:c.:mr to say imore fully how the units
stand in relation to onelanother. The roles and the functions of the British Prime
Minister and Parliament, for example, differ from those of the American President
and Congress. When offices are juxtaposed and fu tions are combined in different
ways, different belaviors and outcoines result, as 1 shall shortly show.

The placement of units in relation to one another is not fully defined by a sys-
tem’s ordering principle and by the formal difleventiation olits parts. The standing
ol the units also changes with changes in their relative capabilities. In the perfor-
mance ol their functions, agencies inay gain capabilities or lose them. The relation
of Prime Minister to Parliament and of President to Congress depends on, and
varies with, their refative capabilities. The third part of the definition of structure
acknowledges that even while specilied functions remain unchanged, units come to
staud in different relation to each other through changes in relative capability.

A domestic political structure is thus defined: first, according to the principle
by which it is ordered; second, by specification of the functions of formally differ-
entiated units; and third, by the distribution of apabilities across those units.
Structure is a highly abstract notion, but the definition ol structure does not ab-
stract from everything. To do so would be 10 leave everything aside and to include
nothing at all. The three-part definition of structure includes only what is required
to show how the units of the system are positioned ov arranged. Everything else is
omitted. Concern for tradition and cultare, analysis of the character and personal-
ity of political actors, consideration of the conflictive and accommodative
processes of politics, description of the making and execution of policy—all such
matters are left aside. Their omission does not imply their imimportance. They are
omitted because we want to figure out the expected elfects of structure on process
and of process on structure. That can be done only if structure and process are dis-

tinctly defined.

I defined domestic political structures first by the principle according to
which they are organized or ordered, second by the dillerentiation of units and
the specification of their functions, and third by the distribution of capabilities
across units. Let us see how the three terms of the definition apply to international
politics.

1. Ordering Principles

Structural questions are questions about the arrangement of the parts of a system.
The parts of domestic political systems stand in relations of super- and subordina-
tion. Some are entitled to command; others are —n@::.m: to o_umv\, Domestic systems
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are centralized and hierarchic. The parts of inten wtional-political systems stand in
relations of coordination. Formally, each is the equal of all the others. None is en-
titled to command; none is required to obey. International systems are decentral-
ized and anarchic. The ordering principles of the two structures are distinctly dif-
ferent, indeed, contrary to each other. Domestic political  structures have
mcé:::m::._ institutions and olfices as their concrete Q:::qu:.;. International
politics, in contrast, has been called “politics in the absence of government.™ In-
ternational organizations do exist, and in ever-growing numbers. m:?.p:.,:::z_
agents able to act effectively, however, either themselves acquire sume o the at-
fiibutes and capabiliti ates, as did the inedieval papacy in the era of Innocent

- or they soon reveal their inability to act in important ways mxomvﬂ,ﬂmﬂdﬂmmv‘
,Wq?.\oﬂmﬂm\:m»' acquisseense, ol the principal states concerned with'the mat-
and. Whatever elements of authority emerge internationally are barely
once removed from the capability that provides the foundation for the appearance
of those elements. Authority quickly reduces Lo a 1:..:9__,.:. expression of n,:ﬁ:_v:.
ity. In the absence of agents with ,,.v\.,._c:,-é:_c authority, formal relations of super-

and subordination fail to develop.

The first term of a structural definition states the principle by which the sys-
tem is ordered. Structure is an organizational concept. The prominent characteris-
tic of international politics, however, seems to be the lack of order and of organi-
zation. How can one think of international politics as being any kind of an order at
all? The anarchy of politics internationally is often referred to. 1 structure is an or-
mx:ﬁuzo::_ concept, the terms “structure” and “anarchy” seem to be in contradic-
tion. If international politics is “politics in the absence of government,” what are we
in the presence of? In looking for international structure, one is brought lace to
face with the invisible, an uncuinfortable position to be in.

The problem is this: how to conceive of an order without an orderer and c?.vm..
ganizational effects where formal organization is lacking,. Because_these are difli-
cult questions, I shall answer them through analegy with ::G.cmco_,E_En theory.
Reasoning by analogy is helpful shere one can move from a domain for which the-
ory is well developed to une where it is not. Reasoning by analogy is permissible
where different domains are structurally simifar.

Classical economio theory, developed by Adam Simith and his followers, is mi-
crotheory. Political scientists tend to think that microtheory is theory about small-
scale matters, a usage that ill accords with its established meaning. The terin
“micro” in econoniic theory indicates the way in which the theory is constructed
rather than the scope of the matters it pertains to. Microeconomic theory describes
how an order is spontaneously former from the self-interested acts and interac-
tions of individual units—in this case, persons and firins. The theory then turns
upon the two central concepts of the economic units and of the market. Economic
units and economic markets are concepts, not o_m,,,oa??m realities or concrete en-
tities. This must be emphasized since {rom the early eighteenth century to the pre-
sent, from the sociologist Auguste Comte to the psychologist George Katona, eco-
nomic theory has been faulted because its assumptions fail to correspond with
realities.* Unrealistically, economic theorists conceive of an economy operating in
isolation from its society and polity. Unrealistically, economists assume that the
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They single out one aspect ol leave aside the wondrous variety ol b

wn” does not exist.

life. As any moderately sensible ccononiist knows, “economi
Anyone who asks businessmen how they muke their decisions will find that the as-
sumption that men are economic niximizers grossly distorts their characters. The
assumption that men behiave us ecconomic men, which is known to be false as a de-
scriptive statement, turns oul to be useful in the construction of theory.

Markets are the second major concept invented by microeconomic theorists.
Two general questions fust be asked about markets: How are they formed? How
do they work? The answer to the first question is this: The market of a decentral-
ized cconomy is individualist in origin, spontaneously pemerated= ended.
ddq:::rﬁ amses out ol the activities of separate :_:SI%G.V.C_; and Inms—
whose aims and efforts are directed not toward creating un order but rather toward
fulfi

The indivic

ng their own inter

I unit acts
M e .

ture that aflects and constrains

y defined interests by whatever means they can muster.
itsell. FFrom ke units emerges a struc-

e coaction of
of them. Once Tormed, amarkel becomes a
oreein itsell, and o foree that the constitulive unils acling s wly orin small nuim-

bers cannot control. Instead, in lesser or greater degrece as market conditions vary,
the creators become the creatures of the market that their activity gave rise to.
Adam Smith's great achievement was to show how self-interested, greed-driven ac-
tions may produce good social outcomes if ouly political and social conditions per-
mit free competition. 1f a laissez- aire econamy is harmonious, it is so because the
intentions of actors do not correspond with ,:E outcomes their actions produce.
What iutervenes between the actors and the objects of their action in order to
thwart their purposes? To account for the unexpectedly {avorable outcomes of self-
ish acts, the concept of a market is brought into play. Iach unit seeks its own good;
the result of a number of units simultancously doing so transcends the motives and
the aims of the separate units. ach would like to wark less hard and price his
product higher. Taken together, all have to work Larder and price their products
lower. Euch firm seeks to increase its profit; the result of many firms doing so dri-
w seeks his own end, and, in doing so, pro-
duces a result that was no part of wention. Qut of the mean ambition of its
members, the greater good of society is produced.

The market is a cause interposed between the economic actors and the results
they produce. It conditions their calculations, their behaviors, and their interac-

ves the profit rate downward, Each

tions. It is not an agent in the sense of A being the agent that produces outcome X.
Rather it is a structural cause. A market constrains the units that comprise it from
ing certain acti gothers. The market, created
by self-directed interacting economic units, selects behaviors according to their

n:m JO8ES :::: LOW L

consequences. The market rewards some with high profits and assigns others to
_E:_c,:?ov\. Since a market is not an institution or an agent in any concrete or 1:_.
pable sense, such statements become impressive only il they can be reliably in-
ferred from a theory as part of a set of more eluborale expectations. They can be.
Microeconomic theory explains how an economy operates and why certain eflects
are to be expected. . ..
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International-political systems, like economic markets, are formed by the

coaction of sell-regarding units. International structures are delined in terms ol

the primary political units of an era, be they city stutes, empires, or nations. Struc-
tures emerge from the coexistence of states. No state intends to participate in the
formation of a structure by which it and others will be constrained. International-
political systems, like economic markets, are individualist in origin, spontaneously
generated, and unintended. In both systems, structures are lormed by the coaction
of their units. Whethier those units live, prosper, or die depends on their own el-
forts. Both systems are forined and maintained on a principle of self-help that ap-
plies to the units. . ..

In a microtheory, whether of international politics or of economics, the moti-
vation of the actors is assumed rather Uian realistically described. T assumz that
states seek to ensure their survival, The assumption is a radical simplification made
for the sake of constructing theory. The question to ask of the assumption, as ever,
is not whether it is true but whether it is the most sensible and uselul one that can
be made. Whether it is a useful assumption depends on whether a theory based on
the assumption can be contrived, a theory from which important consequences not
otherwise obvious can be inferred. Whether it is a sensible assumption can be di-
rectly discussed.

Beyond the survival motive, the aims of states may be endlessly varied; they
may range from the ambition to conquer the world to the desire merely to be left
alone. Survival is a prerequisite to achieving any goals that states may have, other
than the goal of promoting their own disappearance as political entities. The sur-
vival motive is taken as the ground ol action in a world where the security of states
is not assured, :_:.6_. than as a realistic description of the impulse that lies behind
every act of state. The assumption allows for the fact that no state always acts ex-
clusively to ensure its survival. It allows for the fact that some m:mmmu@\ persis-

,mmv:k\umﬂ_a\mﬁ.gmgﬁv\ valuemore Ik EW::—‘:.W.:.N?M%IM? Jnayforeéxample,
, &

.mw@.z_::_..::z:cE:ro. ‘Hm_,yﬁmm;c :_._Aci:v.:ﬂ_\«waum:_,c_._:.:_csﬁ?a
Ntlie fact that 1 pursuit-ol its mmod_,_.:v\ o state will wmmgvvmﬂ. ect knowledge and
wisdom—if indeed wé could know what those terms might mean. . ..

Actors may perceive the structure that constrains them and understand how it
serves to reward some kinds of behavior and to penalize others. But then again
they either may not see it or, seeing it, may for any of many reasons fail to conform
their actions to the patterns that are most often rewarded and least olten punished.
To say that “the structure selects” ineans simply that those who conform to ac-
cepted and successful practices more often rise to the top and are likelier to stay
there. The game one has to win is defined by the structure that determines the
kind of player who is likely to prosper. . ..

2. The Character of the Units

The second term in the definition of domestic political structure specifies the func-
tions performed by dilferentiated units. Hierarchy entails relations of super- and
subordination among a system’s parts, and that implies their differentiation. In
defining domestic politicalistructure the second tern, like the first and third, is
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needed becanse each term points o a possible source of structural variation-The

states that gre the units of internation \l-palitical systems are not formally differen-

tiated by the functions they perform. Anarchy entails velations ol coordinattom—

among a system'’s units, and that Implies Thelr sameness. The second term is not
needed in defining international-political structure, because, so loug as anarchy

erinTes, states reipaul ike utits. Jnternational structures vary only through a
change ol organizing principle or, failing that, through varialiom 7€ capabilities
of units. Nevertheless I shall discuss these Tike units here, because it is by their -
téractions that international-politics structures are generated.

Two questions arise: Why should states be taken as the units of the system?
Given a wide variety of states, how can one call them “like’units”? Questioning the
choice of states as the primnary units of international-politicl systems became pop-
ular in the 1960s and 1970s as it was at the turn of the century. Once one under-
stands what is logically involved, the issue is easil resolved. Those who question

. . ———
the state-centric view do so ;:% ades aren nc-
—=

tors ol importance on the international scenc{ Seond, sthies are declining in nin-
‘
portance, and other actors are gaining, or so it is said. Neither reasonis cogent, as

the following discussion shows.

States are not_and never have been the ouly international actors. But then
structures are defined not by all ol the actors that Tlourish within them Dut by the:
major ones. In defining a system’s structure one chooses one or some of the infi-
nitely many objects comprising the system and defines its structure in terms of
them. For ::m::::::L,_S_EQ—_ systems, as for any systein, one must first decide
which units to take as being the parts of the system. Here the economic analogy
will help agdin. The structure of a market is delined by the number of tirms com-
peting. If many roughly equal finns contend, a condition of perfect competition is
approximated. If a few tirms dominate the market, competition is said to be oli-
gopolistic even though many smaller o be in the field. But we are told
that definitions of this sort cannot be applied to international politics because of
the interpenetration of states, because of their inability lo control the environment
of their action, and becanse rising multinational corporations and other nonstate

* actors are difficult to regulute and may rival some states in influence. The impor-
tance of nonstate actors and the extent of transnational activities are obvious. Thie
conclusion that the state-centric conceplion ol internation: iticsdsms 0-

lete by them does not Tollow. Thal economists und economically minded politics
scientists have thought that it does is ironic. The irony lies in the {act that all of the
reasons given [or scrapping the state-centric concept can be related more strongly
and applied to firms. Firms competing with numerous others have no hope of con-
trolling their market, and oligopolistic firms constantly struggle with imperfect
success to do so. Firms interpenetrate, merge, and buy each up at a merry pace.
Moreover, firms are constantly threatened and regulated by, shall we say, “non-
firm” actors. Some mc<m:::m_:m encourage concentration; others work to ?.m<m:: it.
wH;—:w :ﬁ:.rﬂp stiucture A;, w!:Am C*. ) Av.h.::c_sv\ ::~v\ nmove :,:_: a /<mn~nw~‘ Lo o narrower
competition or may move in the opposite direction, but whatever the extent and the
frequency of change, market structures, generaled by the interaction of firms, are
delined in terms of them.
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ns, so I define international-

Just as economists define markets in terms ol ©
politieal structures in tes __d.,..nv_..,,_,_ﬁpw.,. If Charles I Kindleberger were right in say-
ing that *the nalion-state is just about through as an economic unit,”? then the
structure of international politics would have o be redefined. That would be nec-
essary beeause economic capabilities cannot be separated from the other capabili-
ties of states, The distinction Trequently drawn between matters of high and low
%c__:ﬁ is misplaced. States use economic means for military and political ends;
and _:::5;::_ political s for the achievement ol economic interests.

An amended version of Kindlebergers statement may hold: Some states may
be :31.,;,.&__& Ip as economic entities, nd others not. That poses no problem
for intemational-political theory since international politics is mostly about in-
ecqualities anpway. So long s the major states are the majov actors, the structure of
international politics is defined in terms of them. That theoretical statement is of
course bame out in practice. States set the scenc in whicli they, along with non-
stato actors, state the ry on their hum allairs, Though they
may choose to interfere little in the a
time, sjates nevertheless set the terms ol intercourse, whether by passively per-
mitting informal rules to develop or by actively intervening to change rules that no
longer suil them. When the crunch comes, states remake the rules by which other
actors operate. Indeed, one may be struck by the ability of weak states to impede
the aperation of strong international corporations and by the attention the latter

or

v ol

pay to the wishes of the former. . ..

States are the units whose interactions form the structure of international-po-
litical systems. They will fong remain so. The death rate wmong states is remarkably
low. Few states die; many finms do. ... like units™ is bosay hateach
state is like all other states in being an antonomous political unit. It is another way
of saying that states are sovereign. But sovercignly is also a hothersome concept.
Many befieve, us the anthropologist M. G. Smith has said, that “in a system of sov-
in identilying the sovereignty of
» sovereign is not to

sovereign.”® The ervor

ereign states no state :
states with their ability to do as they wish. To say that states
sy that they can do as they please, that they are free of others’ influence, that they

jgn able to get what they want. Sovereign states may be hardpressed all around,
\ﬁ%ﬁ;:mm to act in ways Uiey would like to avoid, and able to do hardly anything
_ just as they would like to. The sovereignty of states has never entailed their insula-

tion from the effects of other stales” actions. To be sovereign and to be dependent
are not contradictory conditions. Suvereign states have seldom led free and eusy
lives, What then is sovereignly? To say that a state is sovereign means that it de-
er._nu\mbﬁgouﬁgoé!:lsi_.Q.%m)s;1E.E»a:§Tu:mnmﬁm,_dadozmza.!—:o_:%:m
and in doing so to limit its freedom

LILIIL LIRS S

whether or not to seek assistance {rom others
by making compitmentsto-them. States develop their own strategies, chart their
own courses, make their own decisions about how to imecet whatever needs they ex-
perience and whatever desires they develop. It is no more contradictory to say that
sovereign states are ahways constrained and often tightly so than it is Lo say that free
individuals often make decisions under the heavy pressure of events.

Each state, like every other state, is a sovereign political entity. And yet the dif-
ferences across states, from Costa Rica to the Soviet Union, from Gambia to the

wstate actors lor long periods of
i .
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es e alike, and they are also differejlt. So are
and people. Whenever we put two or more ob-
jects in the same category, we are saying that they are alike not in all respects but
in some. No two objects in this world are identical, yet they can often be usefully
ared and combined. “You can't add apples and oranges” is an old saying that
seems to be especially popular mnong salesinen who do not want you to compare
their wares with others. But we all know that the trick of adding dissimilar objects
gory that comprises them. Three apples
{ [ruit. The only interesting question is
ording to their common qualities is
aried chjects and say that one

United States, are ::_:m:mn,%
corporations, uEu_mm. universities,

OC:,;J

is to express the result in lerms of a cate
plus four oranges equals seven pieces o
whether the category that clussilies objects acc
useful. One can add up a large number of widely v
has eight million things, but seldom need one do that.

States vary widely in size, wealth, power, and form. And yet variations in these
and in other respects are variations among like units. In what way are they like

units? 1ow can they be placed inas igle Q_‘_:m:_.vnm States are alike in the tasks that

they face, though not in their abilities to perform them. The dillerences are of ca-
Ec? States perform or try to perform tasks, most of whichare
“ommon to all of them; the ends they aspire to are similar. Each state duplicates
the activities of other states at least to a considerable extent. Each state has its
xecuting, and interpreting laws and regulations, for raising

agencies for making, e
ate supplies out of its own resources and

revenues, and for defending itsell. Each st
by its own means most of the food, clothing, housing, transportation, and amenities
consumed and used by its citizens. All states, except the smallest ones, do much
more of their business at home than abroad. One has 1o be impressed with the
functional similarity of states and, now more than ever befure, wilh the similar
lines their development follows. From the rich to the poor states, from the old to
the new ones, nearly all of them tuke a larger hand in matters ol economic regula-
ation, health, and housing, of culture and the arts, and so on almost
increase ol the activities of states is a strong and strikingly uniform
The functions of states are similar, and distinctions among
| politics consists

tion, of educ
endlessly. The
international trend.
them arise @::Qﬁ::v\ from their varied capabilities. Internationa
wof like units duplicating one another’s activities.

3. The Distribution of Capabilities

The parts of a hierarchic system are related to one another in ways that are deter-
mined both by their functional differentiation and by the extent of their capabili-
ties. The units of an anarchic system are functionally undifferentiated. The ugits
of such an order are then distinguished m::::.:v\ by their greater or lesser capa-
bilities Tor performing similar tasks. This states formally swhat students ol iIntermT

d"The great powers of an era have always been
ational

tional politics have long notice
marked off from others by practitioners and theorists alike. Students of n
government make such distinctions as that between parliamentary and presiden-
tial systemns; governmental systems differ in form. Students of international poli-
tics make distinctions between international-political systems only according to
the number of their great powers. The structure of a system changes with changes
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in the distribution of capabilities across the system’s units. And changes in struc-
turechange-espeetationsabouthow the units of the system will behave and about

the outcomes their interactions will produce. Domestically, the differentiated

Pars of i system may perlorm similar tasks. We knoiv from observing the Ameri-
can government that executives sometimes legislate and legislatures sometimes
execute, Intemnationally, like units sometimnes perform different tasks . .. but two
problepypdi onsidered.

THE Nrst problem-¢ this: Capability tells us something about units. Defining
structure partly in terms of the distribution of capabilities seeins to violate my in-
structlon to keep unit attributes out c_.ﬁ_w..nx.hcﬁp.aﬁwi,ﬁb;_? As Tremarke
TEY, STRICTaTE 5 @ lughly but not entirely abstract concept. The maximum of ab-
straction allows a minimum of content, and that minimuin is what is needed o
enable one o say how the units stand in relation to one another. States are differ-
ently placed by their power. And yet one may wonder why only capability is in-
cluded In the third part of the definition, and not such characteristics as ideology,
form of government, peacelulness, bellicosity, or whatever. The answer is this:
Power Is estimated by comparing the capabilities of a number of units. Although
capnbilities are attributes of units, the distribution of capabilities across units is
not, The distribution of capabilities is not a unit attribute, but rather a system-

eanr-

wide congept =
e secdnd problem i \/wr? Though relations defined in terms of interactions

must be Zrcluded-from structural definitions, relations defined in terms of group-
ing of states do seem to tell us something about how states are placed in the sys-
tem. Why not specify how states stand in relation to one another by considering the
alliances they form? Would doing so not be comparable to defining national polit-
fed structures partly in terms of how presidents and prime ministers are related to
other political agents? It would not be. Nationally as internationally, structural de-
finitions deal with the relation of agents and agencies in terms of the organization
of realms and not in terms ol the accommadations and conflicts that may occur
within them or the groupings that may now and then form. Parts of a government
may draw together or pull apart, may oppose each other or cooperate in greater or
lesser degree. These are the relations that form and dissolve within a systein rather
than structural alterations that mark a ‘change [rom one system to another. This is
made clear by the example that runs nicely parallel to the case alliances. Distin-
guishing systems of political purties according to their number is common. A mul-
tiparty system changes if, say, eight parties become two, but not if two groupings of
the eight form merely for the occasion of fighting an election. By the sume logic,
an international-political system in which three or more great powers have split
into two alliances remains a multipolar system—structurally distinet from a bipolar
system, a system in which no third power is able to challenge the top two. . ..

In defining international-political structures we take states with whatever tra-
ditions, habits, objectives, desires, and [orms ol government they may have. We do
not ask whether states are revolutionary or legitimate, authoritarian or democratic,
ideological or pragmatic. /@m\xru ract from every attribute of states except (heir ca-
pabilities. Nor in thinking about structure dowe askabout the relations of states—
nam_w:mm of friendship and hostility, their diplomatic exchanges, the alliances
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they lorm, and the extent of the contacts und exchanges among them. We ask what
range of expectations arises merely from looking at the type of order that prevails
among them and at the distribution of capabilities within that order. We abstract
{rom any particular qualities of states and from all ol their concrete connections.
What emerges is a positional picture, a general description of the ordered overall
arrangement of a society written n terms of the placement of units rather than in

terms ol their qualities.

ANARCHIC STRUCTURES AND BALANCES OF POWER

[We must now] examine the characteristics of anarchy and the expectations about
outcomes associated with anarchic realms. .. [This} is best accomplished by
drawing some comparisons between behavior and outcomes in anarchic and hier-

archic realms.

4. Violence at Home and Abroad \\

The state among states, itis often said, conducts its affairs in the brooding shadow
Jviolence! Because some states may at any time use n:dm. all states must be pre-
pared to do so—or live at the mercy of their militarily more vigorous neighbors.
Among states, the state of nature is a state of war. This is meant not in the sense

that war constantly occurs but in the sense.that, with each state deciding for itsell

whether or not to use force, war may at any time break out. Whether in the family,
:.ﬁo_:__n.o::bo:m

) oy o o
the communiity, or the world at Targe, contact without at least oce

inconceivable; and the liope that in the absence of an agent to manage or to ma-
nipulate conflicting parties the use of force will always be avoided cannot be real-
istically entertained. Among men as among states, anarchy, or the absence of gov-
ernment, is associated with the oceurrence of violence.
The threat ol violence and the recurrent use of force are said to distinguisl in-
ternational from national alfairs. But in the history of the world surely inost rulers
¢ have had to bear in mind that their subjects might use force to resist or overthrow
them. If the absence of govermnent is associated with the threat of violence, so also
is its presence. A haphazard list of national tragedies illustrates the point all too
well The most destructive wars of the hundred years following the defeat of
Napoleon took place not among states but within them. Estimates of deaths in
China’s Taiping Rebellion, which began in 1851 and lasted 13 years, range as high
as 20 mitkion. In the American Civil War some 600 thousand people lost their lives.
In more recent history, forced collectivation and Stalin's purges eliminated 5 mil-
lion Russians, and Hitler exterminated 6 million Jews. In some Latin American
countries, coups d’états and relsellions have been normal leatures of national life.
Between 1948 and 1957, for example, 200 thousand Colombians were killed in
civil strife. In the middle 1970s most inhabitants of Tdi Amin’s Uganda must have
felt their lives becoming nasty, brutish, and short, quite as in Themas Hobbes’s
state of nature. If such cases constitute aberrations, they are uncomfortably com-
mon ones. We ensily lose sight of the fact that struggles to achieve and maintain
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ower, Lo establish order, and to contrive a kind ol justice within states may be
loodier than wars among them.

If anarchy is identified with chaos, destruction, and death, then the distinction
etween anarchy and government does not tell us much. Which is more precarious:
1e life of a state among states, or of a government in relation to its subjects? The
nswer varies with time and place. Among some states al some times, the actual or
xpected occurrence ol violence is low. Within some states at some times, the actual
r expected occurrence of violence is high. The use of force, or the constant fear of
s use, are not sufficient grounds for distinguishing international from domestic af-
airs. I the possible and the actual use of force mark both national and international
wders, then no durable distinction between the two realms can be drawn in terms
f the use or the nonuse of force. No human order is proof against violence. v

To discover qualitative differences between internal and external affairs one
nust look for a criterion other than the occurrence of violence. The distinction be-
ween international and national realms of politics is not found in the use or the
_.o_ﬁgﬁ%:ﬁrmwﬁﬁ Striclaras_Bat i the dangers of —vm.m~|w..<:v.
lently attacked are greater, say, in taking an evening strolt Uirough downtown De-
troit than they are in picnicking along the French and Cerman border, what prac-
tical difference does the difference of structure make? Nationally as
internationally, contact generates conflict and at times issues in violence.The dif-
ference between national and inlernational politics lies not in the use of force but
in the different modes of organization {or doing something about it. A mc<m_.=3;m:r
ruling by some standard of Tegitimacy, arrogates to itselfl the right to use force—
that is, to apply a variety of sanclions to contro! the use of force by its subjects. If
some use private force, others may appeal to the government. A govermment has
no monopoly on the use of force, as is all too evident. An effective government,
however, has a monopoly on the legitimate use of force, and legitimate here means
that public agents are organized to prevent and to counter the private use of force.
Citizens need not prepare to defend themnselves. Public agencies do that. A na-
tional system is not one of wm_:.m_.@‘. The international system is. -

5. Interdependence and integration

The political significance of interdependence varies depending on whether a realm
is organized, with relations of authority specified and established, or remains for-
mally unorganized. Insofar as a realm is formnally organized, its units are free to

speciglize, to pursue their own interests wi fioutconcer for developing the means

of maintaining their identity and preserving their security in :m..whﬂmnbnnlpF I
ers. They are free to specialize because they have no reason to fear the increased
interdependence that goes with specialization. If those who specialize most bene-
fit most, then competition in specialization ensues. Goods are manufactured, grain
is produced, law and order are maintained, commerce is conducted, and financial
services are provided by pevple who ever more narrowly specialize. In simple eco-
nomic terms, the cobbler depends on the tailor for his pants and the tailor on the
cobbler for his shoes, and each would be ill-clad without the services of the other.

In simple political terms, Kansas depends on Washington for ?.c:mo:om and regu-
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Fation and Washington depends on Kansas for heel and wheat. In saying that in
e, one need not maintain that the one part

such situations interdependence is ¢
could not learn to live without the other. One need only say that the cost of break-
ing the interdependent relation would be high. Persons and institutions depend
Lieavily on one another because of the different tasks they perform and the differ-
ent goods they produce and exchange. The parts ol a polity bind themselves to-

gether by their differences.”
Differences between national and international structures are reflected in the
ways the units of each system deline their ends and develop the means for reach-

ing them. In anarchic realms, like units coact. In Lierarchic reabms, unlike units in-
teract. In an anarchic realm, the ,:E%::n.;::,:% simijar and tend to remain
& Like units work to maintain a measure ol independence and may even strive for
autarchy. In a hierarchic realin, the units are differentiated, and they tend to in-
crease the extent of their specialization. Diflerentiated units become closely inter-
dependent, the more closely so as their specialization 1..:26;.,,. Because of the dil-
ference of structure, interdependence within and interdependence among nations
mition Lo keep a single

ns” ad

are two distinet coneepts. Soas to follow the log
ut one’s discourse, 1 sh

use inteyg tion” to

meaning for a given te

describe the condition within nations and * interdependence” to describe the con-

dition among them.

Although states are like units functionaly, they dilfer vastly in their capabili-

lies. Ontorsueh dilferences somnething of a division of Labor develops, The division
STTabor across nations, however, is stightUin comparison with the highly articulated
divison ol Libor within them, Integration draws the parts ol nation closely to-
gether. nteydependence among nations Jeaves them loosely connected. Although
the integration of nations is often talked about, it seldom takes place. Nations could
mutually enrich themselves by further dividing not just the lubor that goes into the
production of goods but also some of the other tasks they perform, such as politi-
cal management and military defense. Why does their integration not take place?
The structure of international politics limits the cooperation of stales in two ways.
its spends a portion ol'its effort, not in for-

In a self-help systemn cach of the
rvarding its own good, but in providing the means of protecting itself against oth-
ers. mmmolr,l:N:::: in a system of ¢ vided laborworks to_everyone's advantage,
though not_equally so_Inequality in the expected distribution of the increased
product wouks strougly against_exfension ot the Tvision ol labor iuternatiopally.
When faced with the possibility of cooperating for mutual gain, states that feel in-

secure must ask how the gain will be divided, They are compelled to ask not “Will
both of us gain?” but “Who will gain more?” I an expected gain is to he divided, say,
T ihe ratio of two Lo une, one state may use its disproportionate gain to implement
a policy intended to damage or destroy the other. Even the prospect of farge ab-
solute gains for both parties does not elicit their cooperalion so long as each fears
how the other will use its increased capahilities. Notice that the impediments to
collaboration may not lie in the churacter and the immediate intention of either
party. Instead, the condition of insecurity—al the least, the nncertainty of each
about the other’s future intentions and actions—works against their cooperation. . ..

(<)
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A state worries about a division of possible gains that may [avor others more
than itself. That is the first way in which the structure of international politics lim-
its the cooperation of states. A state also worries lest it become dependent on oth-
ers through cooperative endeavors and exchanges of goods and services. That is
the second way in which the structure of international politics limits the coopera-
tion of states. The more a state specializes, the more it relies on others to supply
the materials and goods that it is not producing. The larger a state’s imports and ex-
ports, the more it depends on others. The world’s well-being would be increased if
an ever more elaborate division of labor were developed, but states would thereby
place themselves in situations of ever closer interdependence. Some states may not
resist that. For small and ill-endowed states the costs of doing so are excessively
high. But states that can resist becoming ever more enmeshed with others ordi-
narily do so in either or both of two ways. States that are heavily dependent, or
closely interdependent, worry about securing that which they depend on. The high
interdependence of stales means that the states in question experience, or are ,.E,r.
ject to, the commaon vulnerability that high interdependence entails. Like other or-
ganizations, states seek to control what they depend on or (o lessen the extent of
their dependency. This simple thought explains quite a bit of the behavior of states:
their imperial thrusts to widen the scope of their control and their autarchic striv-
ings toward greater sell-sufficiency.
Structures encourage certain behaviors and penalize those who do not re-
spond to the encouragement. Nationally, many lament the extreme development

of the division of labor, a development that results in the allocation of ever nar-

rower tasks to individuals. And yet specialization proceeds, and its extent is a mea-
sure of the development of societies. In a formally organized realm a premium is
put on each unit’s being able to specialize in order to increase its value to others in
asystem of divided labor. The domestic iinperative is “specialize”! Internationally,
many lament the resources states spend unproductively for their own defense and
the opportunities they miss to enhance the welfare of their people through coop-
eration with other states. And yet the ways of states change little. In an unorga-
nized realm each unit’s incentive is to put itself in a position to be able to take care
of itself since no one else can be counted on to do so. The international imperative
is “take care of yourself”! Some leaders of nations may understand that the well-
being of all of them would increase through their participation in a fuller division
of labor. But to act on the idea would be to act on a domestic imperative, an im-
perative that does not run internationally. What one might want to do in the ab-
sence of structural constraints is different from what one is encouraged to do in
their presence. States do not willingly place themselves in situations of increased
dependence. In a self-help system, considerations of security subordinate eco-
nomic gain to wo::?i interest. .. .

6. Structures and Strategies

That motives and outcomes may well be disjoined should now be easily seen. Struc-
tures cause nations to have consequences they were not intended to have. Surely
most of the actors will-notice that, and at least some of themn will be able tb figure out
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why. They may develop a pretty good sense of just how structures work their effects.
Will they not then be able to achieve their original ends by :Ez.o?.r:m? adjusting
their strategies? Unfortunately, they olten cannot. To show why this is so I shall give
only a {few examples; once the point is made, the reader will easily think of others.

1f shortage of a commodity is expected, all are collectively better off if they buy
less of it in order to moderate price increases and to distribute shortages equitably.
But because some will be better off if they lay in extra supplies a:_.cr_x all have a
strong incentive to do so. If one expects others to make a run on a bank, one’s pru-
dent course is to run faster then they do even while knowing that if few others run,
the bank will remain solvent, and if many run, it will {ail. In such cases, pursuit of
individual interest produces collective results that nobody wants, yet individuals by
behaving differently will hurt themselves without altering outcomnes. These two
much used examples estublish the main point. Some courses of action [ cannot
sensibly follow unless we are pretty sure that many others will as well. . ..

We may well notice that our behavior produces unwanted outcomes, but we
are also likely to see that such instances as these are examiples of what Alfred E.
Kihn describes as “large” changes that are brought about by the accumulation of
“small” decisions. In such situations people are victims of the “tyranny of small de-
cisions,” a phrase suggesting that “if one hundred consumers choose option x, and
this causes the market to make decision X (where X equals 100x), it is not neces-
sarily true that those same consumers would have voted for that outcome if that
large decision liad ever been presented for their explicit consideration.” 1f the
market does not present the large question for decision, then individuals are
doomed to making decisions that are sensible within the ow contexts even
though they know all the while that in making such decisions they are bringing
about a result that most of them do not want. Either that or they organize to over-
come some ol the effects of the market by changing its structure—Ifor example, by
bringing consumer unils roughly up to the size of the units that are making pro-
nicely makes the point: So long as one leaves the structure
he intentions and the actions of partic-

ducers” decisions. Tl
unallected it is not possible for changes in t
ular actors to produce desirable outcomes or to avoidd undesirable ones. ... The
bnly remedies for strong structural effects are structural changes.

Structural constraints cannot be wished away, although many fail to under-
stand this. In every age and place, the units of self-help systems—nations, corpo-
rations, or whatever—are told that the greater good, along with their own, requires
them o act for the sake of the system and not for their own narrowly defined ad-
vantage. In the 1950s, as fear of the world’s destruction in nuclear war grew, some
coneluded that the alternative to world destruction was world disarmament. In the
1970s, with the rapid growth of population, poverty, and pollution, some con-
cluded, as one politi -l scientist put it, that “states must meet the needs of the po-
litical ecosystem in its global dimensions or court annihilation.”? The international
at means anything at all, it means that national in-

interest must be served; and il
terests are subordinate to it. The problems are found at the global level. Solutions

to the problems continue to depend on national policies. What are the conditions
that would make nations more or less willing to obey the injunctions that are so
often laid on them? How can they resolve the tension between pursuing their own
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he

interests and acting for the sake of the system? No one has shown how that ¢
done, although many wring their hands and plead for rational behavior. The very
problem, however, is that rational hehavior, given structural constraints, mcm,,, :ov~
A_M_M_MM““”ﬁr(m,\w””maomw“up.ﬁ.@VVMMM“M;_,._m:nr country constrained to take care of itsell, no
A strong sense of peril and doom may lead to a clear definition of ends that
must be achieved. Their achievement is not thereby made possible. The possibil-
ity of effective action depends on the ability to provide necessary means. : de-
pends even more so on the existence of conditions that permit nations and other
oﬂmm_:.N::.c:w to follow appropriate policies and strategies. World-shaking prob-
_m:a. cry for global solutions, but there is no globul agency to provide them. Ne-
cessities do not create possibilities. Wishing that linal causes were efficient cnes
does not make them so. . .

Great tasks can be accomplished only by agents of great capability. That is why
states, and especially the major ones, are called on to do what is necessary for the
world’s survival. But states have to do whatever they think necessary for their own
preservation, since no one can be relied on to do it {or them. Why the advice to place
the international interest ubove national interests is meaningless can be explained
precisely in terms of the distinction between micro- and macrotheories. . ..

Some have hoped that changes in the awareness and purpose, in the organiza-
tion and ideology of states would change the quality of international life. Over the
centuries states have changed in many ways, but the quality of international life has
remained much the same. States may seek reasonable and worthy ends, but ﬂrmw\
cannot figure out how to reach them. The problem is not in their ﬁc?.m.:.v\ or ill
will, although one does not want to claim that those qualities are lacking. The
depth of the difficulty is not understood until one realizes that ::o_:mm:om :E._
goodwill cannot discover and act on adequate programs. Early in this century Win-
ston Churchill observed that the British-German naval race promised disaster and
that Britain had no realistic choice other than to run it. States facing global prob-
lemns are like individual consumers trapped by the “tyranny of small decisions.”
States, like consumers, can get oul ol the trap only by changing the structure ol
their field of activity. The message bears repeating: The only remedy for a strong
structural effect is a structual change.” i

7. The Virtues of Anarchy

To achieve their objectives and maintain their security, units in a condition of an-
archy—be they people, corporations, states, or whatever—must rely on the means
they can generate and the arrangements they can make for themselves. Sell-help
is necessarily the principle of action in an anarchic order. A self-help situation is
one of high risk—of bankruptcy in the economic realm and of war in a world :,_,
{ree states. It is also one in which E.m..::ﬁ::::: costs are low. Within an economy
or within an international order, risks may be avoided or lessened by moving {rom
a situation of coordinate action to one of super- and subordination, that is, by erect-
ing agencies with effective authority and extending a system of rules. Government
emerges where the functions' of regulation and management themselves become
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asks. The costs of maintaining a Lierarchic order are {re-
its absence. Organizations have al least two
intain themselves as organizations. Many of
I purpose. The leaders of organiza-

distinct and m_umnm::ng t
quently mm:::i by those who deplore
aims: to get something done and to
their activities are directed toward the seconc
tions, and ?v::n:_ leaders ?.mw_:._:m::v\_ are not masters of the matters their orga-
nizations deal with. They have become Jeaders nol by being experts on one thing
or another but by excelling in the c_.m_.::,\u,::::; arts—in maintaining control of a
in eliciting _:‘E:n:&_o and satisfactory efforts from them, in
-l decisions, the first and most impor-
ization may have

group’s members,
holding a group together. H:‘. making poli
tant concern is not to achieve the aims the members of an orga
but to secure the continuity and health of the organization itsell !

Along with the adwantagy of hierarchic orders go the costs. In hierarchic or-
ders, moreover, the means of conlrol Decome an object of struggle. Substantive is-
sues become entwined with efforts to influence or control the controllers. The hi-
erarchic ordering of politics adds one to the already numerous objects of struggle,
and the GEWQ added is at a new order of magnitude.

If the tisks of war are unbearably high, can they be reduced by organizing to
affairs of nations? Al a minimum, management requires controlling
the military forces that are at the disposal of states. Within nations, organizations
have to work to maintain themselves. As organizations, nations, in working to
maintain themselves, sometimes have to use force aguainst dissident elements and
as. As hierarchical systems, governments nationally or m_c_u::v\ are Em_‘c?ma by
arts. In a society of states with little colierence, attemnpts at
world government would founder on the inability of an emerging central authority
to mobilize the resources needed to create and maintain the unity of the system by
regulating and managing its parts. The prospect of world government would be an

invitation to prepare for world civil war. . . . States cannot entrust Bu:ummlm_ pow-

ers to a central agency unless thut agency is able to protect its o:o_:m::mm.‘_.rm
ach of them appears as a

more 1:22._,:_ the clients and the more the power ol e
threat to the others, the greater the power lodged in the center must be. The
greater the power of the center, the stronger the incentive for states Lo engage in 4

manage the

are
the defection of major p

m?.:mm_m to control it.

States, like people, are insecure in proportion to
ed, insecurity must be accepted. Organizations that est
increase insecurity as they decrease {reedom.
among people or states, then some institu-
s realm. The more influen-

the extent of their freedom.
If freedom is want ablish re-
lations of authority and control may
1f might does not make right, whether
tion or agency has intervened to Jift them out ol natw
tial the agency, the stronger the desire to control it becomes. In contrast, units in
an anarchic order act for their own sakes and not for the sake of preserving an or-
ganization and furthering their fortunes within it. Force is used for one’s own in-

terest. In the absence of organization, people or states are free Lo leave one another
in the absence of the pol-

alone. Even when they do not do so, they are better able,

itics of the organization, to concentrate on the politics of the problem and to aim
will permit their separate existence rather than a
y. If might decides, then

for a minimum agreement that
maximum agreement for the sake of maintaining unit
bloody struggles over right can more easily be avoided.
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Nationally, the {orce of a government is exercised in the name of right and jus-
tice. Intemationally, the force of a state is employed for the sake ol its own protec-
tion and advantage. Rebels challenge a government's claim to authority; they ques-
tion the rightfulness of- its rule. Wars among states cannot settle questions of
authority and right; they can only determine the allocation of gains and losses
among contenders and settle for a time the question of who is the stronger. Na-
tionally, relations ol authority are established. Internationally, only relations of
strength result. Nationally, private force used against a government threatens the
political system. Force used by a state—au public body—is, from the international
perspective, the private use of force; but there is no government (o overthrow and
no governmental apparatus to capture. Short of a drive toward world hegemony,
the private use of force does not threaten the system of international politics, caly
some of its members. War pits some states against othersin a m:.:mm_o among sim-
ilarly constituted entities. The power of the strong may deter the weak from as-
serting their claims, not because the weak recognize a kind of rightfulness of rule
on the part of the strong, but siniply because it is not sensible to tangle with them.
Conversely, the weak may enjoy considerable [reedom of action if they are so far
removed in their capabilities from the strong that the latter are not much bothered

by their actions or much concerned by marginal increases in their capabilities.
National politics is the realin of authority, of administration, and of law. Inter-
national politics is the realm of power, of struggle, and of accommodation. The in-
temational realm is preeminently a political one. The national realm is variously
described as being hierarchic, vertical, centralized, heterogeneous, directed, and
contrived; the international realin, us being anarchic, horizontal, decentralized, ho-
mogeneous, undirected and mutually aduptive. The more centralized the order,
the nearer to the top the locus of decisions ascends. Internationally, decisions E.m_
made at the bottom level, there being scarcely any other. In the vertical horizontal
%.n__o:::v\. international structures assume the prone position. >&:m::m:$ are
made internationally, but they are made without a formal or authoritative adjuster.
Adjustment and accommodation proceed by mutual adaptation.'2 Action and reac-
tion, and reaction to the reactiun, proceed by a piecemeal process. The parties feel
each other out, so to speak, and define a situation simultaneously with its develop-
ment. Among coordinate uhits, E:.:ﬁ,_:m_: is achiceved and accommodations ar-

rived at by the exchange of “considerations,” in a conditign, as Chester Barnard put’

it, “in which the duty of command and the desire to obey are essentially absent "
Where the contest is over considerations, the ?:.:m.m seek to maintain or iinprove
their positions by maneuvering, by bargaining, or by fighting. The manner and in-
tensity of the competition is determined by the desires and the abilities of parties
that are at once separate and interacting,

Whether or not by force, each state plots the course it thinks will best serve its
interests. If force is used by one state or its use is expected, the recourse of other
states is to use [orce or be ?.m?:.mz to use it .ﬁ_:m_v\ or in combination. No :Eum:_
can be made to a higher entity clothed with the authority and equipped with the
ability to act on its own initiative. Under such conditions the possibility that force
will be used by one or another of the parties looms always us a threat in the back-

ground. In politics force is saidl to be the wltima ratio. In international _u.,o:znm force
_ L!l;?.Vlly"ll'l\\l.
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.rves, not only as the ultima ratio, but indeed as the first and constant one. To
limit force o hetmg e ullima ratio of polilics implics, in the words of Ortega 'y
Gasset, “the previous submission of foree to methods of reason.”'* The constant
possibility that force will be used limits manipulations, moderates demands, and
serves as an incentive for the settlement of disputes. One who knows that pressing
too bard may lead to war has strong reason to consider whether possible gains are
worth the risks entailed. The threat of force internationally is comparable to the
role of the strike in labor and management bargaining. “The few strikes that take
place are in a sense,” as C<Q.::mr has said, “the cost of the strike option which pro-
duces settlements in the large mass of negotiations.”*> Even if workers seldom
strike, their doing so is always a possibility. The possibility. of industrial disputes
leading to long and costly strikes encourages labor and management to face diffi-
cultissues, to try to understand each other’s problems, and to work hard to find ac-
commodations. The possibility that conflicts among nations may lead to long and

costly wars has simitarly sobering effects.

8. Anarchy and Hierarchy

I have described anarchies and hierarchies as though every political order were of
one type or the other. Many, and 1 suppose most, political scientists who write of
structures allow for a greater, and sometimes for a bewildering, variety of types.
Anarchy is seen as one end of a continuum whose other end is marked by the pres-
ence of a legitimate and competent government. International politics is then de-
scribed as being flecked with particles of government and alloyed with elements of
community—supranational organizations whether universal or regional, alliances,
multinational corporations, networks of trade, and whatnot. International-political
systems are thought of as being more or less anarchic.

Those who view the world as a modified anarchy do so, it seems, for two rea-
sons. First, anarchy is taken to mean not just the absence of government but also the
presence of disorder and chaos. Since world politics, although not 1 liably Mvm.._nm?_.
falls short of unrelieved chaos, students are inclined to see a lessening of anarchy in
ach outbreak of peace. Since world politics, although not formally organized, is not
entirely without institutions and orderly procedures, students are inclined to see a
lessening of anarchy when alliances form, when transactions across national borders
increase, and when international agencies multiply. Such views confuse structure
with process, and 1 have drawn attention to thal error often enough.

Second, the two simple categories of anarchy and hierarchy do not seem to ac-
commodate the infinite social variety our senses record. Why insist on reducing the
types of structure to two instead of allowing for a greater variety? Anarchies are or-
dered by the juxtaposition of similar units, but those sitnilar units are not identical.
Some specialization by function develops among them. Hierarchies are ordered by
the social division of labor among units specializing in different tasks, but the re-
semblance of units does not vanish. Much duplication of effort continues. All soci-
eties are organized segmentally or hierarchicully in greater or lesser degree. Why
not, then, define additional social types according to the mixture of organizing
principles they embody? One might conceive of some societies approaching the
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purely anarchic, of others approaching the purely hierarchic, and of still others re-
flecting specified mixes of the two organizational types. In anarchies the exact like-
ness of units and the determination of relations by capability alone would describe
a realm wholly of politics and power with none of the interaction of units guided by
administration and conditioned by authority. In hierarchies the complete differen-
tiation of parts and the {ull specification of their functions would produce a realm
wholly of authority and administration with none of the interaction of parts al-
fected by politics and power. Although such pure orders do not exist, to distinguish
realms by their organizing principles is nevertheless proper and important.
Increasing the number of categories would bring the classification of socielies
closer to reality. But that would be to move away from a theory claining explana-
tory powertoa less theoretical system promising greater descriptive accuracy.-One
who wishes to explain rather than to describe should resist moving in that direction
if resistance is reasonable. Is it? What does one gain by insisting on two types when
adumitting three or four would still be to simplily boldly? One gains clarity and
economy of concepts. A new concept shoyld be introduced only to cover matters
that existing concepts do not reach. If some societies are neither anarchic or hier-
archic, if their structures are delined by some third ordering principle, then we
would have to deline a third system.!¢ All societies are mixed. Elements in them
represent both of the ordering principles. That does not mean that some societies
are ordered according to a third principle. Usually one can easily identify the priu-
ciple by which a society is ordered. The appearance of anarchic sectors within hi-
erarchies does not alter and should not obscure the ordering principle of the larger
system, for those sectors are anarchic only within limits. The attributes and behav-
jor of the units populating those sectors within the larger system ditfer, moreover,
from what they should be and how they would behave outside of it. Firms in oli-
gopolistic markets again are perfect examples of this. They struggle against one an-
other, but because they need not prepare to defend themselves physically, they can
afford to specialize and to participate more fully in the division of economic labor
than states can. Nor do the states that populate an anarchic world find it impossi-
ble to work with one another, to make agreements limiting their arms, and to co-
operate in establishing o_mm:ﬁw:o:w. Hierarchic elements within international
structures limit and restraiy’ the exercise of sovereignty but only in ways strongly
conditioned by the anarchy of the larger system. The anacchy of that order strongly
affects the likelihood of cooperation, the extent of arms agreements, and the juris-
diction of international organizations. .
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