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Only through some sort of systems theory can international politics be understood.
To be a success, such a théory 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 mamrnational-pohtical strom
other international systems, and to distinguish systetns-level fromamit-level¥orces,
requires showing how political structures are-gerierated and how they affect, and
are affected 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 struc-
ture as a concept appropriate for national and for international politics.

A system is composed of a structure and of interacting units, The structure is
the system-wide component that makes it possible to think of the system as a
whole. The problem s . . . to contrive a definition of structure free of the attributes
and the interactions of units. Definitions of structure must leave aside, or abstract
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 problem is to develop theoretically useful concepts to replace
the vague and varying systemic notions that are customarily employed—notions
such as environment, situation, context, and milieu. Structure is a useful concept if
it gives clear and fixed meaning to such vague and varying terms.

From Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics © 1979 by McGraw-Hill, pp. 79-106.
Reprinted with permission of The McGrayw-Hill Companies.
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30 PART 1 ANARCHY AND ITS CONSEQUENCES

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
institutions, and ideological commitments states may have. Abstracting from rela-
tions means leaving aside questions about the cultural, economic, political, and
military interactions of states. To say what is to be left out does not indicate what 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
important in theory. “Relation” is used to mean both the interaction of units and
the positions they occupy vis-d-vis each other." To define a structure requires
ignoring how units relate with one another (how they interact) and concentrating
on how they stand in relation to one another (how they are arranged or positioned).
Interactions, as I have insisted, take place at the level of the units. How units stand
in relation to one another, the way they are arranged or positioned, is not a prop-
erty of the units, The arrangement of units is a property of the system.

By leaving aside the personality of actors, their behavior, and their interac-
tions, one arrives at aypurely positional picture of society. Three propositions fol-
low from this., First, structures may epdure while personality, behavior, and
interactions varywidely. Structure is sharply distinguished from actions and inter-
actions. Setond, a structural definition applies to realms of widely different sub-
stance so 10Tig as the arrangement of parts is similar.? firg, because this is so,
theories developed for one realm may with some modification be applicable to
other realms as well. . .. T

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

Structure defines the arrangement, or the ordering, of the parts of a system.
Structure is not a collection of political institutions but rather the arrangement 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, In defining structures, the first question to answer is this:
What is the principle by which the parts are arranged?

Domestic politics is .hierarchically_ordered. The units—institutions and

T
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agencies—stand vis-a-vis each other in relations of super- and subordination. The
ordering 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 rela-
tions of super- and subordination removed. Nevertheless, political actors are for-
mally differentiated according to the degrees of their authority, and their distinct
functions are specified. By “specified” I do not mean t that the law of the land fully
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describes the duties that different agencies perform, but only that broad agree-
ment prevails on the tasks that various parts of a government are to undertake and
on the extent of the power they legitimately wield. Thus Congress supplies the mil-
itary forces; the President commands them. Congress makes the laws; the execu-
tive branch enforces them; agencies administer laws; judges interpret them. Such
specification of roles and differentiation of functions is found in any state, the more
{ully so as the state is more highly developed. The specification of functions of for-
mally differentiated parts gives the second bit of structural information. This sec-
ond part of the definition adds some content to the structure, but only enough to
say more fully how the units stand in relation to one another. 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
functions are combined in different ways, different behaviors and outcomes result,
as I 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 differentiation of its parts. The standing
of the units also changes with changes in their relative capabilities. In the perfor-
mance of their funations, agencies may gain capabilities or lose them. The relation
of Prime Minister to Parliament and of President to Congress depends on, and
varies with, their relative capabilities. The third part of the definition of structure
acknowledges that even while specified functions remain unchanged, units come
to stand 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 capabilities across those units.
Structure is a highly abstract notion, but the definition of structure does not
abstract from everything. To do so would be to 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 or arranged. Every-
thing else is omitted. Concern for tradition and culture, analysis of the character
and personality of political actors, consideration of the conflictive and accom-
modative processes of politics, description of the making and execution of policy—
all such mattérs are left aside. Their omission does not imply their unimportance.
They are omitted because we want to figure out the expected effects of structure
on process and of process on structure. That can be done only if structure and
process are distinctly defined.

I defined domestic political structures first by the principle according to which
they are organized or ordered, second by the differentiation of units and the spec-
ification 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 required to obey. Domestic sys-
tems are centralized and hierarchic. The parts of international-political systems
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stand in relations of coordination. Formally, each is the equal of all the others.
None is entitled to command; none is required to obey. International systems are
decentralized and anarchic. The ordering principles of the two structures are dis-
tinctly different, indeed; contrary to each other. Domestic political structures have
governmental institutions and offices as their concrete counterparts. International
politics, in contrast, has been called “politics in the absence of government.”
International organizations do exist, and in ever-growing numbers. Supranational
agents able to act effectively, however, either themselves acquire some of the
attributes and capabilities of states, as did the medieval papacy in the era of Inno-
cent 111, or they soon reveal their inability to act in important ways except with the
support, or at least the acquiescence, of the principal states concerned with the
matters at hand. 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 to a particular expression of capabil-
ity, In the absence of agents with system-wide 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
organization. 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. If structure
is an organizational concept, the terms “structure” and “anarchy” seem to be in
contradiction, 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 face to face with the invisible, an uncomfortable position to be in.

The problem is this: how to conceive of an order without an orderer and of
organizational effects where formal organization is lacking, Because these are dif-
ficult questions, I shall answer them through analogy with microeconomic theory.
Rcasoning by analogy is helpful where one can move from a domain for which the-
ory is well developed to one where it is not. Reasoning by analogy is permissible
where different domains are structurally similar.

Classical economic theory, developed by Adam Smith and his followers, is
microtheory. Political scientists tend to think that microtheory is theory about
small-scale matters, a usage that ill accords with its established meaning, The term
“micro” in economic 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 formed from the self-interested acts and interac-
tions of individual units—in this case, persons and firms. 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 descriptive realities or concrete
entities. This must be emphasized since from the early eighteenth century to the
present, from the sociologist Auguste Comte to the psychologist George Katona,
economic 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
economic world is the world of the world, Unrealistically, economists think of the
acting unit, the famous “economic man,” as a single-minded profit maximizer,
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They single out one aspect of man and leave aside the wondrous variety of human
life. As any moderately sensible economist knows, “economic man” does not exist.
Anyone who asks businessmen how they make their decisions will find that the
assumption that men are economic maximizers grossly distorts their characters.
The assumption that men behave as economic men, which is known to be false ag
a descriptive statement, turns out to be usefulin-the-construction of theory.

Markets are the second major concept invented by microeconomic theorists.
Two general questions must 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 economy is individualist in origin, spontaneously generated, and unintended.
The market arises out of the activities of separate units—persons and firms—
whose aims and efforts are directed not toward creating an order but rather toward
fulfilling their own internally defined interests by whatever means they can muster,
The individual unit acts for itself. From the coaction of like units emerges a struc-
ture that affects and constrains all of them. Once formed, a market becomes a
force in itself, and a force that the constitutive units acting singly or in small num-
bers cannot control. Instead, in lesser or greater degree 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, greeddriven
actions may produce good social outcomes if only political and social conditions
permit free competition. If a laissez-faire economy is harmonious, it is so because
the intentions of actors do not correspond with the outcomes their actions pro-
duce. What intervenes between the actors and the objects of their action in order
to thwart their purposes? To account for the unexpectedly favorable outcomes of
selfish acts, the concept of a market is brought into play. Fach unit seeks its own
good; the result of a number of units simultaneously doing so transcends the
motives and the aims of the separate units. Each would like to work less hard and
price his product higher. Taken together, all have to work harder and price their
products lower. Each firm seeks to increase its profit; the result of many firms
doing so drives the profit rate downward. Each man seeks his own end, and, in
doing so, produces a result that was no part of his mtention. Out of the mean ambi-
tion 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-
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
taking certain actions and disposes them toward taking others. The market, created
by self-directed interacting economic units, selects behaviors according to their
consequences. The market rewards some with high profits and assigns others to
bankruptcy. Since a market is not an institution or an agent in any concrete or pal-
pable sense, such statements become impressive only if they can be reliably
inferred from a theory as part of a set of more elaborate expectations. They can be.
Microeconomic theory explains how an economy operates and why certain offects
are to be expected. . . .

Internation@l;lzgljgical systems, like economic markets, are formed by the co-
action of self-tegarding units. International structures are defined in terms of the
primary political units of an era, be they city states, empires, or nations, Structures
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emerge from the coexistence of states. No state intends to participate in the for-
mation of a structure by which it and others will be constrained. International-
political systems, like economic markets, are individualist in origin, spontancously
generated, and unintended. In both systems, structures are formed by the coaction
of their units. Whether those units live, prosper, or die depends on their own
efforts. Both systems are formed and maintained on a principle of self-help that
applies to the units. .

In a micr otheory, whether of international politics or of economics, the moti-
vation of the actors is assumed rather than realistically described. T assume that
s@eql_< 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-useful 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
directly 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 dw_@s_pohhca lentities. The sur-
vival motive is taken as the ground of action in a world where the security of states
is not assured, rather 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 exclu-
sively to ensure its survival. It allows for the fact that some states may persistently
seck goals that they value more highly than survival; they may, for example, prefer
amalgamation with other states to their own survival in form. It allows for the fact
that in pursuit of its security no state will act with perfect knowledge and wisdom—
if indeed we 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 often punished.
To say that “the structure selects” means simply that those who conform to
accepted 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 differentiated units. Hierarchy entails relations of super- and
subordination among a system’s parts, and that implies their differentiation. In
defining domestic political structure the second term, like the first and third, is
needed because each term points to a possible source of structural variation. The
states that are the units of international-political systems are not formally differen-
tiated by the functions they perform. Anarchy entails relations of coordination
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among a system’s units, and that implies their sameness. The second term is not
needed in defining international-political structure, because, so long as anarchy
endures, states remain like units, International structures vary only through a
change of organizing principle or, failing that, through variations in the capabilities
of units. Nevertheless I shall discuss these like units here, because it is by their
interactions 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 primary units of international-political 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 easily resQ%/ed. Those who question
the state-centric view do so for two main reasons. ®igst, states are not the only
actors of importance on the international scene, S’ch}i, states are d(@i_ng in

0} and other actors are gaining, or so it is saidl, Neither reason is cogent,

'

importance;
as the following discussion shows.
States are not and never have been the only international actors. But then
structures are defined not by all of the actors that flourish within them but by the
ajor ones. In defining a system’s structure one chooses one or some of the infi-
hmﬁy objects comprising the system and defines its structure in terms of
them. For international-political systems, as for any system, one must first decide
which units to take as being the parts of the system. Here the economic analogy
will help again. The structure of a market is defined by the number of firms com-
peting. If many roughly equal firms contend, a condition of perfect competitign is
approximated. If a few firms dominate the market, competition is said to be oli-
gopolistic even though many smaller firms may also be in the field. But we are told
that definitions of this sort canmot be applied to international politics because of
the interpenetration of states, because of their inability to control the environment
of their action, and because rising multinational corporations and other nonstate
actors are difficult to regulate and may rival some states in influence. The impor-
tance of nonstate actors and the extent of transnational activities are obvious. The
conclusion that the state-centric conception of international politics is made obso-
lete by them does not follow. That economists and egonomically minded ‘politics
scientists have thought that it does is ironic. The irony lies in the fact that all of the
reasons given for 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 suc-
cess 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 governments encourage concentration; others work to prevent
it. The market structure of parts of an economy may move from a wider to a nar-
rower competition or may move in the opposite direction, but whatever the extent
and the frequency of change, market structures, generated by the interaction of
firms, are defined in terms of them,
Just as economists define markets in terms of firms, so I define international-
political structures in terms of states. If Charles P. Kindleberger were right in say-
ing that “the nation-state is just about through as an economic unit,” then the
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structure of international politics would have to be redefined. That would be nec-
essary because economic capabilities cannot be separated from the other capabili-
ties of states. The distinction frequently drawn between matters of high and low
politics is misplaced. States use economic means for military and political ends;
and military and political means for the achievement of economic interests.

An amended version of Kindleberger’s statement may hold: Some states may
be nearly washed up as economic entities, and others not. That poscs no problem
for international-political theory since international politics is mostly about
inequalities anyway. So long as the major states are the major actors, the structure
of international politics is defined in terms of them, That theoretical statement is
of course borne out in practice. States set the scene in which they, along with non-
state actors, state their dramas or carry on their humdrum affairs. Though they
may choose to interfere little in the affairs of nonstate actors for long periods of
time, states nevertheless set the We, whether by passively per-

mitting informal rules to develop or by actively intervening to change rules that no
longer suit 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 operation of strong international corporations and by the attention the latter
pay to the wishes of the former. . ..

States are the units whose interactions form the structure of international-
political systems, They will long remain so. The death rate among states is remark-
ably low. Few states die; many firms do. . . . To call states “like units” is to say that
each state is like all other states in being an autonomous political unit. Tt is another
way of saying that states are sovereign. But sovereignty is also a bothersome con-
cept. Many believe, as the anthropologist M. G. Smith has said, that “in a system of
sovereign states no state is sovereign.” The error lies in identifying the sovereignty
of states with their ability to do as they wish. To say that states are sovereign is not
to say that they can do as they please, that they are free of others’ influence, that
they are able to get what they want. Sovereign states may be hardpressed all
around, constrained to act in ways they would like to avoid, and able to do hardly
anything just as they would like to. The sovereignty of states has never entailed
their insulation from the effects of other states” actions. To be sovereign and to be
dependent are not contradictory conditions. Sovereign states have seldom led free
and easy lives, What then is sovereignty? To say that a state is sovereign means that
it decides for itself how it will cope with its internal and external problems, includ-
ing whether or not to seek assistance from others and in doing so to limit its free-
dom by making commitments to them. States develop their own strategies, chart
their own coutses, make their own decisions about how to meet whatever needs
they experience and whatever desires they develop. It is no more contradictory to
say that sovereign states are always constrained and often tightly so than it is to 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
United States, are immense. States are alike, and they are also different. So are
corporations, apples, universities, and people. Whenever we put two or more
objects in the same category, we are saying that they are alike not in all respects but
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in some. No two objects in this world are identical, yet they can often be usefully
compared and combined. “You can’t add apples and oranges” is an old saying that
seems to be especially popular among salesmen who do not want you to compare
their wares with others. But we all know that the trick of adding dissimilar objects
is to express the result in terms of a category that comprises them. Three apples
plus four oranges equals seven pieces of fruit. The only interesting question is
whether the category that classifics objects according to their common qualities is
useful. One can add up a large number of widely varied objects and say that one
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? How can they be placed in a single category? States are alike in the tasks that
they face, though not in their abilities to perform them. The differences are of
capability, not of function. States perform or try to perform tasks, most of which
are common to all of them; the ends they aspire to are similar. Fach state dupli-
cates the activities of other states at least to a considerable extent. Each state has
its agencies for making, executing, and interpreting laws and regulations, for rais-
ing revenues, and for defending itself. Each state supplies out of its own resources
and 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 to be impressed
with the functional similarity of states and, now more than ever before, with the
similar lines thei development follows. From the rich to the poor states, from the
old to the new ones, neayly all of them take a larger hand in matters of economic
regulation, of education, health, and housing, of culture and the arts, and so on
almost endlessly. The increase of the activities of states is a strong and strikingly
uniform international trend. The functions of states are similar, and distinctions
among them arise principally from their varied capabilities. International politics

consists of 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 units of
such an order are then distinguished primarily by their greater or lesser capabili-
ties for performing similar tasks. This states formally what students of international
politics have long noticed. The great powers of an era have always been marked off
from others by practitioners and theorists alike. Students of national government
make such distinctions as that between parliamentary and presidential systems;
governmental systems differ in form. Students of international politics make dis-
tinctions between international-political systems only according to the number of
their great powers. The structure of a system changes with changes in the distrib-
ution of capabilities across the system’s units. And changes in structure change
expectations about how the units of the system will behave and about the outcomes
their interactions will produce. Domestically, the differentiated parts of a system
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may perform similar tasks. We know from observing the American government
that executives sometimes legislate and legislatures sometimes execute. Interna-
tionally, like units sometimes perform different tasks . . . but two problems should
be considered.

The first problem is this: Capability tells us something about units. Defining
structure partly in terms of the distribution of capabilities seems to violate my
instruction to keep unit attributes out of structural definitions. As I remarked ear-
lier, structure is a highly but not entirely abstract concept. The maximum of
abstraction allows a minimum of content, and that minimum is what is needed to
enable one to 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
included in the third part of the definition, and not such characteristics as ideology,
form of government, peacefulness, bellicosity, or whatever, The answer is this:
Power is estimated by comparing the capabilities of a number of units. Although
capabilities 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-wide
concept. . ..

The second problem is this: Though relations defined in terms of interactions
must be excluded 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-
ical structures partly in terms of how presidents and prime ministers are related to
other political agents? It would not be. Nationally as internationally, structural def-
initions deal with the relation of agents and agencies in terms of the organization
of realms and not in terms of the accommodations 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 system rather
than structural alterations that mark a change from one system to another. This is
made clear by the example that runs nicely parallel to the case of alliances. Distin-
guishing systems of political parties 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 same logic,
an international-political system in which three or more great powers have split
into two alliances remains a multipolar system—structurally distinct 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 forms of government they may have. We do
not ask whether states are revolutionary or legitimate, authoritarian or democratic,
ideological or pragmatic. We abstract from every attribute of states except their
capabilities. Nor in thinking about structure do we ask about the relations of
states—their feelings of friendship and hostility, their diplomatic exchanges, the
alliances they form, and the extent of the contacts and 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 from any particular qualities of states and from all of their concrete con-
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nections. What emerges is a positional picture, a general description of the ordered
overall arrangement of a society written in terms of the placement of units rather
than in terms of 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, it is often said, conducts its affairs in the brooding shadow
of violence. Because some states may at any time use force, 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 itself
whether or not to use force, war may at any time break out. Whether in the family,
the community, or the world at large, contact without at least occasional conflict is
inconceivable; and the hope that in the absence of an agent to manage or to manip-
ulate conflicting parties the use of force will always be avoided cannot be realisti-
cally entertained. Among men as among states, anarchy, or the absence of
government, is associated with the occurrence of violence.

The threat of violence and the recurrent use of force are said to distinguish
international from national affairs. But in the history of the world surely most -
rulers have had to bear in mind that their subjects might use force to resist or over-
throw them. If the absence of government 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 {n
China’s Taiping Rebellion, which began in 1851 and lasted 13 years, range as high
as 20 million, 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 rebellions have been normal features of national life.
Between 1948 and 1957, for example, 200 thousand Colombians were killed in
civil strife. In the middle 1970s most inhabitants of Idi Amin’s Uganda must have
felt their lives becoming nasty, brutish, and short, quite as in Thomas Hobbes'’s
state of nature. If such cases constitute aberrations, they are uncomfortably com-
mon ones. We easily lose sight of the fact that struggles to achieve and maintain
power, to establish order, and to contrive a kind of justice within states may be
bloodier than wars among them.

If anarchy is identified with chaos, destruction, and death, then the distinction
between anarchy and government does not tell us much. Which is more precari-
ous: the life of a state among states, or of a government in relation to its subjects?
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The answer varies with time and place. Among some states at some times, the
actual or expected occurrence of violenee is low. Within some states at some times,
the actual or expected occurrence of violence is high. The use of force, or the con-
stant fear of its use, are not sufficient grounds for distinguishing international from
domestic affairs. If the possible and the actual use of force mark both national and
international orders, then no durable distinction between the two realms can be
drawn in terms of the use or the nonuse of force. No human order is proof against
violence.

To discover qualitative differences between internal and external affairs one
must look for a criterion other than the occurrence of violence. The distinction
between international and national realms of politics is not found in the use or the
nonuse of force but in their different structures. But if the dangers of being vio-
lently attacked are greater, say, in taking an evening stroll through downtown
Detroit than they are in picnicking along the French and German border, what
practical difference does the difference of structure make? Nationally as interna-
tionally, contact generates conflict and at times issues in violence, The difference
between national and international politics lies not in the use of force but in the
different modes of organization for doing something about it. A government, rul-
ing by some standard of legitimacy, arrogates to itself the right to use force—that
is, to apply a variety of sanctions to control the use of force by its subjects. If some
use private force, others may appeal to the government. A government has no
monopoly on the use of force, as is all too evident. An effective government, how-
ever, 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. Cit-
izens need not prepare to defend themselves. Public agencies do that. A national
system is not one of self-help. 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 formally organized, its units are free to
specialize, to pursue their own interests without concern for developing the means
of maintaining their identity and preserving their security in the presence of oth-
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 people 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 protection and regu-
lation and Washington depends on Kansas for beef and wheat. In saying that in
such situations interdependence is close, one need not maintain that the one part
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
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heavily on one another because of the different tasks they perform and the differ-
ent goods they produce and exchange. The parts of a polity bind themselyes
together by their differences.”

Differences between national and international structures are reflected in the
ways the units of each system define their ends and develop the means for reach-
ing them. In anarchic realms, like units coact. In hierarchic realms, unlike units
interact. In an anarchic realm, the units are functionally similar and tend to remain
so. Like units work to maintain a measure of independence and may even strive for
autarchy. In a hierarchic realm, the units are differentiated, and they tend to
increase the extent of their specialization. Differentiated units become closely
interdependent, the more closely so as their specialization proceeds. Because of
the difference of structure, interdependence within and interdependence among
nations are two distinct concepts. So as to follow the logicians admonition to keep
a single meaning for a given term throughout one’s discourse, I shall use “integra-
tion” to describe the condition within nations and “interdependence” to describe
the condition among them.,

Although states are like units functionally, they differ vastly in their capabili-
ties. Out of such differences something of a division of labor develops. The division
of labor across nations, however, is slight in comparison with the highly articulated
division of labor within them. Integration draws the parts of a nation closely
together. Interdependence among nations leaves 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 labor
that goes into the production of goods but also some of the other tasks they per-
form, such as political management and military defense. Why does their integra-
tion not take place? The structure of international politics limits the cooperation of
states in two ways.

In a self-help system each of the units spends a portion of its effort, not in for-
warding its own good, but in providing the means of protecting itself against oth-
ers. Specialization in a system of divided labor works to everyone’s advantage,
though not equally so. Inequality in the expected distribution of the increased
product works strongly against extension of the division of labor internationally.
When faced with the possibility of cooperating for mutual gain, states that feel
insecure must ask how the gain will be divided. They are compelled to ask not
“Will both of us gain?” but “Who will gain more?” If an expected gain is to be
divided, say, in the ratio of two to one, one state may use its disproportionate gain
to implement a policy intended to damage or destroy the other. Even the
prospect of large absolute gains for both parties does not elicit their cooperation
so long as each fears how the other will use its increased capabilities. Notice that
the impediments to collaboration may not lie in the character and the immediate
intention of either party. Instead, the condition of insecurity—at the least, the
uncertainty of each about the other’s future intentions and actions—works against
their cooperation. . . .

A state worries about a division of possible gains that may favor others more
than itself. That is the first way in which the structure of international politics limits
the cooperation of states. A state also worries lest it become dependent on others
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through cooperative endeavors and exchanges of goods and services. That is the
second way in which the structure of international politics limits the cooperation of
states. The more a state specializes, the more it relies on others to supply the mate-
rials and goods that it is not producing, The larger a state’s imports and exports, 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 ordinarily do
so in either or both of two ways. States that are heavily dependent, or closely inter-
dependent, worry about securing that which they depend on. The high interde-
pendence of states means that the states in question experience, or are subject to,
the common vulnerability that high interdependence entails. Like other organiza-
tions, states seek to control what they depend on or to 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 self-sufficiency.
5 1 Structures encourage certain behaviors and penalize those who do not
' | respond 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
a system of divided labor. The domestic imperative 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 imper-
ative that does not run internationally. What one might want to do in the absence
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 depen-
dence. In a self-help system, considerations of security subordinate economic gain
to political interest. . . .

6. Structures and Strategies

That motives and outcomes may well be disjoined should now be easily seen.
Structures cause nations to have consequences they were not intended to have.
Surely most of the actors will notice that, and at least some of them will be able to
figure out 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 appropri-
ately adjusting their strategies? Unfortunately, they often cannot. To show why this
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is so I shall give only a few examples; once the point is made, the reader will easily
think of others.

If 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 quickly, 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 fail. In such cases, pursuit of
individual interest produces collective results that nobody wants, yet individuals by
behaving differently will hurt themselves without altering outcomes. These two
much used examples establish the main point. Some courses of action I 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 examples of what Alfred E.
Kahn 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
decisions,” 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 nec-
essarily true that those same consumers would have voted for that outcome if that
large decision had ever been presented for their explicit consideration.” If the
market does not present the large question for decision, then individuals are
doomed to making decisions that are sensible within their narrow 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 of the effects of the market by changing its structure—for example, by
bringing consumer units roughly up to the size of the units that are making pro-
ducers’ decisions. This nicely makes the point: So long as one leaves the structure
unaffected it is not possible for changes in the intentions and the actions of partic-
ular actors to produce desirable outcomes or to avoid undesirable ones. . . . The
only 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 to act for the sake of the system and not for their own narrowly defined
advantage. In the 1950s, as fear of the world’s destruction in nuclear war grew,
some concluded that the alternative to world destruction was world disarmament.
In the 1970s, with the rapid growth of population, poverty, and pollutior, some
concluded, as one political scientist put it, that “states must meet the needs of the
political ecosystem in its global dimensions or court annihilation,” The interna-
tional interest must be served; and if that means anything at. all, it means that
national interests 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 pursu-
ing their own interests and acting for the sake of the system? No one has shown
how that can be done, although many wring their hands and plead for rational
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behavior. The very problem, however, is that rational behavior, given structural
constraints, does not lead to the wanted results. With each country constrained to
take care of itself, no one can take care of the system."

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 possibility
of effective action depends on the ability to provide necessary means. It depends
even more so on the existence of conditions that permit nations and other organi-
zations to follow appropriate policies and strategies. World-shaking problems cry
for global solutions, but there is no global agency to provide them. Necessities do
not create possibilities. Wishing that final causes were efficient ones 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 for them, Why the
advice to place the international interest above 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 they
cannot figure out how to reach them. The problem is not in thejr stupidity 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 intelligence and
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-
lems are like individual consumers trapped by the “tyranny of small decisions.”
States, like consumers, can get out of the trap only by changing the structure of
their field of activity. The message bears repeating: The only remedy for a strong
structural effect is a structural change.

7. The Virtues of Anarchy

To achieve their objectives and maintain their security, units in a condition of anar-
chy—Dbe they people, corporations, states, or whatever—must rely on the means
they can generate and the arrangements they can make for themselves. Self-help
is necessarily the principle of action in an anarchic order. A self-help situation is
one of high risk—of bankruptey in the economic realm and of war in a world of
free states. It is also one in which ngamz\atk)w. Within an economy
or within an international order, risks may be avoided or lessened by moving from
a situation of coordinate action to one of super- and subordination, that is, by
erecting agencies with effective authority and extending a system of rules. Gov-
ernment emerges where the functions of regulation and management themselves
become distinct and specialized tasks. The costs of maintaining a hierarchic order
are frequently ignored by those who deplore its absence. Organizations have at
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least two aims: to get something done and to maintain themselves as organizations,
Many of their activities are directed toward the second purpose. The leaders of
organizations, and political leaders preeminently, are not masters of the matters
their organizations deal with. They have become leaders not by being experts on
one thing or another but by excelling in the organizational arts—in maintaining
control of a group’s members, in eliciting predictable and satisfactory efforts from
them, in holding a group together. In making political decisions, the first and most
important concern is not to achieve the aims the members of an organization may
have but to secure the continuity and health of the organization itself.!*

Along with the advantages of hierarchic orders go the costs. In hierarchic
orders, moreover, the means of control become an object of struggle, Substantive
issues become entwined with efforts to influence or control the controllers. The
hierarchic ordering of politics adds one to the already numerous objects of strug-
gle, and the object added is at a new order of magnitude.

If the risks of war are unbearably high, can they be reduced by organizing to
manage the affairs of nations? At 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 against dissident elements and
areas. As hierarchical systems, governments nationally or globally are disrupted by
the defection of major parts. In a society of states with little coherence, attempts 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 managerial pow-
ers to a central agency unless that agency is able to protect its client states. The
more powerful the clients and the more the power of each of them appears as a
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 to engglge ina
struggle to control it.

States, like people, are insecure in proportion to the extent of their freedom.,
If freedom is wanted, insecurity must be accepted. Organizations that establish
relations of authority and control may increase insecurity as they decrease free-
dom. If might does not make right, whether among people or states, then some
institution or agency has intervened to lift them out of nature’s realm. The more
influential the agency, the stronger the des}e/to—@o trol i’c/be_gg@,es. In contrast,
units in an anarchic order act for their own sakes and notfor the sake of preserving
an organization and furthering their fortunes within it. Force is used for one’s own
interest. In the absence of organization, people or states are free to leave one
another alone. Even when they do not do so, they are better able, in the absence
of the politics of the organization, to concentrate on the politics of the problem and
to aim for a minimum agreement that will permit their separate existence rather
than a maximum agreement for the sake of maintaining unity. If might decides,
then bloody struggles over right can more easily be avoided,

Nationally, the force of a government is exercised in the name of right and jus-
tice. Internationally, the force of a state is employed for the sake of its own protec-
tion and advantage. Rebels challenge a government’s claim to authority; they
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question 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
a%ﬁg contenders and settle for a time the question of who is the stronger. Nation-
ally, relations of 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—a public body—is, from the international
perspective, the private use of force; but there is no government to 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, only
some of its members. War pits some states against others in a struggle among sim-
ilarly constituted entities. The power of the strong may deter the weak from assert-
ing their claims, not because the weak recognize a kind of rightfulness of rule on
the part of the strong, but simply because it is not sensible to tangle with them.
Conversely, the weak may enjoy considerable freedom of action if they are so far
removed in their capabilities from the strong that the latterare ot much bothered
by their actions or much concerned by marginal increases in their capabilities.

National politics is the realm of authority, of administration, and of law. Inter-
national politics is the realm of power, of struggle, and of accommodation. The
international realm is preeminently a political one. The national realm is variously
described as being hierarchic, vertical, centralized, heterogeneous, directed, and
contrived; the international realm, as being anarchic, horizontal, decentralized,
homogeneous, undirected, and mutually adaptive. The more centralized the order,
the nearer to the top the locus of decisions ascends. Internationally, decisions are
made at the bottom level, there being scarcely any other. In the vertical-horizontal
dichotomy, international structures assume the prone position. Adjustments are
made internationally, but they are made without a formal or authoritative adjuster.
Adjustment and accommodation proceed by mutual adaptation.'® Action and reac-
tion, and reaction to the reaction, 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 units, adjustment is achieved and accommodations
arrived at by the exchange of “considerations,” in a condition, 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 parties seek to maintain or
improve their positions by maneuvering, by bargaining, or by fighting, The manner
and intensity 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 force or be prepared to use it singly or in combination. No appeal
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 as a threat in the back-
ground, In politics force is said to be the ultima ratio. In international politics force
serves, not only as the ultima ratio, but indeed as the first and constant one. To
limit force to being the ultima ratio of politics implies, in the words of Ortega y
Gasset, “the previous submission of force to methods of reason.””* The constant
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possibility that force will be used limits manipulations, moderates demands, and
serves as an incentive for thé settlement of disputes. One who knows that pressing
too hard 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 Livernash 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-
cult issues, to try to understand each other’s problems, and to work hard to find
accommodations, The possibility that conflicts among nations may lead to long and
costly wars has similarly 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 I 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 polities is then
described as being flecked with particles of government and alloyed with ele-
ments 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-
sos. [irst,Janarchy is taken to mean not just the absence of government but also
the presence of disorder and ¢haos. Since world politics, although not reliably
peaceful, falls short of unrelieved chaos, students are inclined to see a lessening of
anarchy in each outbreak of peace. Since world polities, 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 I have drawn attention to that error

often enough.

%}B}f, the two simple categories of anarchy and hierarchy do not seem to
accommodate 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
ordered by the juxtaposition of similar units, but those similar units are not identi-
cal. Some specialization by function develops among them. Hierarchies are
ordered by the social division of labor among units specializing in different tasks,
but the resemblance of units does not vanish. Much duplication of effort continues.
All societies are organized segmentally or hierarchically 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
purely anarchic, of others approaching the purely hierarchic, and of still others
reflecting specified mixes of the two organizational types. In anarchies the exact
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likeness 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 com-
plete differentiation of parts and the full specification of their functions would
produce a realm wholly of authority and administration with none of the interac-
tion of parts affected 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 societies
closer to reality. But that would be to move away from a theory claiming explana-
tory power to a 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
admitting three or four would still be to simplify boldly? One gains clarity and
economy of concepts. A new concept should 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 defined by some third ordering principle, then we
would have to define 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 prin-
ciple by which a society is ordered. The appearance of anarchic sectors within hier-
archies 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 behay-
ior of the units populating those sectors within the larger system differ, 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
another, 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
impossible to work with one another, to make agreements limiting their arms, and
to cooperate in establishing organizations. Hierarchic elements within interna-
tional structures limit and restrain the exercise of sovereignty but only in ways
strongly conditioned by the anarchy of the larger system. The anarchy of that order
strongly affects the likelihood of cooperation, the extent of arms agreements, and
the jurisdiction of international organizations. . . .
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