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Federal versus Confederal Constructs in Political Systems

Of all the nations on earth there is little reason to suppose more than a scant few are confederations. Even those nations officially incorporating the term in their names are widely considered to be federations, such as Confoederatio Helvetica.
  While the federation of Switzerland is considered to be one of the most loosely centered governments in the world, leaving more power and governance to the individual member states
 than most, similar decentralization is also seen in other federalist nations such as Canada.  The first issue that must be resolved, then, is what differentiates between the two types of government.  Webster’s Third New International Dictionary defines both confederate and federal in terms of a league or compact (pg 475 and 833).  Murry Forsyth’s Union of States specifies “a federal government as a type of government founded on a foedus or treaty”, (author’s emphasis, pg 2).
  Thus, by definition, federation and confederation are moderately synonymous, with the difference being a function of degree.  As all things in politics, economics, and sociology are matters of degree, at what point can we confidently state that a country in question is on one side or the other of the definitional line?

Webster’s continues the definition of “Federal” by stating that “the terms of the compact surrender their general sovereignty and consolidate into a new state,” (pg 833) as opposed to “Confederal” which is “a league or compact between two or more persons, bodies of men, or states for mutual support or common action,” (pg 475).  Forsyth mirrors this distinction with commentary that “[a] fully fledged federal state
 differs undoubtedly from a unitary state, but it is nevertheless still a state, and not a contractual union of states,” (Forsyth 3).  This differentiates the confederal “contractual union of states”
 from the fully realized federal state which has become an entity in its own right (Forsyth 6-7).  It would then seem that a reasonable definition of the differentiating point between a confederal and federal system is the surrender of primary sovereignty (Forsyth 7).  The full meaning of this statement is beyond the scope of this paper, though a case can be made that this is akin to conceding the state’s right to exist, or at least protect its own existence (Forsyth 9-12).  Even the least surrender of this fundamental right to the will of an outside body is a large step for any entity,
 regardless of the level of representation in the resultant government.  Joining such a union is then an ultimate signal of cooperation between states, and requires a level of mutual trust which the constant strife and warfare in the world shows is fundamentally lacking in many places.  Further, it becomes clear why such unification would be performed with the guarantees of a treaty or other formal treaty-like agreement (Forsyth 15-16).  It is important to note the phrasing “primary sovereignty.” While any confederation involves the surrender of sovereignty in some realms,
 a full relinquishment of sovereignty removes the government from consideration as either federal or confederal, crystallizing it into a unitary government
 (Forsyth 208).  

Given the history of mistrust, betrayal, and failed cooperation that detail the span of human history it seems obvious why confederation
 would be considered a normal, and probably necessary, step towards federation (Lister 1996, 7-13).  However, given the existence of such unions, why would one nation-state choose to join a federation with others, surrendering their rights and recognition as an independent entity?
  Further, the lack of modern confederations with a significant reach in history indicates that there is a tendency away from this form of association.
  Must, then, all confederations ultimately become a federation or dissolve?  What is it about the confederate association which pushes members towards a different relationship as opposed to re-enforcing that particular status quo?  The method that will be used here in an attempt to effectively answer these questions involves two parts.  The first part is to construct a model which reliably demonstrates the interaction of freely relating states as they move into a treaty generated confederation,
 as they exist in the confederated state, and the reasons they might move away from that situation.  The second part is a discussion of history which must demonstrate the model’s relevance to situations where facts are known- thereby demonstrating its ability as an exploratory tool (Lauffer 38-39.  Ostrom 7-8). 
As has already been noted, any decision to confederate or federate is based on a high level of cooperation.  Given this, a tool that will be useful in exploring the nature of that interaction will need to demonstrate the general merits and demerits of cooperation and antagonism between states.  If we wish to model the interaction of states we will need to view them as individual actors in the international community, a perspective which is reasonable given the need for legitimacy in negotiations between countries (Axelrod 1984, 18. von Neuman 231).  Accepting the individual nature of the actors, the interactions of states can be modeled using game theory constructs (von Neumann 15).  The variety of interactive schemes that have been used by game theorists to model different concepts have led to the availability of robust yet technically simple constructs which would be hard to match otherwise (Lauffer 20-23).  One construct which is commonly used to represent interactions is the prisoner’s dilemma (Axelrod 1984 27-29).  The popularity of this “game” is largely because it creates a rational set of choices and actions.  The actors’ choices weighted with differing numbers of “points” which can thus be used to represent a variety of circumstances (Axelrod 1970 68-70).  

The standard design of a prisoner’s dilemma is that two players each have a choice between two actions; cooperation or defection.  Once each player has independently chosen their course of action they are rewarded with a number of points.  The points are presented on a matrix.  The matrix is generated to reward each player as a result of the combined action between the two individuals.  By convention the matrix is constructed such that S < P < R < T where S is the Sucker payout (cooperation when partner defects) P is the Punishment payout (double defection), R is the Reward for double cooperation, and T represents the Temptation to defect when partner cooperates, and where 2R > S + T (Rapoport 33-34).  This normalized matrix has, in fact, been tailored to represent both the free-rider temptation and the need for productive work.  The production need is modeled by placing the maximum total reward for all players as the reward for mutual cooperation (2R > S + T).  While this is theoretically optimal for all involved, the highest individual award is placed as the “free rider” temptation; defecting when another works (R < T).  Finally, the mutually low yield of a double defection and even lower individual yield upon being betrayed appears to be an accepted, and reasonable, model of human and state interactions (Rapoport 24-25).  Even a cursory study of this model quickly reveals that free association for a single instance will lead rational actors to the conclusion that only a strategy of defection maximizes potential profit while minimizing risk (Rapoport 10-11). 

The core construct of the basic prisoner’s dilemma is a useful tool for modeling the psychological impetus towards cooperation or defection based on rational weighing of risk versus reward.  The basic game is psychological in nature because it is a single actor isolated from outside influences, as opposed to measuring the influence of ongoing interaction or other actors (Rapoport viii-ix).  However, by adjusting the point values of different actions the game can be tailored to represent the appropriate environments, and thus the reaction of rational actors can be anticipated (Axelrod 1970 15-16).  Yet, care must be taken; such manipulation of the payout matrix can inadvertently be used to justify whatever underlying assumptions are desired (Rapoport 24-26).

Using the basic structure already presented, the justification for the slide from confederation towards federation cannot be shown as a function of rationality (Rapoport 13).  However, use of this model in a pure manner fails to consider a number of issues.   Not the least of these oversights is the fact that this basic structure treats all interactions as single-round instances, and thus it fails to take into account ongoing interactions and interplay between intercommunicating agents (Axelrod 1984 11).  Again, this basic model is an excellent psychological tool; however the basic “game” must be expanded to become a truly valuable sociological and political tool.  Throughout the course of the next section it will be established that by stripping away assumptions and replacing them with justifiable rules this “game” can build a model which can represent the rational development of confederation without artificial rules.  Further, it will demonstrate how the fixed-sum and non-conservative sum aspects of such associations create rational pressure towards such cooperative ends (Lauffer 21).  For these purposes working from a simple model which is focused on a different area of study will aid in the creation of a working general model which is useful to this discussion (Lauffer 92).

As already stated, the first major flaw in the basic prisoner’s dilemma is that few social interactions happen within a single “round.”  The intricate dance which countries and civilizations perform can be characterized in rounds which may take days, weeks, years, decades, or, in some particularly ancient or patient cultures, entire generations.  The point is that these interactions become ongoing, recorded, and expected affairs, as one choice after another is made (Axelrod 1984, 16).  This issue of a single round of interaction is easily dispensed with by using an iterated prisoner’s dilemma (Rapoport 26-30).  By repeating the interaction over multiple rounds, and knowing how each partner has behaved in past iterations, the ongoing nature of personal and international relationships become more accurately represented (Axelrod 1984, vii).  Consequently, as in reality, actors can develop a scheme for the prediction of behavior (Axelrod 1984, 34-35).  Finally, Robert Axelrod’s research has thoroughly shown that this simple change in structure makes vast jumps inspiring cooperation between entities.  However, even in this game, it can become expected that a dual betrayal will be standard for interactions- so long as aggression and retribution remain core principals (Axelrod 1984, 33-38 53-54).  Aggression and retribution are easy assumptions to make in any game or non-game zero-sum environment- games such as chess where the gains of one must come from the loss of another (Rapoport 13-16).

While the Prisoner’s Dilemma is not a zero or fixed-sum game, the assumption of a zero-sum balance of power is a classic model by which neighboring nations and states have often functioned- the gains in land and power of one happen, perforce, at the expense of those with whom they might otherwise cooperate (Foresyth 11-12).  However, such discussion relates to the reward/punishment scheme of the game and must be given due consideration in its own right. It will thus be left for later discussion.

The second concern of international relations, the realm from which confederations and federated states arise, which is left unaddressed by the prisoner’s dilemma, is that such interactions happen in a world of multiple players acting simultaneously.  The two player nature of this game would seem to defeat the ability to reach a real analysis of multiplayer interactions.  However, a single multiple-player setting might be mimicked by dividing each round into multiple simultaneous pairings.  Performing this dissection would require carefully weighting the conflict in each 2-player setting to represent the interactions of the multi-player arrangement (Axelrod 1970, 72-75).  Further, this separation into pairs could give a clearer image of how dynamics between individual pairings within the group impact the success of other individuals within the larger whole (Axelrod 1984 33-35).  However, this design risks innately defeating the possibility of a coalition forming which is a defining aspect of games with more than 2 players (von Neumann 230-231).  As the goal of this simulation is to demonstrate the situation and environment in which a specific type of coalition will evolve, there is a risk to the validity of the model with any concession which might incidentally provide unjustified encouragement to a specific course of action (Lauffer 38).  Yet, if coalitions will not form or strengthen because of the basic nature of the construct then a concession to possibility is no more likely to offer a reason.  More importantly, given the proofs set forth in von Neumann and Morgenstern’s Theory of Games and Economic Behavior, if this is an unjustified concession then the entire principal upon which this exercise is predicated is strongly suspect (von Neumann 231-237).

The third issue with the prisoner’s dilemma construct is the aforementioned reward/punishment schema.  The standard Prisoner’s Dilemma reward schema, even in the form of several equations and relationships, is open to the subtle influence of underlying assumptions (Rapoport 25-26).    The fundamental assumption of interaction between individuals is of a resource to be used, cooperatively or antagonistically (Ostrom 1).  Depending on the nature of the interaction this resource might be food, raw materials, industrial products, technology, or even attention (Goldhaber 1).   A further assumption is that this resource, if used in a cooperative manner, will produce effectively (Ostrom 3-4).  Finally, it is assumed that there is single manner of “defection.”  That, whether one actor decides to over utilize for immediate gain and possibly cause long term damage (Ostrom 4) or that actor chooses to “free-ride,” allowing another to do all the work (Ostrom 6) or take all the blame (Rapoport 24-25), the result is the same.  While this creates a simple 8 entry reward scheme, this assumption also creates payoffs which may be falsely constant in the context of ongoing interactions (Axelrod 1984, 133-134).  Each is, in reality, a different sort of defection with different implications not only to the distribution of “points” for a current exchange (Ostrom 10-15) but to the payout in future rounds, and thus the actor’s inducement to future cooperation or defection.

A “tragedy of the commons” defection grants extra reward in the immediate round at the expense of both one’s partner’s immediate reward and the reward available in future rounds.  The traditional image of a tragedy of the commons is the over-use of a shared resource; however a war or other destructive conflict could produce similar effects between governments as they destroy shared resources whether those were population, industrial production, or land (Ostrom 2-4).  A free-rider defection does not create this destructive effect, but instead limits the produced reward for all involved and possibly diverts an increased portion to the defector (Ostrom 6), whether that reward is available food or defense against a mutual antagonist (Rapoport 24-25).  The free rider problem is, in fact, a core difficulty with confederated systems: their inability to compel performance in a situation where immediate compliance with demands will not generate an immediate ill-effect substantially larger than the perceived discomfort of compliance (Forsyth 200-203).

An example of how to represent this set of options is to symbolize a nation, state, or other entity’s available action in the world, or whatever sphere they can act within, with points.  Though the use of points as a means to symbolize the relative reward of specific action is intrinsic to the base game, the first shift from standard practice of reward for action in a Prisoner’s Dilemma is to use these points as the pieces with which the game is driven.  This moves the use of points closer to the methodology of Poker, with ongoing use of the object of the game as the subject of play as opposed to simply supplying a reward at the end of each round, though obviously without the randomizing factor of drawn hands (von Neumann 186-188).  As a general rule, each entity must have at least one point available, otherwise they would be incapable of having any impact on any consideration and are thus inconsequential to the round of play.
  A player with points may choose to use each point to cooperate with a single “opponent,” to blatantly defect and overuse or attack a resource shared with a specific opponent, or free ride on a specific opponent.  There is little reason to forbid one player from simply giving another player points, though this consideration will be largely ignored in our discussion except for some specific cases due to the nature of all exchanges this would predicate and the difficulty accounting for those.  This variation on the Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma is referred to as “Continuous” (Killingblack). 
In this proposed reward scheme, after each player places their points a “pot” is created for each pairing which is equal to the points both members of that pair spent towards cooperation multiplied by some positive, negative, or fractional factor.  Points which are used for cooperation also increase the factor for future cooperation with that other player by F, which is derived from the number of points spent by both players in the interaction.
  This non-zero increase is designed to represents such considerations as technological advancement which have increased supplies of food, amplified productivity, and improved quality of life without removing the ability of others to benefit from those same improvements.  Defect points also have two effects; first, each defect point steals three
 of the targeted opponent’s points spent towards cooperation with them, two of the targeted opponent’s points spent towards cooperation with another player, or one free rider or defect point. Then, a conflict (defecting) player reduces the increase factor for future cooperation with that opponent by V.
  The taking of points represents the benefits of successful defection.  This is a fixed-sum strategy, and represents over-using common resources or expending resources in military conflict.  The reason losses are inflicted more heavily to cooperation points is the openness to risk which such non-defensive strategies place a player in exchange for non-zero payout.  Free-riding is then determined.  Because Free-riding does not risk overuse or other (non-psychological) damage to future cooperation this action also does not reduce the factor for future cooperation.  However, free riding does steal points as resources are focused on obtaining extra advantage from an associate’s action.  The rate of free-riding is two of the targeted opponent’s points spent towards cooperation with them, one of the targeted opponent’s points spent towards cooperation with another player, or one other free-rider or defect point.  This may lead to an opinion of free riding being a “lesser defection” than outright betrayal or hostility.  

To try and make the procedure for calculating iterations clear an example follows.  This example is simplified, and thus, as the extremes and shortness indicate inappropriate in that it includes only 2 players.  In this example the initial incentive for cooperation is placed at 1, providing no actual initial incentive the direction of cooperation.  While in a static Dilemma this would automatically lead to defection in our case it still allows cooperation to emerge, though it is entirely assumed based on potential future payoffs.  Following the guideline of V= 2F, and wanting a significant but not overwhelming change cooperation incentive .1 was chosen as smallest valid F for this example.  

Iteration 1

	Players
	Current

Points
	Cooperation

Incentive

(+.1/-.4)
	Cooperation 

 
	Free Ride
	Defection

	Player 1
	10
	1 
	10
	0
	0

	Player 2
	10
	1
	7
	1
	2



Scoring the first round requires each player’s cooperation is multiplied by the cooperation incentive and returned to them as points.  Having an incentive of 1 leaves each player with the amount they put into cooperation.  The Cooperation in the system is then summed and the increase to the Cooperation incentive is determined (+1.7). 

Takings from defect points are then subtracted from the target player.  In this example player two steals 6 points from player one, leaving player one with 4 points and player two with 13.  

Then the benefits of free riding are figured.  Player two again steals from player one, taking 2 points and bringing each to their final total for the round.

Finally the payout schema is changed.  The cooperation incentive receives a +1.7 increase for cooperation in the first round, while the defection inflicts a -.8 decrease.

Iteration 2

	Players
	Current

Points
	Cooperation

Incentive

(+.1/-.4)
	Cooperation 

 
	Free Ride
	Defection

	Player 1
	2
	1.9 
	0
	0
	2

	Player 2
	15
	1.9 
	13
	2
	0


Iteration 3

	Players
	Current

Points
	Cooperation

Incentive

(+.1/-.4)
	Cooperation 

 
	Free Ride
	Defection

	Player 1
	4
	2.4
	0
	0
	4

	Player 2
	24.7
	2.4
	0
	24
	0


Iteration 4

	Players
	Current

Points
	Cooperation

Incentive

(+.1/-.4)
	Cooperation 

 
	Free Ride
	Defection

	Player 1
	0
	.8
	-
	-
	-

	Player 2
	4
	.8
	-
	-
	-


An argument could be made for a fourth play option being isolation.  This action would have no effects on another’s points, increasing or decreasing cooperative payout, receiving no part of the cooperatively generated points (though it might generate points at a lower, not adjustable, ratio), taking no aggression, and also staying at the low level of risk of losing one’s own points which is provided by a defection stance.  As the intent is to model interaction in an associated system, such as confederacy, the option of isolation is rarely available to most players and thus seems to be of limited use.  However, this option may become pertinent to some cases which will be expanded on shortly.

This model retains some key features inherited from the prisoner’s dilemma.  The primary feature retained is the ability to follow economic causes and results due to the symbolic and systemic nature of the game (von Neumann 33-35).  It retains the detachment necessary to, if necessary, occlude the nature of the investigation from participants so their actions are not tainted by personal bias without innately distorting their own judgments on cooperation versus defection by completely detaching their choices from interpersonal reality (Rapoport 56-57).  Finally, it retains the quality that it is immediately advantageous to defect, generating immediate profit at an associate’s expense.  This is a questionable assertion, however, it is imperative to include it for two reasons; first, because it weakens the impetus towards cooperation in favor of defection.  Second, because it provides a situation in which conflict exists in the external interactions and thus, theoretically, within the player.

Conversely, the dilemma has been modified so that it deepens the impetus to maintain a course which has become established, creating both an uphill slope towards cooperation and a clear, though difficult to reach, point at which continued cooperation is clearly advantageous to any further defections.  While this may provide the sense of inertia with which political observers are so familiar, especially combined with the tendency of individuals to repeat prior choices which has appeared in prior research (Rapoport 82), this is not the intent of the design -which was discussed where this feature was introduced (see footnotes).  Further, the reward system, while initially determined by outside forces, is neither arbitrary nor unable to be affected by those within the system.  By making the entire reward structure predicated on the actions of the participants we create an environment where it is the actors themselves who set the nature of their interaction, as opposed to outside observers .
  Further, while an outside actor can (and must) arbitrarily generate the starting level of the cooperation factor, that decision can and likely will immediately be changed by the actions of the players involved. 
Having constructed a tool with which to model the interactions of associated states, the historical “life cycle” of confederacies should be explored in an effort to see if the predictions of this tool are accurate and if we can infer from the two what equilibrium causes confederation or federation.  There are multiple historical examples of confederation in the west since the European dark ages, including the Dutch Union, the Netherlands, Switzerland, and the American confederacies.  These “peculiar associations,” like all nations, came into existence due to their own unique pressures- though most often under the threat or prosecution of some conflict (Lister 1999, 6-7).  Alternately, the occasions in which confederacies tend to weather tests of cohesion come during times when conflict between members is high (Lister 1996, 41-42).  External threats are nearly universally viewed as more important than internal strife, and few individuals or states wish to behave so irrationally as to engage in divisive actions against their allies when there is no cause for disagreement (Lister 1999, 5-6).  In fact, one of the trademarks of ultimate failure and dissolution, or transformation, of historical confederations is the lack of outside aggressor or threat (Lister 2001, 6-7).  Examples of internal strife being allowed to well up include the Swiss civil war, where the confederation had achieved a level of respect and power then was split by religion
 (Forsyth 22-23).  Another case is the American civil war; where there was little or no direct outside threat and internal division on particular issues were exacerbated by a difference among the involved state governments about whether the union was one sovereign nation, indivisible, or a collection of sovereigns each of which could leave (Forsyth 70-71).

Only situations where neither of these conditions exists without the other would allow unity and cohesion of the confederation to be maintained without positive or negative pressure.  Thus, historical items seem to suggest that confederacies would tend to grow either closer together or further apart, reacting to external or internal pressures respectively, as opposed to finding equilibrium at their current state (Forsyth 91).  Setting aside for the moment the fact that most often confederacies form with a natural tendency towards similarity in membership (Lister 1996, 8) these agencies are, typically, constructed to provide a unified front against an outside threat, whether military or economic, and aid in carrying combined risks (Forsyth 161).  Within the structure of the game, this would indicate that the players each have an incentive towards maximizing combined power (points) due to a personal risk of imminently being subject to a full attack (defect strategy game) from a significant player outside the confederation (Forsyth 85).  Subjection to such an attack would thus make each member of the confederacy irrelevant to the entire game structure unless they can generate new power with which to perpetuate their survival.
  The most direct and logical method to remain active is to play a reliable, high reward, non-zero sum game with non-aggressors; i.e. cooperate with other member states, especially once cooperation rewards are raised through established connection.  Once inertia imposes itself
 the game can eventually become a race to generate points cooperatively- as that method ultimately dwarfs the available payment scale available to any defection.  This is, arguably, the status in which modern states find themselves (Lister 1996, 160).  Alternately, if there is no outside threat, even the smallest miscommunication can begin a self-imposed spiral towards destruction as an unforgiven insult
 leads to reprisals (Axelrod 1984, 36-38).  Perhaps it is this dichotomy which ultimately leads confederations to federalize- the realization that a rogue member’s actions can impact the balance of cooperation for all, that cooperation is helpful to the majority, and that even the most powerful member states stand to lose from secession of a minor member (Lister 1999, 52).

Federation, historically, does not happen spontaneously.  Often, it is a consequence of internal forces attempting to leave the union, their claims of secession rights being rejected, and their place within the association being enforced (Forsyth 70-71).  In the United States, the creation of the Constitution was an attempt to codify a new nature for the American Union.  However, this “federal” document lacked a specific clause restricting the rights of members to leave.  Even had that clause been included, the fact is that most confederations are created “in perpetuity” (Forsyth 81-82).  This, then, makes the true sign of federation not the loss of sovereignty to the central power, the centralization of power, or any other willing measure- though those are innately tied to the definition of federation.  This level of permanence, founded on proven fact and not language, makes the final division between federation and confederation the moment at which the union is tested and those who felt they were strong enough to leave find they are not.

Further, it is this feature which defines the solution to the “problem of confederation”
 as ultimately moving away from the confederate state.  It is solved either by dissolution or allowing the associated, national, government to enforce its will upon the subordinate member states which created it.  This action creates a new actor, the produced federal government, which is capable of taking some if not all of the actions allowed to any regular player. This actor is, by definition, compelled to cooperate with its membership and otherwise act to benefit all members. The difficulty, however, is framing the actions which this actor may take, finding members willing to commit to perpetual cooperation at the risk of damage which a defection action inevitably brings upon those involved.

This does beg the question of how the governance of federal, confederal, or other coalitions may be distinguished and function within the context of the forgoing simulation.  Elinor Ostrom discusses some schema for representing governance of shared resources, demonstrating some elegant and formulaic ways of representing “policing resources” as a prelude to the larger discussion of implemented instances of such governance (pg 8-18).  While this sort of imposed formula could be used it would require explicit tailoring from outside arbitrators to design a set of equations representative of the reality of unions which are created.
  Keeping with the previous goal of eschewing assumptions it would be preferable to allow players to determine their own methodology of union and enforcement.  

As already stated, a created federal state can be represented as a player with special restrictions.
  Such a player would be given instruction, written or otherwise, dictating which of the actions of a normal player they may and may not engage in (cooperate, attack, free-ride, or isolation), and with whom.  Also at the time of creation the membership of the union and rules for amending the restrictions on the “agency player” must be set.  For the same reasons constitutions, treaties, and other federal and confederal charters are written, it is strongly advisable that these directions be written down.
  Finally, even if a federal government is instituted such a player must be granted at least a few starting points by the member states, though its ability to function without further grants must be determined by the players creating the charter.

What if the United Nations, far from the ineffectual shadow of a political vehicle the Cold War has made it appear, is indeed the foundation, or structure, of a world-wide confederation (Lister 1996, 115-116)?  The European Union is clearly a confederacy where members have directed it with federal aspirations.  The shapes of modern confederacies are rooted in economic principals (Lister 1996, 57-60).  While this seems like a radical departure from the mutual protection pacts which gave rise to Switzerland, the Netherlands, and the United States, in an age where physical war can quickly mushroom into an uncontrolled environment of mass destruction there is a great similarity in purpose.
  While economic power has long been a driving and powerful force in the world, at the dawn of the twenty first century it has become every bit as important as military power in being considered a great power.  This is a shift, but one which gives rise to such strategies as that followed by Japan after the Second World War.  This was a strategy where, by an assurance of protection from the United States, it was willing and able to forgo the military development most nations require and still become, if not a great power, then a serious contender for that title.

Given this economic focus of the world, what makes the dozens of “economic groups” which range across South America, Africa, and even North America so different from the economic aggregation in which the European Economic Community has engaged?  These are economic mutual defense pacts, cunning in that they take shape only in the spaces where the member states feel they have a need which is sufficient to make them risk cooperation (Lister 2001, 6-7).  Throughout history governments have endeavored to expand, to control more land and thus more power.  In a world where there is nowhere into which to expand without armed conflict, and the risk of initiating war is too high (Lister 1996, 160), consolidation becomes the only opportunity for growth.  By combining these external economic forces and the demands for prosperity and material goods from the populous this has become, and will remain, a great outside pressure to hold such unions together.


The indication is that we are, indeed, seeing a renaissance of confederal governance.  Over the next century the various continents will continue to slowly tie themselves together, intentionally or unconsciously.  There is already a tendency to aggregate in military and trade unions to reach sizes, and consequent power, which mimic that of the United States of America and Europe.
  In the historical scope, there is little reason to be surprised that the 2004 European Constitution has not managed to be ratified.  After only 55 years the European Union has less history than do most confederacies that develop as much centrality as the Union has.  The Swiss confederacy lasted hundreds of years, and is still considered one of the least tightly bound federations.  While the United States arguably federated only nine years after beginning confederacy, most of the populace still considered it confederal until the Civil War which, regardless of its proximate or true causes, settled the ongoing question of secession thoroughly (Forsyth 64-71).


One of the great difficulties in any association or pact has always been miscommunication and misunderstanding.  The confederations of the past have been formed mostly through populations which had a significant level of homogeneity.  However, the populations which are being forced to confederate now are more heterogeneous and less physically threatened by outside forces.  Those nation-states which are threatened by outside forces often find that the aggressor nations are the same groups they might otherwise associate with to develop.  The United Nations, far from being irrelevant to this discussion, may soon be required to step in and take a significant role if the modern great and superpowers continue to be averse to intruding constructively in former colonial areas.  Incidentally, this role involves reviving portions of its charter long rendered irrelevant and inactive by the hard realities of the Cold War (Lister 1996, 132-136).  Will this, inevitably, lead to a world confederation- and thus to a world government?

Even if military capability is given to the United Nations that action can only be one step in its process of its shift towards confederation.  Only regional confederacies are historically likely.  Yet, they are only likely to develop in environments where there is significant initial impetus to cooperate where they form and thrive.  A level of homogeneity, forced or natural, has been the order of the past.  With the new regional confederations, these institutions are being constructed without that preceding unity.  Countries which have recently been engaged in armed conflict with one another, speak different languages, and have different traditions and cultural identities are making the shift towards confederating.
  Whether or not these new confederations will succeed (survive) will only be known at some indeterminate point in the future.  While we can model the internal relationships and, to some degree, the external pressures of developing confederacies, modeling the entire interconnected network of nations and states is something quite beyond the scope of this discussion.  Hopefully however, tools such as those presented here can be combined with our knowledge of past and current events to model the likely outcomes of situations found throughout the world.  Such situations include those present in Africa and even within the disintegrating Iraqi state.  Similarly, it may help policymakers determine to what degree investment in a situation is dangerous and at what level it is prudent and productive in developing the movement towards peace and stability.  Any movement towards stability is innately a shift in the direction of state cooperation and which takes part in a trend towards closer association with neighbors.
The trend began with the confederation of Greek city states and was continued with the Germanic confederations, which included Switzerland and the Netherlands.  Both the United States of America and European Union also are heirs to this legacy.  That trend is for the areas covered by new confederations to become larger than their predecessors, and for the lifetime of confederations to grow unless forcibly terminated by overwhelming outside force especially as the larger international community becomes less stable.  However such confederations arise from the proximity of like minded associates facing shared conflict.  Both the drive to be as powerful economically as larger nations and the threat to those larger nations of terrorist warfare
 may create sufficient “threat” to provide cooperative impetus.  


Only after regional governments are established and workable will there be both sufficient homogeneity in government and apparent proximity in national borders to make the consideration of a truly confederal world government realistic.  If the European Union continues its road to unification the United Nation’s membership and organization will soon need to be reexamined due to the feature of the European Union’s many member states compared to the United States of America and its single member status.  It is unlikely that this will be allowed to remain the balance of power moving forward into a more confederal, and possibly federal, situation.  
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� The Swiss Confederation, commonly called Switzerland.


� The Swiss actually call their member components cantons, while other federations use states, provinces, or other terms (including cantons).  For ease, consistency, and perspective the term state will be used throughout this paper due to the attention given to the relationship between member-states and the status of nation-states.


� Forsyth includes both federal union and a federal state in this description.  This is based on a broad definition of Federalism which includes any system of governance where power is shared by two or more levels (Lister 1996, 18. Forsyth 6).  As this broader definition would serve mainly to obfuscate an already murky set of terminology a more narrow definition of federalism will be used which does not include the confederal model within its purview.  The preface of Union of States moves on to differentiate between the terms federal union and federal state- giving a definition such that these are identical in meaning to the terms confederal and federal as they will be used in this paper (pg 6-7, 204).


� Again, this is using Forsyth’s broader definition of a both a federal system and a state.  The federal definition includes both federal unions (confederations) and federal states.  Forsyth’s definition of a state refers to both components of a federal system and a national arrangement.


� Forsyth refers to the confederal arrangement as a “union of states.”


� While this paper will constrain itself primarily to the concerns of nations, states, and other polities, in this case “entity” can be applied equally to an individual or polity.  The right to self-determination and self defense is equally compelling for both.


� These sacrificed prerogatives are nearly always those most directly needed for tending to common defense or any other driving reasons for the creation of the confederation (Lister 1996, 11-13).


� Interestingly, this development has occurred at least once, in Germany (Lister 2001, 194).  Further, the system of unitary governance can be compared to the structure of a state in the United State’s with some success.


� Defined as an association in which some sovereignty is yielded, though primary sovereignty remains to the included state.


� Independence being defined as fully retaining primary sovereignty.


� The last confederate union considered as such was the German union which ended in 1866 (Lister 1996, 18).  


� This includes constitutionally generated confederations, as such charter documents serve the same purpose (Lister 2001, 6)


� While the requirement of at least one point to play is both implicit and purely mechanical to the construct, it is eminently important to any discussion of impoverished states or ineffectively funded groups.  Further, the idea that some actors might have more starting “points” than others is reasonable given the desire to model real world interactions.  However, it is worth delaying the creation of a full rubric to determine the power of entities under consideration in favor of keeping to examples which will maintain a general view of the construct (and brevity).  Further, while it is conceivably possible to experiment with values related to the relative weight of land, economics, and population along with the other variables in the “payout matrix,” that is a discussion best left to experimentation and experience.  


� This increase can be misconstrued to represent a psychological tendency towards continued cooperation (Rapoport 82).  However that would undermine investigation into that very psychological phenomenon.  The intended rational for this increase is to represent the creation of institutions and connectivity which facilitate further interaction- the creation of trans-continental communications, intergovernmental agencies, common points of reference, and the like.  Further, this function has been left intentionally undefined so that even if this sort of natural re-enforcement is entirely rejected it can simply be set to zero.  Regardless, this is probably the most volatile aspect of the proposed model and should be treated carefully as it can produce wild fluctuations in payout, and thus choice, between rounds of play (Axelrod 1984, 133-134).


� It seems both disingenuous and contrary to insist that some formula would be reached through further research and experimentation while the exchange in points is set at seemingly arbitrary numbers.  However, while these numbers can be changed arbitrarily, they have been estimated to model the named influences in proportion to one another.  In essence it is a return to the prisoner’s dilemma rubric of S < P < R < T where a larger number of choices and players are interacting.  Cooperation should be penalized more than free riding or defection, and cooperation with a defector more than cooperation with another.


� Again, this factor is designed to represent material changes in ability to cooperate, not psychological tendency, and should be treated with all the cautions noted above.  Further, this function is left to be determined through more research and experimentation (Rapoport 174-175), though a basic suggestion provided simply for this discussion is to use 4F and tie it to the previous function. The obvious modification would provide a stronger pull towards continued defection than cooperation and thus provides a strengthened bias against the formation of cooperative coalitions.


� What Rapoport calls “interesting psychology” (pg 7-11).


� Though outside forces can be simulated by subtle, controller generated, shifts in the point distribution scheme.  This is a result of the fact that n-player non-zero-sum games are equivalent to n+1 player zero-sum games. (von Neumann 505-506).  Essentially, “non-zero sum” generation of points can be represented as a constant sum game using some fictitious outside player with an unknown quantity of points available and which plays by rules which conform to those represented by the players discussed here.


� The reformation split the Swiss cantons between Catholic and Protestant, roughly along the lines of rural and urban cantons.


� As established in the game rules, above, a player with no points is unable to affect the game; whether this represents poverty, lack of resources, or a nation/state which has been annexed and thus no longer exists as an independent entity.


� Inertia being a fair assumption, recalling that Rapoport stated that a history of cooperation indicates a psychological tendency towards further cooperation, even if there is no increase in cooperation rewards.


� Insults would be represented as defection, an incorrect report of defection or even a threat of defection.


� A connection may be drawn here between the consideration of permanence in action and Lister’s requirement that confederations receive allegiance from the citizens of the component countries, but that that allegiance remain secondary to their allegiance to their home state (Lister 1996, 34. items 7-9).  Effectively this statement is a development of the note that “otherwise this union is likely to “graduate” to a federal or unitary state.”


� That it is unable to compel obedience among members.


� Some of the difficulties listed by Ostrom include generation of information regarding infractions (pg 10-12), scale of punishment (pg 9-10), and consequently provision of resources to perform these functions- all issues of great importance to the function or failure of confederations (Lister 2001, 12).


� Though there is no reason that a sufficiently restricted player could not act as a “confederal government.”


� Preventing disagreements about the letter of an agreement, further issues are covered by Lister (2001, 6).  Incidentally, this might also allow researchers to represent the created “nations” with computer programs which behave strictly according to the provided parameters. 


� Further, as Forsyth points out on pg 55, the maintenance of “mutual and general welfare” is not an unknown feature in confederate organization.


� We will leave aside discussion that this arrangement was mandated by the victorious allies, and that most nations would never be willing to agree to this sort of arrangement had they not suffered a military defeat.  The fact remains that for greater than fifty years after the Second World War they have had no significant military assets, enjoying the presence of the United States’ military as surrogate defense.


� Here Europe serves as both an aggregation of nation-states, an example of the referenced regional collectivism, and as a developing Union which thus stands to be directly competitive with the aggregated United States.


� One set of examples are the numerous economic unions and communities throughout war-torn and poverty stricken Africa.


� Terrorist warfare remains a physical threat regardless of the pervasiveness of a system of governance.  Such activity is based on extralegal action within the attacked nation/state and is supported by those who have been excluded or excluded themselves from the arrangements of legality.  Thus, they remain a threat regardless of integrated territory or personal location.





