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The realities of interdependence dictate that the ability of governments to
pursue domestic policies effectively is influenced and constrained by
developments in the international system. It is equally evident that the
realization of international objectives depends meaningfully on domestic
politics and economics. Our purpose in this paper is to lay the foundation
for a Realist theory of state action which bridges domestic and international
politics. We proceed by positing assumptions about state objectives and
deducing strategies relevant to their pursuit. First, we examine conceptions
of the state found in classical and structural Realism. Second, we present
two models or “faces” of state action which relate the goals of state officials
in one arena to the strategies available in the pursuit of such goals in the
other. Third, building upon these two models, we put forth several
hypotheses which explore the types of challenges to the state that arise in
one arena that may trigger responses in the second. Fourth, we introduce
variations in domestic and international structures and predict the choice of
strategy made by the states across venues. Finally, a concluding section
examines the implications of this effort for future Realist inquiry and the
study of domestic and international politics.

Introduction

The growing interaction of international and domestic politics complicates the task
of state officials seeking to realize objectives in both realms. In both the advanced
industrial and the less developed worlds, the realities of interdependence dictate that
the ability of governments to pursue domestic economic policies effectively is
influenced and constrained by developments in the international economy. The
success of domestic policy relies increasingly on the global performance of the
nation-state and on the ability of state officials to secure an accommodating
international environment.

Author’s note: The authors have decided to strike a blow against the tyranny of the alphabet by reversing the order
of the names. This is meant to underscore the equality in the contribution each author made in writing this article.
The authors wish to acknowledge helpful comments and suggestions by Jeff Frieden, Joanne Gowa, Peter
Katzenstein, Robert Keohane, John Ruggie, Ron Rogowski, Crawford Young, and the Editors of 1SQ.
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It is equally evident that the realization of international objectives depends
meaningfully on domestic politics and economics. Across much of the globe
governments have come to rediscover the significance of the domestic economy to
the pursuit of international power, and consequently have sought to restructure or
revitalize the former. Gorbachev’s provocative reform effort is clearly driven by such
a realization, as is, arguably, the European Community’s ambitious 1992 program.
Two prominent members of the American foreign policy establishment recently
warned that the weaknesses of the U.S. economy would be among the most critical
and urgent foreign policy challenges facing the next administration (Kissinger and
Vance, 1988). Likewise, scholars and practitioners alike have begun to understand
that effective international economic cooperation depends not only on the external
interests and actions of states, but on their ability to manage, channel, or circumvent
domestic political pressures as well.

Much of the recent work in the field of international political economy has been
motivated by the problems of interdependence, broadly conceived. Yet, despite the
critical and growing significance of domestic and international linkages, political
scientists have enjoyed only limited success in conceptualizing and explaining them.
As Robert Putnam (1988:427) recently noted, “domestic politics and international
relations are often somehow entangled, but our theories have not yet sorted out the
puzzling tangles.” Indeed, international and domestic politics remain largely sepa-
rate fields of scholarly inquiry. In the former, the dominant paradigm of structural
Realism has tended to abstract from domestic politics and to explain international
outcomes—such as system stability, economic openness, or regime creation—as a
function of international attributes, principally the distribution of power. Much of
the study of domestic politics, on the other hand, still proceeds without devoting
systematic attention to international relations.

To be sure, in recent years political scientists have turned their attention to
different aspects of the relationship between international and domestic realms. The
extensive literature on foreign policy studies, for example, has sought to identify the
domestic sources of state behavior in the international arena. The most influential
work has highlighted the importance of bureaucratic politics in the conduct of
foreign policy, and the relevance of institutional networks and state-society relation-
ships in the formulation and performance of foreign economic policy.' Conversely, a
growing interest has recently emerged, largely among comparativists, in the interna-
tional sources of domestic politics, or the “second image reversed.” This literature
has generated rich insights by examining how international factors such as economic
size, trade dependence, and war shape domestic political structures (Gourevitch,
1978; Almond, 1985; Katzenstein, 1985; Rogowski, 1987). While each of these
studies has made, and likely will continue to make, important contributions, none
comes to terms with the fact that international and domestic politics are interactive.
Policy made in one arena spills over into the other. Governments act at home to meet
international challenges and abroad to solve domestic problems, often simulta-
neously. What are needed are conceptual frameworks that address not only the
impact of one on the other, but the interplay between domestic and international
factors.?

In this paper, we propose one possible framework. Because of its unique position
at the intersection of the domestic and international political systems, we place the
state at the center of our analysis.> Although interactions between international and

! This is the task of the so-called “bureaucratic politics” literature that came into prominence in the late 1960s.
The seminal contribution is Allison (1971) and, in the foreign economic policy literature, Katzenstein (1978).

2 Putnam’s recent work (1988) is an important contribution in this regard.

3 We define the nation-state as the territorial unit. The state, in turn, is defined as politicians and administrators
in the executive branch of government. Our primary focus is on the goal-oriented behavior of politicians and civil
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national politics take place at many levels, our view is that the activities and choices of
state officials, situated between these domains, are particularly important.* We
assume that state officials have both international and domestic goals, and we are
interested in the ways they pursue domestic goals within the international system and
international goals within the domestic system.

Our analysis is embedded within the Realist tradition in the belief that interna-
tional anarchy and the pursuit of national power are central to understanding both
domestic and international politics. We focus on classical ‘Realism because of the
fruitful (if implicit) conception within this school of the state as an organization
distinct from society and purposive in character. At the same time, we draw upon the
more formal and systematic analytic approach characteristic of structural Realism.

Thus, our purpose in this paper is to lay the foundation for an explicit Realist
theory of state action which bridges domestic and international politics.” Our task is
essentially integrative. Many of the hypotheses developed below already exist in the
international relations literature—often as “stylized facts.” The framework set forth
in this paper, however, seeks to pull together otherwise disparate strands into a
coherent, theoretical whole. We proceed by positing assumptions about state
objectives and deducing strategies relevant to their pursuit. First, in order to set forth
the framework that follows, we examine conceptions of the state found in classical
and structural Realism. Second, we present two models or “faces” of state action
which relate the goals of state officials in one arena to the strategies available in
pursuit of such goals in the other. Third, building upon these two models, we put
forth several hypotheses which explore the types of challenges to the state that arise
in one arena and may trigger responses in the second. Fourth, we introduce
variations in domestic and international structures and predict the choice of strategy
made by the state across venues. Finally, a concluding section examines the
implications of this effort for future Realist inquiry and the study of domestic and
international politics.

Realism and the State: Classical and Structural

Within the Realist tradition three arguments are central (Keohane, 1983; Vasquez,
1983; Gilpin, 1984). First, the international system is dominated by sovereign
nation-states, each beholden to no higher authority than itself. It is, in other words,
anarchic. Second, the relations between nation-states are fundamentally competitive,
although this does not preclude the possibility of cooperation in the pursuit of
national interests. Finally, with a system so constituted, nation-states behave purpo-
sively in the pursuit of power and material well-being. Despite these common
arguments, important differences exist among Realists, including conceptions of the

servants as they respond to internal and external constraints in an effort to manipulate policy outcomes in
accordance with their preferences. An underlying presumption is that these preferences are partially, if not wholly,
distinct from the parochial concerns of either societal groups or particular government institutions, and are tied to
conceptions of the national interest or the maximization of some social welfare function. See Ikenberry, Lake, and
Mastanduno (1988:10).

* The major and perhaps more widely accepted alternative to the Realist, state-centered approach developed
here focuses not on the state as an organization situated between the domestic and international political systems,
but on social groups which define their material interests by their “international situation” and pursue their desires
through the mechanism of the state. See Ferguson (1984), Gourevitch (1984), and Frieden (1988). There are many
well-known problems with this society-centered alternative, including the inherent problems of choosing the
appropriate level of interest aggregation and measuring the strength of various domestic groups. Given these
problems, we believe it is useful to propose a state-centered approach to studying the nexus of international and
domestic politics. Ultimately, the choice between alternatives will be based on their relative explanatory power.

% It is important to underscore the partial nature of our enterprise. Because we focus only on strategies and goals
which bridge the domestic-international divide, and self-consciously ignore other approaches or strategies which
do not, we cannot and do not purport to have a complete theory of state action.



