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Introduction and Research Question

Cooperation occurs between states in the international system despite its anarchic nature. Anarchy generally means that there is no one overarching power to determine what states can and cannot do.  In other words, there are many governments, not just one.  This means that the world is a self-help system (Waltz, 1979).  States cannot rely on one supragovernment to make decisions or to prevent war and regulate trade. States have to do it themselves – often though cooperation and consensus (Oye, 1986).  States have managed at times to “solve” the problem of cooperation on issues ranging from arms control and aviation safety, to trade barriers and scientific inquiry. Doing so has allowed states to share burdens, more effectively allocate resources, and overcome significant threats to international security. Realism, Liberal Institutionalism, and Constructivism all look at the problem of cooperation differently, with Realism looking at cooperation very skeptically, and the other two believing it to be a far more common and necessary phenomenon. 
Realists often point out that because states “do not have to take orders from someone higher” (Morgan 2006, 2), a state can opt not to involve itself in a restrictive agreement or simply defect if it no longer sees any utility in cooperating. To make matters worse, defection can be carried out not just by ending an agreement, but also by cheating, both of which can result in decreased security in the international system. If one state cannot trust another, and risks damaging its own security by participating in a failed alliance, it seems that states would never opt to cooperate. However, states often do cooperate through bilateral agreements, multiparty summits, and international organizations.  Thus, this paper will address the question: What conditions encourage or hinder the emergence of state cooperation in an anarchical international system?
Purpose Statement and Hypothesis

Cooperation is defined as a “set of relationships that are not based on coercion or compellence and that are legitimized by a mutual consent of members” (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff Jr. 2001, 505). Despite the apparent risks involved, states cooperate with each other intensely on issues pertaining to international security and defense. The three main theoretical schools of international relations -- realism, liberal institutionalism, and constructivism -- agree that state survival is of the utmost importance (Slaughter 2011, 1-4) so it is not surprising that NATO, the UN Security Council (and peacekeeping missions), and the Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP) of the European Union, were created to increase security at all three levels of analysis:  societal, state, and systemic.

The purpose of this paper is to examine the circumstances in which cooperative arrangements are created in the international system. This analysis will focus on the problems and difficulties (for instance, cheating and verification) of cooperation, as well as the benefits such as burden sharing and producing mutual gains. By examining the theories of cooperation, as well as data collected from government sources, arms control publications, and various academic journals focusing on defense and security, this analysis will test the following theory: A state is most likely to cooperate on issues that it believes directly influences its own security and survival. 
Literature Review

Payoffs and Gains

One of the main barriers to interaction between states in the international system concerns payoffs:  who wins and who loses. Realists, such as John Mearsheimer, view the world as a zero-sum game (2006, 75) which is defined as an interaction “where the sum of the payoffs of all players [states in this context] equals zero” (Dixit, Skeath, and Reiley Jr. 2009, 774). Simply put, one state’s gain is another state’s loss. For example, if two states are bidding on the rights to drill for oil in the South China Sea, one wins while the other loses. The same situation occurred when the United States and Russia were recruiting allies during the Cold War; only one state could “win” an ally while the other “lost” it. Realists focus on relative gains.  In other words, a state will take note of its individual gain, but also “how well it does against other states” (Mearsheimer 1994, 12). Concerning the latter example, if each state were to gain an ally, Realists would focus not just on the fact that each state gained an ally, but also on how much better off each state was by gaining an ally. For instance, a state that gained China as an ally would almost surely be better off than a state that gains the support of, say, Croatia, which is smaller and militarily weaker. Therefore, because of this focus on relative gains, Realists believe that cooperation is much less likely to occur because a state only concerns itself with how much better it is doing relative to other states, not how much better off all states are.
Realists have a very pessimistic way of looking at the interactions between actors, but Liberals, such as Robert Keohane, have a much more positive outlook on cooperation. Liberals do not believe that interactions between states are always zero-sum; rather, interactions can serve to benefit (or hurt) all actors involved in many scenarios (Keohane and Martin 1995, 45). Returning to the drilling example, there may be a scenario where the two states do not possess adequate resources to take advantage of the oil reserve if each acts unilaterally. However, if the states were able to reach an agreement, either bilaterally or with the assistance of an international organization, to share the burdens (e.g. purchasing the rights, infrastructure investment, maintenance, and environmental concerns), each state would see benefits due to each acquiring resources, sharing risks, and increasing its economic standing. When neither state loses, and both are better off than before, the interaction is referred to as a positive-sum game, or simply as a non-zero-sum game (Dixit, Skeath, and Reiley Jr. 2009, 21).

Cheating, Verification, and Identity

A common worry in the international system, and one of the main reasons cooperation does not occur more often, is the fear of cheating. Examples of cheating, depending on the international agreement, may include false claims regarding the number, location(s), or capability of arms, hiding/protecting criminals instead of informing authorities, and selling/buying materials which are forbidden to be traded, to name a few. Mearsheimer (1994, 11) asserts that states “aim to maximize their relative power positions over other states” because it results in a higher level of security for the state. Unfortunately, if acting in its own best interest, a state may find it advantageous to cheat, especially if it will not get caught, rather than follow a restrictive agreement.  This is precisely what Russia was accused of doing in Ukraine when it sent resources to pro-Russian rebels during the 2014 ceasefire (Pace 2014). Due to the possibility of cheating, many international agreements have clauses to help guide states in eliminating, or at least minimizing, such occurrences. 
The ability to verify whether another state is complying with an agreement is paramount to sustainable cooperation. But it can be difficult. Using the terms of game theory, Axelrod (2006, 140) defines verification as “knowing with an adequate degree of confidence what move the other player has actually made”. Verification can be carried out in many ways, including onsite inspections and remote monitoring, both of which can be effective methods “to deter cheating…and to build confidence between the parties to an agreement” (Kifleyesus-Matschie 2006, 14-15). 
First, the three schools differ on how, and to what degree, the “confidence” mentioned above may be influenced. Realists would like verification to take place as often as possible because this would reduce states’ opportunities for cheating. Unfortunately, it would still not eliminate the possibility of cheating altogether. For instance, a state may allow for verification one day, but could quickly reverse course and turn against an unsuspecting rival state a short time later. Realists would suggest that states must remain skeptical because one cannot be sure of “the intentions of other states” (Mearsheimer 1994, 10). 
Second, liberals and constructivists insist on hard evidence as well, but would also take states’ reputations into account. For example, the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) (1992) requires that a “State Party shall permit the Technical Secretariat to conduct the on-site challenge inspection” to assure compliance with the agreement. Each time a state that is party to the CWC is willing to allow an inspection, its reputation for cooperation increases. According to Liberals and Constructivists this would increase confidence in the ability and intention of the willing participant to carry out the actions it had agreed to.
Third, constructivists argue that states build identities/reputations not only by following the rules of international agreements, but also by abiding by social norms (Abbott and Snidal 1998, 26; Grant and Keohane 2005, 36, Table 2; O’Neill, Balsiger, VanDeveer 2004, 151; Slaughter 2011, 3-5). In turn, they create the norms and conventions of international agreements. Wendt (1992, 411) disagrees with the Realist notion that states cannot be trusted, because states want to “avoid the expected costs of breaking commitments made to others”. Most states will eschew cheating, adopt acceptable norms and values, and allow verification of expected actions, so as “to minimize uncertainty and anxiety” in the international system (Wendt 1992, 411). For instance, the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty required the inventory and inspection, and later the elimination, of several hundred nuclear weapons in the Soviet Union and the United States (Kimball and Collina 2014). The treaty serves as a good example of two states spending decades abiding by agreements, altering behavior, and allowing verification so as to decrease security threats at all levels of analysis.  As a result, new norms are created over time.
Cooperation on International Security

 States cooperate on a multitude of important matters, but none is more important than security. Cooperation on international security comes in many forms with defense pacts, collective defense agreements, and arms control treaties being only a few of the many options. It is assumed that one of the “most basic motive[s]” (Mearsheimer 1994, 10) of a state is survival. Therefore, if a state can increase its chances of survival by forgoing unilateral action and instead cooperating with others, it is more apt to participate in international security.  Indeed, although the possibility of defection is always present, it can be mitigated by repeated interactions.  Since cooperation is rarely a one-off occurrence, but rather a series of iterated interactions, states are more apt to overlook short-term costs and gains, while instead focusing on larger long-term benefits (Wendt 1992, 416, Note 81; Fearon 1998, 296-299).
Theory on cooperation (no matter liberal, realist, or constructivist) shows us that there are a few important variables to explain when states cooperate:  time, experience (or iterated games), state power, state objectives and goals, threats, perceived gains, cost, and resources.

Methodology

To test when a state is more or less likely to cooperate when it believes its security and survival are threatened, this paper will undertake a case study that examines the United States’ and Russia’s joint effort to secure nuclear weapons and other nuclear materials after the collapse of the Soviet Union following the Soviet Nuclear Threat Reduction Act (Nunn-Lugar Act) of 1991. Using the CTR program from 1991-2003 as a case study, this paper asks what conditions encouraged cooperation at the strategic and tactical levels.   This research focuses on four potential variables (gains, likelihood of defection, punishment for defection, overall threat) to answer the question.  

Specifically, the variables are defined as:
(1) Gains: any benefits to participants gained through cooperation that would be diminished or unobtainable if each state acted unilaterally.  This variable will be measured using the agreement itself as well as the commentary that accompanied its passage in the U.S. Senate.
(2) Likelihood of defection: the possibility of a state defecting. This variable will be explored (but not likely measured specifically) through specific theories of cooperation, to include Robert Axelrod’s research on game theory.
(3) Punishment for defection:  the legal punishments for defection. This variable will be extrapolated from the agreements themselves.
(4) Overall threat: the potential damage a threat presents to states. This variable will be measured through a thorough examination of nuclear weaponry and damage scenarios.
A case study is an in depth study of one situation or example rather than a survey of multiple examples or ideas (Yin 2003).  This case study is the Cooperative Threat Reduction Program to include the Soviet and American strategic decision making leading up to the agreement and the tactical application of the agreement itself over a period of 12 years.  As a singular case, this research focuses on four specific variables to determine their explanatory power.  

More specifically, case study research utilizes one specific, narrow example to extrapolate general principles and theories (Yin 2003).  This case study will illuminate the possible explanations for state cooperation when faced with the specific threat of nuclear arms.
References

Abbott, Kenneth W., and Duncan Snidal. 1998. “Why States Act through Formal International Organizations.” The Journal of Conflict Resolution 42, no. 1 (February). Accessed February 8, 2015. http://www.jstor.org/stable/174551.

Axelrod, Robert. 2006. The Evolution of Cooperation. Revised ed. New York, NY: Basic Books.
Chemical Weapons Convention. 1992. “Article IX. Consultations, Cooperation, and Fact-Finding.” Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons. Accessed February 12, 2015. http://www.opcw.org/chemical-weapons-convention/articles/article-ix-consultations-cooperation-and-fact-finding/.

Dixit, Avinash, Susan Skeath, and David H. Reiley, Jr. 2009. Games of Strategy. 3rd ed. New York: W.W. Norton & Company. Inc.
Dougherty, James E., and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff Jr. 2001. Contending Theories of International Relations: A Comprehensive Survey. New York: Addison Wesley Longman, Inc.

Fearon, James D. 1998. “Bargaining, Enforcement, and International Cooperation.” International Organization 52, no. 2 (Spring): 269-305. Accessed February 10, 2015. http://euroakadeemia.ee/materjalid/fearon.pdf.

George C. Marshall Foundation. 2015. “History of the Marshall Plan.” George C. Marshall Foundation. Accessed February 15, 2015. http://marshallfoundation.org/marshall/the-marshall-plan/history-marshall-plan/.

Grant, Ruth W. and Robert O. Keohane. 2005. “Accountability and Abuses of Power in World Politics.” The American Political Science Review 99, no. 1 (February). Accessed February 9, 2015. http://www.jstor.org/stable/30038917.

Hansen, Lene. 2011.“Poststructuralism.” In The Globalization of World Politics: An Introduction to International Relations, edited by John Baylis, Steve Smith, and Patricia Owens, 166-180. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Keohane, Robert O., and Lisa L. Martin. 1995. “The Promise of Institutionalist Theory.” International Security 20, no. 1 (Summer): 39-51. Accessed February 13, 2015. http://www.uio.no/studier/emner/hf/iakh/HIS4421/h11/undervisningsmateriale/HIS4421_KeohaneMartinInstitutionalism.pdf. 

Kifleyesus-Matschie, Mitslal. 2006. “The Role of Verification in International Relations: 1945-1993.” PhD diss., Universität Erfurt. Accessed February 12, 2015. http://d-nb.info/982717725/34.

Kimball, Daryl, and Tom Collina. 2014. “The Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty at a Glance.” Arms Control Association. Accessed February 13, 2014. http://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/INFtreaty.

Mearsheimer, John J. 1994. "The False Promise of International Institutions." International Security 19, no. 3 (Winter) Accessed February 8, 2015. International Security & Counter Terrorism Reference Center, EBSCOhost.

---. 2006. “Structural Realism.” University of Chicago. Accessed February 12, 2015. http://mearsheimer.uchicago.edu/pdfs/StructuralRealism.pdf.

---. 2010. “Why is Europe Peaceful Today?.” European Political Science 9, no. 3: 387-397. Accessed February 15, 2015. http://mearsheimer.uchicago.edu/pdfs/A0055.pdf.
Morgan, Patrick M. 2006. International Security: Problems and Solutions. Washington D.C.: CQ Press.
North Atlanatic Treaty Organization. 1949. “North Atlantic Treaty.” North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Accessed February 14, 2015. http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts_17120.htm.

O’Neill, Kate, Jörg Balsiger, and Stacy D. VanDeveer. 2004. “Actors, Norms, and Impact: Recent International Cooperation Theory and the Influence of the Agent-Structure Debate.” Annual Review of Political Science 7: 149-175. Accessed February 12, 2015. http://pubpages.unh.edu/~sdv/vandeveer-actors-norms-impact.pdf.

Oye, Kenneth A.  1986.  “Explaining Cooperation Under Anarchy.”  In Cooperation Under Anarchy, edited by Kenneth Oye.  Princeton, NJ:  Princeton University Press.

Pace, Julie. 2014. “Obama Criticizes Putin for not adhering to Ceasefire.” PBS Newshour. Accessed February 14, 2015. http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/obama-criticizes-putin-adhering-cease-fire/.

Scott, Len. 2011.“International History 1900-90.” In The Globalization of World Politics: An Introduction to International Relations, edited by John Baylis, Steve Smith, and Patricia Owens, 50-65. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Slaughter, Anne Marie. 2011. “International Relations, Principal Theories.” In Max Planck Encyclopedia of Public International Law, edited by Rüdiger Wolfrum. Oxford International Public Law. Oxford: Oxford University Press. Accessed February 11, 2015. https://www.princeton.edu/~slaughtr/Articles/722_IntlRelPrincipalTheories_Slaughter_20110509zG.pdf.

Waltz, Kennth.  1979.  Theory of International Politics.  New York:  McGraw Hill.

Wendt, Alexander. 1992. “Anarchy is what states make of it: the social construction of power politics.” International Organization 46, no. 2 (Spring): 391-425. Accessed February 9, 2015. http://www.jstor.org/stable/2706858. 

Yin, Robert K.  2003.  Case Study Research: Design and Methods.  New York: Sage Publications.
� It is also possible for states to operate as if the international system was zero-sum, but end up with a negative-sum game. Wars, and even the game of chicken, are good examples of scenarios where it is possible for both players to lose.�








