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. ABSTRACT

This étudy_ examines the',EUropeah international ‘system’ffom 1816 to
1938, focusing onrthe relationshib vbetween the distribution of capa-
bilities énd a]]iancés. ‘.Twobdistinct versions of‘Balénce . of Perr
theory are employed to test this relationship. The'bmanual vérsion
posits a direct or positive relatioﬁéhip befween an‘unequal>diStribu-
tion'ahd the number of alliénces in the system.>'The semi-automatic or
balancer versién posfts'ihe same re]ationship»but limits its applicé-
bility to a singie Great Power, Great Britain. The findings support
the semi-automatic version and also indicate an inverse relationship
between equ;lity and alliances. Finally, an examination'of the rela-
tioﬁship betweeﬁ polafjéatfon, defined as the pattern of alliances in
the system; and the distribufion of capabilities is undertaken.r _No
clear rélationéhip is found between pdlafiz;tion and an unequal dis-
tribution, although 'some evidence points 'towards a relationship
between polarization and war. Thé analysis concludes by positing con-
flicting, if not céntradictory,‘ security demands and thus conf]ictfng
behavior for continental and insular Powers. This finding sheds some
light on conflicting evidence in the qUantitative literature on the
relétionship between the distribution of~capabi]itfes and wa}, and may
provide an additional éxplanation for theblevel of hostility bgtween

-the Soviet Union and the United States since World War II.
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INTRODUCTION

How salient is the-disfribution of capabilities for understanding
elite decisions and state behavior fn the se§uritybrealm? Is the
relationship between the distribufion and behavior explicable by Bal-
ance of Power theory? " These two questions inform the core oflthis
study. Alfhough greater weight is placed op' the Balance: of Power
question, for reasons outlined below, the answer to the second ques-
tion is partially dependent on the answer'to the first. Many studfes,
particularly emanating - from the Correlates of War project, fail to
makevthe clear link between systemic theories and elite decisions. It
is true that some vafiables employed in these studies are complex and
multi-dimensional. They are likely to have little relevance to actﬁal
elites grappling with‘the security problem.  Moreover, the tthst of
these studiés is to fdentify empirical markers in time and space which
will improve our ability as observers and policy advocates to warn
elites of situations which.may increase the probability of war. How-
ever, some variables, particular]y.thé di;fribution of.capébilities,

represent key components which decision-makers are'likely to use.

The importance of the distribution to decision-makers; in the
security calculus follows from the environment in which they operate;
the anarchic state system. The security, and ultimately survival, of

the state is the hands of these decision-makers. The greatest threat
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to state security from the external environment is other states. This
threat is ultimately manifested in terms of military forcé} It fol=-
lows that security beéomes a function of the amount of force held by
one state relétive to others. >The distribution of ;apabilities repre-
sents a way to conceptualize and operationalize the concept of rela-
tive capabilities. |In so doing, one is able to accoﬁnt for fhe inter-
active nature of interﬁafional politics. Finally, the notion of
relative capabi]jties fs intuitively reasonabie. Elites, confronted
by-. the complex and often conflictihg information flowing from a
variety of sources with varying degrees of reliability, are likely to
find solace in the relatively 'hard' data which compriées.capabili-

ties.?

Before placing Balance of Power ‘theory within this ¢iscussion, it
is neceésary to engage briefly in the 'contemporary' debate on the
substance and future dfrection of the field known as International
Relations. This debate, better known asbthe 'paradigm’ debate, con-
cefns the most useful means to understand phenomena fn the fie_ld.2
Echoing elements of the behavioralist or éocial science epistemology,
the debate séfvés as an occasion for individuals to identify their
personal values and beliefs and claim adherence to one of several com-
peting 'paradigms’. However, the value of engaging in this debate is

rarely questioned, its presence as a detractor from theoretical and

1 Choucri and North (1972: 100) provide concrete support for this con-
tention through reference to late Nineteenth Century British parli--
mentary debates. Others who follow this line of reasoning include
Gullick {(1955), Kissinger (1957), Morgenthau (1973), and Buzan
(1983) . :

2 A valuable summary of the debate is found in Maghoori and Ramberg
{1982). A more detailed discussion of neorealism within this debate
is available in Keohane (1986).
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empirical research ignored, and its relationship to eariier_futile

debates is obscured.

At the simplest level, the 'paradigm" debate flows from the.fhe
complexity of the 'real' world. From a system's perspective, one can
identify " several systems which are“simultaneously independent and
intérdependent. They include the international security .system, eco-
nomic system, social/cultural system, and ecological system to cite
the most prominent. To debate which of these syétemsvis the 'key to
understanding the field as a whole is as futile as the chicken and egg
debate. At a2 minimum, the importance of each system is a function nf
idiosyncratic considerations. To arguebthe supremacy of one system
over the other, as to argue the supremacy'of one method over another,
is to denyv the complexity of the 'beast' and the diversity of human
inquiry., The result becomes a wasteland of verbiage in'whicn some of
the best minds create 'strawmen' for humiliation and/or talk past‘each
other to the detriment of more important empirical and theonetically
relevant work. Certainly, one needs to be aware of the perspective
‘'under taken by any writer in the field. But, this is obvious from each

individual's work.

A final point in this regard concerns the obscuring of the rela-
tionship between the present debate and earlier debates in the field,
such as the reajist/idealist-and traditionalist/behavioralist. The
present debate is largely an extension of these earlier debates in
which the central divide concerns a 'pessimistic’' or 'optimistic' view

about the future of international relations, if not mankind as a
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whole.?® The former views 'man' as static, whereas the latter views

'man’

as a learning and growing animal. -'Now, this is an interesting
vphilosophical.question ‘which should not be ignored. But, let us

engage in this debate from an empirical base,  rather than questions

regarding so-called 'paradigms'.

The relationship between the aboye ’discussipn and this analysis is
simple. The perspective of this study is cleaf fromrthe opening para-
graph. It concerns issues fn the security-éystem and seeks to exémine
empirically a felétiénship. between two variables over ~ a large period
of time, which can nét help but speak indirectly to the aforementioned
phi]osophical queétion. _ However, the legitimacy »orhvalﬁé of this
study on Balance of Power 'theory'comes from the existing body .of
research on the theory, not the 'paradfgm‘ debate. ~This research
reveals that Balénce of Power theory, déspité its’Qidespread'usage in
the field, still confrﬁnts major difficulties regarding ité theoreti-
cal properties and empirical utiiity. - This study advocétes thé need
for consensus on the properties of Balance_of Power theory ahd draws

from the existing literature the foundation of a consensus which links

the theory directly with the distribution of capabilities.

vThis study is also concerned with an existing gap in the empirical
literature, which.’is a functian of the centrality of"war; bas thé
dependent variable in these emprical examinétions. This »gap is the
absence of any embi?ical studiés on alliances using Balance of Power

theory. As many pfominent writers note, alliances are central; if not

3 The continuing most relevant  and detailed study remains Carr's
(1939) _examination of the debate with reference to the Interwar
period. ' :
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necessary, mechanisms for the operation of the 'balance of power'.
They servé. as a means to enhance the security of individual states
through the " aggregation of military Capabiiities. Allianées are a
means to redress an unfavorable or unequal distribﬁtion of capabili-
ties. Froh a system's perspective, Balance of Power theory posiis
that the relationship between an unequal distribution of power and
alliances will be positive. That is, more alliances will be found at

higher levels of distributional inequality

Chapfer One exahines the propgrties of Balance of Power theory‘and
its treatment in the field. it shows that attempts to treat Balanée
of Power theory from a Waltzian system's perspective or in terms of
Morgenthau's power politics view are misplaced. Rather, the theory
posits that elites actively seek 'bélance' or an equal distribution of

‘capabilities as the optimal guarantee of security and survival. As
such, Balance of Power fheory provides explanations for state behavior
or policies. As a result, the two relevant versions of the theory,
the manual and semi-automatic or .balancer versions, are identified for

subsequant empirical analysis. The chapter also reveals that attempts
to treat Balance of Power as a system type are problematic. This
approach has produced major discrepencies among authors on the 'neces-
saryf conditions for the Balance of Power and thus the temporal and
spatial boundaries of such a system. Moreover, these treatments are
informed by a concern for s}stem stabiiity, usually defined with ref-
erence to the absence of war, and not Balance of Power. Finally, the
chapter examines in some detail three groups'of criticism of the theo-

ry; inconsistent usage, contemporary relevance, and methodological
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impediments. It argues that none of these criticisms suffice to neg-

ate the utility of Balance of Power théory.

The theoretica] relatfonship between the distribution and allianc-
es, along with tﬁe hypotheses drawn from the manual version, are pre-
sented- in the next chapter. .It begins with an identification of the
relevant empirical studies on -either the distribution of capabilities
orballiances,v and shows ﬁhat the relationship between the two vari-
ables has not been examined directly. This presentation is followéd
by an exémination of the function of all]ances as a tool of state pol-
fcy refative to Balance of Power theory. It details the ébstract
relationship Between the alliance option aﬁd the option tqvincrease
internal resources devoted . fo security needs and argues that the
costs/benefits of one option are mirrored relatively by the other. It
implies that elites may be led to an either/or decision in this
regard. The chapter concludes with a presentation of the hypotheses.
The first two hypotheses concern thé relationship identified above.
Thebfinal hypothesis draws from an adjacent body of  literature con-
cerning alliancéé; polarization. Polarization is defined as theipat-.
tern of linkages at the system level produced by alliances. . If is
hypothesized that distribufional inequality is positively related to
high levels of polarization, conceptualized as two mutually exclusive

clusters of states in alliance.

Chapter Three sets the temporal and spatial boundaries of the sys-
tem in which the hypotheses are tested. The temporal limits are set
to the period of 1816-1939. These limits are function of data avail-

ability (1816) and concerns related to the potential influence of
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background variables on the analysis. These variables relate to
structurai énd techno}ogical changes whfch occur after World War Two.
The spatial limits are set té geographic Europe. This limit is drawn
from considerations réléted to>security interdependence, which is a
necessary condition for a Balénce of Power explanation. Finally, sev-
eral smaller periods of time within ,thevbouhdaries as‘a whole are
identified. These periods represent prominent divisions or break-
points in the literature.on European history and are uséd to test the

t
hypotheses in greater detail.

Chapfers Four .and Five serve to operationalize the indépendent and
dependeﬁt variables respeﬁtive]y. In the former, the construction of
a distribution index is shown to be intertwined with the identifica-
tion of * Great Powers. Using the Cofre}étes of War capabiiity data -
set, and adjusting its capability indi;ators to a&count for the his-
torical record, two distinct sets of Great Powers are fdentified and
employed._ The  first represents the traditional five actor set of
Great Powers in'tﬁe literature. The second set is based on the per-
centage share of system capabilities held by states in which a minimum
of ten percent is required to attribute Great Power status to a §tate.
The study proceeds to relate the findings here to existing historical
studys on the Great Powers, revealing some measure of support for the
four set. The final section identifies the specific statistfcal pro-
cedure used to constrﬁct the distribution indicies for the two sets

and the results between the two Great Power sets are briefly compared.

The discussion on alliances differentiates between alliance, align-

ment, and coalition. Iln restricting the measure to alliances, the
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classification scheme developed by Singef and Small is employed. The
three classes of-alliances, defehce pacts, ententes, and neutrality/
non-aggression pacts are shown to be functional relative to Balance Qf
Power theor?.' Two distinct measdres of alliances a§ a whole and
defence pacts only are identified and described for the system. | The
first consists of the proportion of stateé in alliance/defence pacts
at yearly intervals. The second comprises the proportion 6f SyStem
dyads subsumed by alliances/defence pacts.‘ The final section of the
chapter deals with the concept of polarization. Beginning with a con-
ceptual analysis of the need to differéntiate between polarity and
- polarization, a‘schematie approach to the measurement of polarization
is adopted. Although this approach limits the subséquenf analysis to
a comparative mode, attempts to provide a ‘hérd' measure of polariza-
tion are‘shown_ to have major problems relative to the historical

record.

In presenting the findings of the data analysis, Chapter Six;, con-
cern is given to the probliem of empioying longitudinal of times series
data.  Two distinct tests are employed in testing the fi;st two
hypotheses. The first consists of the standard data. The second con-
sists of the transformed data after the removal of serial or auto-cor-
relation from the various data sets using the Box-Jenkins method. The
findings indicate that the relationship between the distribution and
alliances is opposite to the predictibnsv made in Balance of Power
theory. However, the strength of the negative association between
inequality and alliances/defence pacts varies between the standard and

transformed data sets. The former produce significant levels of . asso-
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ciation, whereas the latter indicate a very weak and negligible degree

of association.

in testing the various smaller témporal periods, no relétionship i;
found in all cases for the period 1816—18h8; A relétfvely strong neg-
ative relatiohship is foﬁnd in él] cases for the period 1849-1890.
Evidence for the immédiate years preceding World War One and the
Interwar period is ambiguous. These findings are gubsequehtly dis-
cussed in relation to the historical record.and the importance of war
as a legitimate policy tool, even though the inclusion of war as a
dummy variable in the regression equation does not produéé significant
results.. The absence of a relationshipi in the period 1816-1848 is
related to the perceptual 1link between war and revolution aﬁong
elites. ~This link serves to reduce the salience of the distribution
because war, and its attehdent threat to security, is not a viable.
option.  In contrast, the period 18h941890 witnesses a return of war
as a legitimate énd viable option, and thus the increased salience of
the distribution. Finally, the ambiguous findings for the final peri-
ods are‘ linked to the behavior of a single state; Great Britain.
Here, evidence indicates that the . balancer version of Balance of Power

théory may have utility, which is tested in the next chapter.

The final section provides a cdmparison of system polarization and
the distribution indices. Little evidence is found to support the
hypothesis on polarization. Evidence does indicate a potential link
between polarization and war,. and a common pattern in comparison of
the evolution of alliance patterns after 1871 and 1919. Above all,
evidence provides a further indication of the viability of the balanc-

er treatment of Balance of Power theory.
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Chapter Seven examines .the semi-automatic or balancer version of
the theory, first identified in Chépter One. Measuring the distribu-
tion by employing only the fer contineﬁtal Gre;t_Powers and dichbtomf
izing the dependent vafiab]e to represént years Great Britain is in/
out alliances, a positive relationsﬁip is found between inequality and
British,élliance membgrship; Again,-thé strength of fhis relationship
varies widely‘betweenvﬁhe standard _énd trénsfdrmed data. Also, the
consistent abéence of a relationship is found for - the period
1816-T8h8; “The étrbngeét consistent relationsh}p ‘is found for the

period 1890-1939,

The .conc]usfon.»of the study focuses on two important points.
First, previous empifical_tests at the aggregate level reduire recoﬁ_
sideration. The inclusion of Great 'Britafn,' with.its abpareﬁt dis-
tinct, Balance of Power, behavior, with continental Powers, with thé}r
distinct, 'preponderance of power', behavior may“undeflie major dif-
ferences in the findings regarding the relativé utility of Balance of
Power theqry and Preponderance of ~ Power or Power . Transition fheory.
Moreover, reconsideration is required in terms of thé treatment of
time. At a minimum, previous tests employing a variety of independent
and dependent variables should be examiﬁed relative to the strong tem-

poral break found in 1849.

Second and most important, the question of contemporary relevance
is considered. Although the strength of the ffndings can be debatéd,
they do provide an indicétion of distinct security. fequirements for
continental and insular states. Given that the Uﬁited States is anal-

ogous to Great Britain vis-a-vis the Euro-Asian landmass, it is possi-
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ble that the traditional bipolar and/or ideological image and influ-
ence on explanation has obscured a mére‘sa]ient»image and explanationf
This imége is one of geopolitics in which the nature of the United
States-Soviet Russia‘conflict is exacefbated by the conflicting‘secuf-_
ity needs of a‘insular gnd continental power. The_stﬁdy cohcludes by
advocating a reexamination of common aséumptions regarding the contém-

porary era from this geopolitical perspective.



Chapter |

'BALANCE OF POWER THEORY

The use of the term 'Balance of Power', descriptively or ihéoreti-
cally, is widespread in the field of International Politics. Its use
in either manner has been subject to large scale criticism. Scholars
_point out the inconsistent and‘contradictory use of the term, . and
quéstfon its theoretical wutility for explainihg contemporary world>
politics. .Despite these criticisms, there exists‘a large.measure of
agreement on the theory'é underlying properties, evident in both the
abstract and historicél literature. - Furthermore, a large body of
empirical research has emefged which dréws from é specific conceptual-
ization of the theory. This body of literature and research enables
one to go beyond the endless debates on the meaning of‘the Balance of

Power and test its empirical utility.

This discussion examines . the basic properties of Balénce of Power
theory. In so doing, | will show that hany of the criticisms of Bal-
ance of Power theory are questionable. They result from disagreements’
regarding its standing as-a systems theory, -policy theory, and type of
international system. This discussfon argues that Balance of Power is
a policy theory which expléins changes in state behavior in the area
of security and unit survival. Changes in state behavior are thus

susceptible to empirical measurement and verification.
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1.1 CONCEPTUALIZING THE. THEORY

There aré three interfreTéted explanations fn Bélance of Power
theory. The first'_explaihs the coﬁtinued eiistence of the interna-
tional state system. The second explains the recurrence of balances
over time among the §ystem'§ actors. Balances, in this context, are
defined as a relatively equal distribution of power or capabilities
among states. Finally, Balance of:Power theory éxp}éins the actions
or policies of individual states.* The first two explanations repre-
sent systemic or group. behavior. They are similar.ih sharfng the
assumption that balances are vital to the maintenance of the system.
However, the relationship bethen these two Systemic expianatfons and
the final explanation, which is a state/policy tﬁeofy, is not explicit

in the literature.

Waltz (1979:1]9) "argues that Balance of Power theory is a systemic
form of explanation. ‘State level analyses areA inappropriate to its
application, test}ng, bf critique.® This argument enaSles one to avoid
many contentious issues stemming from the policy perspective, such as

the levels of analysis prdblem;‘ At the same time, it can be seen as

* Bull (1977) identifies two additional explanations; the protection
and preservation of lesser states, and the existence of such insti-
tutions as diplomacy and international Jlaw. However, it will be
shown below that the preservation of lesser states may or may not
result from Balance of Power behavior. Whether the theory explains
the existence of such institutions or such institutions are vital
for the operation of the Balance of Power is largely a moot point.
The theory provides no information related to these institutions.

5 This argument contradicts an earlier treatment of Balance of Power
by Waltz (1967) in his analysis of polarity and stability. Balance
of Power is treated as a theory about state behavior, similar to its
conceptualization in this study. It is such contradictory treat-
ments which aid to the confusion surrounding the Balance of Power.

¢ Levels of analysis represent the forms of explanation in the field,
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part of the general disdain of érand theory in the field (See Holsti,
1971). :The field'has moved towards the development of theories with
limited scopes, or islands of theory (McClelland, 1966). However,
this develophent raises Eoncerns about the need and means to link such

islands.

As a systemic explanation, how can one link Balance of Power theory
with theories about state behavior? More importantly, it is difficult
to conceptualize how the international system in general, and balances
in particular, exist if the central components of bofh, states, are
ignored (Buzan, 1983). Such a conceptda]ization can only be méchanis-
tic and deterministic in nature. Finally, Waitz's view e;chews empir-
ical verification. Balanées can not be measured because to do so
would require refefence to the units of the system; The theory, as a
systemic explanatibn for the mainienance-of the state system, becomes
a_téutology. Batance of Power explains the state system because the

state system exists.

Waltz essentialfy confuses a theoretical problem with a methodolo-
gical one. As a methodological problem, he is correct in arguing that
theories and empirical analysis about thé behayior of any particular
state can not tell us about the group and thué the system as a whole.
But, such analysis can tell us whethervthe behavior of a particular
state is explicable in Balance of Power ﬁerms. This explanation is
stil] systemic in the sense that behavior is a function of the system

in which a state operates. System, in this context, simply refers to

encompassing the individual, the state and the system (See Waltz,
1959; Singer, 1961). Problems arise in this area when invalid asser-
tions are applied to one level from analysis done at another, com-
monly known as an ecological fallacy. (See Moul, 1973).
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the external environment. Balance of Power theory is an explanat?on
of how this‘environment affects state beHavior. This environment coﬁ-
sists of other states whose thavior in a condition of anarchy influ- .

ences the actions of any particular state. .

There is one case, howeVer. in which the central element of Balance
of Power theory is conceived in avmanner.simifar to Waltz. This is
the auiomatic version, one of three Versions-of Balaﬁce of Power theo-
ry (Claude, 1962:46-47) .7 Balances, élthoggh ﬁot always >defined as
equality among states, occur without the intention of any 6f the
actors.“'This;veréion is explained with reference to natural law, as
evident in the writings from thé peribd of the enlighfenmenti(see'But-
terfield, 1966;-Wight, 1973), or by Morgenthaﬁ!s (1973) theory of pow-
er politics.‘ For.Morgehthau, balances resuftkfrom eaéh'aétor seeking
to‘maximize its bowér in }esponse’ t§ the Sécurity dilemma produced by
the_conditionVOf 'anarchy in the internétionaj_ system. Balances are

treated as an inevitable feature of .international politics.”®

7 Reynolds (1975) provides a similar set-of'categories.for Balance of
Power theory. He differs from the .automatic version by focusing on
the system's approach of Kaplan (1957), who is more aptly discussed-
in the subsequent analysis of treatments of Balance of Power as a
system type. Bull (1977:104) classifies the theory into the catego-

ries of fortuitous and contrived. In the former, -a balance arises
without the conscious effort of any of the actors, wusually in a
situation of only two relevant states. In the latter case, a bal-

ance results from the conscious policy of at least one of the actors
in a situation of several states.

8 The lack of intent is the key simlarity between Waltz and Morgen-
thau. They differ, however, in the fundamental focus and complexi=-
ties of their positions. ‘Whereas Waltz's theory is restricted to
the basic characteristic of anarchy as the key explanation, Morgen-
thau incorporates assumptions regarding the nature of man.

® Claude (1962:48) notes that Morgenthau is inconsistent on this
point. He feels that Morgenthau would agree that balances are manu-
ally produced in the real world. Morgenthau (1973) indicates that
inevitability is not really based on an iron law of politics, but a
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The second version of Balance of Power theory, the semi-automatic,
differs from the first in that balances are the intended product of
the behaVior of one particular type éf state; the balancer. This ver-
sion is closely tied to the historical behavior of Great Britain in
its relations with states on thevEuropean cqntinent.1° Balances are
maintained or created by the intervention of the balancef,_who is geo-
graphically isolated or insulated.from the other actors, through alli-
ances with the weaker state(s).' .1t is unclear whether such interven-
tion actually creates equality (Morgenthau, 1973) or preponderance on
the side of the balancer (Organski, »1968:287)L .Nonetheless, it is -
clear that the motive fof the balancer's intervention is based on a
perceived imbalance of power among the remaining actors, and its
potential negative efféct on the balancer's own security. The theory,
in this context, provides an explanation of the behavior of at least
oné actor, and this:behavior is posited ;s central to the operation of

the Balance of Power.

The manual version simply extenas the semi-automatic treatment to
the bulk of states. The existence of a balance, defined as an equal
distribution of capabilities, is the result of the willed actions of
states. Balances are the goal of states becaUse they provide the

optimal condition for the security and survival of the state (Bull,

basic prescriptive rule of wise policy. However, many historical
observers stress the inevitable nature of the balance, - and Organski
(1968) formulates his criticism of the theory from this restrictive
view of Morgenthau. This brief note also demonstrates how inconsis-
tent usage provides an avenue of critique which hinders the utility
of the theory.

10 Gullick (1955) and Wight (1966) indicate that other states have
played the role of the balancer in regional contexts. However, it
is generally agreed that Great Britain 1is the basic referent for
the balancer version. :
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1977; Gullick, 1955). This version posits a consensus among statés.
No individualvstate can be trusted .with an inordinate of prepondg?aht
amount of pbwer (Claude,]962:h2f., The appearance of a preponderant
power constitutes. an immeaiate threat to the remaining states whfch
results in predictable behavfor on.their part to counteract this
threat. The reaction of states,:in the sense of returning the>distrf-
bution to a balanced condition, provides the Tinkage between indfvidu—
al state security aﬁd system préServatidn. In optimizing the~sécurity
of individualvstates, the likelihood tHat the state System will sﬁr-

vive is also optimized..

A central difference among the thfee versions is the basic assump-
tion of the optimal cohdition Qf securify. -In varying degrees, they
all contain the assumbtion that security is a function of the ahodnt
of power or capabilities held by a state relative to fts Eompetitors.
In assuming that states seek to maximize their power, ‘the automatic
Qersion, a preponderant amount of pbwer appearskto be the éptimal lev~
el of éecurity. In'contrast, the semi—autohatic‘vetQion posits tﬁat
the level of power sought by states differs among them. - For a partic-
ular class or type of state, the geographically insulated, equality is
the preferred condition. While other states are not dealt with in
this version, one can assume that.they seek prepoﬁdérance because the
behavior of the balancer class is a function of the presence, histori-
cally, of a preponderant state;' The final version rejects the class
distinction and posits that the majority, if not all, states actively

seek equality as the prefered security condition.
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There are several reasons for rejecting the autématic version of
Balance of Power theory. There is 1little common sense in label?ng a
theory in‘which states seek preponderance as the 6ptimaf seéurity,con-
d{tion as the 'Balance of Power' theory. Also, it ié questionable
whether states actually seek preponderance. The majority of statés
lack the resources to entertain such a goal. This is true even for
the majority of Great Powers. Moreover, preponderance, if attainable,
does not ngces;arily create greater security. The reactions of other
states, through‘the formation of alliances-ahd/or the‘ use of force,
may produce greater insecurity for the preponderant,' Furthermore, the
underlying assumption that balances are unintended byproducts of state
behavior is dubious. Uniess all states in general, or the Great Pow-
ers ih particular, have an equal . capability base, a highly unlikely
occurrence, balances will not exist naturally. |f balances do consis-
tently reappear through tiﬁe, they can‘only be the product of willful
action; ‘such as through the aggregation of state capabilities through
alliances. Finaily, and perhaps most important, the concept ofv'bal-
ances' can have no theoretiéal relevance for either actors or observ-
ers. The presence or absence of a 'balance' can have no effect on
behavior} As unintended byproducts, .it is hard to eonceive how they
would affect behavior in a situation where all states constantly seék

to maximize power.

Altough the semi-automatic version is too restrictive in nature,
because in focusing on a single class of states, in fact a single
state, no clear explanation is provided for the majority of actors, it

is still consistent with the treatment of Balance of Power theory as
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an explanation of state behavfor. Also an exam}nation‘of this'versicn
can provide further evidencé regarding the utility of the theory.
Whereas the manual version fs disposed to aggregate or group analysis,
.this version pfovides a theoretical basisvfor ‘a state level focus.
Nonetheless, there are several conceptual reasons for dealing with‘the
balancef yersion after the eéxamination bf the manualnversion; If one
state seeks a balance, is it not iﬁtuitively reasonable to expect oth-
ers to also seek balances. Moreover, the threat posed by a potential
prépoﬁderant té”the.security of the balancer is likely to be feit by
others. In fact, the insu]ér position of the ba]ancer.provides it
with greater leeWaY than ofher states becaﬁse of the added geographi-
cal element of security. The threat to éurvivél is much more immedij

ate to states immediately adjacent to a preponderant.

Moreover, the manual version; in encompaséing  the majority of
states, is the .most intuitive form of Bafanée of Power theory. It
provides a reasonablg explanation for state policies, the recurrence§
of balances over fime, and the maintenancé of;tﬁe stéte system. The
basic assumptions 6f'this version are as follows. States are the only
relevant ‘actors.‘ .Their primary goal is self-preservation which
requires an optimization of security. Securfty is primary a function
of the resources available to defend boneself. Ultimately, - these
resources are the mi]itafy capabilities of states, either fmmediate
'and/ér potential capabilities.'* The primary indfcétor of security is

the comparative distribution of military capabilities among states.

11 Reynolds (1975:356-358) points out that it is the treatment of pow-
er as capabilities in which Balance of Power theory is at its
clearest. Power as ‘influence is too vague for a precise analysis of
Balance of Power theory. '
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't is the nature of the distribution which determines the policies of
states related to security. As such, capabilities are prior to, and

indicators of, the intent of states vis-a-vis others.

The assumption that an equal distribution of capabilities is per-
ceived by elites as the optimal‘level of security .is addressed in two
ways in fhe literature. .First,v equality betweeﬁ’two states produces
an equal chance of Victory or defeat in a_clash of arms. It results
in an atmosphere of uncertainty in wh#ch elite; afe Unlikely to resort
to force because the outcome can not be predicted (Singer et.al,
1972) .12 Elites are assumed to be risk averse. In reducing the chance
of waf between states, security is optimized. Wﬁen war is less like-
ly, elites are likely to feel more secure even.théugh the price of
such security is an atmosphere of uncertainty which may affect other
state interests. | The se;ohd assumption idéntifies a belief held by
elites that any individual state can not be trusted.with an inordinate
or preponderant amount of power (Claude, 1962)." Such power is likely
to be used by a state to advance itsvinterests and repfesents a poten-
tial, if not immedfate, threat to the secﬁrity of other states. It
provides the preponderant with the opportunity to transform the‘system

and create a condition of permanent security through the elimination

12 They argue that decisional uncertainty is an intervening, unmea-
sureable, variable within their general case regarding the utility
of Balance of Power theory in explaining war, an issue discussed at
length in the final section of this Chapter. It is not developed by
the authors to extend necessarily to other explanations of state
behavior from a Balance of Power perspective. ‘

Kaplan (1971) makes a similar argument. However, it is based on

the polarity/stability debate which is not the same as the Balance

~of Power perspective; a point which is generally overlooked in the

literature. Kaplan argues that multipolar systems are more stabie

‘because the risk of war is too great in terms of its potential
expansion to the whole system. As such, peace is more likely.
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of ‘all other existing states.

Together, the two assumptions lead to a model of secﬁrity optimized
at the extremes. Equality‘prodUces optimal security beéausevof its
dampening effect on the use of force. The transformation of the state
system to a single actor ér empire form creates permanent security
because no threats can exist by definition. However, the brocess by
which a state moves toward the goal of permanent security calls forth
couhtervailing actions from the remaining states. Prebonderance,
presaging transformation; causes the weak to increase the amount of
resources devoted to military capabilities and unite in a single
coalition to deter or defeat the stfong. This réaction, or the boten_
tial for it, ‘serves to push efites away from abgoal of preponderance.
Thus, elites are likély to accept equality as the optimal and pre-

ferred condition of security.

This argumept does notvimply that no state will attempt to obtain
preponderance as -the necessary precondition for permanent security.
To do so would fly in the face of history; As noted earlier, states
are not created equal in terms of resources. A -state endowed with a
greater wealth of rééources relative fo atl others; in conjunction
with the appearance of elites who reject the beneffts of equality, may
embark on such a path. But, it is also possible to conceive of such
attempts as products of miscalculation and mispercéption. Elites may
readily miscalculate the capabilities of others and, as a result, mis-
perceive intent, or calculate relative capabilities in a different
manner than others. An extreme case is found in Germany under Hitler.

His attempt to attain preponderance in Europe was partially motivated
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by his belief of German inferiority in a world soon to be dominated by
American and Soviet power (Calleo, 1980). But, to the allies in the

West, it was a clear attempt to transform the European state systém.

Attempts to attain preponderance through the acquisition of superi-
or military capabilities may Aeifher be purposeful or accidental.
Whatever the case, such an-attempt alters the beha¢ior or policiés of
the reméining states .in the system. The goal o% thesé states ‘is to
recreafe a 'balance' in fhe system. States may increase the amount of
resources allocated t§ the military; They may seek alliances . as a
means to augment their capabilities and signal their willingness to
oppose the potentjal or ~actual preponderant. Finally, states may use

force to obtain either more resources and/or defeat the'prepOnder-

ant.?3:

.These three policies are the explanatory core of Balance of Power
theory. Depending on the distribution of capabilities, the pfesence/
absence of the above actions can be predicted. However, treatments of’
Balance of Power theory'as an explanation for such policies are gener-
ally restricted to a specfffc set of states; the Great Powers. As the
label implies, Great Powers are states which possess an inordinate
amount of power/capabilities relafiVe to the majority of states in the
system. Thgy are the elite of the system. | Because of their power,
they are the only states that can reasonably entérfain a policy of
preponderance., Conversely, only the Great Powers can act to countef a

preponderant from among their ranks. Thus, lesser states are largely

13 Sveral other options are also identified in the literature, see
Chapter Two, Fn 28. For a general analysis see Morgenthau (1973),
Organski (1968), Claude (1962) and Rosecrance (1963) .
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irrelevant to the 'balance'.

However, the above assertion§ do not mean that lesser states should
be excluded from any analysis based on Balance of Power theory. it is
true that the distribution of power/capabilities, as an indicator of
security for individual states and the degree of threat to the state
system, is legitimately restricted to the Great Powers.. But,  lesser
states are likely fo be also concerned with the nature of the distri-
butibn and reéct, at least in terms of alliances,‘ the same way as
Great Powers. while an incfease in military capabilities will have
little, if any, effect, their resources may be valuable when aggregat-
ed with a Great Power through an alliance. Furtherﬁore, several less-
er states allied together may produce a significant bloc of power.*
Finally, lesser stateé may be significant in the case of war by pro-
viding not only additional capabilities, - but also key facilities due .

to their geographic location in the system.

This discussion illustrates the nature of Balance of Power theory
and the need to treat it as a policy theory. in explaining the poli-
cies of states as dependent on the distribution of capabilities, it
also provides an explanation‘for the appearance of ‘'balances' in the
system and the maintenance of.the state system. |t provides the basis

for developing explicit hypotheses which ére susceptible to émpirical

14 This argument does not mean that, for example, three lesser states
allied together make a Great Power. Certainly, the ability to
bring the bloc to bear as a unified actor is problematic, as the
case with any alliance (see Sabrosky, 1980 on the empirical reli-
ability of alliance commitments and Kann, 1976 on the theoretical
argument) . But, as Kann (1969) points out, there has been one case
where an alliance between three lesser states was initially per-
ceived as a power bloc replacing the Austro-Hungarian Empire. This
was the Little Entente consisting of Czechoslovakia, Rumania, and
Yugoslavia.
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verification either at the group or individuai‘level.of analysis. In
our case, aggregate level hypotheses can be identified to  test the
manual version and state level hypotheses cen be developed te test the
balancer‘version; Before identifying these hypotheées, a task left fo
the next chapter in the case of the manual Qersion and Chapter Seven
for the balancer, it is necessary to examine other aspects of 'Balance

of Power' in the literature.

1.2 BALANCE OF POWER AS SYSTEM TYPE

One'of'the predominant usages of Balance of Power is its referenee
to a perticuiar type of international system, According to Hoffmann
(1965), systems' conceptualizations demand a correspondence between
the analytic scheme and historieal reality; Furthermore, Claude
(1962) - notes that Balance of Power tﬁeory and ifs treatment as a sys-
tem ‘type is usualiy not abstract but a product of the historical
record, implying that this type of system has some measure of concrete
boundaries. However, there is little agreement in the literature on
the exact bouhdaries of the Balance of Power system in history. |t is
uncieer'whether this eystem is bound temporally to the modern state
system and a synonym for it, or applicable only to some specific sub-
set of time within the modern state system. Furthermore, the identi-
fication of a 'Balance of Power' system implies the existence of a set
of necessary conditions for its existenee. However, an inability
among scholars to agree not only on the necessary conditions, but
their presence/absence in time, undermines the value of this type of

approach to the concept of the Balance of Power. Moreover, Balance of
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Power, as defined by these necessary conditions, 1is shown to have no
contemporary value. This raises doubts about its theoretical_utility
outsfde of the djstant past. Finallx, the system type perspective
adds to the confusion sur}ounding 'Balance of Power'. Generally, pro-
ponents of this perspéctive assume that the Balance of Power explains
the behavior of states. Their actual purpqse'is'to examine the neces-
sary conditions for system stability, defined as the absence of lafge
scale war, As a result; Balance of Power becomes a label lacking:

either theoretical relevance or descriptive value.

Several necessary conditions of a Baiance of’Power system are iden-
tified in the literature. First, it requires a system of autonomous
units in an environment of.anafchy. In such a system, actors are con-
cerned with survival which dictates a concern for relative capabili-
ties. Second,v a Balance of"Power systeh needs a degree of consensus
among system elites. This consensus involves an acceptance of thé
inherent value of the.state system. Third, a degree of homogeneity
must be present in the‘system. Homogeneity reférs to the existence of
"a common culture, the absence of.ideological éléavages,' and a concén—
tration of policy making in the hands of elites relatively unres-
trained by domestic factors. Homogeneity, in conjunction with value
consensus, serves to moderate the behavior of elites away from
attembts to destroy'competftors " and trahsform. fhe systém fhrough a
limitation of the Objéctiyes sought through the use of force. Fourth,
the level of military technology must be relativély stable. Such sta-
bility not only enables elites vto calculate reasonablylrelative capa-

bilities and base policy on such calculations, which itself is aided
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by homogeneity, but also aéts to inhibit the ability of states to use
forcé to transform the system. Finally, a Baiénce . of Power system
requires a rglafively edual diffusion of power between a minimum nﬁm-
ber 6f states or specifically Great Powers. This minimuﬁ is anmally
set at three, élthough most treatments focus on the presupposed 'magi-
cal' number of five to be consistent with the‘historicaf record. This‘
minimum_ensures that states are able to adjust to distributionalvcapa—
bility changes among them through al]iance behavior. Again; homogene-
Pty.comes into play. Its presence enables statés tb'change ai&iance_
partﬁers in response to the distribﬁtion without:concern for doméstic

acceptability.

There is no general agreement among authors on the fe]ative impor -
tance of each cohdition. The majority égree that'thé ’condftjon of
autonomy and'anarchy refers to the modern state system. According to
Wight (1977), the earlfer medieval period in European histofy cohtains
several attributes which conflict with the condition of actor autono-
my; Yet, Bernholz (1985) argues that autonomy is evident in the medi-
eval period. Indepéndent actors competed for power, prestige, and
domination despite nominal obligations to Pope‘énd Emperor.. Further-
more, using the condition of a minimum numbef of 'actors, Bernholz
identifies several Balance of Power systems prior to the quern state

system, including the Greek city state and Warring period of China.

The treatment of the modern state system as a Balance of Power sys-
tem, at least up to the French Revolution, is firmly linked to the
conditions of elite consensus and system homogeneity. Authors, such

as Wight (1977), Hoffmann (1965), Rosecrance (1963), Claude (1962) and
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Gullick (1955) agree that the these two conditions create certain
bghaviora] norms. These norms include the rejection of attempts to
transform the systém and the moderation of Aobjectivés sought thrpugh
war. According to Northedge'k1976), earlier systems exhibit the ten-
bdency towards the total elimination of one's épponent and the creatiéﬁ
of a single hegemonic actor; In cohfrast, conflicts between states in
ﬁoderh state sysfem(are lérgely over issueé of territorial adjustment,

not the existence and legitimacy of certain states.
. .

The use of consensﬁs and-homogeneitY as neégssary conditions for a
Balance 6f Power systemv illustrates the three fuﬁdémental problems
with the sYstem type perspectiVe. The first concerns problems related
to historical interpretation. At what pbint in history did consensus
and homogeneity disappear? For Hoffmann, the'French Revolution, with
its appeal to the nation in arms ahd rejection §f “dynastic rﬁle, is
the beginning, if hot‘the conclusion, of the collaﬁse of consensus and
hohogeneity.. World War One provides another plauéible bréak. The
’fmpact of the war's fotatilty on»Europeah‘society, parficulafiykin the
area-of the acceptabi}ity'éf force as an ingtrument of policy and the
rise of internal influenceé on policy, and the appearance of Bolshevik
Russia as an actor rejécting the very legitimacy of the state system,
gives witness to a new era. Pefhaps the only area of agreement in
this sense is the post Worid War Two period. The dominance of the
Soviet Union and the United States, which also violates the minimum
number cond}tion, imbedded a struggile 'té the death between liberal

capitalism and socialist dictatdrship in the system.
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However, “one should be cautious stressing the degree of consensus
and homogeneity even in the so called Golden Age of the Balance of
Power in the Eighteenth'Century. "The first decade of that century
witnessed the final clashes of Louié XIV's perceived attempt to attain
a predominant position in the system.  The Seven Years War (1756-1763)
entailed a life and death struggle for Pruﬁsia. As Liska (1963) -
argues, homogeneity aﬁd behavioral moderation during the Golden Age is
more myth than reality. Even in the Nintéehth and Twentieth Centu-
ries, an absence of homogeneity appears to have little éffect on cer-
tain behavior. It did nof hinder an aﬁlianﬁe between Républican
France and Tsarist Russia or an alliance betwéen Soviet Russia and the
West. Furthermore, it has not hindered the appearance of a tacit

alliance between Communist China and the capitalist west.

The second problem relates to the absence of.consensus and homoge-
neity in the contemporary ]nternétiénaf system»and thereby the contém-
porary ufility of Balance of‘Power theory. As noted above,jthe escha-
tological 'clash between East and West embodfes claims about the

illegitimacy of the opposing social systems and the international sys-

tem itself. However, it is unclear why state behavior, in the sense
outlined in the previous section , is not equally, if not more, rele-
vant to a heterogeneous system.b In producing conflicts related to

legitimacy, such systéms contajn greater fhfeats to sfate and system
survival. Such threats are the core of Balance of Power theory.‘ in a
paradoxical.way, the theory;_ahd thus system label{ is more applicable
to heterdgeneous periods of history, as evfdent in Gullick's (1955)
study of the Bafance of Power during the French Revolution/Napoleonic

era.



29

The finélA problem is also evident in the above discussion. The
condition§ of consensus and homogeneity are related more to concerns
about system stability than tHe Balance of Power per se. In méderat->
ing the . behavior of states, these conditions serve to enhance the
proépects of stable relations ambﬁg_states. It tells us little about
the Balaﬁce of  Power and state behavior in light of the ‘balance'. It
is also questionable whether moderatioh, which underpfns stability, is
simply a function of consensus and homogeneity. Bernholz '(1985)
argues that moderation is more a funcfion .of the number of Great Pow-
ers. It results frdm the need to preserve present enemfes as future

allies in a complex multi-power system.

Stability is also at the core of the miiitary technology condition,
which is related to homogeneity. ‘ Homogeneity»ensures relative simi-
larity in military structures and organizations among states. In,sé
doing, the ébi]ity to calculate the distribution of capabi]ifies ina
relatively similar manner js facilitafed. At theksame time,:the rela-
tively static nature of militéry technology up té the mid to late
Nineteenth Century acted as an impediment to drives for prepondéfance
(Claude, 1962). Static technology aléo enhanced the simplicity of the
calculation itself. With the industrial revothion, not only the were
thé impediments to preponderance removed substantially, but the abili-
ty to assess fhe 'balance' and react to it were undermined. In other
words, the dynamic of technological change undermined the étability of

the system.

Returning to Balance of Power theory, there is no reason to expect

that static technology is a necessary condition for the behavior of
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~ states within.the confines of tHe theory. Regardiess of homogeneity,
states tend to copy the miiifary structures and technology of othgrs,
particuiarly those who have-used -their military sﬁccessfuliy. WHiie
the actual structures, weapon systems, “and depioyments may differ due
to geographical and othei political factors, there continues to be an
undeflying similarity among states in thié area. Aisb, the compiexity
of calculations due to-tecﬁhological change have been accompanied by a
greater - ability to obtain information. aé'well as a large body of
skilled»personnel'fo analyze iti-' Finally, nuclear weapons can not be
divorced from basic calculations of the ‘balance'; it is true that
‘these weapoﬁs have aitergd significantly the wutility pf‘force to
advance state interests. Yet, they are.an integral component of state
military capabiiities and are iargely a new element to consider iﬁ the
general 'balance'. Also, the technoiogical limitations hindering
hegemony in the past have been reﬁiaced by a fecﬁnology which makes

such an attempt too costly in the preseht.

The final neéessary condition is the equal diffusion of power among
a minimum number of étates; Great Powers (Bernholz, 1985;' Gilpin;
1981; Hoffmann, 1965; Kaplan, 1957; Gdllick, 1955) .15 |ts use prévides
the clearest Historical'marker for identifying the Balance of Power
sysfem in time. There are two analytical components underiying this
condition. The first concerns the irrelevanée of alliances in a two
power or bipolar'éystem. The second is linked to a separate body of
theory which also revolves around the stability problem and is gener-

ally confused with Balance of Power theofy.

15 Both Hoffmann and Gullick arguments follow the stability line.
Both identify the possibility of only two Great Powers in a Balance
of Power system, but argue that this form is highly unstable.
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Several writers argue that a minimum nﬁmber of Great Powers is nec-
essary for the operation of the alliance mechanism (Bernholz, 1985;
Waltz, 1967; Kaplan, 1957). In the contemporary system, alliances are
ineffective in the Balance .of Power sense because capabilities are
éonceﬁtrated in the hands of the two Superpdwers_and alliances with
other states will have }itt]e effect on fhe distribution between them.
However, one muﬁt query why the alliance component is necessary for
the theory. It is only one in -a series of components or dependent
variébles within Balance of Power theory. ' As Waltz (1967) points out,
the ineffectiveness of alliances does not negate the basic property of
the Balance of Power; the distribution of capabifitiés. Furthermore,'
a two power system is the simplest forum for'calculafions of the dis-
tribufion (Butl, 1977). This simplicity may itself enhance stability
by reducing the chance of miscalculation and misperception. Finally,
the question of whgther alliances are effective in the contemporary
system should be treated as an empirical one, and not simply assumed

away.

The second component felates to a'separate body of theory which
focuses on system stability. This body of theory eenters on the
debéte between Waltz (1967) and Deutsch and Singer (J96b) over the
relative stability of -bipolar and multipolar systemg. It also
includes Kaplan's (1957) work on system's inbwhich the number of Great
Powers act to create certain rules or norms of behavior. Whether num-
ber is.related to stability is a mute queﬁtioh here. More important,
the linkage of multipolarity to a Balance of Power system represents a

confusion of two wunique bodies of theory. The polarity debate con-
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cerns the reiationship between number and behavior. Balance of Power
concerns the relationship between the distribution and behavior.
While the former may affect the latter, and viée Qerﬁa,. an empirical

question, one should not confuse two separate bodies of theory.

The use of Balance .of Power as a system type is extremely flawed.
It prbduces unnecessary debates on the boundaries of such a system
through probliems related to the interpretation of the historical

record and the relative wéight assigned to each of the aforementioned

conditions. - In some instances, the conditions conflict directly with
elements of Balance of Power theory. ~Above all, the perspective is

not about the 'Balance of Power' and state behavior. It is about sta-
bitity conditions in whi;h a strong normative and préscriptive motive
is present. Advocates of ‘a Anon-ideo]ogical based set of policies,
particularly for the United States, . the institutionaiization of arms
control as a means to control technology and the 'arms race', and the
promotion‘ofb new power centers, such as tﬁe European Community and
Japan, draw from this body of research; Wﬁile their arguments may or
may not have histofical validity, they should not be 1linked to, or
validated a priori by, Balance of Power theory.’ To’do so only adds
confusion to the utility of the concept and the theory in which it

belongs.
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1.3 BALANCE OF POWER THEORY AND ITS CRITICS

Critiques of Balance of Power theory are extremely varied in
nature. .They can be roughly .grouped info three afeas. The first
~draws from inconsistent usage of the ferm 'Balance of Power' to focus
on particular problems within the three versions of the‘theory. The
second concerns the theory's implications for, and relevanﬁe to, coni
temporary international politics; The third, and mqst'problematic, is
'

'methodplogical. It relates to concerns embodied, to some degree, in

Waltz's conceptualization of the theory.

There is no need to recapitulate the véried uses of the term.'Bal-
ance of Power'. This ground has been adequately covered by Haas
(1953) and Claude (1962). The major implication stemming from this
problem is that - 'Balance of Power' should be eliminated for purposes
éf theoretical clarity. However, this problem is not unique. Many
concepts, such as power, democracy, and imperialism, suffer from the
same problem. Nonetheless, they are concepts, ‘along with 'Balanée of
Power', which cannot be readily discarded or replaced. The inconsis-
tency problem reflects the dearth of concepts in the field to cover
the phenomena of international politics. At the éame time, the prob-
lem does require the creation of some measure of disciplinary consen-
sus to ensure a greater likelihood of cumulation in the field. As
shown in the next chépter, thi§ consensus is emerging, pafticularly in
the quantitative literature, whfch' conceptuaiizés Balance of Power

theory in the manner presented here.!s®

1¢ One must be careful in making this assertion. it is true that
quantitative studies test Balance of Power hypotheses related to
the distribution of capabilities. However, they also usually con-
tain some reference to Morgenthau's power politics theory which has
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There is also no need to re-examine fn any great ‘detail the prob-.
lems cfeated by the automatic aﬁd semi-automatic versions. Hoffmann's
(1959) cfitique of Kaplan aﬁd Morgenthau is well taken here. .To argue
a mechanistic and deterministic view of iﬁternationa] politicé is to
ignore the 'stﬁff' of»wﬁich politics is mades; man.!’ in the‘semi-auto-
matic version, interestingly, the major criticism is not the omission
of other states, but its lack of contemporary value. Organski
(1968:285) argues that this versiqn's direct‘link to Great Britain as
_the balancer suffices to negate its utility.*® With the decline of
British power and the emergence of rigid bipolarify, there is no long-

er a balancer in the system.

However, this argument has two flaws. | First, it is notvbased on
any empirical evidence which supports either this conceptualization of
the theory or British behavior as the balancer. Second, one can ques-
tion Organski'sz assumption about the absence .of a 'balancer' in the

post World War Two era. The United States shares the basic character- .

been shown to be problematic in 1light of the theory. - Also, this
literature does not clearly specify the link between the theory and
state policy/behavior. This lack of specification is a function of

the methodological probiem outlined below.

17 This critique also lies at the heart of problems stemming from the
" ‘'‘neo-realist' approach. It is the point made by Ashely, once one
‘goes beyond his verbosity. ' ’

18 Organski also criticizes the argument that Britain ever acted as a
balancer. He argues that Britain acted in her self-interest, rath-
er than the interests of the collective. As shown in Chapter Sev-
en, the Balancer, i.e. Britain, by acting in its self-interest
simultaneously acts in - the collective interest. A final note in
regards to Britain is Organski's view of Britain as the preponder-
ant in the Nineteenth Century, which underlies his Preponderance of
Power or Power Transition theory. His argument is close to cycie
theorists in the field; see Thompson and Rasler (1988), Thompson
(1986) , Modelski and Morgan (1985), Doran (1983) and Gilpin (1981).
The fundamental problem with their approach is its clear divorce
from historical reality. ' '
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istic of the balancer; an insular geographic location. With the
defection of China from the socialist bloc, and the potential for new
power centers, such as-the‘European' Communi ty aﬁd Japan, the system
may no ]Qnger be bipolar. As a result, the 'batancer' image mayvhave
some relévance now, or in the near future for‘understanding interna-
tional politics, assﬁming that the semi-automatic version is the cor--
rect one. Regardless, there is a need for empirical evidence to

assess the above argument, rather than a priori rejection.

Organski (1968:288-291)'also criticizes the manual version of theo-
ry. AHe argues that the théory is stafic and unable to account for
dramatic changes wrought- by the industrial revoiution, and that the
central notion of alliance flexibility as a means to alter the distri-
bution of capabilities 1is a myth. . According .to his interpretation,
states can only increase their capabilitieé by external means, such as
territorial aggrandizement and alliances. There exists a subtle set
of political, psychological, economic, and social links which hinder
. the ability of states to change freely alliance partners in response
to changes_in the distribution. ‘ Thus, he believes that the theory
does not account for either,the imbact of industrialization on state

capabilities and nationalism on alliance flexibility.

However, there is no reason to assume that the theory cannotlincor—
porate the dynamic elements of industrialization. If is true that
prior to the industrial revolution the capabilities of states are rel-
atively static and attempts to adjust the distribution were largely
restricted to external behaviér. But, with the clear lessoné of the

Prussian wars of German unification, elites came to realize the vital
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link between industrialization, capabilities, and the successful pros-

e&ution of war. Once realized, indhstrialization, because of its
uneven affect among states, becomes a vital.compqnent to the distribu— 
tion. Simiiarly, societal elites dominatevpolicy énd act with Iittlé
restriction from domestic sources in most cases pridr'tq the industri-
al revolution. - But, even with the rise of greater domestic restric-
tions and input into policy, there is no reason io believe that flexi-
bility is undermined. Studies of the Nineteenth tenfury (McGowan and
Rood, 1975; Li and Thompson, I978;v'and Midlérsky, 1981) shéw support
for behavior consistent with alliance flexibility. Morgover; two
major studies of alliances reveal that they are not strongly related

to ideological factors (Holsti et.al., 1972; Walt, 1987).

Organski has one last criticism of Balance of Péwer theory which is
related to the second area of critiqﬁes. The theory has no utility
because it fails to explain war and is thus inconsistent with reality.
He argues that the relative peace during the Nineteenth century is
explained not by the existence of a balance, but by the presence of a
~ preponderant: Great Britain. The systemic wars of the Twentieth cen-

tury are occasioned by the condition of balance not preponderance.

The argument that Britain is a preponderant state is a function of
a global perspective in which economic strength s the qnderlying
measure of power. However, from a continental perspective, whfch
includes measures of pure military power, Britain standing as a pre-
ponderant is dubious. British military power is largely naval in ori-
entation. I[ts ground component has always been significantly less

than the dominant Powers on the continent. Depending on the distribu-
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tion, which would include measures of military power, péace dhring the
Ninteenth Century may Ee a function of a 'balance' on.the continent.
It is also hot‘ necessarily true that the two systemic wars of the
Twentieth century occurred in a situation of 'balance'; Britain's
attachment to the Franco-Russian alliance prior to World War One and
to france prior to World War Two can be explained by the rising power
of Germany and a perception of a German attempt to attain a preponder-
ant position on the continent; Siverson and Sullivan.(1983), in their
valuable summary of the literature oﬁ ~the relationship between the
distribution of capabiljtfes_and war, argUe that no conclusion can Ee
drawn on this félationship because of major methodological differences
émong the varidus studies. Thus, the question of utility of Balance of

Power theory in this regard remains an open one.

The issue.of war also relates to the implications Balance of Power
theory has for contemporary international politics. As shown in the
next chapter, this issue informs.the bulk of empirical research on the
theory. . Gulligk (1955), Claude (1962), and Morgenthéu (1973) argue
that war is one of the policies used by states to ensure a relative
'balance' in the system. Jervis (1985) adds that war as a legitimate
tool of state policy is hecessary fof the operation of the 'Balancé of
Power'. This policy entails not only systemic war to defeat a prepon-
derant, but also small scale limited wars which can increase state

capabilities through territorial aggrandizement.

The implication of the theory is quite clear. It justifies the use
of force. In so doing, the theory, as a prescriptive tool for policy

makers, can be questioned on moral grounds. If 'Balance of Power'



38
behavior requires the use of force, such behavior is highly_undesire-
able, particularly in a world of nuclear weapons. -But; it is diffi-
cult to conceptualize a world in which all states are satisfiéd with
the.status quo or the pacific rhetoric of a potentfal preponderant
(Carr, 1939). As long as an anarchic community of states.exists,
‘security will be a paramount goal of the actors in which force may be
required. To ignore Balance of Power‘théory, because of its inherent
1ink to war is to undermine an ability to understand state behavior.
One cannot let a normative bias towards peace undermine ré§earch on a

‘theory related to system/state survival.

The morality problem is also relevant to the question of the pres-
ervation of states (Bull, 1977) . 'Balaﬁce of Power' behavior may
lead to the elimination of some states, even though such behavior {s
intended to enhance the survival of states and the state system. How-
~ever, in positing the maintenance of the stéte system as an ultimate
goal, the theory also provides for the.sacrifice of some states to
ensure this goal. For examplé, lesser statés may be divided among‘the
Great Powers to ensuré a 'balahce', as evidenced by the partitioﬁs of
.Poland. Furthermore, the thepry does not hold thatvall the Great Pow-
ers will survive. Survivai of any state is. ultimately dependent on
the individual skill of its elites. Failure to act properly in light
of the distribution may lead to the elimination of even a Greaf Power .
Thebtheory simply posits certain predictable patterns of behavior in
response to the distribution of capabilities as a means to enhance
state security and system survival. Whether states act in the pre-

dicted ways is a question open to empirical analysis.
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The morality question is only one of the elements of the critique

of Balance of Power theory relative to thebcontemporary efa. The sec-
“ond element in this regard is theoretical relevanée.ﬁ‘This‘element can
be divided into three cétegories. The first has been dealt with in
the previous section and concerns the étructural requirement of a min-
imum numbér‘of Great éowers for the operation of the theofy; The sed-
ond focuses on the impact of nuclear weapons on state behavior. The
final category concerns the idedtification of major chénges related to
the presupposed growth of interdependence and ascension of economic

- considerations in explaining state behavior.

The nuclear weapons case relates back to the importance of war to
the theory. Force is no longer a Vviable option because of the cata-
strophic implications of a‘nuclear exchange between the Supe}powers.
Thus, - the usé.of war as a means to alter the general distributionvis
no longer reasonable. But, the decline in the utility of war does not
in itself undermine the basic property.of. Balance of Power theory.
Stétes» are still concerned with the distribution of capabilities.
This concern ié evident within the sub-field of strategic studies and
in the rdcord of arms control negotiationsvbetween the superpowers.
Furthermore, nuclear weapons are limited fo a small number of elite
states in the system. For the remaining states, war is still a plau-
sible means to alter regional distributions, as well as for thé
achievement of other objectives.in the search fdr a more secure envi-
ronment.‘ Lacking empirical -evidence, nuclear weapons are not an a

priori reason for rejecting Balance of Power theory.
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A stronger case for rejecting the theory is made on the basis of
the uniqueness of the coﬁtemporary éystem. Increasing interdependence
among sfates, the importance of eéonomic‘fattors>in_state behavior in
conjunction with the décline of traditional military fa;tors, and the
influence of domestic forces on policy cbmbine to undermine the abili-
ty of states to follow Balance of Power dictates. Interdependence
creates cqmplex.webs of relations among stétes which can not easily be
put éside on the basis of pure ‘military' calculations (Keohéne and
'Nye, 1977) . The‘welfare state of todéy dictates a central concern for
economic factors which may conflict with military considerations.
Furthermore, the ability fq measure relative capabilities and identify
threats are much more complex due to the incongruity of'miljtary and.
economic power. For example,‘Japan is an economic'bower of the first
rank, but has felatively'minor military capabilities.l Finally, the
ability of elites to changé policy according to the 'balance' is hind-
ered greatly by domestic factors. A good example is provided in the
~recent 'lrangate' affair where an attempted rapproachment with lran by
the United States was - greatly hindered by the backlash of. domestic

opinion.

However, the degree of interdependence today, in comparison to.thev
past, remains an unresolved question (see Waltz, 1982; Tetreault,
1980; Rosecrance, et.al, 1977). Moreover, economic factors are not
necessarily beyond the scope of Balance of Power theory. Perhaps the
venue of Balance ofvPower theory has shifted from the military arena .
to the economic one. But, it is possible to conceive of the theory

within the more limited confines of economic factors. Finally, domes-
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tic influences are largely over-emphasized. While domestic forces
have grown with moderﬁization and the appéarance of sophisticated spe-
cial interest lobbies, one should not underestimate the role ddﬁestic

forces played even in the heyday of cabinet diplomacy; Also, public

opinion-is still relatively malleable. Perhaps the ground for dramat-
ic policy changes must be laid more carefully today. - But, elites
still have a fair degree of leéway in this regard. The dramatic

increase in American defence spénding during the Reagon administra-
tion, at the cost of a significant increase in the size of the Ameri-

can deficit, bears witness to this fact.

The contemporary relevance critique, aléng with the majorify of
critiques of Balance of Power theory, have little empirical merit.
They imply an a priori rejection of the theory. Underlying this
rejection is a methodological problem. . In treating the theory as a
explanation of state behavior, one posits the ability to measure the
distribution of capabilities in a manner similar to the elites them-
selves, In so do?ng, one must confront the plausible gap between the
operational and psychological énvfronments of é]ites (see Brecher,
1972; Snyder, Bruck and Sapin, 1962). The former is the actual state
of affairs from the perspective of an observér. It is the research-
er's measurement of the distribution. The latter ’is the state of
affairs as perceived by the elites themselves. There is no assurance
that the two environments are symmetrical. Thus, the measurement of
the distribution and the accompanying behavior 'can only provide an

approximation of the real world and elité perceptions within.
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The problem is clear in the case of war. Systemic war may occur at
either relative equality or inequality énd still be subsumed, in one .
sense, under Balance of Power theory. At relative equality from the
observer Qiewpoint, war may occur because of a miscalculation on the
part of - elites, the use of diffefent measures between observer and
actor, and/or an elite preception of a futuré shift in the balance.
As such,. the 'operational' balance is one of equality, .bdt the domi-
nant 'psychological' balance is one of'inequality. In this case, war
is explained by fhe theory, but refuted by the evidence derived by the

researcher.

Now, the above exahple represents a problem of theoretical specifi-
cation, abovg and beyond the measurement problem. It is solved by
specifying, as shown in the first section, that Balance of Power theo-
ry predicts systemic war in a situation of inequality. The contradic-
tory eQidence would . require a different theoretical eXplanation, not
Balance of Power, in which the distribufion of capabilities is still
the key independent variable. Nonetheless, the difference between the
operational and psychological environments is a methodological problem
which defies any ultimate solution. Qutside of specifying the meas-
urement procedure in light of the dominant intefpretations by histori-
ans, whé indicate the most probable indicators of power in the past,
the only solution is to examine a large enough body of time -to uncover
any consistent pattern of behavior. In so doing, some confidence can
be placed in one's findings that the relétionships uncovered are rea-
sonably representative of the real world from which the observations

are taken.
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The final point concerns the relationship between the theory and
" the e]itesbthemselves.' At the heart of the theory is an assﬁmption
about the import;nce of‘one_single-variable in understand?ng the po]i;'
cies undertaken by elites. This variable is the distribution of capé-
bilities. In so dding, other variables are ignored for reasons of
© parsimony. One should expect that the ébove‘ variablie will only
explain some portion of behavior. For example, the theory can provide
only a partial explanation for alliances. As briefly noted in the next
chapter, there are several other explanations for alliances which are
likely to play a major Eole in the calculus of elites. But in provid-
ing such an explanation, .a piece of the overall puzzle emerges. The
piece, after replicatibﬁ, provides a buflding bloc of an overall grand
theory about étate behavior. |In treating Ba}anée of Power theory as a
policy theory, the problems of putting pieces together .can be

addressed.



Chapter 11

THE DISTRIBUTION OF CAPABILITIES AND ALLIANCES

In the search for security, states are concerned with the relative
distributidn of capabilities. How capabilities are distributed_émong
states in general,' and the Greai Powers in particular, affect the
behavior and policies of states. Three distinct policy options are
used'by states for the purpose of altering the distribution.*® The
first option is internal to the state. It encompésses the allocation
of resources to security needs in the form of explicit military capa-
bilities. The second and third options are externally based. States
may seek allies as a means to augment their capabilities. States may
also use force to attain eithér more resources ihrough territorial

aggrandizement or to reduce the capabilities of another state.?2°®

The central concern of this study is the relationship between the
distribution of capabilities and alliances. The need to examine this
relationship is a function of several considerations. - Alliances are

identified as one of the central elements in the operation of the

1% Several additional options are also identified in the literature
(Morgenthau, 1973; Organski, 1968; Claude, 1962; and Rosecrance,
1963) . However, resource allocation, alliances and war are the
most prominent. ‘

20 The three options are not strictly independent of each other.
States may simultaneously adopt all three policies. In particular,
the decision to use force generally entails a marked increase in
military capabilities through mobilization and an attempt to-gain
allies as a means to increase the probability of victory. The
inter-relationship between the use of force and .the other two
options is primarily a function of type of war being entertained.

- L4 -
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'Balance of Power' (Claude, 1962: . 89). Alliances, in this regard,
have not been empirically examined. As shown below, empirical
research linked directly or indfrectly to Balanqe of Power theory is
dominated by the issue of Qar. Moreover, studies of alliance in gén-
eral have focused ‘on,intra and inter-alliance behavior, _rather.than
alliance formation/dissolution. Empirical studies of alliance forma-
tion/dissolution have ignored a Balance of Power based explanation.
Finally, in examining the relationship between the distribution of
capabilities and alliances; evidence can be generated to shed light on
the alliance based concept of polarization. Although polarization is
directly linked to a relatively independent body of theory, tﬁe afore-
mentioned polarity debafe, levels of polarization, defined as the pat-
tefn of alliances in a system, are susceptible to a Balance of Powér

explanation.

2.1 EXISTING STUDiES ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF POWER AND ALLIANCES

Before detailing the hypotheses used to test the utility of Balance
of éower theory as a explanation of alliance formation/dissolution, it
is necessary to place this analysis firmly within existing studies on
the distribution of power or capabilities and alliances. it is both
true and false to say that Baiance of Power theory is the foundation
for research on capabilities and ailiances. | It is true because.a
large portion of this research is formulated with some reference to
the concept Balance_of Power. Also, some.authors explicitly draw
hypotheses from Balance of Power theory. In so doing, the distribu-

tion of capabilities, operationalized in a variety of different ways,
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serves as the independent varfable. It is also false because the
theory is often treated in a cursory rather than a substantive manner.
In particular, ‘authors tend to 1ink thefr treatments of Balance of
Power theory to the Morgenthau's éonceptualization.- - In other cases,
Balance of_ Power hypotheses are linked to other bodies of research,
such as Kaplan's (1957) work on systems, or scholars accept a multipl-
icity of versions and proceed to test distinctlmodels without aﬁ ade-
quatelthedretical_fqundation. This is not to argue that.there exists
a paucity of evidence which can be.related to Balance of Power theory,
particularily with regards to empirical research in which measures of

war serve as the dependent variable.

Both the distribution of capabilities and alliances are used as
explanations, or more accurately'correlates, of war,21'although the
use of alliances as a separatevvariable in this regard is not directly
linked fo Balance of Power theory. In the case of the di;tribufion of
capabilities, measured as a system aggregate or dyadic rgtio, .the
equality-peace hypothesfs is directl} linked to Balance of Power theo-
ry, both by its proponents (Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey, 1972; Ferris,
1973) and its opponents (Organski and Kugler, 1980; Garnham, 1976; -
1976b; Weede, 1976). The comparative merit of the findings are limit-
ed by substantive ﬁethodologicai differences among the varioUs stud-
ies. Furthérmbre; Siverson and Sullivan (1983) alse cite the failufe

of this research to incorporate alliances. They correctly point out

21 War is generally conceptualized in terms of its occurrence, dura-
tion, and or magnitude, although studies vary considerably in terms
of which measure is chosen. Some studies, such as Garnham (1976b)
also include major disputes containing the potential for war. For
a critique of the operationalization of war see Most and Starr

(1983) and Duvall (1976).
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that: '"Neglecting this factor is unfair in an adequate test of the
balance of power theory since one of its central tenets is that

nations use alliances to augment power.' (p.L492) .22

Sfmilafly, a large body of research on the relationship between
alliances and war have ignored the distribution of capabilitifes.
Singer and Small (1968), Ostrom - and Hoole (1972), Midlarsky (1975),
Siverson and King (1979) , Sabrosky (1980), and Levy (1981), wusing a
variety of-differént mefhods, time frames, and actors, test proposi-
tions reléted to the notion that alliances are relateq to War. While
these studies are not explicitly drawn froh the Balan¢e of Power‘l[t-
erature, they provide some evidence of the inter-relétionship between

two of the policy options within Balance of Power theory.??

Several studies have integrated the th variables to create a sum-
mary measure of the distribution of capabilities adjusted for alliance
membership. In so doing, the capabilities of states in alliance
together are aggregated. Bueno de Mesquita (1973) integrates capabil-
ities into his operationalization of bolarity to test the aforemen-
tioned equality-peace propositfon. Polarit*, in this context, is

defined as equivalent to the number of independent Great Powers and

22 Moul (1986) also raises the issue of alliances in his comparative
analysis of the literature in this area. He argues that the fail-
ure to take into account the historical context, inclusive of con-
siderations related to political capabilities (i.e. internal sta-
bility), hinders the value of these studies.

23 Wallace (1973) also examines this relationship, but includes con-
figurational properties of alliance groupings and non-military
alignment dimensions to examine the relationship between polariza-
tion, c¢ross-cutting, and war. As such, the study is explicitly
based on the Deutsch and Singer (1967) thesis, not Balance of Pow-
er. Several other studies are also partially relevant, but are not
directly related to Balance of Power Theory. For example, see Way-
mon et.al. (1983) and Sabrosky (1985).
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blocs (alliances) containing Great Powers. Stoll (1984), using the
same definition‘of polarity, examines one of the major explanations
provided by Balance of Power theory; the recurrerice of a relative
equal distribution of  capabilities among fhe Great Powers over fime.
He argues that a 'balance of power' system is characferized by period-
ic major disruptions in. the distribution equilibrium, followed by
movement back towards equilibrium. “In so doing; he empioys‘Bueno de
Mesquita's methods to develop a bloc concentration score. - The resultf
ing index, Varying from 0 (an equal amount of capabflities held by all
blocs) to 1 (all capabilities concentrated in one bloc), is sensitive
to alterations in a]liaﬁces, the tightness of alliance.clusteré; and
relative capabilities. He finds evidence to support the presence of a
balance of power system from 1824 to 1914, and its continued opera-

tion, with some restrictions up to 1965,2*

Stoll and Champion (1985) seek to explain the conflicting findings
in the literature with regard to the distribution, inclusive and
exclusive of adjustments for alliances, and war. They add a measure
of Great Power satisfaction with the status quo,  and érgue that the
key issue in the debate over equality versus preponderance depends on
the extent any state can be trusted with poweerr satisfied with its
status. In so doing, their argument fs explicitly linked to oné of
the key assumptions’inABalance of Power theory identified by Claude.
(1962) ; states can nof be trusted with inordinate amounts of power.

They conclude that the equality-peace thesis is supported in condi-

24 |t should be noted that Stoll's test is restricted to the Great
Powers, assuming that minor power capabilities have littie effect
on the Great Power clusters. This restriction limits the study's
overall ability to capture .the essence of Balance of Power theory.
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tions of general dissatisfaction, and the preponderance-peace thesis

is supported in conditions of preponderant satisfaction.?®

The above studies, as a whoie, have ignored the a priori relatfon*J
sﬁip between the dfstribution énd alliance formation/dissolution.
However, one §tudy has undertaken an examination of this reTationship'
within a much larger model of Great Power security dynamics iﬁ the
period 1820-191. Cusak (]978)'examines the condjtions whereby a Power
will alter its leVel_of alliance commitments. ~ He tests thfee varia-
tions of this model,b which include aspects of a Power's capabilities
in relation to the other Powers among seven independent variables in
his regression equation. The variations vattempt to account for three
different types of security aspirations: a constant aspiration in
which a state's desired level of power vis-a-vis other powers remains
constant over time and a state's behavior fluctuates only as its rela-
tive position is altered; a poWer asbirétion whereby a state adjusts

its desired needs according to the 'upward or downward movement in its

25 The above three studies can be critiqued on several counts, inclu-
sive of probiems with the conceptualization of polarity, the treat-
ment of alliances, and, as Wallace (1985) points out, the method
for identifying poles. In particular, the studies fail to distin-
guish the level of alliance bonding sufficient for aggregating
capabilities, inclusive of the different classes of alliances iden-
tified by Singer and Small (1968). Schroeder (1975) and Moul
(1983) raise substantial questions about the legitimacy of aggre-

gating capabilities for certain historical alliances. They point
out that several states formed alliances with powerful states as a
means to restrain their behavior. The conceptual and operational

questions, ‘where relevant, are dealt with in Chapters Four and
Five. The question of aggregation is outside the purview of this
analysis. The purpose here is to establish the relationship
between the distribution and alliance formation/dissolution. Bal-
ance of Power theory does make a direct link between alliances and
capability aggregation. However, this link is not necessary for
this analysis. Alliances, for the purpose of aggregation and/or
restraint, should follow the same logic in relation to the distri-
bution.
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relative power bosition; and a peer based aspiration defined as the
propensity for a state to-emulate the. average perceived power position
of all the Great Powers. He finds that neither of the three aspiré—
tion assumptions are superior to any other, and concludes that the
overall model's._ability to predict changes in alliance  ties s

suspect.

Although there is great merit in the breadth of his study, there
are several problems, particularly in relation to Balance of Power
theory and the'relationshipvunder examination here. bHis findings pro-
vide little, if any, indication of the relative utility of Balance of
Power theory. While he does discuss and draw elements from the liter-
ature on the balance of powér, there is no clear formulated linkage
between the theory and his propositions. Cusack accepts the multipl-
icity of_interpretapions of the 'Balance of Powér' and offers a
synthesis as the basis for the set of factorg incorporated into his
model . This synthesis, however, is at the base of his multi~-colli-
nearity problem, which explains to some degree.his negligible results.
Moreover,. the attempt to explain alterations in alliance commitments

becomes lost in the complexity of his model and resulting equations.

A further probleﬁ with his analysis stems from his failure to
include lesser states. Cusak is only concerned with the Great Powers
and alliances among them. While he identifies the importance of less-
er states from a geo-political perspective, he argues that they are
inconsequential in terms of their contribution to Great Power capabili-
ities and security. This assumption is based on his finding that the

Great Powers never held less than 60% of total system capabilities,
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and lesser state participation in alliances representedb>only a small
percéntage of total aTliances; However, the less than 40% cababili-
ties held by lessér'states dqu‘ndt mean that thisvportion is équal]y
‘distributed among them. Lesser states are ﬁot equal, and those‘states
in the upper echelon could readily have provided a substantial contri-
bution to . Great Power security. Furthermore, a iow percentage of
total alliances obscures the fact that, until 1911, lesser states par-
ticipated only in élliances containing at .least one Great Power.2¢.
This fact prévides some indication of a role for lesser states in

relation to Great Power security.

Finally, Cgsack does not differentiate bétweén classes of allianc-
es, and treats‘defensive pacts, non-aggression/neutrality_pacts, and
ententes as identical. This treatment"may have been partially moti-
vated by statistical reduirements for a large enough sample especfally
given his rejection of lesser states. But the failure:to éddress the
substantive differences between them may explain his inability to
uncover a significant relatiénship. It is possible that only one
claés of alliances, defense pacts, is explfcable in terms of a Balance

of Power based explanation.

Two other studies provide some interesting information relative to
the relationship between the distribution and alliances. Both Sabro-
sky (1975) and Kennedy (198k4) examine the distribution of power among

the two Great Powers and their respective dominant alliance groups

2¢ The first alliance among only lesser states was the Balkan alliance
consisting of Bulgaria, Serbia, and Roumania. The assumption also
contradicts Midlarsky's (1981) findings on the importance of lesser
states to the balance. However, Cusack's study was completed prior
to the Midlarsky work. ' :
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Table |
Comparison of Pre-World War One Capability Shares

Sabrosky (a) _ Kennedy (b)

1900 1905 1909 1913 1900 1913
France 10.1 9.8 9.6 10.4 36.8 57;3
Russia 16.1 16.5 _16.5’ 16.5 L7.5 76.6
Fr-Rus 26.1 26.3 26.1 26.9 84.3 . 133.9
Britain 20.6 16.5 15.0 1k.1 100.0 . 127.2

Tr.Ent. --- == L41.1 L0.1 -—-  261.1

Germany 16.7 16.9 17.2 18.2 71.2 137.7
Aus/Hun 6.1 6.2 6.4 6.1 25.6 Lo.7
Ger-A/H 22.8 _23.] 23.6 24.3 96.8 178.4

a) -Percentage of Tota! Capabilitiies for the System

b) -Total Industrial Production relative to Britain in 1900 at IOQ

prior to World War One { Téble ). Sabrosky, relying on the data from
the COW project and using the percentage shares of capabilities held
by individual Great Powers, finds a relative balance between the Fran-
co-Russian and Austro-German alliances in 1905. With the creation of
the Triple Entente, he finds a significant imbalance in its favor.
Kennedy, using a measure of Total Industrial Potential, reveals a rel-
ative balance between the two alliances and Great Britain in 1900. In
1913, the Austro-German alliance has a marked superiority over the

Franco-Russian alliance, which is significantly altered in favor of
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the .later with the addition of Great Britain through the Triple

Entente.

The conflicting findings on the degree of balanée "between the two
studies may be attributedvto different measures . of capabilities. How-
ever, the findings as a whole raise two intefestjng questions. First,
is it _intuitively reasonable to treat ;the two alljances in the same
manner as the Entente? While few authors would argue against the
aggregation‘of capabilities for‘the_two major alliances, the two sepa-
rate entente agreemenfsvwhich created the Triple Entenfe were non-Eu-
4ropéan in focus. As such, aggregating British,capabflities‘with Fran-
co-Russian may be questfonable from a historical. perspective.?’
Second, the findings provide confficting_evidencé in rélation to Bal-
ance of Power theory. ~Kennedy's findiﬁgs support a Balance_of Power
explanation. _ Brjtain moves into alliance with France-énd Russia in a
situation of ihequality ahong the continental alliances. Sabroéky‘s
data show a situationiof-relative equalify at the time of Britain's
adherence to the franco-Russian alliance. From a dyadic perspective,
both studies show Britain moving 1n£6 alliance with the.rise of German
capabilities to a position of superidrity. Howéver, the data doés not

show the formation date of the alliances relative to the distribution.

27 Two distinct arguments can be made in this regard. First, the.
entente did not clarify Britain's opposition to Germany, and in the
events of August 1914 Germany questioned Britain's willingness to
fight along side the Franco-Russian alliance. Second, Germany rec-
ognized the linkage, but calculated that British capabilities would
have a negligible impact in a quick war. Both find support within
the voluminous literature on the origins of World War One. The
most recent studies in this regard include Kagan (1987), Lynn-Jones
(1986), Sagan (1986), Snyder- (1984), Layne (1981), and Kahler
(1979-80) . Depending on one'‘s interpretation, a case can be made
either way for aggregation. As noted in Chapter Four, a case can
be made for treating the Anglo-French entente in more formal terms,
but not the Anglo-Russian entente.
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- Without such evidence, no conclusion can be reached on the theoretical

merit of Balance of Power theory.

The final body of literature ré]evant to tHis analysis concerns
research on alliance formatfon.’_8 Although there existé a_paueity of
empirical studies on this question (Ward, 1981; Job, 1980),.some stud-
ies do exist thch are germane to Balance of. Power tﬁeory; Russett
(1968) poéits a relationship between the relative power positibhs of
states and’alliance>formatioﬁ; His argument is consistént with a Bal-
ance of' Power gxplanation. Uhfortunately, his fopefatibnal theory
Femains an outline laéking empirical evidence. Walt (1987) provides
the most recentvand'relevant empirical study on alliance formation.
He examines the tendency of states to 'balance' or 'bandwagon' in a
situation of imbalance in fhe system. Using the Middle East as his

test environment, he finds support for the 'balancing"hypothesis.

However, Walt's theoretical foundation differs significantly from
Balance of Power theory. His study is based on' 'Balance of Threat'
thedry and goes beyond the capability dimension of Balance of Power
theory to include geographitﬂ proximity, of fensive capability, and

aggressive intent. In particular, aggressive intent is central to his

28 An entirely distinct conceptualization, more germane to the polari-

"ty debate, of Balance of Power is found in the work of Healy and
Stein (1973), Rosecrance et.al. (1974), and McDonald and Rosecrance
(1985) . Both test propositions drawn from a variety of authors.
However, in terms of an adequate test of Balance of Power, the
studies have two major defects. First, several propositions are
not amenable, and in fact are not tested to any great degree, using
their interval scale. Propositions concerned with the degree of
balance in the system can not be adequately examined because of the
exclusion of capabilities. Second, other propositions more appro-
priately belong to another body of theory. These propositions con-
cern the influence of alliance formation on subsequent intra and
inter-alliance behavior, to some extent Ilinked to the Deutsch and
Singer (196L4) thesis on multipolarity and system stability.
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analysis. He argues that alliance formation can be explained by the
subjective element of threat, even in a situation of a 'balance! of
capabilities. As a result, Walt does not test the direct relationship

between the distribution and alliance formation.2?

McGowan and Rood (1975), LiA and Thompson (1978), and Midlarsky
(1981) examine aspects of alliance flexibility using a variety of ran-
dom procéss models. A]théugh'the init%al study of McGowan and Rood
cite Képlan's (1957)‘work:as fhe source for their analysis, they are,
in effect, testing a traditional probdsifion from Balance of Power
theory. Thisvpropoéition posits the need for states'io ally with any
other system member, regardiess of ideolégiéal and idiosyncfatic fac-
tors, to maintain the 'balance’ of powe} (Wight, 1966). Thus, the
alliance process at the sysfem leQel, according to McGowan~ahd Rood,
should be ‘random in nafure becaﬁsé presént and future alliances are
not influenced or determined by past alliances. That is, states have

no a priori restrictions which influence their alliance decisions.

29 His focus on threat undermines the quantitative aspect of his anal-

ysis. Threat, - a purely qualitative and subjective component,
enables him to explain anomalyies in alliance behavior in the Mid-
dle East (see p.265). It could be argued that the choice of the

Middle East is not a good one in terms of Balance of Power theory.
At a minimum, the endemic Arab-lsraeli conflict violates the prin-
ciple of alliance flexibility posited in Balance of Power theory.

A more important problem is with his treatment of the theory.
First, he argues that Balance of Threat theory is simply a more
complex version of Balance of Power theory. However, the latter
contradicts the former. Threat theory implies that perceptions of
intent precede capability distributions. - Balance of Power theory
posits the distribution as the indicator of intent and thereby
threat.- Second, Walt argues that both theories are equally parsi-
monious. But, the incorporation of additional elements, along with
the measurement problem entailed by the concept of threat, brings
this argument into question.
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McGowan and Rood's initial study on Nineteenth Century Europe,
wﬁere they find support for a random alliance process over time, is
replicated and.expanded by Lj and Thompsonf 'Including the Twentieth
Century and two additional vériables representing the structufal char-
acteristics of polarity and polarization, they find support for the
McGowan and Rood position for the periods 1815-197h4 and 1919-1939, but
" not for the period 1945-1965, They conclude that structural changes
from 1bose multipo]arify (pre 1945) to tight bipolarity (post 1945)
alters the alliance process. Finélly, Midlarsky (]981) tests for rel-
ative equality in alliance configurations at the system level in the
Ninteenth Century. His findings about the presence of equality sup-
ports the basic proposition of_states freely moving between alliance
partners to ensure a relative 'balance'. He alsb notes the central
importance of lesser states in ensuring equality of alliance configu-

rations.

These studies provide some degree of support for_é Balance of Power
based explanation of alliances. However, - all are deficient in one
regard. The distribution of capabilities, the core of Balance of Pow-
er theory, s either igﬁored (McGowén and Rood; Midlarsky) or dealt
with superficially (Li and Thompson) . Midlarsky assumes, a la Organ-
ski, that Great Power capabilities are static in the Nineteenth Centu-
ry and any alteratibns to the distribution is a function of alliances.
If correct, Balance of Power theory can not explain changes in alli-
ances over time. However, this assumption is highly dubious given the
evidence provided by Stoll and Champion (1985). They find significant

changes in the proportion of system capabilities held by the Great
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Powers during thé Ninteenth Century.3®® Li and Thompson, algeit identi-
fying the importance of capaBilities .to thé alliance pfocess, opera-
tionalize this variéble és‘simply the number of Great Poweks; defined
as system poles. Théi? results, thefefore, siﬁply réiterate common
sense knowledge .of the bfeakdown of alliance flexibility due to the
ascension of the United States énd Soviet Russia to superpower stétus,

and the emergence of the Cold War.

~Zinnes (1970) examines the’relatfonship ~between alliances in Bal-
vance of Power theory and sociological work on coalitions. She .identi-
fies several'key differences between the two schools,v Coalition theo-
ries deal only with situations where they must form, where all system
.vmembers participate, and where the winning size of the coalition
equals 51% of total resources. In contrast, Balance of Power exists
in situations where <coalitions do not necessarily exist, wﬁere only
subsets of the system are involvéd, and where the coélitién size is
greater than 51% of system resources. ‘She concludes thaf some soﬁiol-
ogical theories of coalitions provide an indication of stability fof

some Balance of Power systems, whereas others do not.3?

30 Stol) and Champion (1985) provide a graph of capability scores for
the European Great Powers from 1820 to 1960. It reveals the domi-
nance of Great Britain which declines from a peak in 1860. it also
shows significant alterations in the positions of Russia, France,
and Prussia/Germany, with the latter surpassing Great Britain in
1900. Percentage shares are drawn from data provided by the Corre-
lates of War project and are based on an aggregate of three dimen-
sions; demographic, industrial, and military. As shown in Chapter
Four, a great deal of movement in capability shares is evident when

" the indicators are adjusted for the historical context throughout
the Ninteenth century. '

31 |t can be added that Zinnes' formulation of Balance of Power is
suspect because of the assertion that alliances are treated as
independent variables and her concern with system stability without
due regard for capability distributions. Nonetheless, the applica-
tion of sociological coalition theories in the empirical study of
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Turning to the general literature on alliances, there is a curious
lack of empifical studies on alliance formation as a‘whe]e. Aceording
to Job (1981), the lack of studies on alliance formation in general is-
due to the perceived declihing importance of alliances fn_contemporary
wor ld politice, problems of date aQai]ability and/or reliability, and
contradictions between the findings of existing empirica] studies.
Also, it appears that the failure to examine alliance forhation from a
Baiance of Power perspective can be'aftributedvlargely to alterations

in the nature of alliances in the post-1945 world.

Helsti, Hoemann, and Sullivan,(1973) argue that Balanee of Power
theory is not adequate for a general theory of 'allianCe formation.
While they cite severel alliance proposifions drawn from Balance of
Power theory, they believe - that there exists a sizeable .number of
deviant cases. To support this assertion,'Holeti et; al. cite the Daw-
son and Rosecrance (1966) study on ﬁhe Anglo-American relationsﬁip,
which argues that conventional Balance of Power theory cannot expiain
this relationship efter 1949, However, Dawson and Rosecrance admit
that the wartime and eariy cold war Anglo-American alliance is explif

vcable in ferms of Balance of Power theory. Given fhe general static
distribution of conventional capabilities between the Soviet Union and
the United States in Europe since the late forties,vasvwell as British
weakness, the continued presence of this relationship does not appear
to be at odds with Balance of Power theory. More importantly, the
theory does not purport to explain the detailed aepetts_of intra-alli-

ance behavior, only the basic conditions of alliance formation and

alliances has not been undertaken in the field. Her earlier study
(1967) provides only a catelogue of propositions from the literta-
ture in which many are not clearly Balance of Power based.
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dissolution.

?inal consideration must be given briefly to alternative explana-
tions of alliance formation. .Beyond the genefal consensus that alli-
ances are forﬁed in regponse to existing or pefceerd security
threats, a view compatible with Balance of Power theory, the bulk of
work in this area remains largély speculative and ideographfc (Ward
1982; Walt, 1987).  Choucri and North (1975) examine the threat ele-
meht within a brdéder study of <conflict in Europe during the latter
.part of the Nineteenth century. They fina a measure of support for é
refationship 'betwéen‘ rising military expenditures ‘and -alliances,
although no consideration is given to the distrfbutgonal explanation
whiﬁh is at the heart of Balance of Power théory. Lfska (1962) points
out that 'alliances may be also motivated by aims of nationaj expan-
sion, but fails to provide any systematic evidence in support of this
view. Schroeder (1976), and later work by Moul (1983), emphasize the
formation of alliances aé a means to restrain the behavior of other
states. As shown below, this argument is not entirely incompatible
with Balance of‘Power theory. " Concérn_ must also be'given to the
potential ideological, social, and economic based explanations of
alliances which have found little support in the Iiterature. (Job,
]981). Here, Russett (1962) is probably correct in arguing that these

factors may be important contextural elements, but not direct causes.

In conclusion, the existing literature has largely failed to deal
with the central properties of Balance of Power theory'with regards to
.the relationship between the distribution of capabilities and allianc-

es. It has been concerned prédominantly with the issue of war, and
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the relationship df capébility distributions aﬁd alliances to this
issue. Even studies which purport to test Balance of Power'thédry
have failed to examine the ceﬁtral relationship between distributions
of capabilities and stafe reaction§ in terms of internal fesourées and
alliance formétion. Finally, the alliance Ii;erature has negleéted
the importance of the theory -in expiaininglailiance.formation. . Com-
peting oi ,aitefnative explanations are limited in empirical subport
and ,as shown below, many 6f them can be related or integrated to a

degree with Balance of Power theory.

2.2 INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL POLICY OPTIONS

Balance of Power theory, as  previously formulated, posits;that
behavior is a function of a state's capabilities rélatiVe to‘bthért»'
states. A state's position or standing provides its elites with an
indication of the degree of fhreat emanating from the:environment. lﬁ
so doing, decisions related to security are made according to its
capability standing at any particuiar point in timé and changes in its
position over time. Regardless of whether a state's position improves
or declines, any significant change leads to a re-assessment of secur-
ity requirements. From this re-assessment, changes in stafe behavior

result.

The theory also posits equality as the optimal and preferred secur-
ity position, Behavioral change, its nature and direétion, is tied
ultimately to the maintenance and/qr assurance of equality. Outside
of war; two fundamental mechanismé, .or policy options, one internal

and the other external to the state, are available to ensure this
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position.%2 First, elites can alter the amount of internal resources
devoted to secqrity needs in general and military heeds in particular.
Second, elites can alter their relationships with other stétes in. the
external environment through tHe creation/dissolution of éllianceé.
Abstractly, elite response is 'predictable because of the eduality
assumption. A decline in a state's relative position will lead to‘an
inéreaée in the allocation of internal'resqufces and/or the search for
allies. Cohversely, improvement is iikely to lead to behavior in the

opposite direction.

While equality may be the'preferred position, the fact of life iﬁ
international politics s gross 'dfspakities in the.capabilities of
states. As such, the fhéory is qualified to cover 6nly one particular
set of states; the Great Powers. This 'quaiification is consigtent
with one of the central»explanatfons -provided by Balance of waer
theory; the preservation of the state systém. Great Powers are ‘the
only-actors, by definifion, able to alter unilateralfy the basic sys-
tem characteristic of anarchy. Conversely, they are the only actors
which can prevent such an aliefation. Despite this qualification,
there is no reason to assume that Balaﬁce of Powe} theory hés‘no'rgle—

vance for understanding the behavior of lesser states.

32 The literature also identifies several other responses (Morgenthau,
1973) . They include such elements as the concept of divide and
rule, territorial compensation, and the creation of buffer states.
These elements are directiy linked to the distribution in that they
concern territorial possessions. As such, they are more aptly seen
as part of the evolving distribution, rather than specific respon-
ses to its alteration. As shown below in the context of the inter-
nal response, their measurement is inherent in any measurement of

“the distribution of capabilities. . '
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Lesser states are also concerned with their relative capability
position. Their relative position may‘be defined - in regional terms‘
reflecting théir.specific geographic ppsitidn in the system and.their
immediate environment in which ﬁhreats to their surviya1 aren most
prominent. But, they are also concerned with the generai distribution
of capabilities among fhebGreat Powers. Threa;s to the system are
also threaté to their eXistence. Mofeover, their capabilities, along
with théir geogréphic position,, can have an fnfluence on the general"
distribution when éllied with a Great Power. Such. an allfance pro-
vides lesser states with_a' protector which necessari]y‘enﬁances their
individual security (Rothstein, 1968)." Finally, lesser states aré
more dependent on the nature of the'general dfsfribution. While théy
may always seek a Great Power as a protector, the theory indicates
that the availability of a protector wfll be a functioﬁ of the distri-

bution.

Returning to the Great Powers, the above discussion indicates that

the general distribution of capabilities is drawn exclusively from the

Great Powers. It also implies that relative equality among the Great
Powers is not only possible, but the norm. There is an 'a priori’
assumption.in the . literature that Great Powers, by definition;‘ are

eqﬁal. Yet; the historical record clearly indicates that equality is
the exception, not the rule. At many points in time, some Gréat Pow-
ers are not able to entertain any hope of equality in terms of their
individual capabilities, actual or potential. Now, one couid argue
that these states are not truly Great Po&ers. _ But to do so would

result in a radically different picture of history than provided by
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historians. The relative weakness of some Great Powers informs us of

the central importance of alliances as a means to ensure equality.

it is how capabilities are distributed among the Great Powers as a-
group which determines the degree of threat to the individual states
and thus motivates their behavior in -a general sense. In a system
containing two Great Powers; the‘calculation of the distfibution‘is
relatively straightforward.'.'But, with the addition of other Great
Powers, this calculation becomes more compléx. This complexity arises
from the requirément of élites. to assess not énly their relétive
standing vis-a-vis each other, but also the relative standiﬁg between
all other bairs of Great Powers. Despite this compleXity, the exis-
tence of an unequal distribution, depending on its'degreé, indicates
the existence of a preponderant Power. This ihdication serves as the

explanation for behavioral change.

Elites have two immediate options available to redress inequali-
ty.3? [t is not necessarily the case that a décision in favor of one
option precludes the other. Elites may choose to increase internal
military capabilities ~and obtain allies simultaneously. This situ-
ation would occur most likely when neither respohse is sufficient by
itself to offset the capabilities of»the preponderant. Given that all
other states reéct in a similar manner, the alliance option, because

it requires a bilateral or multilateral decision, is likely to be more

33 The third option is the use of force against the preponderant Pow-
er. However, this option also demands a previous decision to
increase internal military capabilities, wusually through mobiliza-
tion, and possibly the search for allies to increase the probabili-
ty of victory. Thus, the choice of the war option is likely to
follow decisions related to the other two options and be condi-
tioned by them.
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prominent when the degree of inequa]ity is explicit in ﬁature. in a
situation where either response may be sufficient, implying only a
limited degree of distributional inequality, elites may be_predisposed
to an either/or decision. =~ In fact,- a decision fo increase military
capabilities may return the distribution to equality, fhereby negating
the need and availability of an alliance partner. Sihilarly, the suc-
cessful consumation‘ of an alliance may negate the need to increase

military capabilities.

Although Balance of Power theory does not encompass elite predispo-
sitions in this regard, certain factors indicate that elites are like-
ly to prefer one option over the other, relative to the degree of ine-
guality. Some Great Powers, as well as the majority of lesser states,
may lack the abilit? to increase military capabjlities for.domestic
political or . economic reasoﬁs. Alliances are ‘thevdnly reasonable
option in this case. Conversely, the alliance option may be unavail-
able for a variety of domestic and jnternational'reésons. Moreover,
examining the benefits and costs of the two thfdns (see Holsti et.al,
1973;. Freidman, 1970; ﬁussett, ]968f; reveal an inverée relationship

between one option and the other.

Beginning with the internal option, the benefits are as follows.
First, an increése in resources devoted to security needs may serve to
stimulate the domestic economy. |t may é]so enhance domestic stabili-
ty and increase popular support for the government and its policies.
Second, this option does not affect directly other foreign policy
' goals'which may be undermined in the process of negotiating and main-

taining an alliance. Third, it enables elites to avoid any potential
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domestic problem resulfing from attempts to ally wifh an unpopular
;tate. Finally, the problems entailed in maintaining an alliance are
avoided. These include the_reliability of the commitment, the éompat-
ibility of armed forces and p}anning;‘and the afqrementioned confliﬁtg

with allies in other areas of foreign policy.

The costs entailed by the interhal option are largely domestfc in
nature, As noted earlier, a state may'simplyﬂlack the resources to
confemplate this option; Any state has a finite amoﬁnt of total
resources whichvcan be directed towards security. Short of mobiliza-
tion for Qar, a step which itself has drastic consequences,.elites are
not Tikely to devote all possible resources to security. In this
regard, elites must consider the potential -damage ansed by an
increase in resources devoted to security needs.to the health of the
ecoﬁomy as a whole. Conéideration must also be given fo domestic
opposition against any increase in security capabilities, regardless
of the state of the économy. Finally, reliance on the,internal option
may be counterproductive. It may not reduce distributional inequali-
ty, but create an equivalent response from other states. This action-
reaction phenomenon is more commonly known aé an 'arms race'. The net
result of such a race may be an increased burden on the domestic econ-
omy, a situation whereby a state cannot compete, thereby increasing

inequality and insecurity, and possibly the outbreak of war.

In contrast, the external or alliance option enables elites to
avoid some of the costs associated with the internal option. Allianc—
es serve not only to augment. a state's capabilities, and thereby

redress distributional inequality, but also serves to deny an ally's
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capabilities to other states. At the same time, alTiancesvcan provide
side benefits such as iincreased legitimacy, prestige, and enhanced
trade opportunities. The external option also ﬁerves to clarify‘the
alignment structure of thé system. In so doihg, they provide a clear-
er indication of friends and enemies, .increase a state's ability to
project'power, and have a deterrent value in signalling commitment and
resolve to states. An alliance éan alsé serve as a restraint on the
behavior of other states (Shroeder, I977; Moul, 1983),v even a poten;
tial preponderant, by reducing the degrée of threat in its environment
and controlling any aggressiveiintentions this Power may have. Final-
ly, in a situation wﬁére war is perceived as likely, an alliance with
a preponderant Power provides an opportunity for the weak to share in

the spoils of victory, while ensuring its survival.

The costs entaileg by alliances are partialiy' deaft with fn the
discussion ofbbenefits accrued from the internal option. An addition-
al cost results from the nature of‘ bondinngith another state.
Depending on the type of alliance commitment, thé relationship may be
manipulated by an ally for other purposes. A state which values the
relationship above all else may find itself drawn into a conflict in
which it has no intrinsic interests. Initiating an alliance may lead
to the formation of counter-alliances. As in the case df tﬁe internal
option, the reaction of other states to alliance formation may under-
mine the initial benefit in redressing inequality due to the formation
of a superior counter-alliance. Finally, the situation of impending
war and the desire to share in the spoils of victory may lead to dis-

aster if the state's predictions about the outcome are incorrect.
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As indicated in»the abové discussion, elite decisions'in terms of a
response to‘distributionalb inequality are extremely complex and pro-
blematic. Although the benefits-of one option partially mirror the
costs of the -other, thére is no clear eQidence that elites in the real
wor 1d rationally‘ weigh the twé optiqns together and are led to an
either/or decision. In any case, explanations of .the sifuation in
which elites choose between options are.not relevant to ﬁhis analysis.
To undertake such an exblanation would require, at a minimum, a
detailed examination of an individﬁal,state's foreign policy, economic
structure and condition, = and the personnel dispositions and biases of
select decision-makers over a sméll period of time. Furthermore, it
entails movement beyond the scope of Balance of Power theory wfth its
focus on explaining genéra1 patterns of behavior over time and its
neglect of dohestic and idiosyncratic variables. Finally, whether
elites chéose one or both oétions‘has n§ effect on the analysis. In
identifying the distribution of capabilities as the key explanatory
variable for state behavior, the internal option is incorporated to
some degree in the analysis, although it s not analyzed in any sys-

tematic manner.

Any measure of the distribution is based on-indfcators repfesenting
state capabilfties. As a result, the internal option is part of the
independent variable. Thus,.mévement away from and back towards dis-
tributional eqUality is an indirect measure of internal behavior in
relation to the resources devoted to security. It is.indirect because
there is no means to ascertain whether changes are a function of a

conscious decision by one or several Great Powers to increase security
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resources. In contrast, alliances contain the property of a conscious

decision simply because they require more than one actor.

2.3 HYPOTHESES

Before outlining thg hypotheses.used to test Balan;e of Power tthv
ry, two issues rquire brief discussion. First, the specific states
who ally together and the reasons underlying individual predilections
towards a particular partner afe beyond the scope‘of this analysis.
Our concern is with the general relationship between the distribution
of cépabilities and thé presence of alliances in the system. Although
Balance of Power theory indicates that states will ally with the weak
to 'balance! thé strong, such an occurrence is likely to result only
when preponderance is achieved by a state. In situations of an ambig-
uous degree of inequality, the theory providgs no clear iﬁdication of
alliance predilection. Moreover, it may not always be the case that
the weak will ally to 'balance' the strong. Some stateé may opt to
'bandwagon' with the sfrong és a means to ensure survival and possib]y
share in any spoils. The ’éuestion of 'balancing' versus 'bandwagon-

ing' is largely a separate theoretical issue. ‘It entails a concern
for other variables which influence the alliance decision. In con-
trast, the relationship between the dfstributioﬁ of capabilities and
the presence of alliances is a cléar of Balance of Power theory. It

represents a unique contribution to an understanding. of state behav-

ior.

The second issue concerns the observations used to measure the dis-

tribution of capabilities at yearly intervals. For many scholars in
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this area of'résearéh, observations are adjusted for the existence of
alliances among the Great Powers. The capabilities of two Great Pow-
ers in alliénce are aggfegated to form one observation in the cén-
struction of the distribution measure. Theoretically, elites are con-
cerned with the aggregate capabilities of alliance ciusteré. Herver,
the initial motivation for alliance creation, according to Balance of
Power theory, is é function of the individual capabilities of Great
Powers. It is reasonable to assume that.elites will continue to moni-
tor fhe distributioh from an individual Great Power berspective. Such
monitoring is vital to ensure that a state's alliances remain func-
tional in the Balance of Power sense. The degree of equality/inequal-
ity between alliance groups is a sepérate theoretical issue, which may

or may not be explicable in Balance of Power terms3#

As épparent in the abéve discussion, the relationship between the
distribution of capabilities and alliances are the central fécus of
this analysis. In Balance of Power theory, alliances are concéived as
agents of capability aggregation which are entered into by states as a
response to an unequal distribution of'capébi!ities. It ié assumed

.that equality provides the optimal level of security, and movement .
awayvfrom equality is a clear indication of fncreasing threat to indi-
vidual gtates and the system as‘a whole. Thus, equality should result
in the absence of alliances in the system. They are dysfunctional in
Balance of Power terms. States are unwilling to bear the costs asso-

ciated with alliances because their security 1is at its optimal level.

34 The core of this problem is noted in Chapter One. Morgenthau and
Organski differ on whether alliances produce equality or inequali-
ty. The former argues that alliances are sought to create equality
in a situation of inequality whereas the later argues that such
alliances simply alter the actor/s. that are preponderant.
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As inequality appears, state security ‘declines and alliances are
sought to offset this decline. Even a Great Power whose individual
position improves relative to all others will consider alliances
either in response to other states forming alliances or as a means té
deny a state'; capabilities from others. . The tendency to form alli-
ances will spread wifhin the system as greater inequality appears.
Thus, the number_qf states 1in alliance is directly related. to the

degree of distributional inequality in the system.

As the nﬁmber of states in alliaﬁcé increase, a change is ajso pre-
dicted in the type of alliances formed. As inequality produces great-
er insecurity, 'states' will seek to formalize theif alliance commit-
ments. At low levels of inequality, states may seek only imprécise or
vague/general commitments. In so dofng, they receive'the partial Een—

efits of increased security, but avoid the greater costs entailed by a

formalized commitment.  As inequality, and thus insecurity rises,
states will desire formalized relationships to guard against possible
defection on the part of an ally. This commitment will entail greater

coordination of policy among alliance members and the idenfifjcation
-of the conditions in which the comb{ned use of force‘will»result.b The
greater costs of-chh bommitment,' especially related to other inter-
ests and goals, are offset by the enhanced security stemming from the
de facto aggregation of capabiiities and the identification the condi-
tions in which force will be usedf Given that defence pacts,. as
defined by Singer and Small (1972), represent>the strongest level of
alliance commitment, the number of defence pacts in the system will

also be positively related to distributional inequality. |In a compar-
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" ative sense, defence pacts are expected to be more strongly related to

the distribution than alliances as a a whole.

The final phenomenon resulting from an unequal distribution of
capabilities concerns changes in the structure of fhe system as
defined by patterns produced by the existence of aT]iances.» This
structure is generally defined as the degree of polarization in the
system. Putting aside cqnceptual and methodological problems in the
literatufe on bolarization forvthe moment (see Chapter Five), a highly
polarized sySfem exists when the . pattern of alliaﬁce commitmenfs from
the system perspecfive exhibits the presence of two or more mutually
exclusive clusters of states in alliance. Every state in the system
is tied formally to one, and only one, of the clusters. A hon-polar-
ized system is conceptualized as the absencé of any alliance c]usters.

Between these extremes lies a myriad of patterns.

Given that polarization is a function of alliances.and the presence
of alliances are a. anctioh of the diétribution, it follows that
polarization will be related to fhe 'state of the distfibufion. His-
torically, the alliance patterns produced during the eras ‘of Louis
X1V, Napoleon, and Hitler are examples of polarization resulting from
an éttempt by fhese actors to alter the state system, although one
should not neglect the presence of war as a related explanation. At
low levels of inequality, states may séek informal commitments to lay
the foundation for the future or even seek some . form of relationship
with a potential preponderant as a means to restrain its behavfor. At
the system level, the pattern produced méy be one of several clusters

with links between members of the clusters. As inequality increases,
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fhe threat to»the system and its individual meﬁbers create a demand.
for formalized commitments. Thesg commitments entail the dissolution
of any. contradictory alliance. relationships to -provide a degree of
confidence in the wiilingness of states to meet their respective alli-
ance commitments. In such-é sitﬁation, the cluster to which states
adhere, in the sense of 'balancing' or 'bandwagoning', Jleads to the
polarizétion of the system. Iﬁ effect, polarization is a natural
. byproduct of the fundamental relatioﬁship between distributionaj iﬁe—

quality and the presence of alliances.

In conclusion, three hypotheses are identified for empirical test-
ing. Two of the hypotheses are drawn directly from Balance of Power
theory. The third hypothesis, polarization, is linked to the theory,
although the theory as presented does not cover the phenomenon direct-
ly. The hypotheses are;

H1: There is a direct or positive relationéhip.between an unequal
distribution of capabilities and the presence of alliances.

H2: There is a positive relationship between inequality and the
type of alliance commitment. As inequality increases, the
number of defence pacts in the system will increase.

H3: There is a positive relationship between inequality and system

polarization. As inequality increases, two mutually exclusive
alliance clusters will appear in the system.

There are several major conceptuél and operational issues which
have been avoided in this discussion. They will be dealt with in
sﬁbsequent chapters. However, aAfinal consideration relates to prob-
ability that the above relationships will not be immediate, but appear

over time. The existence of such a lag is due to several factors.
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The recognition of changes in the distribution as a general trend is
likely to be gradual in natufe. Elites must fifst identify the trend
and assess whether or not it is permanent. Elites must also weigh the
bénefits and costs a559ciated.wfth the twb options. Final}y, allianc-
es entail'negotiatidns which are fjﬁe consuming. ~ Therefore, the pre-

dicted behavior must be tested for the presence of a time lag.



‘Chapter |11

ESTABLISHING THE BOUNDARIES OF ANALYSIS

The question of boundaries is vital for any empirical analysis.
Boﬁndaries set the'parameters for data»coi]ectiqn and variable opera-
tionalization. . Naturally, boundary,identification may;simply be a
function of data availability. In thisvstudy, déta on state capabili-
ties, drawn from thg Correlates of‘War_project, limit the study to the
post 1816_era. The remaining boundaries, the conéluding year and.spa-
tial limits which indicate'statevmembership.vfo]low from othef consid-
erations. These considerations are funétjon of the need to ensure
that the  resulting énalyéis\and findfngs are reliable, rather than
spuffous. The'cohciuding year of th}é sfudy,» 1939,*5 is based on a
~concern for the influence of non-included_or Backgfound variables on
the analysis. ‘Stafe membersﬁip, restricted largely to géographic
-Eﬁrope, is a functidn of security interdependence which is at ihe

heart of Balance of Power theory.

A final concern, in this regard, stem$ from existfng historical
t?gétﬁéﬁfé of.time within the general boundaries of Europe frém 1816
to 1939. These are the various periods ér temporal sub-systems iden-
tified in the lfterature. These periods are found in both historical

and international relations texts, and are a function of a variety of

35 The rationale for ending the study in 1939 actually is related to
key structural changes in the international system following World
War One. 1939, rather than 1945, is chosen because of the lack of
data on state <capabilities during the war. Similarly, the years
1914 to 1918 are also excluded. ‘

_7}_‘,_
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theoretical and methodological concerns. Despite some aiségreement, a
general consensus on the.exiétence and duration of certain key periods
exists. While. thesé.periods range in.duration-from ‘the Ninefegnth
century as a whole to two decadeé in length, . their application can bé
beneficial for understanding thé Utility of.Balancé of Power theory.
Also, testing the hypotheées within these various peribds will provide
some evidence regarding fhe utility of the.periods themselves, rela-

tive to Balancé of Power theory.

In short, three task§ are undertaken in thi; chapter.. The first
concerns the identification of key baékground variables which vélidate
the temporal boundary of 1939. The second encompasses the~rationale
for restricting the .analysis to European states in generél, and the
‘reasons for excluding the the Unitéd States and Jépan,in particular.
VThe third task relates to the choice of periods which should be ana-
lyzed ‘separately, in conjunction_witﬁ the analysis on the entire sys-
tem. In fulfilling these tasks, the subsequent operationalization of
the variabies and statfstical analysis will have a greater degree of

reliablity.

3.1 TEMPORAL BOUNDARIES, POLARITY AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Any researéh endeavour must be concerned with the possible influ-
ence of background variables. The failure to identify and control
these variables can Jead to spurious findings. There are two methods
for dealing with the problem‘of backgrbund variablés. Levy (1985:43)
~argues that the effect cf‘background vériables ﬁan be controlled by

choosing a sufficient body of time and space. This choice serves to
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randomize the influence of these variables. Saunders (l986:31){argues
that a small discrete body of time and space should be identified in
wwhich background variables‘ are held_constant and serve - to define.the

limits of the study. Each approach contains certain costs.

Concerningvthe fifst approach, data may not be available for a suf-
ficient period of time. vMoré Tmportantly, ft is unclear how large a
time span and data set is necessary to ensure the randomization of
background variables. Levy 'argues.that the time span of thé Corre-
lates of War aata set (1816-1980) is insufficient. However, his argu-
ment is based on the relatively short span of bipolarit} in_thé data
set and its historical congruence with the emergence of nuclear weap-
ons. It is unclgar whether the remaining time span (1816—]945) is
sufficient.?*¢ Finally- a large"tfme span and data set may underﬁine the
reliablity of indicators to represent phenomena. The same }ndicator
may represent different phenomena at different points in time. (see

Alker, 1966) .37

The use of a small time span and data set undermines the ability to
generate statements which have wider applicability. Findings, and
generalizations, are restricted to the period under examination with

no means to ascertain their general utility. Also, such an approach

3¢ levy wuses a much larger time span to examine the relationship
between polarity and stability. 1In so doing, he identifies several
different eras of polarity. However, the main problem with Levy's
view lies in his definition and operationalization of polarity.
This problem is discussed at later point in this section.

37 This problem is known in the literature as statistical non-additiv-
ity (Alker, 1964). The statistical manifestation of this problem
is noted in. the data analysis part of this study, especially as it
relates to the aggregation of various sub-systems or historical
periods :together.
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‘is inadequate for testing hypotheses related to general patterns of
behaQior, and:conflicts with the nomothetic thrust of the field and
dfscipline as a whole. Finally, it may be difficglt to identify the

key background variables to be held constant.

A miX of the two aﬁproaches is adopted. The Levy approach, rela-
tive to the temporal span of the study as a whole, legitimizes the
exciusion of certain_variablgs, whose exclusion also fqllﬁws from the
type of theory which informsnthis analysis. | Balance éf Power theory
is a sysfém based theory. It beléngs ‘to that body of theory which
focusés on factors external to the' state . in explaining behavior.
Moreover, it explains why states with different internal political énd
social systems behave similarly (Garnett, 1986:44) . This type of
theory leads to an 'a priori' assumption thaf internal factors have no
systematic influence on state behavior. This doés not- imply that
internal factors, even during the heyday of cabinet diplomacy, are
éompletely irrelevant. Such factors have always pfayed a role in
behavior. Rather, external factors, in which the distribution of
capabilities is central, are assuméd to predominate. Furthermore, the
adoption of a large time span, 1816-1939, ensures that the influence
of internal factors, which are likely to be event specific, will have
no systematic affect on the anaiYsis. In the above case, the Levy

approach to background variabjes is found.

At the same time, the Saunder's approach is also used to define the
conclusion of the study: 1939. A major transformation in the external
environment of states results from World War Two. ~The system trans-

forms from a multipolar structure to a bipolar one. Also, the emer-
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gence of nuclear weapons alters the utility of force as a means to
.adjust the distribution .and fundamentaily affects the ability of
elites to calculate the distributioﬁ. This structural and techno-
logiéal.transformaiion creates a systéml rélatively unique from that
which precedes it. To include it in the énalysis would undermine our
ability'to test. the 'true' relationship between the.distribution.and

alliances independent from the effects of structure and technology.

System structure is a primary variable in the understanding.bof
state behavior (Young, 1968; Waltz, 1979). - In fact, -the bulk of
empirical examinations at the system's>level are structural in nature.
Structure is definedb'as the arrangement of system _actbrs in relation
to one another and conceptualized in two dfmensioné; vertical and hor-
izontal (Ray, 1980: 32). The vertical dihensjon is the hierarchical
stfucture of the system. It is based on the ranking of states, usual-
ly on.the basis of capabilities, and is.comparative in nature.3? [t is

"conceptualized with explicit reference to the subset of states at the
top of the hierarchy; the»Great Powers. The horizontal dimension is
defined in terms of .the linkages among states. This dimension is
largely concerned with the ﬁattern of political relationships or élli—
ances among states, . although it can include economic and/or social

patterns. ‘As with the vertical dimension, the central concern is the

Great Powers and linkage patterns among them.

.*% In this case, comparative refers to the construction of rank orders
due to the nature of the data and applied method. The rank of any
individual state depends on the scores of all other states.
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Polarfty is the _dominant concept representing system structure.
However, there is no consensus on the»définition'and operationaliza-
tion of polarity chiefly because differentlséhblars incorporate dif-
ferent elements of the two dimensions of structure.‘ Three definitions
of polarityb dominate in the literature. The first ‘two definitions
limit polarity to fhe vertical dimension. Waltz (1979) defines polar-
ity with étrict referen;e to the .number of stateé at the top of ﬁhe
system's hierarchy of capabilities.?? In so.doing, polérity is fhe
function of_fhe distribution of capabilities among ;ll‘actors within a
'system, and is identical to the number of Great Powers; In contréét,_
Levy (1985) defines polarity on the basis of the distribution of capa-
bilities among the states at the top of the system's hierarchy. 1in so
doing, system polarity is not equal to the number of Great Power;.
The final definition encompasses both the vertical and horizontal
dimensions of structure. | Pd}arity equated to the number of non-a-
ligned Great Powers and alliances between Great bPéwers (Haas, 1970;

Bueno de Mesquita, 1973).

Each definition represents a potential explanation for state behav-
ior. However, for reasons shown below, - only the first definition is
the key backgroﬁnd variéble. The other two définitions integrate sep-
arate elements of structure whiéh leads to conceptual confusion,: nét
only for the field as a whole, but a]sé for examinations of Balénce of

Power theory.

3% Waltz, however, does not operationalize polarity strictly according
to the number of Great Powers. He uses a ordinal scale in which no
differentiation is made between systems with three or more Great
Powers. As Hart (1985:25) points out, this is the orthodox treat-
ment of polarity.
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Beginning with the first definition, Waltz (1979) reports that
there is a consensus in the field that international outcomes vary
with changes in the number of Great Powers. Earlier, Waltz (1967)
argué; that changes in the numbér of Greaf Powers élters the function
of alliances. In a system containing three or more Great Powers (mul-
tipolar),. alliances function to alter an unequal distributfon of capa-
bilities émong the Great Powers. In a2 two power or bipolar Systéh,
alliances can no longer serve this function, Lésser stétes.‘do not
have suffieient capabilities to alter the disfribution between.thentwo

Great Powers.*°®

Waltz phrases his argument With explicit reference to Balance of
Power theory. In so dofng, he posits no relationship between the dis-
tribution of capabilities and alliances in a bipolar system. Changes
in the number, 'type, and general paftern of alliance§ in a bipofar
system are statistically independent from changes in the distribution.
Thus, combining obsefvations from a bipolar and multipqlar syStem may
lead to spurious findings. | The strength and direction qf the rela-
tionshib could be altered by the failure to control for structural

change.

40 Rothstein (1968) notes that lesser state capabilities may become
relevant in situations where the distribution is not too wide
between two powers. For example, in a five Power system where
there is a wide «capability gap between the top two and the bottom
three and where the top two difference is slight, the capabilities
of lesser states may become vital. This case provides a further
reason for including the lesser states. However, in general, less-
er state capabilities, by definition, cannot have a major impact on
the distribution.
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Polafity, in the second definition, is largely independent of the
number of Great Powers and based only on how capabi]fties are Qistrib-
uted among them. - However, this definition has littievutility for the
task at hand. _Qne cannot separate out the effect of polérity in this
sense from our independent variabie which is the distribution of capa-
bilities among thé Great Powers. As such, it is.not an independent.
background variable.4! Also, the specffic means to distinguish poiari-
ty from the Great PoWer_set isiprob]eﬁatic.-_ Levy uses a_§gii iﬁdicaf>
tor to identify polarity over a large period éf time, whfch leads to
problems of feliability  and intersubjective agreement (Wallace,
]985:109). For example, his ideﬁtification of the Napoleonjc era as
unipolar ignores the capabilities and roles of ﬁussia ana Great Brit-

ain.

The third definition, in which polarity is adjusted for alliance
1inkages among the Great waers, is algo inappropriate. Metﬁodologi-
cal'problems notwithstanding (see Wallace, ]985), .polarity.includes
part of our dependent variable; alliances. Similar to the case for
the second definition, our ability to eXamine clearly our hypothésiied
relationships separate from background influences is negated. Concep-
tuaiiy, this definition leads to the treatment of a system with sever-
al Great Powers aTigned.into two mutuélly exélusive groups as-étrUCf.

turally identical to a system containing only two Great Powers.*?

41 |n effect, the relationship between this definition and our inde-

"~ pendent variable is the conceptual equivalent of the statistical
phenomenon of multicollinearity. For a discussion of multicolli-
nearity, see Blalock (196L4:87-90).

42 As Levy (1985:47-48) points out, Haas' (1970) use of this defini-
tion leads to a characterization of both the period 1891-1918 and
1946-1965 as tight bipolar.
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Alliance groups are treatéd as national actors without regard for the
differences between them.*® Finally, polarity in this sense collfdes
‘with the concept'qf polarization as defined in Chapter Two. In éoh4
clusion, the importance of alliance cbnfigurations, especially when"
explaining war, .should not be ignored. But, polarify should not be
used.to represent two‘separate struc;ural pﬁenomena. To do so leads

to conceptual confusion.**

In adopting Waltz's conception of polarity, thé numbgr of Great
Powers is assdmed‘to jhaVe an independént‘,efféct on staté behavior.
Great Powers, as well as lesser states,‘ aré assumed to behave differ-
entiy in multipolar'and bipolar systems. Thus, to take observations
from these two distinct structural environments in évsingle analysis

will undermine the validfty of the subsequent findings. One could

43 Fedder (1968) correctly argues that a state entering into an alli-
ance does not transform into a coalition actor. Such a state
retains its individuality. Alliances are only a type of behavior
and only through reification can they be treated as actors.

44 However, a further problem exists which is not directly germane to
this study because of a constancy in the number of Great Powers in
the system from 1816 to 1939, as shown in Chapter Four. There is
not an exact correspondence between this definition and its opera-
tionalization. For example, Waltz operationalizes polarity in only
two forms; bipolarity and multipolarity. In so doing, multipolari-
ty encompasses any system containing at least three Great Powers,
which is the orthodox application of polarity in the field regard-
less of definition (for example Haas, 1970; Modelski, 1973; and
Levy, 1985). Deutsch and Singer (1967) appear to indicate that 5
is the minimum number of Great Powers for multipolarity, although
their concern is with the polarity-stability issue. Bernholz
(1986) replaces multipolar with Balance of Power, keeps the 3 Power
minimum, and applies multipolar to a system containing more than 7
Powers. But, there is reason to believe that polarity should be
applied with specific reference to the actual number of Great Pow-
ers.

To ignore variations within multipolarity contradicts the con-
. sensusal belief that outcomes vary with changes in the number of
Great Powers. A portion of the 1literature on the relationship
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argue that structure, in the above sense, should be used as an experi-
v mental control. Both systems, pre.and post WOrid War One should be
used as separate test eﬁvironments...Evidence can then be éenerated on
the iﬁdependent effect‘of polarity. However, such an approath is
questionable because of the relatively short time span of -tﬁe.post_
World War One period and, as Levy (1985) notesvcorrectly, the con-
founding factor of nuclear weapons. Moreover, the impact of nuclear
weapons on thinking in  the security realm conflicts wfth certain
assumptions of Balance -of Power theory. Finaliy, nuciear weapons cre-

ate a major measurement problem.

Recall that Balanée of Power theory is brimarily about the Great
Powers in which the use of force to redress én unequal distribution of
capabilities is central. With the advent of nuclear weapons iﬁ gener-
al, and invuinérable second strike forces in particular, force is'no
longer a viable means to redress inequality. War between the United
States and Soviét, Russia entails the probable destruction of both
societies. The citizens»of both states can.be provided with no rea-
sonable defence from a strategic exchange. Thus, the traditional use
of force as a means to enhance security and state/systém sUrvivai is
confronted by an outcdme of state/system destruction. War between the

two Great Powers has no value because the benefit, equality and system

between number and stability indicates that the latter differs in a
two, three, four, and five power system (see Deutsch and Singer,
1967; VYalem, 1972; Simowitz, 1982: Wagner, 1986). In terms of
alliances, the failure to discuss the potential influence of varia-
tions within multipolarity is due to the assumption that only alli-
ances among Great Powers are germane to Balance of Power theory.
But, since the degree of inequality within the distribution varies,
alliances with lesser states may have utility. More importantly,
the addition or subtraction of one Great Power in an overall multi-
polar system may affect Great Power alliance preferences and behav-
ior.



84

preservation, is always outweighed'by the cost, assured destruction. .

The Great Powers still have the option of using force in the second
manner outlined in " the theory; The distribution 'can be altered
through the acquisition of territory; " the traditional fgoods' ‘of
international politics. Even here, nucliear weapons have had an
impact. A limited war in the peripheries, even between Great Power
proxies, can lead to direct confrontation betwéen thé Powers and.esca-
lation.: Thé‘fear of nucleaf war, in relation to its effect on thé
acceptability of force and territoriaf acquisition, has Underﬁined the
domestic support for the use of force, particularly in the West.
Moreover, giQen the technological , not territorial, .basis of the
nuclear revoluiion,' additional resources provided by territorial
acquisition is not likely to have a major impact on the distribufion.
In sum, the uéé of force and the acquisition of territory in relation

to the distribution is no longer profitable.

It could be argued that the effect of nuclear weapons on beliefs
should increase the utility of alliances as a means to redress‘an
unfavorable distribution. Qutside of Ainternal actions, "alliances
appear to be the only profitable means.A If anything, the alliance’
'mania' in the post 1945 Qorld attests to this contention. However
similar to the decline in the value of territory, it is doubtful that -
alliances even with other nuclear states can have any meaningful
effect on the distributién between the two Great Powers. qu can the
additional of several divisions or even small independent nuclear
forces have any significant impact on the distribution between the

United States and Soviet Russia with their massive nuclear stockpiles.
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Alliances continue to have value as insfrqments defining spheres of
ihfluence and signalling commitment and resolve, vital elements for a
deterrent posture, but they cannot signifigant]y'alter fhé distribu-

tion (for a general'discussion, see Fedder, 1968; Dinerstein, 1965).

Naturally an 'a priori'

explanation of alliances requires empifical
‘verification and  thé above discussion should not be intérpréted to
imply Athat Balance of Powef explanatioﬁs for éllianées should be
rejected out of(hand for the nuc]éar'age. It simply reveals that the
relgtiyg simplicity of a Balance of Power explanation iﬁ the pre-nu-
clear'age provides a firmef starting point for analyéis. Furthermore,
the discussion also revealé the majdr methodologfcal problem ehgen—

dered by nuclear weapons. How does one measure the nuclear 'balance’

in conjunction with the conventional ‘'balance’.

Prior to the nuclear age, capabilities, ffom both the obsefver and
actor perspective, can be reasonably measured throUgh an amalgam of
military and industrial resources. However, the nuclear dimension is
a confounding element. It is true that nuclear capabilities are high-
ly correlated with traditional capabilities. The Great Powef rank of -
the United States and Soviet Russia are a funcfion of nuclear and con-
ven;iona] capabilities. Moreover, both Great Powers have shown con-
cern for botH the nucleaf and conventional distributionvand the inter-
relationship between these two dimensions. Problems arise in the
context of other states and the distinction between tHe two dimen-

sions. -
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Several second rank states, Great Britain, France, and China, poss-
ess both nuclear and conventional capabilities. However, two'promi-
. nent states, West Germany-and Japan, rank at the top 6f economic indi-
cators of capability, but only the former possesses ény significantb
cbnventional militéry capabilities and neither has nuclear weapons.*’
The probiem becomes -not only the simple identificérion of Great Powers
from a capability perspective; but the appropriate mix of cabability

indicators for this task.

In one sense,; nuclear weapons are the great équalizer. Even a
small state with a minimum deterrent capability can enéure a degree
security unavailable.in the'pfe—nuclear age. Nuclear weapons are not
simpl} another component of military capabilities. One cannot simply
add launchersAor warheads as another component in the basic equation;
As Rothstein (1968:112) points lout: "Nothing as revolutionary' as
nuclear weapons intruded to make traditional calculations of power
(capabilities) purely non-sensical'. Nor can nuclear weapons be
ignored in any consi&eration of the distribution. The problem is sim-
ply the weighting of the various elements of state capabilities which,

in the nuclear age, require a major research focus in itself.

Again, the measurement problem should not be viewed as a reason for
complietely rejecting Balance of Pdwer theory. It simply reveals that
the nucleaf age requires a separate analysis in its own right. More-
over, empirical evidence from the pre-nuclear age may provide insights

which can inform a subsequent analysis of the nuclear age. Simply,

5 Although still relatively small when compared to the Superpowers,
the size of Japanese conventional forces is increasing significant-
ly along with its military expenditures.
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the structural transfbrmation from multipoiafity to bipolarity and the
complex nuclear enVironment of fhe contemporafy World dictate its
exclusion from this analysis. '|n‘a one sense, . the multipolar system
of’Eurdpé and thé relatively static nature of cababilitiés pfovide a
'best' case for examining the qtflity of Balance of Powef theory as an

explanation for alliances.**¢

3.2 SECURITY INTERDEPENDENCE AND STATE MEMBERSHinlﬂ THE SYSTEM

Identifyfng the spatial scope of security interdepen&ence as the
means to jdentify'the membérs of the system is an important issue,ih
its own rigHt. The failﬁrezfo establish adéqdate criteria for state
membership can lead to the incluéion of sfates who'are ‘ﬁot relevant
players in the security equation. vAs a result, the question of spa-
tial boundaries fé vital to ensﬁre a viable representation'of,the his-
toricai record. UnfortUnately, the spatial boundary issue has drawn
little attention in"relation to the testing of 'hypofheses on general
behavioral patterns. It isv,trué that a great deal of Qork has béen
done onvregioﬁal sub-systems-(sée Thompson, 1973). But, this work is
iargely biased towards a concern fof interaction‘patterns defined with
reference to economic Vériables. When it comes to schrity issues,
the literature is very limited. Brecher (1967) is cohcerned primarily
with identifying subordinate systems to examine state behavior outsjde
of the dominant éystem {i.e. coﬁtemporary Bibolarity). Deutsch et.al.

(1957), and Cline (1978) define security sub-systems by alliance rela-

*¢ The reference to 'best' case is drawn from Prezworski and Teune
(1975). They argue that two research choices, best or worst case,
are available. “In choosing the best case, one assumes that an
inability to reject the null hypothesis allows one to infer that
this inability would hold in other, i.e. worst case, scenarios.
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tionships. Finally, Buzan (1986; 1983) defines security sub-systems
fn relation to major nodes of conflict. While this literature agrees
on.thé importance of geography in defining security interdependence;
there is no agreed upon set of criteria to measure the linkage between’

the two.

The focus on.security, in a political/military sense, stems from
Balance of Power theory. State behavior is explained in relation to
the primary goal of state» survival. Security répresents the ability
of a state to meet this goal and is primarily dependént on their mili-
tary capabilities }elative to other states. Naturally, economic fac-
tors play a role in the determination of any state's security require=
ments. Also, they are components in the determination of any state'§
capabilities, and can not be entirely igndréd. But, economic ele-
ments, such as trade énd access to markets, héve only a secondary
relationship to baﬁic security n¢ed§. According to Buzan (1986), eco-
noﬁic.relationships. have a different dynamic ‘than political/mitlitary
relationships. He points out, for example, that the contehpqrary
Soviet-American rivalry is accompanied by little economic interchange.
The difference in the two dimensions, Buzan argues, is due to the

greater influence of geography on political/military relationships.

The centrality of geography for defining areas of security interde-
pendencg}is crucial. It is t?ue that changes in military technology
have affected the security benefits derived from geographic location
and have enabled some states to project power over large dis;ances.
But, the basic defining characteristic of state security remains geo-

graphic. Depending on the type of geogfaphic features which exist at
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“or within a etate‘s bdrders, states may-feel more or less secure. A
state surrounded by mountains or water has greater initial security
than states which reside on flatlands. Geography stilt plays a key
role in defining the txpe of Vmilitary forces‘ abstate acquires and

_deploye.

The ability td project power over long distances is also not a sate
isfactory reason for ignoring the geographic element of state securi-
ty} Despite technological change, even the most powerful states
experience a decline in strength and influence over distance (Bould-
ing, 1963; Bueno de Mesquita, 1981). Also, the ability to project
power over wide distances should not Be equated simply with the abili-.
ty to project physical punishment. For example, it is not the.nuclear
capabiiities of the Soviet Union and the United States alone which
makes them Superpowers, but their ability to occupy or attack physi—
cally the territory of other states by virtue of their conventional

capabilities.

The concept of interdependence lies at the heart of this issde,
Generally, interdependence is conceived as a situation between states
characterized by reciprocal effects (Nye and Keohane, ‘1977; see also
Waltz, 1979). In security terms, it relates to the set of states
whose military/political behavior has some effect on the continued
survival of any individual state. Reciprocity can be symmetricel or
asymmetrical depending on the capabilities of one etate relative to
anothen. It is a symmetrical relationship for the Great Powers. It
is asymmetrical between the Great Powers and all the other states.

Furthermore, given the . existence of marked disparities in relative
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capabilities among states as a whole, the scope of security interde-

pendehce for each state is likely to vary widely.

Relative cababflities'and'geographic position are the basic factors
which enable decision-makers té identify and priorize security threats
and needs. But, it is of little value for ﬁhis study to identify the
scope of security interdependence from the perspectiVe of individual
states. | As noted above,. the.complex interactfon between_a state's
relative capabilities and geographic position is likely to produce
divergent areas of sgcurity intérdependence. Specifically, the scope
of any individual state's perceived security interdepéndencé will dif-

fer from any other state.

The geographfc limits of this study is Europe. = This limit is-con-
sistent with historical considerations which boint out Europe as the
centre.and birthplace éf international politics, and the empirfcal
referent for Balance of Power  theory. Moreover, the relationship
between European states and the peripﬁery, with two exceptions noted
below, is one of dominance and subservience. Technologically; the
ability to project power for the majority of states is limited to the
continent, and capabilities among the continental states are fargely
dominated by land forces. Thus, security concerns for'the European

states is restricted fo the continent itself.

Having established the geographic boundaries of the study, we can
now identify the rules for membership. For a European state to be
included, it must meet the conditions outlined by Singer and Small

(1972:20) . These conditions are a minimum population of 500,000 and
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the reception of a diplom;tic mission from either Great -Britain or
France for the period 1816-1919. After 1919, states must either be
members of the League of Nations, "or meet the popplation méasure and

" receive diplomatic missions from any two Great Powers.

»De;pite the geographic limitation to Europe, consideration must be
given to two non-EQropean stétes, the United States and- Japan, which
have been treated as membefs of -the European sysfeh for part of the
period under éxamination (Siﬁger and Small, 1972). ' The central ques-
tion inArelatiqn to their membership is.whether these states ére part
of the Eufopean security equation. Three critefiav‘can be wused to
indicate membership in this regard:*? the o;cupation or control of
territory within Europe;lthe existence of a sécurity relationship with
one of the geographic members; and/or a historical wil]ingneés to use
force to defend.or expand their interests in Europe. Furthermore, two
of thé three criteria must be met for inclusion. Otherwise, states
which have a security relationship with a geographic member for pur-

poses outside of their region can not be excluded.

The specific case for the inclusion of the United States 'and Japan
stems from the ascension to Great Power rank on the basis .of their
respectivé victories in late Nineteenth Century ‘'wars'.*® However,

these victories are non-European in location and are related to con-

47 The discussion of American and Japanese membership could readily be
done without reference to criteria. However there is a need to
establish a set of rules for state membership in general. These
criteria have value in providing a clear method for identifying
states who participate in non-contiguous regions in the contempo-
rary period.

4% For Japan, it was the defeat of China in 1895. The United States
defeated Spain in 1898. Membership is also based on their military
capabilities relative to other states.
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cerns in their respective geographic regions. When applying the above
criteria, neither state can be treated as a member of the European

security system from 1816-1939.

Japan had several political links with Eufopean states, dating back
to the Anglo-Japanese alliance in 1902. Also, Japan participated in

both World Wars of this century. However, the Anglo-Japanese alliance

was largely an Asian affair. Subsequent political links between Japan
and Germany in the 1930s were not formal in the sense of |[linking
security or co-ordinating policy (Taylor, 196L:1L45-146) . In.fact,

Japan became a neutral during the Russo-German war (1941-1945),
Japan's participation in World War One. was limited to the acquisition
of German colonial bossessions in Asia. As notéd above, Japan did not
participate in the European theatre during Worid War.Two.49 In conclu-
“ sion, Japan'doés not meet.the criteria for membership in the EUropean
sub—system; "1t is a regional player whose relationship with the Euro-

peans. is strictly a function of the European presence in Asia.*s?®

Similarly, the United States does not meet the criterié for inclu-
sion. | Although the United States participated in the later stages of
World War One, this participation was an anomaly relative to tradi-
tional behavior. |Immediately after the war, the United States rejéct—

ed any type of security link with Europe, as evidenced by her refusal

4% World War Two is traditionally treated as one war. However, at
closer examination, there are actually two separate wars, a Pacific
War and a European war. From a longer historical perspective, his-
torians may come to treat World War One as two separate wars, 'as
argued by Wight (1977: 38). §

5¢ Historians support this view. For example, both Adamthwaite (1977)
and Ross (1983) argue that Japan was an Asian actor, and not a
player in the European security equation.
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to ratify the Versailles Treaty and her unilateral.enunciation of neu-
trality in 1935.51 Thé United States neither occupied territory for
any significant period of time, nor mgintained a security link with

European states over time.

A'final concern is the colonial posseséions of the European Powers.
In general, the majority of possessions are directly contfélied by the
metroﬁolitan Power and, .thus do not meet the membefship conditions
outlined by Singer and .Small. The exﬁeptioﬁ here is the :various
dominions of‘the‘British Empire.v Prior to Worid War One, tﬁe foreign/
defence ‘policies 6f these states are controlled by Great Bfitain.
Thus, they can not bevtreated as truly-indeﬁendent states. However,
beginning with their major cpnt;isutions to fhe British war effort
during World War One, “these .dominions éought an ihdependent‘voice,

legitimated by the Statute of Westminister.

Only Canada among fhe dominibns is given membefship, limited to the .
Interwar years. Although Canada withdrew into an isolationist posi-
‘tion similar to.,the United States, ft signed the Versailieé Treaty,
participated in the League of Nations, ~and declared war on Germany in
1939 immediately fol]owihg Great Bfitainf Although the othgr domi n-
ions acted similar.to>Canada, their location, :in conjunctidn with the

rising Japanese threat in the 1930s, places them outside of the equa-

s1 O0ffner (1975: 116) points out that American security concerns were
strictly focused on the Pacific region. Also, . it was the German
declaration of war in 1941 which brought the United States into the
European war and not vice-versa. The problem of entry, as sought by
F.D.R., was solved. As Graebner (1961) notes, automatic U.S. par-
ticipation in Europe was far from a foregone conclusion. Finally,
Atbrecht-Carrie (1958) recognizes the fact that the United State.
was the strongest power at the time, but because of her isolation-
ist stance, she was not part of European security calculations.
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tion,s%?
Table |1

System Members
Great Britain Ireland (1922)
Holland : R Belgium (1830)
Luxemborg (1920) . - France
Switzerland Spain
Portugal _ Hanover (1838-1866)
Bavaria (1816-1870) Prussia/Germany
Baden ' (1816-1870) ; Saxony (1816-1867) -
Wur temborg (1816-1870) Hesse Elect. . (1816-1866)
Hesse Gr.Duc. (1816-1866) . Meck lenberg (1843-1866)
Poland (1919) Austr-Hungary (1816-1918)
Austria (1919-1938) Hungary (1919)
Czecoslovakia(1919-1938) - Sardinia/ltaly
Papal States (1816-1860) : Two Sicilies (1816-1860)
Modena : (1842-1860) Parma - (1851-1860)
Tuscany ~ (1816-1860) A Albania (1914-1938)
Serbia/Yugo. (1878) Greece -+ (1828)
Bulgaria (1908) Rumania (1878)
Russia ' Estonia (1918)
Latvia (1918) ' Lithuania (1918)
Finland (1919) Sweden
Norway (1905) Denmark
Canada (1919) '

In conclusion, this study is limited to the geographic boundaries
of Europe,, with the exception of the inclusion of Canada in the_
Interwar period. The states,‘which meet the conditions for membership
are presented in Table ||, along with the dates of membership. These

states provide the basic observations for the independent and depen-

52 A related issue is the contribution of colonial possessions to the
capabilities of the metropolitan states. This issue is discussed
in the subsequent Chapter which serves to operationalize the inde-
pendent variable.
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dent variables.

3.3 IDENTIFYING PERIODS WITHIN THE GENERAL BOUNDARIES

Europe in the period 1816-1939 is identified as the empirical
boundaries for this analysis. These boundaries are a function of
structur;l and technological changes which occured following World War
One,' and the security interdependencé among European states. The
result is a sfstem of international politics which exhibits relative
-contextual cohsistency over time; THe effect of other factors, par-
ticularly'related to individual states, on behavior i; assumed to be
temporally limited. They are likely to have only .a random, rather
than systématic; effect on our subsequent analysis. However, concern
must still be given to changes within this system as a whqle which

.could affect our analysis.

Change,_ as distinct from transformation, refers to alterations in
the environment which may‘affe;t behavior and thus alter the predicted
relationship between the distributfon and'alliances.53 In Rosecrance's
(1963) study of historical systems, change is linked alterations in.
the mode, objectives, and techniques of diplomacy} Although he failed
to provide an adequate means to measure such changes, relying instead
on historical tracts and a concern for stability defined as war, he
correctly indicates that systematfc empirical analysis must be con-

cerned with changes that sweep across the system. Such changes alter

53 Choucri and North (1975) define such changes as breakpoints which
are a function of changes in the relationship among variables.
However, one must first identify breakpoints and test for such
changes, which serve to validate the breakpoints, rather than the
other way around. ‘ :
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outcomes of state interaction and thus affect expectations in terms of

predicted relationships among phenomena.

One key to the identification of such changes, their duration, and
therefore, temporal sub-systems or periods, is the theory under exami-
nation. As noted earlier, Balance of:Pﬁwer theory is directed to the
problem of security in an anafchic environment. The fundamental form
of the>security threat is the use of force or war. War is the ulti-
mate arbiter of survival. It follows that Balance of Power explana-
tions are strongest when war has utility in the system as a whole.®*
Its utility Unaerlies the importance of tbe distribution of’capabil}-

ties in explaining behavior.

whereas fhe utility of force is directly ahd permanently affected
by the emergence of nuclear weapons, its utility in the non-nuclear
age is affected by other factors. JerVis (1985) points out thatrafter
a major systemic war, such as Napoleonic Wars and World War One, the
willingness of s;ates to bear the costs of another war is very low for
a period of timé. States are exhausted by the costs of the prevfous
war. The generationa]/societalvtheory of war also directs our atten-
tion fo changes in the willingness of states to use force. The gener-
atfons which eXperienced a major war are less likely to support
another war, whereas successive generations who have'hot experfenced
war are more likely to support the use of force. Moreover, societies
which gloriff conflict,. such as Nazi Germany, are more likely to use
the war option (Howard, 1984), which will have ramifications for

behavior in the rest of the system. Another factor which may affect

5¢ Jervis (1985) argues that war as a legitimate tool of state policy
is a necessary condition for Balance of Power behavior.
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the willingness of states to use force is the relative balance between
offensive and defensive capabilities (Quester, 1977; Levy, 198&).
When the offénse dominates, the positive ut{lity of forée‘increaSes.

Conversely a dominant defence produces a negative utility.

Table 111

Temporal Periods for Subsequent Analysis

1816-1914 1816-1848 1816-1870
1849-1914 - - 1849-1870 1871-1914
1919-1939 1816-1899  1900-1939

Naturally, bany ‘a priori' decision regarding the division of time
is a function of one's interest and is thus relatively arbitrary.
Surveying both the historical and international refations literature;
a plethora of temporai divisions can be found and rationalized within
the period 1816-1939. Nonethe]ess, some consensus does exist. Rather
than examininé the diverse rationale for these periods, an interesting
but problematic endeavour, it is sufficient to identify them and apply
them in our data analysis. In so doing, the empirical findings from
their applicatfon will serve as a validation check.‘ Explanation of -
periods will only be necessary where the evidence relating to the
relationship between Aistribution aﬁd alliances requires it. However, -
certain specifics in the choice of periods do require brief considera-

tion.
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Table |1l presents the periods which will be applyed in the statis-
tical analysis. As evident, many of the smalier peribds identified by
Rosecrance (1963) .are absent. Their absence is partially a function

of their small duration in time. With a small number of observations,

the confidence one <can place in +the findings 1is largely limited.
There are, however, two exceptions. The periods 1849-1870 and
1919-1939 ‘are included. in the case of the former, the defeat of the

revolutions in 1848-49  have a major effect on the scope of state
behavibr (see discussion in Chapter Six). The wars of national unifi-
cation conclude in 1870-71 with the defeat of France and the unifica-

tion of Germany.  As a result, the struggle over the domination of
Germany, an issue stretching back to the origins of the state_system,
is concluded. Again, this represents a distinct change which may
affect the hypothésized relationships. Similarly, the Interwar period
cannot be fgnored. To do so would fly in the fa;e of history and the

impact of Worlid War One on subsequent state behavior.

A final concern in this regard is the choice of the inter-century
breakpoint (]899/]900). Although no historians identify a break at
this point in time, Singer et.al. (1972) uncover a significant change
in the direction of the relationship between the distribution and war
at this point; Their choice partially flows from the iimitation in
observations on the capability index,' which were quingquennial at the
time. Moreover, their analysis included observations from the post-
World War Two era, as well as a wider spatial Timit. Nonetheless,
this break is employed for the simple reason of replication, given our
use of their expanded data set. As shown in Chapter Six, evidence

leads us to re-examine the validity of this decision.



99 -

In conclusion; nine distinct periods are employed to test the
hypotheses. ln so doing, a more detailed and histbrically exacf anal-
ysis will resuit. Naturally the choice of periods,-both‘the system as
a whole and smaller periods identified aoné, can be contested. How-
ever, the legitimacy of'thé choices is best addressed by the evidence
itself. in so doing, the confidence one can place in the subsequent
findings will be much higher than the case would be if the boundary

problem is ignored.
.



Chapter IV

THE GREAT POWERS AND MEASURING THE DISTRIBUTION

The purpose of this chapter is to discusé the‘methods used to,oper;-
ationalize the independent.variable: the distribution of_capabilifies.
To do so requires attention not only to the re]evan{ indicators of> 
state capabilities _and.the statistical techﬁique necessary to cén;
struct a distribution score, but also to the set of states--the Great
Powers-—who_provide the ob;ervations for this variable. A Great Power
is a state which holds a significant proportion.of system capabfli—
ties. Thus, Great Power status is susceptible to empirical verifica-
tion based on the identification of relevant capability fndicators énd
the eétablisﬁment of a minimum share requffehent for Great Power sta-
tus. This set of indicators éimultaneously serves as the basis for
the calculation of the independent variable.5% Therefofe, the opera-
tionalization of the independent variable is intertwihed with Great

Power identification.

The first section of this chapter presents the case for using a
quantitative approach for Great Power identification. |t examines the
traditional approach to Great Power identification, problems'contained

therein, and addresses the criticisms leveled .at the quantitative.

55 The key difference, outside of the additional calculation of a dis-
tribution score, is the set of observations relevant to each task.
State shares for the purpose of Great Power identification are
based on the sum of the capabilities of all states in the system.
Shares used in the calculation of the distribution score are based

- on the sum of capabilities of the Great Powers only.

- 100 -
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épproach to this issue. Thé next section presents the indicators and
sbecific method used to measure Great Power status. In so doing, it
' arguéé for the adjustment:of certain.indiCators to ensure (greater
accuracy. The third section reports the findings fof fhe European
international system (1816-1939). These findings are verified against_
thg historical. record. Fiﬁal!y, the lagt section presents the specif-
ic technique used in calculating a distributioﬁ'score from the Creat
Powér subset. This score ranges from 0.0, perfect equality amoﬁg the
Great Powers,. to 1.6, a situation in which a single state holds 100%

of subset capabilities.

Before undértaking these tasks, two underlying and related issues
require brief discussion. First, ft is probably evident to the reader
by now that thé term power has been carefully avoided in referenée to
the measurement of éapabilities. Power:carriés_ with it a great deal
of conceptual béggage. There is litt]e, if any, value in_re;engaging
in this well trodden area of conceptualization in which'power is
largely related to influence and outcomes.S5¢ Power as capabilities
concerns the means or resources, human and material, which elites tap
in attempts to influence ana obtain favorable outcomes (Singer and
Stuckey, 1973). Power, in this form, is neither equivalent to, nor
necessarily correlated with, a -capacity to exercise influence and
obtain favorable outcomes. Nonetheless, power as capabilities has

been consistently a central concern for elites in the calculation of "

5¢ For a detailed analysis of treatments of 'power' in the literature;
see Baldwin (1979). For a general discussion, see Dougherty and
Pfaltzgraff (1981:86-92). For an analysis of the dominant
approaches to the measurement of power, see Hart (1976). Finally,
the classical treatment of power as capabilities is Knorr (1975;

1956) .
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security and thus a key variable in understanding behavior, particu-
larly from a Balance of Power theory perspectfvé (Gullick, '1955; Kis-
singer, 1957; Siﬁger_et; él., 1973; Choucri and North, 1975; and

Buzan, 1983).

Second, the overall thrust of this analysis is quantitative.. How-
ever, this does not mean that the importance of the more impressionis-
"tic historical record is neglected.' It pfays a vital role not only.as
a confidence chgck for our findings, but alsovas a guide in the con-
structionbof our ‘indices. To undertake avquantitative approach with-
out an eye on “history is‘to divorce oneself from the actuél material
uhdgr analysis. Conversely, to engage in_ fmbressionisti§ analysis
alone eithér I{mits one to an ideographic mode of théorizing or to an

endless debate on whose evidence and interpretation is correct.

L. THE CASE FOR MEASURING GREAT POWER STATUS

There is an overwheiming consensus in the field on the importance
of the Great Powers for understanding and explaining International
Politics. Great Powers are consensusally defined as states which play

a fundamental role 'in all security issues which arise in a system.S’

57 This basic definition is drawn from Levy (1983). However, it is
consistent in meaning with most definitions. Wight (1978) defines
a Great Power as a state with general interests whereas lesser
states have only limited interests. Albrecht-Carrie (1958:71-72),
using the indicator of recognition, also argues that Great Powers
have general interests, 'meaning by this one which has a voice in
all affairs in contrast with a Power of lower rank, or a Power with
limited interests.'" .Interests, in this context, is synonymous with
a Great Power's concern for all security issues. As shown below,
differing definitions and qualifiers are actually attempts to oper-
ationalize, and thereby measure, Great Power rank. They are not,
in the pure sense, competing definitions.

Finally, the historical roots of the distinction between Great
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While different criteria exist, there s convergence among political
scientists‘ and historians alike concerning which states have been
Gréat Powers. However, despite this agreement, there are two Fga;ons

why a guantitative approach'should be applied to this issue.

First, a quantitative approach will serve to clarify the ambiguous
position of some states in the historical literature. . This ambiguity
is especially evident in the case of Italy‘during the Nineteenth and
earlyATwehtieth Centuries. Unless such ambiguity fs resoived, the
measurement of our independent variable may be adversely affected.
Second, there is an 1mp|icit, ff not explicit, consensﬁs that capabil-
ities are thé basic criterion of Greét Power status.5® Unfortunately,
some scholars have avoided using and thereby measuring capabilities.
Instead, they have relied on sgveral surrogate criteria to legitimize
their Great Power sets. However, there is sufficient slippage between
these surrogates and actual Great Power status to call into question

their value.

and lesser Powers is worth noting. Rothstein (1968:196) notes that
the actors made this distinction at the conclusion of the Napoleon-
ic Wars. A" Great Power was a state able to contribute at least
60,000 troops against any further French aggression. . This amount
ensured that only the four prominent coalition members, Great Brit-
ain, Austria, Russia, and Prussia, would participate at the Con-
gress of Vienna. in excluding lesser states, the problems of
redrawing the map of Europe was simplified.

58 Qur strict theoretical focus on security validates the treatment of
status in terms of capabilities. However, Wallace (1973) points
out that the portrayal of status as simply a product of the capa-
bility hierarchy is a considerable oversimplification. = The hier-
archy of states will differ in various geographic regions, issue
areas, types of influence, and other non-capability factors such as
social and political attractiveness. Nations are more aptly con-

. ceived as having different standings on a variety of status dimen-
sions or having a status set. As noted above, this study is only
concerned with one dimension, security, in which capabilities are
the prime determinant of status.
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Many scholars, such as Northedge (1976) , Bull (1977), Wight (1978),
“and Levy (1983), use the criteria of recognition, and special rights
and'privileges. | A state is a Great Power when it is rec&gnizéd as
such by its own elites, as well as the elites of other states éﬁd Qhen
it is given special duties and privileges. However, recoghition,
despite its link to actor perceptions, is rarely applied in the maﬁner
in wﬁich it is defined.®® Rather, politica]vscientists draw from the
list of states‘recognized_by historians. But, recognition from an
actor perspective may be motiVated by political reasons outside of the
actual role a stafe plays in security issues. . For example, ft is lta-
ly's membership in the Triple Alliance after 1882 wﬁich enables it to
attain a measure of acceptance as a Great Power (Bridge"and Bullen,
1980) . Final!*, a state may be recognized as a Great: Power due to
tradition and its bast, role in the system. This fs the argumenf
underlyiné Gilbert's (1979) assertion that Spafn reﬁained a Greét Pow-

er in the Nineteenth Century.

There is a difficulty in differentiating between nominal and subs-

tantive Great Powers when using the criterion of recognition.é®®

5% This inconsistency is partly a function of the distinction between
a semantic and scientific explanation as noted by Kaplan (1964).
The former type refers to explanation from the perspective of the
actor and his interpretation in this regard. The latter type is
the observers interpretation which is open to verification. It
appears that users of recognition as a criteria largely confuse
these two types of explanation. In fact, they actually use the lat-
ter in the guise of the former.

¢° in the most recent study, Burridge and Young (1988) .make a similar
argument, but use the terms courtesy and unambiguous.  Problems in
their treatment arise from inconsistency in definition and applica-
tion which leads them to include Prussia and Austria in their list.
They state; A Great Power is one whose reputation or latent mili-
tary strength may be equaled, but not surpassed by that of any oth-
er power;...(p.233). As shown in Figures 4.2 and 4.3, Prussia and
Austria do not possess capabilities which fit the definition.
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Another criterion applied to fhe issue of Great Power identification
is the Ifnkage between Great Powers and special duties and privileges
(Bull, 1977) .- Howgver, Spécial-duties ana priyileges are sufficiently
vague as to force schélars td_rely on the membership of key states in
international forums and organfzations. In fact, the historical basis
for this criterion is the Concert of Europe. Yet simple membership in_
the Concert can not be directly equated to actual Great Power status.
For example, Prussia's membership in the Concert is a mere courtesy
extended by the other-powers; largely due to Russja's patronage of the
Hohenzollern crown (Anderson, 1972) . At the Congress of Paris (1856),
Prussia is only grudgingly admifted .on the ‘wishes. of Austria ‘and
against the wishes of Great Britain (Taylor, 195&:86). Turning to the
contemporary era, one finds five states which meet this criterion at
the United Nations. Yet, it is obvious that only two are actually
Gfeat Powers fn the ofiginai sense. ¢! Finally, such organizations are
the exception _rather than the horm in the hisfcry of internatiénal

politics and their substantive importance is questionable over time.

Any value in.thé use of these criteria is simply the prodﬁct of a
surrogate relationship with state capabilities. Any recognition, and/
or special dutfes and privileges stateé may receive stem from their
ability to affect independently any issues 6r outcomes in the security

realm. This ability is a function of the dominaht capabilities which

Moreover, both state's reputation was severly tarnished by major
defeats; Prussia in 1806 and Austria in 1866.

¢ Bull (1977:203) argues that the distinction between Superpowers and
Great Powers is a partial attempt to overcome this problem. He
believes that this distinction has 1little value. Only the Soviet
Union and the United States, by virtue of their overwhelming mili-
tary superiority, are  Great Powers in the true sense of the con-
cept.
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Great Powers possess relative to other states. This dominance enables.
them to entertain the use of force to alter outcomes which conflict

with their interests.

This abiiity to use or entertain the use of force leads us to con;
sider the value of anothef prominent'surrogate criferioﬁ of Great Pow-
er status; war. Victory or defeat afe treated by'many observeré as
the best measure of Great Power status.®¢? Russia and Prussia became
Great Powers by virtue of their defeat df‘otherA Great Powers. . Con-
versely, Sweden, and the Austro-Hungarian vEmpfre lost this stétusi
because of'defeaf. -But, the relationship between Victory/ﬁefeat and
“the rise/fall of‘ Gfeat Powers .is historically 'ingxact (Wight,
1978:49) . .For some, France (1815), and Gerﬁany (1918), defeat has
. only meant, at a minimum, a temporary loss of Great Power status.
Even in: victory, a Great vPower may find itself overwhelmed by the
strength of .an ally, as was Great Britain relafive to fhe United
States in 1945, if not earlier. Finaily, the identification of the
wars which resulted in alteratipns in the ranks of the Great Powers is

probliematic in itself.¢3

Paradoxically, the ambiguity in using surrogates to measure Great
Power status is a function of a reliance by political scientists on

historians. Indicators are either abstracted from historical works

2 Some scholars view the simple measure of participation in war as
"the hallmark of a Great Power. Modelski (1973) points out that war
is a Great Power phenomenon and not evenly distributed over all
states. Furthermore, Taylor (1954) empha5|zes the ability to wage
war as the basic test of a Great Power.

¢3 Levy (1985b) shows the lack of consensus among macro-theorists in
-the identification of major systemic wars. This lack of consensus
bodes i11 for any attempt to identify the wars which altered the
ranks of the Great Powers.
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directly or applied after the fact to legitimize historical observa-
~tions. In effect, political scientists have relied on the judgement
of historians, who, for reasons of discipline bias, eschew‘botﬁ a con-
cern for coﬁcept aefinition and Qpefationalization, and a direct quan-
- titative approach to the issue.*®* This relfance on historians partfal—
iy stémé from doubts about the wutility of- directly measufing
capabi]itiies to identify Great Powers, also evident among many bo]it-

ical scientists.

Levy (1983:15-16) extensively criticizes a quantitative approach to
Great Power idenfification. He argues that. it is not likely to meet
the minimum test of face validity. Focusing on the wérk of Stuckey
and Singer (1973), he cites.two failures in this regard. First, one
should expect a state with greater capabilities, and thereby a higher
status, to prevail in war against a weaker state. But this is not
always the case. For example; Israel's military successes have
occurred against states with much greater capabilities. Second, he
finds that the rank ordersbgenerated in the above study are often
counter-intuitive. Both the Uhfted‘States and Turkey in 1845 ranked

higher than Prussia, yet only Prussia is seen as a Great Power by his-

¢4 Several British political scientists, such as Wight and Bull, pay
great attention to the issue of Great Power status. However, their
approach is similar to historians. Singer and Small (1966) 1inked
status to diplomatic recognition. - Also, Wallace (1973) focused
directly on the status problem, although not with the intent of
Great Power identification. : :

At the same time, historians have provided hard measures of

state capabilities in their discussions on the Great Powers. The
most prominent example is found in Taylor's (1954) introduction to
. his study of European diplomacy from 1848 to 1918. However, as

shown later on in the Chapter, historians fail to apply consistent-
ly these findings. Powers shown to lack the capabilities for Great
Power status are still labeled as Great Powers throughout the
texts. '
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torians. Simitarly, in 1913, China ranks higher than = four of the

orthodox Great Powers (ltaly, France, Japan, and Austria-Hungary).

Levy's first point largely missesi the mark. The relationship
between war and Greaf Power status is problematic. ‘Greater military
capabilitfes maybincrease the likelihood of victory, but several other
factors also affect the outcome of war. In the case of lsrael, pre-
emption in 1967 enabled it to overcome her inferiority, while limited
Egyptian military goéls iﬁ 1973 saved " lIsrael from a potentially cata-
strophic defeat. The reéults of the Singer and Stuckey study are a
product of their failure to demarcate adequafe boundaries, They
include several states, especially China and the United States, when
they are not truly members of the European éepurity system. Thus,
their'finaings, and Levy's criticism, are questionable. Also, the
rank‘of Prstfa is not that surprising given its weakness throughout
the first half of the Nineteenth century. Most historians would agree
that Prussia was the weakest Great Power during this period. Finally,
it is not a state's standing in any single year which makeévit a Great
Power. Its standing, because it is comparative in nature, may fluctu-
ate over short perioas of time for a variety of reasons. For example,
a state may mobilize its resources for war and thereby affect the Eel-
ative standing §f other states. It is the standing of states over a
sufficient period of time which indicates its actual place in the

hierarchy.

A more important criticism leveled at quantitative studies is their
inability to capture and measure adequately all the elements of state

capabilities. Levy points to various elements, such as leadership,
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moraie, and training, which evadé measurement. As a result, he con-
cludes that only a general eétimate of state capabilifies is possible.
However, a reliancg on general estimates is not a significant problem
in itself. Recall from Chapter One that one of the goals of this

.study is to éapture as accurately as possible the histérical condi-
tioné confronted bYIthe actors.*®5 Iﬁ so doing, it is reasonable to
expect that decision-makers are also forced to rely on estiﬁates. For
example, Russian capabilities were ovérvalued in 1914 by the majority
of decision-maker§ at the time (Kennedy, 1984; fér an general analysis
see Wohlforth, 1987). In other words, as long as quantitative indica-
tors are adjusted for major changes in historical conditions, - esti-
mates are ]ikely to bé generally representative of the actual picture
of relative capabilities as seen through the eyes of\the actdrs them-

selves.

The final concern in this area relates to the commensurablity of
different indicators of capabilities. Aé Schroeder (1977) points out,
geography has an effect on relative capabilitiies. Land péwer and
seapower are not commensurate. Furthermore, distance also affects
capabilities. for example; Russia is a stronger power defensively
becausebof its geographic detachment from the other Powers of Europe.

Similarly, Britain's insular status provides greater defensive capa-

¢5 One should not construe this point to mean an ability on our part
to capture the same picture as decision-makers. Rather, it under-
lies the need to make key methodological decisions with an eye on
the historical context and the actors involved. Outside of a radi-
cally different approach which would examine individual elite per-
ceptions through primary sources, decisions are made from a concern
. for existing historical -interpretations. In effect, one must be
simultaneously a political scientist and a historian. |In this way,
the historical context can be best integrated with the theoretical
thrust of this analysis.
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bility, but also hinders its offensive capability because of a reli-

ance on naval forces.

Naturally, these factofs are vital in.considerations of wér. How-
ever, they are also difficult to assess in a general consideration of
capabilities without placing them fn the cbntext of specific situ-
ations. One factpr, such as.naval assets may be positive in one sitp-
ation, but negative in'another. While such consideratioﬁs can not be
‘ignoredbin explanafions " of specific actions in time énd space, they
are not vi;al for general considerations regarding thé relative capa-
bilities of states as a wﬁple and the general distribution of capabil-
ities. Qur estimates are only designed to account for the general
situation and not the nuances ofv pafticular instances in the histori-

cal record. The latter is a different theoretical concern.

L.2 CAPABILITY INDICATORS AND THE HISTORICAL RECORD

Given the central need to account for changes in historical condi-
tions over time, the specific indicators of state capabilities can be

identified and adjusted.®¢® The indicators, and data for this study are

¢¢ Two competing approaches to the measurement of state capabilities
are rejected for historical and methodological reasons. Ferris
(1972) uses factor analysis to construct an index of relative state
capabilities. In so doing, he admits that his findings go beyond
the historical record, and attempt to elucidate objective rankings
which may have been misperceived by historical elites (p. 55).
Moreover, the wvalidity of factor analysis has been called into
question {Wallace, 1975). Organski and Kugler (1980) apply GNP as
the basic indicator of state capabilities. But as Wayman et.
al.(1983) and Moul (1986) point out, GNP, as a measure of economic
performance, appeared in the late 1940s. Before the 19L40s, the
specific information necessary to calculate GNP is not available.
Thus, earlier estimates of GNP are questionable. This problem
forces Organski and Kugler to restrict their domain to the tradi-
tional Great Powers from 1850 onward, with the notable exclusion of
Austro-Hungary until 1914, As a result, the comparative ranking of
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drawn from .the Correlates of War (COW) projeét. In this project,
individual state capébilities are divided into three dimensions, with
each dimension éontaining two indfcators. The military dimension con-
‘sists of armed forces personnel and military expenditures. The indué-
trial dimension contains energy consﬁmption and iron/steel production.
Finally, the demographic dimension includes total popu]at%on and urban
population. Individual state capabilities on ‘the six fndicators are
provided, where" available; on a yeariy basis for timev'frame under

examination here (1816-1939) .67

The value of this data setbfor‘ our_task is fourfold. The indica-
tors are reasonably representative of the capabf]ities necessary for a
state to mee£ its basic goals of security, territorial integrity, and
survival. The indicators also meet the condition of historical rele-
vance. Within certain Timitations discussed below, historical deci-
sion-makers are like|y>to have had access to similar information on
~which to base their individual calculations. The data on the various

- indicators are readily comparable.®® Finally, the availability of data

states is not possible. Also, it is likely that the use of GNP
estimates will wundermine our ability to estimate the historical
record. Decision-makers would not have made such calculations, and
thus findings may be largely divorced from the historical record.
Finally, Wayman et.al. note that GNP may not be an appropriate
measure of state military capability. GNP measures a good deal of
economic¢ activity irrelevant or detrimental to a state's military
capacity.. '

¢7 The detailed coding rules for the various indicators have been pre-
sented elsewhere. (See Wallace, 1973; Singer, et.al., 1973) The
publication of the code book for this data set is forthcoming from
the COW project. Specifics will be presented in the text where war-
ranted in the subsequent discussion.

¢ Comparability does not mean, for example, that a dollar spent in
Russia buys the same amount of goods as a dollar spent in England.
ft is unlikely that values in this area can ever be accuratly com-
pared and thus represents one source of potential error.
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on a Yyearly basis permits a clear representation of behavorial pat-
terns, not only for the.purpose of Great Power identification; but
also for measuring alteratfons in thevdistributfon of capabilities,.

and testing the hypothesized relationships.

However, one must recognize the inherent limitations in the data
set. These limitations can be divided into two groups: availability

and reliability; and fhe relevancy/weighting of the various indica-

tors. In terms of ayailability and reliability, the data set contains
a number of miésing values, particularly in the case of smaller
states, in both the Nineteenth and Twentieth centuries. In some cas-

es, missing values can be overcome through the calculation of esti-
mates. For example, when a state has one or two consecutiQe years of
missing military expenditures within a series of roughly twenty years
of reported - values, an estimate can be constructed by examining_the
pattern of values prior and subsequent'to the missing years, and by
using reportedv military forces as a reasonable confidence check.¢’
Only when a state has a substantial number of consecutive missihé val-

ues are estimates avoided and the state deleted for purposes of analy-
sis; Fortunately, this did not occur for any of the large states and
the deietion of gome smaller states for brief periods of time does not

significantly affect our ranking outcomes.

¢ Attempts to use military forces over time to estimate missing
expenditures was not found useful. The two indicators are found to
be only weakly related (r=.305) for the European system. There-
fore, forces can only provide a check for the estimates. That is,
the pattern can be examined to see if there was any dramatic change
in reported forces that would lead one to expect a break in the
historical pattern. This was not the case in any of the relevant
cases.
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Reliability, in contrast, is a limitation which eséapes solution.
There is no assurance that the figures reported for tﬁe states are’
correct. Using a variety of public sources, the COW project, and by
implication this study, can‘only assume that the values are reasonable
estimates. - Accounting procedures, - particularly in the case of the
distant past, may neither be_re}iable nor comparable to any great
degree. Also,'states,'at different péints in time, may ffnd it polit-
fcally useful to under/overvalue their repdrted figures on the various
indicators. Finally, state intelligence networks.may have provided
decision-makers with substantially different values, as well as»rele-

vant indicators, on which to base their assessments.

Turning to the relevancy/weighting issue, it is questionable wheth-
er all the indicators are necessary or useful for the ranking of
states and Great Power identification. Accordingvto Moul (1986), the
.COW capability index represents three different types of capabilities:
immediate (military); intermediate (industrial); and long term (demo-
.graphic); He argues that the use of any or all the indicators depends
on the subject matter under examination.

"If the interest were with power potential, to include cur-
rent power capabilities would distract from a proper appre-
ciation of the long run possibilities. Similarly, if the
interest were. in conflicts at any given time... what mat-
ters would be the ‘shorter term, not the long run. To
include total population and total urban population in an
analysis of war/peace in any given year, at best, would be
to include noise in the assessment of the balance of power
capabilities." (p.10-11)
The ranking - of states, based on their individual share of total

system capabilities, initially appears to require the full set of

indicators. Military indicators are, of course, vital components in
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any assessment of state capabilities. The industrial indicators, rép-
resenting the:basic input (energy consumption) and output (iron/steel
production) elements of‘deve]bpment, are also vjtal components .in the
capability equation, especially - in relation to the ability éf states
to- prosecute successfully war since the mid-Nineteenth century.
Finally, the demographic indfcators,'giyen their representation of the
long term capabilities of states, speak fo the notion of Great Power

rank resulting from a long term perspective.

However, the validfty of the demographic indicators is problematic.
Neither one captures simply the long term element of capabilities.
They also serve to increase the influence of the other indicators in
the calculation. Total population adds weight to the military side of
the equation. The size of é state's armed forées is genérally a func-
tion of its population base. Naturally, this relationship depends on
the specific demographic breakdown of a state over time which deter-
mines the availablé pool of manpower. - But, with the emergence of con-
script armfes, this pool is alfeady partially integrated within the
personnel indicator. As expected, a strong positive relationsﬁip is
'found between total population and armed forces per#onnel (r=.8155) .
By adding weight to the military component, the importance of the
fndustrial elements jn state capabilities 1is reduced, which may lead
to overvaluing the capabilities of states with a-weak industrial base,

yet a very large population base.

Urban population has similar problemsJ Urbanization is partially a
function of industrialization. Thus, this indicator adds weight to

the influence of the industrial component in the calculation. One
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finds that totalAurban populatién is strongly correlated wifh both
enérgy consumption (r=.831) and iron/steel proauction_(r=.893). Con-
verse}y, in some cases, high scores on fotal urban population may sim-
ply be the function of & large population base. In this case,k the
indicator is indirectly linked to the military sjde of ‘the calcula-

tion.

The confounding influence of these two indicators warrants their
.exclusion from the analysis. .For our purposes, the identification of
Great Powers is derived only from the two miliféry and industrial
indicators. At yeariy_intervals and on each indicator, thé percentagé
share of total system capabilities is calculated for every state. The
mean share is taken fdr every state across all relevant indjcafors to

establish its relative standing in the system.

As Moul (1986) points out, the equal weighting of the indicators is
a ”sthied.;onfession of igno}ance concerning the 'true' proportions
in which the vafiods components should be mixed"(p.12). But, he
argues that this simple solution is preferable fo a complicated
weighting scheme. Any complex manipulatfon is likely to increase tHe
amount of error already imbedded in the data itself. Fﬁrthermofe,
equal weighting of the indicators does not amount to an equal weight-
ing of industrial and military capabilities. Depending on.the histor-
ical context, one can weight fhe respective capabilities by excluding
one or more of the indicatbrs for different time frames and/or adjust-
ing the amount of individual state capabilities directed towards the

system,
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Both industrial indicators are excluded from 1816 to 1870 and one
industrial indicator, energy consumption, 'is excluded from 1871 to
1914. The decision to exclude these indicators is based on’the histor-
féal record. A changé in the components of ﬁilitary capabilfties and
the nature of war Qccufred invthe_mid—NineteentH century. Prior -to
the wars of German unification, military armaments aﬁd the means to
move militafy .forces remained relatively static fof two centuries.
Prussia's victories over--the Austrian Empire (1866) and France
(]870—1871) were attributedAto the new 'breech loaded' armaments and
the effective use of its railway »system to mobilize, transport, and
supply her armies.’?® After these events, the importance of_indusfrial-

ization to state military capabilities was recognized by the histori-

cal actors.

This change in capabilities indicates a need to aajust our indica-
tors. Prior to 1870, the two military indicators have the greatest
utility for the comparative ranking of states. Although with hind-
sight one can question the actual military strength of states such as
Russia,b the main concern is to provide a reasonablé representation of
the historical situation. For example, Anderson (1972:7) speaks
directly to the beliefs at the time when discussing Russian strength;

"the deep-rooted and crippling weaknesses of Russia during the decades

!

7° Howard (1976; 97-105) discusses the revolution in military forces
and war during this period. He notes that many of the technologic-
al changes appeared prior to the wars of German unification. How-
ever, for a variety of reasons, states had either ignored the
developments or employed them poorly. He attributes the Prussian
success in employing these changes to the development of a perma-
nent administrative structure; the General Staff. This structure,
along with the changes employed by the Prussians, were subsequently
copied by all the European powers at various points in time after
1871. See also Bond (1983) and Brodie (1976).
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after 1815 were largely hidden from contemporaries. To them the glit-
tering facade .of military power which she presented to . the outside

-world still carried conviction".

After 1870, there is a clear recognition of the importance of
industrialization to military_powér. However, this recognition AOes
not mean that decision-makers weighed equally the importance of mili-
tary and industria].capabilitjes. The beliefs of military‘elitesvpri--
“or to World War One proVide evjdenee about the relative importance of
military and industrial capab{lities. As Howard (1961), Anderson
- (1972), and Bond (1983) point out, military elites did not Qnderstand
the lessons of industrial war for generations after the 1870s.7? thle
not disregarding the industrial component, these elites continued to
stress traditional beliefs about the importance of basic military
capabilities. Given the pO]iticai reiationship between military énd
political elites, it is likely that political deé%éion-makers also
undervalued the true importance of the industrial component until

World War One.’?

1 For example, Howard (1961:119) states: '"But the lessons which now
seem so evident in retrospect the armies of Europe were to take
fifty years to learn. Only the very clear sighted could have seen
the triple significance of 6 August 1870: the collapse of the cav-
alry; the transformation of the infantry; and the triumph of the
gun''. Hart (1960) argues: "Yet even in the first great war of the
twentieth century, it was still customary to measure comparative
strength of armies in 'x-thousand rifles' and 'y-thousand sabres',
- so persistent is the grip of traditional habits of thought."

2 This is especially true of the European states prior to 191k, War
plans were the domain of military elites and they acted as the
main, if not only, venues of information in this regard for politi-
cal elites. (see Synder, 1984; Kennedy, 1979).
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It is also useful to show the effect that the various‘components of
state capabilities have on the relative standing ofikey states. Fig-.
ure 4.1 shows how the add}tion of‘the'industrial indicators affects
the percentagé shafe of system capabilities held by Greét'éritain,
France, Germany, and Russié from 1870 to 1914. Comparing the patterns
reveal that the addition of the industrial indicators has oppésite
effects for Great Britain and Russia, ‘as well as Germany and France.
-Britain's share of system capabflities rises significant]y with the
addition of the.induétrial indicators, Conversely, Russia's share
declines significantly with the above changes. The industrial indica-
tors also have an opposite affect on France and Germany, albeit insig-

nificant.

Giveﬁ these findings, the decision to include only one industrial
indicatér (iron/steel) for the period 1870-1914 is reinforced.?”? Usfng
the mflitary indicators alonelinflétes the Russian capabilities, but
using both inaustrial indicators overemphasizes Britain's capabili-
ties. Although the exclusion of the second industrial indicator may
lead to an inflation in the Russién share, this inflation is congis—
tent with the perceptions of the actors at the time.‘ (See Kennedy,
1984) . After World War One, all four indicators are used for the

study, thereby reflecting the lessons of total war.

Consideration must also be given to the security interests of
states outside of the European continent. In particular, one must

consider the relative impact of colonial possessions on state capabil-

73 The use of the iron/steel indicator, rather than energy consumption

is based on the problem of data availability. Energy consumption

" figures are only available for the traditional set of Great Powers
from 1870-1880. As such, its use could bias the rankings.



FIGURE 4.1
' Comparison of the Impact of
Select Industrial Indicators on State Shares.
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ities. This is a complex issue, compounded.by problems of déta-avail-
ability and measurement. FFor example, both Great Britain énd France
deployed military forcgs outside of Europe to defend theirvreépeétivé
empires. At ihe'same time, Great Britain and France did use the man-
power pool of their co]onﬁes in both Worid Wars. While certain colo-
nies did represent’a financial drain on the metropolftan state, they
a]sd provided kéy raw materials and food stuffs. 1t is difffcult,
indepen&eht of.data‘availability problems,‘to weigh properly the rela-
tive costs and.benefits of the «colonies. It would require a major
undertaking on its own; Thereforé, we éssume that costs eqUal ben-

efits and make no adjustments. 

However, fhere is one exception to thjs rule: Russia. it differs
from other European.statés by virtue of its geo;politiéal po§ition,
which places it aétride the Euro-Asian landmass: As such, the benefits
are already included in the data, bﬁt the costs arelndtg History pro-
~vides a general indication of these costs, particularly in terms of
hilitary deplqyments. . In 190L4-05, Russia féhght a major war with
Japan in the Far East." After the 1917 revolution, Asian_RuSsia.was a
major center of counter—revo]ut?onafy White forces until fﬁeir defeat
in 1922. The Bolshevik regime established‘itsvfirst_satel}ite in this
area, Mongolié, immediately following thé'Civii War. -fhe Bolsheviks
also engaged in several clashes thh Chinese warlords in the Twenties,
followed by a séries of major mflftary confrontations with Japanese

troops from 1931-1939.
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If is necessary to account for this drain on Russian capabilities
relative tq actual émount‘ofvcapabilities-directed towards the Europe-
an system,. But, such an adjustment is hampered bf data availability.
Figures are available on Russfén_fofceS' used in the war against Japan
.(Kuropatkfn, 1909) . . However, vthere is no reliable data on Russiah
deployments prior and subsequent to the war. As such, Russian capa-
bilitieé are not adjusted prior to 1919.7‘_After 1919, estimates of
Soviet troop deployments “are"available from Japanese infelligence
estimates as reported byvlkuﬁiko (1976).75 These estimatesbare used to
provfde the . relevant coefficients for. the period -1919-1939.' Using
these figufes, .wé calculate the percentage of.Soviet.military person-
nel not deployed in the Far East. The resulting coefficients are used
also‘to adjust the reportea values‘ on the other indicators for Soviet

Russia.’*®

74 The decision to adjust Soviet capabilities in the Interwar period
is bolstered by the general unreliability of reported capabilities
on the four indicators. It appears evident in the raw data that
certain values, particularly iron/steel production, are. highly
inflated. Thus, adjusting for the costs of Soviet interests in the
Far East also serves to modify the effect of reported Soviet val-
ues. :

75 These estimates are even more vital given the border clashes
between these two Power in the late Thirties (see Coox, 1977; Lee,
1983; and Tinch, 1951).

76 Jkuhiko (1976:131) - reports 100,000 Soviet troops in the Far East

- prior the Manchurian incident in 1931. Beginning in 1932, Soviet
troops increase from 230,000 to 450,000 (1938). The resulting co-
efficients are .8 (1922-1931), .75 (1932-1935), .74 (1936), .75
(1937), and .72(1938).
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L.3 THE EUROPEAN GREAT POWERS 1816-1939

-Having outlined the various adjustments to our capability méasures,
the Great Powers caﬁ be identiffed empirically. IOnfy states holding a
>minimum.'five' percent share of totél system capabflities are present-
ed; Figure L.2 represents the period 1816-1870 'in which state capa-
bility shares are calculated from the two militéry indicators. This
figure reveals two <clusters of states. One ciuster, consisting of
Prussia, Turkey, and Spain, resides consistently below the 10 percent
leQel of system capabilities. .The second cluster, COntafniné Rﬁssia,
Great Britain, France, and'Austria, is found above the ten percent
level. It also shows a significant'changé in the percentage shafes
and the ranking of two states. During the 1860s, Prussia‘increases‘
its share of capabilities and moves into the upper cluster of states.
Conversely, Austria éf this t{me declines below the ten percenf level.
Finally, ltaly enters into the picture in 1860; Although ltaly climbs
initially above the ten percent level, largely due to the unification
process and participation in the Austro-Prussian War, it declines

below this level after 1866.

Fngre 4.3 covers the next period (1870—1§1h). State shares are
based on the éddftion of a third indicator; iron/steel production.
The.general pattern and rank of the various states is replicated even
though exact continuity in reported shares isvabsent relative to Fig-
ure k.2. Russia, Gfeat Britain, France and Germany (Prussia) each

hold substantially more than ten percent of system capabilities.?’

77 The comparative standing for Germany and France replicate the find--
ings of Healy and Stein (1974) for the 1870s. The French share in
this decade .is shown to be higher than the German; a point cri-
tiqued by Scroeder (1977; 1977b). He argues that this finding con-
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Austro-Hungary (Austria) and ltaly hold significantly less than ten
peréent. Turkey alsoJmakeS'a brief appearance (1876-1880). . Its share

does not rise above the seven percent level.

Figure L.L contains the measures for the Interwar period
(1919-1939) . Stafe shares are based on all four indicators. The.pat-
tern found On.thé pfevious figures is less apparent here. Great Brit-
ain and Gérmany ére above the ten percent level for the entire period,
while Fraﬁce drops below this level ering the final two years of the

_period. Soviet Russia, absent from the graph prior to i922 due to
civil war, enters with an eightéen percent share. Its share declines
.below the ten percént level in 1923, and reaches a period low of seven
percent in 1924, By 1926, the Soviet Union attains the ten percent
threshoid, and remains significantly above it for the remainer of the
period. ftaly begins the period at the ten percent level, but
déc]ines below ‘thié level for thev remaining years, with an average
share of.eight percent. anally, Poland meets the minimum require-

ments for ihclusion from 1924 to 1934,

A1l three Figures reveal a break at the ten percent level -of system
capabilities. This level appears to be the minimum requirement for

Great Power status.’® - A lower percentage would lead to the inclusion

tradicts the smashing defeat of France in 1870-71 and subsequent
diplomatic record. Alexandroff et.al (1977) respond with a differ-
ent interpretation of the historical " record. The relative merits

of the two arguments are left to the reader. it is also possible
that the French standing is a function of the inclusion of colonial
forces, although the data is unclear on this point. it is suffice

to note that our findings are not greatly divergent from the likely
state of affairs at this time. '

78 This level differs substantially from the level proposed by Modei—
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of such states as Turkey, .Spain, and Poland within the ranks of the
Great Powers at various poiﬁté in time. However, a ten percent'share
requirement also- léads to the exclusibn of certain stafes‘ who have
been seen traditionally as Great Powers. These states ére Prussia
(1816-1870), Austro-Hungary (1870-1914),. and ltaly (1860-19.39).'7'9
Also,. their'exclusion.results“ih the treatment_of the Eurobean system
as a foﬁf power syStem, in contrast wfth the orthodox view-of'a five

and/or six power system.

| Although . the djscfepancy between these findings and traditional
arguments may be a product of aﬁ inability to capture and measure all
the éctual elements which leéd to Great Powér status, the discrepancy
may be more apparent than real. It is true.that the majority of his-
torians identify Prussia, AustrOfHungary and ltaly as Great Powers
during the time span in which they hold less than ten percent of sys—
tem capabilities. Yet, historians, as shown below, significantly
qualify their arguments. In particular, these qualifications are
related to the failure of thé aforementioned states to have -system

wide or general security interests.

ski (197L4) and applied by Rapkin et.al. (1979) and Thompson (1986).
They argue that five percent is the minimum requirement for a Great
Power . But, this minimum as shown above is not empirically satis-
factory. It should also be noted that the Modelski proposal also
includes a basic distributional requirement among the set of states
with more than five percent of system capabilities. The five per-
cent minimum, as shown above, does not meet the test of historical
validity. The use of an additional distributional requirement con-
flicts with the relationship between Great Powers and polarity (see
discussion on polarization in Chapter 5) and can not cover the wide
variety of possible distributions without ambiguity.

7% The decision to wuse 1870 as the operational date is a product of -
the likely lag between the events of 1866 and 1870, as well as the
change in the indicators which occurs at this date.
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Concerning Prussia's status prior to the 1860s, several historians
indfcate her limited role and interests. Sked (1979:8)/suggests_that
- a realistic.viéw of Egrope at this 'timé shows a Europe divided‘into
four spHeres of influence cohtrolled by Great Britain, 'Frahce, Aus-
tria, and Russia. Anderson (1972:10-11) indicates that Prussia's
- Great Power standing at the time of the Congress of Vjenna was simply
a courtesy extended by the other Powers. Citing Metternich in 1833,
he idgnfffies fhe belief that Prussia was oniy a second rate actor.
Anderson also pdints to the limited unassuming nature of Prussian for-
eign policy during the next thirty.years (See'alsé Holborn, 1951;
Thomﬁon, 1958) . Fihally, a general survey of diplomatic histories of
this period ihdicates the dominance of the four aforementioned Great
Powers in system wide security affairs with the Prussian presence 1im-
ited to the German theatre (For example, éee Albrect-Carrie, 1958;

Cragg: ]980) .80

Austria's decline in status after the 1860s is also duly noted by
historians. Echoing our findings, Taylor (1954),8: Andersdn (1972),
and Bond (1983) point out that Austria could no longer compete mili-
tarily with the other Great Powers. More specifically, Anderson

labels the Empire as a mere shell of a Great Power. He argues that

8¢ A useful way to check out this belief would be through a content
analysis of major historical texts. In fact, a comparison of our
findings with such an analysis would go far in settling the problem
of the ambigious status of certain states.

81 The arguments made by Taylor in his preface and the subsequent

© arguments made in the text are a classic example of the lack of
concern by many historians about the definition and consistent
application of concepts. The preface clearly stresses the second
rate status of the Austro-Hungarian Empire and italy. The text con-
sistently labels these two states as Great Powers. This is also the
case for Ross (1983) and the other authors cited above.
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Austria rapidly became a client of Germahy; abje to entertain eASUC_
cessful war only against another second rate state. Holborn (1951:45)
also implies a client-patron relationship and notes that Russian
designs in‘the Balkans were only deterred because of German support to
Austria. Finally, having been expelled from Italy and Central Eurepe,
the Empire's foreign policy is limited to the Balkans (Burridge and

Young, 1988).

. Similar evidence supports our findines for Italy during this peri-
od. Taylor (1954), Leslie (1965), Anderson (1972), Bond (1983) and
Ross (1983) argee that ltaly's military and political weaknesses
ensured a second rate status, despite.aspirations to be a Great Power.
Moreover, any treatment of ltaly es an equal s a funcfion of its
alliance with the Central Powers (1882) and limited to issues regard-
ing the Ottomann Empire (Bridge and Bullen, 1980). ltaly's humiliat-
ing defeat at Adowav(1896) clearly demonstrates its second rate stand-
ing to actors‘and observers alike. Furthermore, Italian neutrality in
1914, followeq by her participation on the allied side, had a negligi-
ble influence on the outcome of the war. In fact, _Italy rapidly
became another drain on Allied_resources (Kennedy, 1984:15) . Finally,
its second rafe status is apparent «clearly in ltaly's limited role at
Versailles. As Thomson (1958:579) remarks about decision-making after
the departure of ltalian'Premier Orlando in April 1919; ''Most impor-

tant decisions were henceforth taken avowedly, as they had previously

82 Many historians cite the |nternal weaknesses of the Empire as shown
be political concessions to the Hungarian aristocracy. Taylor
(1954:358) also identifies a belief held by several elites at the
turn of the century that the Empire would collapse on the death of
Franz Joseph and be divided between Germany and Russia. in particu-
lar, Russia actively promoted such a scheme. .
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been taken substantively, by the famous Big Three..."

While Italy's Great Power status prior to.1§19 can be readily dis-
missed, its status in the Interwar periéd is a complex issue. .As
shown above, IfaTy, until the final years of the period, averages an
eight percent share of system capabilities. Politically, ltaly is a
guarantor in the Locarno Pact (1925). . Both Great Britain and France
in the éarly 1930s aré concerned about ltalian behavior and seek her
as an ally to deter Gerﬁan expansionism, especially in relation tq
Ausfria'(Stresa Conference) . However, the ltalian shére is partiallyv
a function of German military restrfctions stemming from the Treaty of
Versailles. The decline in italy's éhare begins with German rearmé—
ment in the mid-Thirties; Also, German restrictions and the isolation
of Bolshevik Russia during the 1920s inflafes italy's role in system
security issues. With the Abysinn}an and Spanish adventures, Italy
becomes greatly dependent on German support. By.the late 19305, italy

is clearly a second rate client of Germany.

In the true sense, ltaly is not a Great Power . Any limited status
of this nature is a function-of the the upheaval caused by World War
One. Although important becausé of its key geo-politiéal position, it
is difficult to conceive of ltaly as a Great Power in the capability
sense defined here. However, the ambiguity, along with the respective
caseé for Prussia »and Austria, leads us to apply two distinct Great

Power sets for the testing of our hypotheses.

The inclusion of Prussia and Austria for the entire period priorvto

1914 and ltaly for the Interwar era has some historical merit. |In the
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cases of Prussia prior to 1870 = and Austria after 1870 consideration
must be Vgi?en to their earlier status. Prussia is clearly 'a Gteat
Power prior to the disasters e*perienced in the Napoleonic efa, and
accordiﬁg to.our own findings Austria is a Great Power prior to 1870.
It is this previous recognition'whichbmaf bias elites to maiﬁtain ﬁhis
belief long éfter a state's capabilities warrant it. In a more con-
temporary example, both France and Great Britain continue to be recog-
nized as Great Powers for a significant period of time after World War
Two. In the case of lta]y; it is the abnormal situation stemming from
Worid War One whicﬁ provides some degreé of support . to its treatment
as a Gfeat Power . However, there exists no evidence to support the

claim of Italian Great Power status any earlier.

fhese caveats support the use of.fwo distinct sets of Great Powers.
In so doing, we can compare our findings to judge the extent to which
the Great Power_debafe ‘affects the relationship between capability
distributions and alliances. The first set of Great Powers consisté
of Great Britain, France, and Russia for the  entire temporal span,
 'Austria from 1816 to 1870, and Germany fr§m 1870 to 1939. The second
set adds Prussia (1816-1870),  Austria (1870-1914), and ltaly

(1919-1939) .

L.4 MEASURING THE DISTRIBUTION OF CAPABILITIES

The procedure for measuring the distribution of capabilities for
both sets of Great Powers is found in Singer et.al. (1972) and dis-

cussed at length by Ray and Singer (1979). Singer and Ray argue that
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any measure of distribution®?® must meet foUr conditions. It must be
readily interpretable and comparable. It must react to movemeht in
the proportions among thé units. It must accurately represent all the
units in'the set. Finally, changes in the number of cases within the
set must be accounfed for fn a manner appropriate to the theoretical
concern at hand. They find that most the measurement procedures meet

the first three conditions, but fail to satisfy the final condition.

However, the.problem of changes in the number of cases or sensitiv-
ity, as defined b}‘Singer and Ray,;is moot in our case. The number of
cases remains constant‘in both. sets of Great Powers even though the
specific units within ea&h set do change. 'ft>is the difference in the
number of cases or observations between the two Great Perr sets thch
lead to the adoption, in part, of the Singgr and Ray procedure. “This
procedure provides an index résging from O, equality, to‘1, single
actor dominanée. In contrast, other procedures, identified by Singer
and Ray, produce indices which differ in range depending on the number
of cases. Thus, it would be difficult to compare the fiﬁdings for our

two sets if the range of the indices is not consistent.?®*

The creation of the adopted distribution index is relatively
straightforward. First, each individual actor's share of capabilities
within the set of Great Powers is calculated. The standard deviation

of these shares is then calculated. The resulting score is then

83 They refer to their approach as the measurement of concentration,
not distribution. This is only a semantic difference.. For reasons
of clarity, the study will consistently refer to the measure as one
of the distribution of capabilities. : .

84 Singer and Ray point out that all the procedures contain similar
mathematical properties.
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divided - by the maximum possible standard deviation when one state
holds all possible capabilities. The denominator is .75 in a four
" power set and .80 in a five power set. The square root of the result-
ing value produces a distribution score  which can rangevfrom 0, per-
fect.equality, to 1.0, comhlete‘inequality. This procedure js repeated

for each yearly observation.
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For each.distribution index, the yearly scores are adjusted through
the use of a three year moving average.‘ This adjustment serves to
limit the effeéts of brief shocks on thé distribution. _ For example,
the hobilization of state resources.in response to a Erisis by one of
the Great Powers would significantly skew the score for any single
year. The moving average serves to reduce the effect of these excep-

tional occurrences.

In general, the patterns shown on Figure 4.5 for both sets are rel-
atively identical. The distribution moves towards equality and reach-
es its lowest point at the turn of the century. From here, it moves

significantly away from eguality Qp to the break at World War One.
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After the war, the distribdtion is curvilinear. A high level of ine-
quality is followed by a trend towards greater . equality until the
mid-1930s. At this point,.inequa]ity rapidly increases. As expected,
fhe th indices are highly'éorrelated; r=.9146. Al;o, the five Power
index is consistently higher than thaﬁ four Great Power one. ' The mean
for the former is .198, .whereas the mean for the latter set is .148.
This finding is expected given the difference between the two sets.
The inclusion of a state, such as Prussia prior to 1871, with rela-
tively weak cépabilities in the creation of the five Power> index
should lead to higher levels of inequality, as discussed in Chapter

Six.. However, certain anomalies are present in this comparison.

Buring the lnterwar years, inequalify is higher on the four Power
index; a reversal ‘of the pre-1914 pattern. These hiQher levels, in
comparison to the five Power index, are a function largely of the lim-
itations placed on Gerﬁan military resources in the Treaty of Vers-
ailles. With the inclusion of ltaly in the Five Power index, and weak
German capabilities until the mid-1930s, one should expect this pat-
tern reversal. Although one would expect the lines to <c¢ross at the
point of German re-armament, it is not the case because of the rela-
tive decline of French and British military capabilities at this same
time. In fact, ltalian capabilities are only slightly less than

France and Gréat Britain in the late 19305.

The scores for the four Great Power index rise above the other
index in the late 1860s. This rise is a function of changes in the
composition of the four Power index. With the exclusion of Prussia

until 1870, the rapid deciine of Austrian capabilities (see Figure
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L.2) pushes the index up. With the removal of Austria and its

replacement by Germany, - the general cdmparative péttern resumes. In
other words, the fpuf Power index‘contains a relétively weak state,
Austria, whereas a.rjsing state, Prussia, is excluded in the 1860s.
Austrianbweakness in the four Power index pusheS’Tt to higher levels

of inequality, until its replacement by Prussia fn 1871.

It is also apparént that movement on the four power indéx is much
more dramatic than on the five pdwér one. Th}s difference is most
evident during the 'final’Aecades of the Nineteenth Century. = The
scores on the former decline from approximately .125 in the 1870s to
.060 in the.early 1890s. The respective decline for the latter set is
from .18 to .14. Again, this difference reflects the inclUsipn of a

weak Power, Austria-Hungary, in the five Power index.

In conclusion, the patterns betweeﬁ the two sets are relatively
similar, although some differences do exist. These differenceé shbuld
result in some variance in the strength of relatiphships tested from

vour hypotheses. But, be%ore examining these findings, it is necessary

to operationalize our dependent'variable.



Chaptef v

- ALLIANCES AND POLARIZATION

This chapter is concerned with the definition and operationaliza-
tion of the dependent variable: alliances. In our hypotheses, élii-
ances are conceptualized in three ways? Alliances are treated as a
Qeneral category of state behavior, dependeﬁt on the distribution of
capabilities over tiMe. ' Allianceékére  limited to 6ne specific -type,
defence pacts, which are viewed as the mos;llikely fofm of relafion—
ship states will seek in response to an unequal distfibution of capa-
bilities. ginal]y, alliances are examihed as the pattern of commit-
ments from the systeh perspective, witﬁ reference to the concept of

polarization.

The chapter is defded into three  parts. » Part ohe examines fhe
'.definition and c]assification‘of aliiahces, as well as the relatfon-'
ship Eetween the classification schehe adopted by this study and Bal-
ance of Power théory, ~ The second part identifies thecvari§u§ modifi-v
cétioné made to the alliance dété set‘dévéloped initially by‘the COW
project. It also identifies the two measures of alliances employed in
this study. and providesvthe descriptive regults fof‘these measures in
our anafysis. Thetffnal part addres#es alliances'frdm the system per-
spective in the context of the debate over the meaning and measurement

of system polarization.

_]37_
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5.1 ALLIANCES

Alliances are not only integral to Balance of Power theor*, but are
also 5 fundamental element of international’politics. Yet, as noted
in Chapter Two, mény facets of alliences' have escaped empirical
research. In particular;bempirical studies of all}ance.formation‘are
notably absent in the field (Ward,  1982; Job, 1981) . There does
exist, hewever,. a large body of theoretical literature on alliances.
This Iiterature;provides a wealth of -information. on the nelevant

issues related to the definition and classification of alliances. .

An alliance is one type of fink or bond between etates. It differs
from other types Qf bonde beeauee of its kintrinsic relationship with
the military/security realm. (Ward, 1982; Holsfi et.al., 1973; Freed-
man, 1970; Osgood, f968;_Modelski, 1963; Liska, 1962). _Aithough defi-
nitions vary, most agree that an alliance is "a limited set of states
. acting in concert at X time regarding the mutual enhancement of the
military security of the members" (Fedder, 1968:68). Fnrthermore an
allience requires a formalized relationship between states embodied in
5 treaty. This requirement serves to differentiate alliance from the

more generic category of alignment.

Alignments are informal in nature and are defined as a'nredisposi-
tion among states towards others over a host of issues (Ward, 1982).
As shown in Table IV, alignment differs from alliance in several subs-
tantive ways. HoweQer,‘ Morgenthau (1973) indicates that in certain
circumstances an alignment can be the equivalent of an alliance. The

interests of states may be obvious and identical such that joint poli-
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Comparison of Alignment, Alliance, and Coalition

Indication
of Formation

lssues
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Temporal
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Military-
Defence
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Specific to
Military
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Same
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Reg vs. Global

Fluid but
Slow Change
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Techniques from
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to game solution
Single lIssue
Area

NO Overlapping &
Cross-Cutting

Utility
Maximization

Same

Minimal
Winning N

Timebound to

Game Situation

Situation
determines

" Outcome of

Outcome &
Payoffs

Same as
Alliances

Source - Ward (1982)
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cies and actions result without the need for a formal relationship,
such as the contemporary relationship ‘between the United States and
Israel.. But, such infqrmal relationships are likely to be rare. It
is unlikely that state interests over a wide rangé of issues will be
identical wifh another stateT Even when " the interests of two states
converge’in the military/secufity realm, conflictfng interests in oth-
er areas of foreign policy will likelyilead states to seek some‘for—
malized reiationship. While states may seek to limit the scope of
their commitment when such éonflfcts exist, - they will segk stf]l some
degree of formality to ensure an édequate degree of certainty and pol-

icy co-ordination.?®5

Table.IV also showsvthe similarity between alliance and coalition,
even though the latter is formulated in game theoretic terms. Simi-
larity does not mean that the two concepts are equivalent and intef~
changeable. Coalition is more aptly seen as a kind of alliance._ Con-
sistent with its game theory roots, as well as its application in the
traditional ]iferature on the Balance of Power, ;oalition is apblied
to a set of states allied together uﬁdef certain conditions. These
conditions are the presence of a state seeking system hegemony and the
outbreak of war. A prominent example is the various <coalitions

against France during the Revolutionary/Napoleonic era (For.example,

85 Naturally, there will be the occasional case where an alliance
-relationship is not embodied by a formal treaty. One example is
the Anglo-French relationship during the 1930s. In this case, the
alliance bond between France and Britain is evident in the holding
of staff talks, briefly in 1936 and extensively in 1939, and the
coordination of policy in such situations as the Munich Crisis (see
Adamthwaite,1977; Howard, 1972; Taylor,1964). In these rare cases,
one must be aware of the historical record. However, to speak of
such relationships as informal alliances is to misrepresent the
historical record: :
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see Gullick, 1955). With the defeat of Napoleon, the coalition of
Great Britain, France, Prussia, and Russia is replaced by the Quadru-

ple Alliancef86

In this example, war serves as the definihg>conditf0n for labeiing
the anti—Napolebn élliance} a éoalition.. IWith the conclusion of the
war, the coalition label is replaced by an alliance or.défence pact
label. However, the presence of a potehtial system‘hegemon AOes not
disappear with the exile of Napoleon. Thus, the function of both the

coalition and successor .alliance is identical; the prevention of

French hegemony. In this case, as well as the majority of situations
in which coalition appears in the historical literature, war is the

key condition for differentiating between coalitions and other kinds

of alliances.

The decision not to use coalition in operationalizing alliances

stems from our theoretical perspective. States enter/leave alliances

in response to the distribution. It is true that the distribution
will be affected by war in that victory or defeat embodied in the
gain/loss of territory alters the distribution. But, it is this

effect on the distribution which alters the alliance calculus for
states. The relationship‘ between war and alliances is indirect.
Thus, coalitions, as wartime alliances, are not conceptually unique.

They are also related to the basic Balance of Power explanation of

8¢ |t is true that the Quadruple Alliance is more formal and explicit
than the coalition it replaced. However, the most prominent dif-
ference between the alliance and earlier coalition is the treaty's
provision which commited its adherents to regular meetings. This
provision became the basis for the Congress or Concert system which
has received special attention in the literature (see Rosecrance,

1963; Elrod, 1976; Jervis, 1985).
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alliances.

For our purposes, we adopt the classification scheme developed by
the COW project (Singer and Small, 1966). Alliances are classified
according to the kind and level ofvcoﬁmitment laid down.in the varioﬁs
treaties of alliance. - Defence pacts are the highest level of commit-
ment in which a state pledges to support its allies militarily if they
are attacked. A Non-Aggressfon/Neufrality pact, the next blevef of
commitment, pledges a state to remain neufral if its partnér(s) engage
in war. An éntente, the final and lowest level of commitment, commits

a state to consultation if one of its members is attacked.

As evident in this scheme, alliances are framed with reference to
state commitment; if,bor when, -war occurs. | However; élliances play
severél other functions. S;hroeder (1976) stresses the key fdnction
of alliances as agents_of control and coanict management, wﬁich has
been examined in some detail by Moul (1983; 1986). They argue, in the
context of émpirical studies on the relationship between alliances and
war, that the inclusion of alliances which function as conflict manag-
ers is queétionable. They should be excluded, a.priori,. in any
attempt to examine the gggg relétionship between alliances and war.:
Relative to this study, their case implies fhe use of only fhose alli-
ances which fit the general conditions of Balance of Power theory.
That is, one should only use alliances which are formed as a means to

increase state capabilities and alter the distribution.

However, the ability to distinguish among alliances is extremely-

complex in the above scenario. It is true that specific states may
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seek an alliance to restrain the behavior of a competitor and/or
ensure that a competitor will not interfere in its actions, as in the

case of ltaly cited by Moul (1983). Moreover, their érgument is still

related to threat and the use of alliances to deal with it. In this
sense, it is not neccesarily in conflict with Balance of Power. The
motive to seek an alliance may still be a function of djsfributional

inequality whereas the specific choice may somewhaf diverge from the
traditionaf 'balancing' assumption, as notéd by Walt>(1987). Nonthe-
less, one should remember that alliances‘ are, at a minimum, dyadic
affairs. The .motives for the alliance from the perspective of its
individual members may differ widely. An alliance also may perform
several fUnctions simultaneously. To classify alliances on the basis"
of individual state motives becomes extremely complex and potentially
arbitrary. At the same'time, the classification scheme,b and thus

choice of alliance cases, must be related to Balance of Power theory.

Although the COW classification scheme is not based on Balance of
Power theory, the central}ty of .commitment as the defining criterion
i§ relatively applicable for our tasks. Treatments of alliances in
Balance of Power theory focus on their function as agents of capabili-
ty re-distribution (see, Liska, 1962; Waltz, 1967; Zinnes, 1967; Mor-
genthau, 1973; and Holsti et.al, 1973). When two, or more, states
ally together, they are commiting their individual capabilities to a
common or collective cause. Thus, alliances naturally entail capabil-
ity aggregation among members. However, differences among the type of

alliances affects any treatment of aggregation.
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The extent to which capabilities can be aggregated is a'fuﬁction of

the type of commitment. Accdrdingly, defence pacts, by virtﬁe of a
;ommitment by its. members to use force in defined situations, which
'entails formal policy planning among militafy elites from the various
cpuntries, are de facto aggregation pacts. Ententes, although less
‘formal relative to defence pacts, a]sov imply some degree of aggrega-
tion. In providing for consultation among members, the possibility of
active military support in certain situations ié felatively high. in
fact, Kann (1976) érgués that ententes tend towards greater commit-

ments among adherents over time.?®’

However, neutrality/non-aggression pacts, the final t&pe in the COW
classification scheme, are markedly distihct froh defence pacts and
ententes, and appear.to conflict with the role of alliances in Balance
of Power theory. Neutrality/non-aggression pacts are negafive commi t-
ments, whereas defence pacts and ententes are positive. They are com-
mi tments Qhereby states pledge not to act or commit military resourc-
es. As such, one cannot logically aggregate the capabilitfes of the
states involived. In Batance of Power terms, they would not appear to

affect the distribution and should thus be excluded from the analysis.

But, neutrality/ﬁon-aggression pacts can be related to Balance of’
Power theory. A negative commitment will also affect the distribu-
tion. This effect amounts.to the rehoval of fhe availability of alli-
ance partners to other states. By removing alliance partners, a state

can undermine the ability of others to form an alliance with suffi-

87 Paradoxically, Kann argues the reverse for defence pacts. They
tend toward the loosening of commitments over time. He feels that
it was the fear of defection in 1914 that led the Powers of Europe
to commit themselves to war. : :
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cient capabilities to alter significantly the‘distribution. Moreover,
neutrality/non-aggression pacts can also function to maintain a rela-
tively equal distribution, éffer the initial formation of posftive
alliances, by undermining the ability of an opposing alliance to cre-
ate a preponderant alliance. Finally; both defence pacts and ententes
simultaneously exhibit positive and negative components. When states-
enter into. positive commjtmenfs which entail capability aggregation,

they are denying their capabilities to Qutsiders.

In showing that neutrality/non-aggression pacts are explicable in
Balance of Power theory, concern must be briefly given to the their
treatment as a singlé type. According to Levy (1981: 588), non-ag-

_gression pacts .are more general in terms of state obligations than
neutrality pacts.®® He ciassifies non-aggre;sion pacts as similar to
general agreements on behavior, such as the Kellogg-Briand Pact. How-
ever, this distinction is questionable. To treat nohfaggression_pacts
within the same class as géneral, and perhaps meaningless, agreements
on behavior is to ignore an important part of .= the hfstorical record.
Specifically, non-aggression pacts are unique to the Iﬁterwar period.
Neutrality paéts are unique to the pre-World War One era. ~The key
question, thus, is whether the temporatl unjquenes$ of the two is subs-

tantive or simply rhetorical.

It appears that the difference is primarily rhetorical and a func-
tion of two factors emerging from the World War One. First, many

‘observers identified alliances, in conjunction with secret diplomacy,

- 88 The more general nature of non-aggression relative to neutrality
pacts is also recognized by Singer and Small. However, they do not
address the problem and make no adjustments in their analysis.
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as a basic cause of World War One. Potential domestic opposition to
allian#e agreements worded with direct referencé to war, as in the
case of neutraliiy»pacts prior to World War One, may have led govern-
ments to -sign.pacts which contained a more pacifist bent. Second,
non-aggression-pécts may have occurred due to the appearance of the
Soviét Union, which was simultaneously a Greaf Power and an ideologi- -
cal pariah. Such pacts, because of their general wording, may have
been the only acceptable type of relationship with the Soviet Union
for many states, . and favored bylthe Soviet Union as a means to weaken

the capitalist '"cordon sanitaire'.®?®

In sum, the COW classification scheme is readily adaptable to this
study_of‘alljances from a Balance of Power perspective. 'Moréover, the
commitment basis of this scheme enables us to identify the basic
observations of the dependent variable in our hYpotheses.l Alliances
in the first hypothesis are adequaﬁely represented thpouéh the inclu-
sion of all three typés. It ié the most Qeneral hypothesis. The sec-
ondbhybothesis is ﬁore specific. It concerns relatively formal mili-
tary/security alliances. Thus, lihiting alliances to defence pacts
only, the most formal commitment among states, 1is a reasonable means

to test the second hypothesis. Finally, differentiating between types

8% |t is interesting to note that 36% of all non-aggression -pacts
included the Soviet Union. Also, a further 36% contained either
France, Germany, or ltaly. The above explanations can also be seen
as factors which undermine the relationships posited in Balance of
Power theory. The impact of World War One and the existence of the
Soviet Union are dominant factors in many historical explanations
which indicate the failure of the states to follow the dictates of
the Balance of Power (Neuman, 1968; see also the general literature
on appeasement) . They are also dominant in arguments which limit
the relevance of Balance of Power explanations to the pre-World War
One world. Both of these positions have been discussed in earlier
Chapters and play a fundamental role in establishing sub-periods to
test our hypotheses.



147
of alliances is central to the final hypothesis on polarization. The
three types, and the patterns they produce at the system's level, pro-

vide a more accurate depiction of the nature of polarization.

5.2 MODIFICATIONS, MEASURES, AND ALLIANCE PATTERNS

]n using the <classification scheme develéped by the COW project, we
al;o-reﬁy on their list of alliances for the period 1816—1939; Cer-
tain modifications are made to this 1list. The list is_ expanded to
include alliances formed within three months of war, buf contfnués to
exclude alliances formed during World War One.’° The additional alli-
ances are derived from Holsti - et.al. . (1973:234-235) . Alliances
between system and non-system members are afso excluded. Certain
alriances, such as the Anglb?Japanese in 1902, may have been related
partially to Balance of Power dictates in Europe. However, as in the
above example, tﬁe indépendént e%fect of Asian issues, including the
Asian distribution of capabilities, likely blayed a role as well and
cannot be ignored. Whereas thé distribution for system members in
alliance is identical, one must deal with two distributions in the
case of an inter-system alliance. Unless this is addressed, which
leads to expansion at a ﬁinimum of the spatial boundaries of the anal-
-ysis, the inclusion of inter-system alliances could contaminate our

analysis and undermine the reliability of our findings.

*% These alliances are excluded from the original data set because of
a belief that their inclusion would contaminate the. analysis
between alliances and war. Our theoretical view leads us to argue
that presence or absence of alliances will not be affected by the
occurrence of war, with the exception of alliances formed during
World War One. They are excluded because of the lack of capability
data for states during this war.
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Several other modifications are made from historical considera-
tions. Alliances and their classification in the COW data sét are
based on the technical provisions‘laid.down in the various treaties.
Howevér,_ in some cases certain alliances are either ‘incorrectly
included, excluded, or misclassified. The multilateral. defence
pacts (1816-1847;1849-1866) between the small German states, Prussia
and Austria are deleted. These pacts, better'knowﬁ as the German Con-
federation, are not actual defence relationships. This loose knit
confederation is simultaneously an arena for the competition between
Auspria and Prussia fo; dominance over Central Europe, aﬁd a mechanism
which enabled the Ilesser German states to enhance their.independence
by playing the two competing states of f against each other (see Carr,
‘1969;Werner, 1977) .%1 Its eXCIQSion enhances our ability to capture
accurately the historical record. If enables us td. account for the
actual state of relétions between Austria énd Prussia in the first
‘half of the Nineteenth Century. 'If the Confederation Qeré included,
-an erroneous defence pact relationship would be coded for these two

rivals until the 1860s.

Two alliances are added for the 1860s, and a change is made in the
coding of another alliance in 1911. The Austro-Pfussian defence pact
of 1864 is included. Ostensibly, this alliance is linked to the Ger-
man Confederation and the subsequent war witH Denmark._ lts duration
is only for a single year. Vln 1866, the neutrality relationship
between France and Austria is included. (Taylor, l95h;Albrect—Cérrie;

J958). lts duration is also limited to a single year. The Anglo-

91 Taylor (1954) identifies the German Confederation as a quasi-inter-
national set of relationships.
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French entente (190k4) s changed to a defence pact in ]9]1.' This
change is based on the alteration of the initial colonial agreement to
a 'defenée agreement as signaled by the conversatiéns held between
: their respective militafy staffs (]906) and an exchange of letters
between the two governments after the Morroco crisis (Moul, 1986:7;

see also Lebow, 1981:310).°2

Several ;ignificant modifications are made for the Iinterwar period.
Thé Rabpallo agreement between Germany and Soviet Russia k1922),
‘excludéd from,thg COW 1ist, -is coded as an entente.‘ This agreement, .
as noted by Adamthwaite (1977:89), initiated political and military
 cooperation betweeh the two outcasts. It is replaced in 1926 by the
Treaty of Berlin, which was included in the Singer and Small and
remains coded as a non-aggression pact. Rather than 1939, 1938 is
used as the concluding date of .the Franco-Russién -defence pact. As
Taylor (1964:188) points out, the results of Munich (September, ]938)
.effectively signalled fhe death of the Franco-Russian relationship.
Munich also sfgnals thé dissolutién of all other defence relationships
with Czechoslovakia. It is clear that nonevof Czechoslovakia's allies

would honour their.commitments, as borne out in March of 1939.

°2 The Anglo-Russian entente of 1907 remains an entente. Taylor
(1954:322) stresses the limited nature of the British commitment to
Russia. For example, he quotes British Foreign Minister Grey, who
stated; ",..But it was not -likely that Germany would make an
aggressive and menacing attack upon Russia; and even if she did,
people in Great Britain would be inclined to say that, though Ger-
many would have successes at first, Russia's resources were so
great that, in the long run, Germany would be exhausted without our
helping Russia."
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The Anglo-French relationship is coded as an entente in 1936, and
upgraded to a defence pact in‘ 1939; .The COW project éxéludes this
relationship enﬁirely.v In so doiné; ~a key elemenf of international
politics of the time is miésing; Its-coding as an entente is based on
the.brief series of’miiitar& staff talks held by thé two states in
response to thé Rhiﬁelénd crisis and their fundamentaf cb-ordinatioﬁ
of policy Qp to and including the Munich affair. . In response to Ger-
many;s seizure of the rump of Czechoslovakia (March, 1939) , the rela-
tionship Eecomes relatively identical to a defence pact 1(see Bond,

1983; Howard, 1972) .

The Anglo-Polish relationship in 1939 i§ in;luded and coded as a
‘defence pact. Although the bond jnitially is a unilateral guaranteé
extended by Britain to Polaﬁd, Albrecht-Carrie (1956:532,539) points
out that it is a prelude ‘to a ful]fledged alliahce, bonsummated in
August, 1939. In this sense, the bond differs from the series of'

guarantees extended by Britain to other states, such as Roumania.

Finally, an alteration is made in the coding for a set of multi-
lateral allianées among Bélkan states in the late 1930s. fn 1938,
‘éulgaria, Greece, Rumania, Yugoslavia, and furkeyiconcluded a multi-
lateral Non—Aggréssion Pact. Prior_tov1938, this set of states, with
the excepfion of Bulgaria, were linked through a multi—latera1 defence
pact relationship. To avéid counting _Iinkages between stafes'twiqe,
relative to the two types of alliances, only the Bulgarian linkage to
each of the above states is coded as a Non-Aggression pact. The
remaining linkages, such as the link between Greece and Yugoslavia,

remain coded as Defence pacts. Similarly, the relationship between
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Hungary snd ltaly is coded as an entente, despite the simultaneous
presence of a Non-Aggression link between them. These decisisns are
consistent with the measures employed to represént the dependent vari-

able, as noted below.

The fifsfﬂ-two hypotheses identify two dependent variables. | The
first is alliances and represents .the general relationship posited in
Balance of Power theory. Defence pécts is the second variable, as
noted at the conclusion of the previous section. Defence pacts,

Secause they entsii a high degree of formal military commitment, are
consistenf with the second hypothesis which 'posits a relationship
between inquality andkformal security‘commitments among states. For
each variable, two distinct measures are employed. Tﬁe first measure:
is the proportiqn of states in alliances/defence pacts in each year of
the study.®? While this measﬁre represents the simple presence of
states in alliances it does not address the‘pﬁenomena sf multiple and
multilateral alliance relationships. For fhis reason, a second meas—.‘
ure is also employed. This measure consists of the proportibn pf sys-
tem dyads subsumed by siiiance/defence ﬁacts each year. In empidying
this measﬁre, multi-lateral alliances/defence pacts are treated as a
series of biisterai relationships. Dyads enable us to capture more
accurately the phenomena of alliances/defence pacts. For example, a

state may participate in a single alliance for a long period of time.

°3 |n contrast to the independent variable in which data for the rele-
vant indicators are referenced to January 1, the alliance data is
referenced to December 31 or as reasonable as possible in the cases
~of alliances lasting a single year. In making this decision, a
partial lag is built into the analysis. Also, the concluding time
for alliances is September, 1939; the outbreak of war. All allianc-
es coded by Singer and Small as terminating in 1939 are included in
the 1939 data.
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During this same period, this state may enter and leave another alli-
‘ance. |In term of the first ﬁeasure, assuming'that this state's allies
also have other.relationships, no changevwill result. But, the'éecbnd
measure will account for these changes. Thus, 'this meésure is more
sehsitive‘to changes in state behavior in this reaim, ‘rélative to the

first.

It should be understood that the counting of dyads is limited to
direct alliance/defenée pact relationships. Secondary‘links or bonds
arevéxcluded. For exaﬁple, gfvén three states (A;B;C) wfth two bilat-
eral alliance bonds (AfB; A-C),_ the third possible.bond or,éecondary
link (B-C) is excluded. Relative to the first measure, the example
also shows the greater sensjtivfty'of the dyad measure. While the
»first measure for a three acforvsystem would bé 100% iﬁ the example,

the dyad measure would only be 66%

Having identified the two measures of the two dependent variables,
the following Tables.and Figures proviae a basic description of alli=
ances in the system as a whole, as well as for three smaller periods
of time.?* Also, the results for all types of allianees are presented.
Although ententes and neutrality/non—aggre;sion pacts are not separate
components. of the sfudy, théir presentation provides the reader with a

snapshot of their presence over time.

%4 Several other smaller periods were identified for analysis in Chap-
ter Three. They are not presented here for reasons of brevity.
Only three prominent historical divisions are emplioyed to indicate
the degree of change in the the prominence of alliances over time.
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Table V presents fhe average proportion of states in alliaﬁces as a
whole, and.in~each individual type of alliance. For the entire system
antaverage of .316 of states par;icipate in alliances of any typeL
Defence Pacfs are the most‘ prominent form of alliance participation
(.227) followed by Ententes (.109) and Neutfality/Non-aggreséion pacts

(.10) .

Turning to the three periods, significant diffefences are appareﬁt.
The average‘number of-stétes in alliances increases substantiajly from
the’fi}st period (.177), through the middle period (.38i), to the
final period (.549). This pattern is also evident in the case of
Defence and Neutrality/Non-aggression égreehents. In thevEntente‘cat-
egory, this paftern is'broken. There is negligible change from the
middle (.148) to the'final‘period (.145), and its direction is down-
ward. In comparing the periods across categories, ' the dominance of

defence pacts in the first two periods is not repeated in the final
period. Here we find Neutrality/Non-aggression pacts containing a

slightly greater average of states (.362) than Defence pacts (338).

Table VI shows . the average proportion of system dyads subsumed by
alliance relationships. The patterns here do not differ widely from
the patterns on the previous table, except for two notable gxceptions.
First, there is a slight differenﬁe in the average proportion of alli-
ance dyads between fhe middle (.059) and final periods (.066) Second,
the pattern in the defehce category shows little difference between
the first (.025) and final period (.026). The middle period, in con-

trast to Table V, contains the highest average in the Defence catego-

ry.
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Table 'V .

Average Proportion of States in Alliances, Defence Pacts, Ententes,
and Neutrality/Non-Aggression Pacts by Various Periods of Time.

A]liances Defence' Ententes Neutrality
Pacts - Non—aggression
1816-1939 - .316 | ;227 .108 | .100
1816-1870 77 , .133 .064 : .002
1871-1914  ..381 .288 N .10k
1920-1939 549 -339 145 .362

Note: Proportion of states in various alliance types do not add up
to the proportion in alliances. States participating in
several alliances simultanecusly are counted only once in
the alliance category.

Table VI

Average Proportion of System Dyads Subsumed by Alliances, Defence Pacts,
Ententes and Neutrality/Non-Aggression Pacts by Periods

Alliances Defence  Ententes Neutratity/
Pacts Non-aggression
1816-1939 .04 .025 .009 .008
1816-1870 .018 : .01k .005 .0001
1871-1914 .059 038  .013 .008
1920-1939 .066 .026 .010 - .029

These findings as a whole indicate substantial differences between
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the three periods. However, they do not provide us with a clear indi-
cation of the patterns on the two alliance measures over time. Rather
than providing other summary étatistics; such - as ﬁinimum, maximum, and
standard deviation, to expose variénce, ‘Figures 5.1 and 5.2 provide

graphic representations for the two measures.

The percentage_of states in alliances flu;tuates widely over tjme
(Figure 5.1). Conceptualizfng. the pattern in terms of our three
smaller periods, the first per}od; (1816—1870)- ‘reveals a 'genefal
decline over time. 'The next period .(187]f]91h) shows a revefse pat-
tern. The largest and steadiest iﬁcreaSé is reVeaTed in‘ the final
period, surpassing the highest valﬁe recorded in the previous period

in 1930.

The pattern for Defence Pacts largely replicates the ffndings for
allianceg.és a whole, fwo interesting exceptions are noted. . First,
the initial period (1816-1870) exhibits moré of‘a‘horizontal line over
time. Sécond, tHe rise in the final period is more gradual and limit-
ed. The Entente category is marked by'significant periods in which
states avoid such relationships alfogether._ﬂ, The vélués here tend to
fluctuate from zero to a constant levél»and back_agafn, .Finally; Neu-
tra]ity/Non-Aggre#sion relationships are shﬁwn to be a phenomena rele-
vant onlyvto the era after the.18705._ They also appear to be respon-
sible for the significant increase in the values }eportéd in the final

period.

Turning to the dyad measures (Figure 5.2), the patterns are similar

to those found on the previous measure. However, the patterns here
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:show much:fess fluc;uétibﬁ. 'Tﬁefe are also some signifiéant differ-
ences. fqr example, the percentage of Defence Pagt dyads in the»middle
‘périod (1871-191h) levels off,l wheregs the findings on Figure 5.1 for
DefencevPacts reveal a constant inéreése; Alsd, Neutrality/Noﬁ-Aggregf
_§ion Pacts show é Signifi;ant déc]iné in the mid-1930$v th;h is_pof—

trayed as a leveling off in the previous Figure (5.1).

In conclusion, our‘heasurements indiéate not only a sufficient
degreé of variance-in the measures over tiﬁe, but also some sigﬁifif'
cént‘differences between the two basic meagufes of_the depenaent vari-
.able. It fs‘apparent_fhét the two heasures are not identicai'and cap-
ture different aspects of the alliance phenomenon. Finally, ouf
ffndings élsb provide tentatiye support for our diyisioh of the déta

set into smaller periods,?®s

*5 We also tested for the most significant break in the alliance data
: using an oneway analysis of variance. The highest F ratio was
found using 1884 as a break. This findings conflicts somewhat with
“the arguments made by Singer and Small, as well -as several other
studies using COW data, which indicate .a natural break somewhere in
the 1890s. This discrepancy is examined in more detail in the data
analysis chapter. S : : '
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5.3 POLARIZATION

Polarization represents thg final index of the»dependeht variable.

It is a conéept which enjoysIWide theoretical and empirical applica-
tioﬁ in the field. Despité its widespread use, there is a great deal
of disagreement over the definition and measurement of polarization.
Tﬁree issues, partially inter-related, affect its treatment; two con-
ceptual and one methodological. The first issue is a function of the
relationship between the concepts.polarity and polarization and thé
‘theoretical roots of both. The second concerns the treatment of
pélarization as a multi-dimensional concept inv whicﬁ sbcio-economic
and specific behavioral patterns are incorporated along'with allianc-
es. The third issue stems from the problems associated Qifh-develop-
ing a sophisticated procedure to measure the complex forms in which

polarization can take in the real world.

Any understanding of polarization requires a simultaneous concern
for the concept of polarity. How one defines polarity largely deter-
v miﬁes one's conceptualization of polarization. Both concepts stem
from a desire to account forv the influence of system structure,
defined as the arrangement of actors in relationbto one énother (Ray,
1980), on the behavior of constituent units. Polarity is the number
of key actors or poles which reside at the top of the system;s social
hierarchy. fn its simplest form polarity is equated to the number of

Great Powers. Polarization is the extent to which the remaining
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states are drawn towards system polies and the resultant the pattern of
bonds between poles and others states at any particular poiht in time;

a simple physics analogy.

However, a problem ariseé out of this treatment of‘ polarity and
polarization. Several scholars (Haas, 1970; Bueno de Mesquita, 1973)
argue that a system pole is not directly equivalent to a Great Power.
They argue that a pole may also be several Great _Powers ]inked by an
alliance bond. Thus, the adjustment of polarity for alliance ]inkage§
between Great Powers provideé a more accuraﬁe picture of the state of

affairs.

Haas (1970) defines a pole as a significant center of military pow-
er or capabilities. Given that military capabilities are thé baéic
attributes of a Great Power, it follows that two Great Powers allied
together will lbgica]ly éppear as a ;ingle center of power to both
observers and. actors alike. Simjlaf]y, Bueno. de Mesquita (1973)
argues that states in alliance can no longer be treated as autonomous
actors. The fdreign policy options of these states arévlimited due to
the demands of their alliance commitments. Thus, a true measure of
polarity.must‘begin with an assessment of the actual number of éutono—

mous centers of military power.

_Underlying these arguments is a separate body of theory. This body
of theory cohcerns the relationship between polarity and system sta-
bility as debated originally by Deustch and Singer - (1964) and Waltz

(1967),°¢ and briefly discussed above. A underiying reason for

°6 Stability in this debate is generally defined as the absence of
large scale war. The problem of polarity discussed here and argu-
ments to expands its operational measure are a function of this
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adjusting polarity for alliances between Great Powers, relative to
this theoretical debate, is a function of a lack of vafiation in the
histdrical‘record._ The'dominant“data base for testing the polarity-
sfability>relationshfpb is.the modern state. systeﬁ’and its Edrobean
predecesser (éirca ISOO—Present)._ This sfstem} with the‘exception of
the post-World War Two era, has a multipolar st}ucture. - Even though
tHé contemporary bipolér era provides some baéis for comparative anal-
ysis, any findings from this era are confounded by the pfesence of
nuclear weapons. It s dfffiéult to separate out the independent
ef%ects of bipolarity and nuclear weapons on stability (Lévy, J983).
1983);’7 fhus,'v to resurrect the theofeticaﬁ and emﬁirical value of
ipolarity for purposés of thfs body 6f theory, it is necessary to alter
the definition of a pole.- However, in so doing, serious conceptual

problems arise relative to Balance of Power theory.

definition of stability. Moreover, this body of theory has led
researchers to include the distribution of capabilities as a ele-
ment of the independent variable. .For examplie, both Bueno de Mes-
quita and Wallace integrate this element into their respective
measures of polarity and polarization. In so doing, they are
attempting to test a body of theoretical propositions largely inde-
pendent of Balance of Power theory.

*7 As noted in Chapter Three, .lLevy's proposal for polarity differs
significantly from the positions cited above. He .argues that
polarity represents the distribution of military power among the
Great Powers, relatively independent of the numbef of Great Powers.
This operational definition is similar to that body of work in the
field which conceptualizes structure in terms of the rise and fall
of system hegemons (see Modelski and Morgan 1985; Gilpin, 1981; and
Thompson, 1986). The problem with Levy's approach, as well as the
hegemon proponents, is their ahistorical results.- For example,
they argue that the post-Napoleonic era exhibits a unipolar struc-
ture, which refliects the global power of Great Britain, rather than
the European structure. To argue that this era is unipolar is to
fly in the face of history. '
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The adjustment of polarity for alliance linkages results in the
treatmentvof alliance groups as equivalenf'to national actors.. As
~Fedder (1968) poiﬁts out, states entéring‘ intovalliances are not
transformed into_coalition actors. | Theyvrétain their individﬁafity.ﬁ
Such an 'adjustment may also result in the tréatment of two-distinct
systems as stfucturally identical. -For example,va two power system is
structurally identical to a five power system in which each of the

powers is aligned into one of two alliance groups. (Levy, 1985:48) .°3

Finally, and perhaps most important, the methodological/empirical
problem of identifying 'a system pole as distfnct from a simple alli-
ance cluster exists. . Bueno de Mesquita's (1973) second attribute of
poie 'identificatioh is ”tﬁe degree to which foreign policies of
nations within a clﬁster are similar to each other, and the degfee to
which the foreigﬁ policigs of nations in different clusters afe dis-
similar'" (188).°° The greater the similarity within and dissimilarity
between clusters determines the reliability of state commitments to

the various clusters. It is thus an indirect measure of the actual

8 This does not mean that one should ignore the effect of such struc-
tural influences on behavior. |t only points to the grave conceptu-
al error of using polarity to describe this structure.

°® One must be careful in assessing Bueno de Mesquita's argument. He
identifies three attributes of polarity of which the first is the
number of non-aligned Great Powers and alliance groups between
Great Powers. It is difficult to know the relationship between
this attribute and the second attribute cited above. That is, one
does not know if poles are identified prior to the examination of
similarity/dissimilarity or are a simultaneous function of both
attributes. |If it is the former, then the smiliarity/dissimilarity
attribute is actually a polarization measure and should have been

identified as such. | assume that the Jlatter is the case for the
purposes of illustration here. The statistical technique employed
by Bueno de Mesquita in this realm will be briefly discussed in

presentation of our measure of system polarization where it more
aptly belongs.



163

loss of decision-making autonomy.

However, similarity/dissimilarity tells us little about the actual
degree of state commitment to an alliance cluster. Furthermore, there-
is the obvious empirical problém of what degree of.similarity/diséimi—
larity differentiates a sfmple cluster from a pole.'v Initially; it
would depend on the type of allfance commitment. Deféncé pacts are
likely candidates fof treating a cluster as a pqle. Yet, as Kann
(1976) notés, defence pacts tend to héve'a.bui]t in tendency towards
the reduction of meﬁber commi tment whereas ententes have a tendency to
increased commitment. The problem is more evident in the example of
pre-World War One Europe. s the Triple Entente a cluster or a pole?
Certainly, Britain's commitment to France is relatively firm, but its
commi tment to Russia is weak. While Bueno de Mesquiﬁa's meaéurement
technique is a significant advance in the field, it does not provide
us with a clear picture of system poles as distinct from clusters.
Not only does the ability to actually identify a pole become extremely
difficult in above fofmulation, but polarity and polarizat?on be;ome

~ enmeshed in conceptual 'confusion'.,:??®

The second concern regarding the treatﬁent of polarization is also
partially relatedvto the polarity-stability theoretical prépositions.
Polarization is moved out of the.strict realm of alliances to encom-
pass other aspects of state to state relationships; These aspects are

largely socio-economic and include attempts to incorporate specific

100 Wallace (1985) raises questions about the actual value of identi-
fying system poles. These questions, | believe, are largely a
function of the problems identified above regarding the movement
of polarity into the realm of alliances and polarization.
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. state behavior.into polarization. (see ﬁapkin, et.al., 1979).°! |n so
doing, -polarization»i§ equated to the generic category of alignment.
.Moreover, support for this interpretation is‘found'in the contemporary .
era of international politics. The rise to preeminent status of the
Soviet Union and the United Sfates-and fhe appearance of their respec-
tive alliance systems is accompanied by an overlapping .set of socio-
economic links within each alliancevénd the total absence of such

links across alliances (Wallace, 1985).

A]thpugh fhe formulation of polarization to account for this aspect
of post World War Two era appears useful, the majority of historical
cases show little coVariation between alliance bonds and sbcfo-economm
ic links (Wallace, 1985) . Also, Balance of Power theory leads to
expect little, if any; effect from socio-ecqnqmic ties. States are
motiva;ed on pure capability considerations and even in 'the realm of
fhe actual partners chosen one would expect that such links would have
lTittle influence.1°2> Finally, by maintaining.a distinction between
polarization, defined with strict reference to alliances,> and socio-
economic bonds, one can more accﬁrately assess their individual.cén—
tribution in such areés as stability without engaging in further con-

ceptual confusion.

101 The Rapkin et.al. study incorporates the elements of conflictal
and cooperative behavior in measuring polarization. Within this
category one can include also Wallace's (1973b) first study of
polarization which included membership in international Governmen-
"tal Organizations and Diplomatic Exchanges.

102 As noted earlier, both Holsti et.al. (1973) and Walt (1987) find
that ideology plays only a weak role in alliance formation, while
Buzan (1983) points out that economic relationships have a differ-
ent dynamic than political/security ones.



]65,

in conclusion, a pole‘is operationally defined as a Great Power.
Polarization is defined as the degree to which lesser states have
alliance bonds with Greét VPowers as well as the degree to which such
bonds exist among Great Powers. In the extreme case of high polariza-
tion, a system wquld exhibit two alliance groups centered oﬁ a Great
Power or set of Great Powers in whfch-every other state ié exclusively
linked to one of the two groupé through the most formal type of alli-
ance; a defence pact. At the other end of‘the spectrum, a system in_
which no alliance fies exist would be the Iowést leQel of polari;a-
tipn. In between these extrémes there is a complex scale of polariza-
tidn which must be adjusted for the humbér of poles, the types of
alliances betwgen states, and the exclusiveness of the resulting
groups or clustérs. it is this complexity that has hindgred the
"development of ‘an adequate statistical technique té measure and prd—
vjde an interval 1level scale of system polarization, and represents

the third issue of concern.

Two techniques dominate attempts to provide a measure of system of
pelarization. The first technique, developed by Bueno de Mesquita
(1973), uses a form of hierarchical clustering, typal factor analysis,
to identify clusters of states based on the similarity of alliance
bonds among states. The second technique, developed by Wallace
(1973b) , uses Small Space Analysis (SSA-Il) to create a n-dimensional
geometric map of states based on the commonality of alliance bonds. A
polarization score is available by identifying geometric configura-
tions and meaguring the distances between the center and the points

surrounding it within the relevant space.
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The fundémental probiem with both techniques results from their
inability to accurately represent the phenomenon‘relétive to the.hfs-
torical record. Wallace (1985:103-10k) identifies distortions ;tgh—-
ming from Bueno de Mesqqita's.use of a similarify coéffi;ient and his
decision to allow membership in only' one cluster for any individual
state. Wallace (108) also notés that his technique distorts reality
due to the effect of alliance size and the non-allied Great Powers on
the resulting measure. Finally, Garnham (1985) identifies fﬁndamental
differences between the findingé of the two authors. These differenc-

es indicate that the two measures are incommensurate.

Atvthe root of the problems is the numerous and complex shapes
which polarization may be manifested at. any particular poin£ in time.
This»compléxity leads us to adopt a simpler, albeit 'softer', meanS-toi
measure bolarization. Polarization is schematically ‘fepresented.
Figure 5.3 shows three different cases of polarization drawn from the’
alliance dat;. As evident, the degreé of polarization Qaries signifi-
cantly among the three cases. The lowesf degree of polarizafion is
Iexhibited in 1885, Although four states are tied closely together
with two‘ additional states linked to the cluster, two of the Great
Powers have no alliance links at all. In contrast, both 1835 and 1911
show all 'the Great Powers with more than one alliance lihkage. In
compar ing these two cases; 1911 exhibits the highest degree of polari-
zation. The_intra—cluster liﬁks are tightly bonded by predominantly
defence pact relati§nship$, .even though weak. intef—cluster.linkages
- are present.. Although inter-cluster linkages are absent in the case

of 1835, one of the clusters consists only of entente linkages.



FIGURE 5.3

Schematic Diagrams of System Polarization
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This figure shows the complexity of scaling polarization. At most,
one could de?elép an ordinal scale 6f pbWarization. Howevér, for éurv
purposes such a scale‘is unnecessary.!®?® To test the third hypotHesis,
a comparison;of distribution scores with major shifts in system polar-
iiation, represented schematically; will Ee uséd. . Of course, the
findings wi-ll belless rigoroqs thanvih‘the case of our other hypoth-
eses. Nonethe]e#s, they will providé'us with Valuab!e evidenée on the
relatiénéhip between the distribytion of capabilitiés. énd polériéa;

tion. .

103. The development of such a scale for use in the field at large.
would require an inter-coder reliability. test to create a measure
of inter-subjective agreement. The costs of such a test are
beyond the needs of this study and are left to future research.



Chapter Vi
DATA ANALYSIS

This chapter presents”the empirical evidence on the relationship

between the distribution of capabilities and the various measures of

the dependent variable as identified in Chapter Five. - The initial
discussion examines various problems related to the use of linear
-regreséion as a tool for summarizing the relevant relationships. . .The

remainder of the Chapter is divided into fburAsections. ‘The first two
hypotheses, as restated below, are tested in the first and second sec-
tions. The first section presents the results frdm the basic fegres—
sion analysis with reference to the system as a whole and to various
smaller-temporal pefiods. The second provides the results from the
regressiéns using the tranéformed'data~sets. The transformations are
a pféduct of ihe elimination of.auto—cbrre]ation identified in the raw
data sets. The third section explains differences found in the rela-
tfdnships among the various periods. It also examines the influence
of war as an intervening variable. The fourth and finai‘section‘tests
the hypothesis that there exists a relationship between the distribu-
tiohrand po]arization. This test is based on_a visual.comparison of
changes in alliance patterns at the system level with movement on the

distributional indices.

The first hypothesis posits a direct or positive linear relation-

ship between distributional inequaltity and ' the presence of alliances.

_]69_
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The second hypothesis posits similar relationship, but lfmits allianc--
es to one particular type: defence pacts. In terms of the two basic
. measures of "the dependent variabie, a greater proportion of system
members énd system dyads wifl_be foﬁnd‘in a]liances/defence pacts.when
inequality is high. A ConQersely, fewer stafes and dyads will be'
involved in allianceé/defence pacts when ihequality is low. In the
extreme caée, alliances/defence pacfs will be completely absént from
the system whén capabilities are equally distributed among the Great

Powers.

These . hypotheses are tested using ‘fwo distinct méasufes of the
independent and dependent variables resbectively. THe 'indepéndent ;
»variable, the distriBution of capabilities, i; measured using both the
four power, as well as the traditional. five power set of states as
identified in Chabter Four. The dependent variable, as noted above,
consists of the proportion of states and the proportion of dyads in

alliances as a whole and in defence pacts ohly.

Regression analysis is a powerful. procedure which summarizes the
relationships among ratio scales. It broduces.summary »statistics
which describe the difection, strength and significaﬁce'of a relation;
ship between variables. |t has, however, certain limitations which
must be recognized in its use relative to the procedure itself and the
type of data emp!oyea in this study. | in summarizing the relationship
between two or more variables, the statistical reéu!t is determined on
the basis of the range of observed values within the data sets'(Young-
er, 1979:166-167). The result does not necessarily represent the

relationship between the variables given a set of values outside of
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Table Vi1

Minimum/Maximum Distribution Scores
' and
Underlying Great Power Shares

Score Great Power Shares
Four Power
1893 .055 ' Great Britain .27
o : France : .22
Russia .23
Germany _ .27
1823 _ .223 Great Britain .18
: France .22
Russia . .43
Austria .19
Five Power
1893 : .132 ' '~ Great Britain .25
France .20
Russia 21
Germany .25
Aus/Hun .09
1833 .255 " Great Britain .14
France .26
Russia .37
Prussia .08
Austria 16

this range. Thus, to generalize findings to all values or cases for
the two variables can only be speculative in nature. One has no sta-
tistical assurance that the relationship will be replicated for all

theoretically possible values of the respective variables.
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With this in mind, it is useful to discuss Briefly the range of
vaiues withjn the respective data seté. For the two indices of the
independent variable, this range includes neither an extreme degree of
inequality nor perfect distributional equality (Téble Vil). HoweQer,
one should not expect the indiées to encompass these extremes. Given
our definition of polarity and Great Powers, extreme iﬁequaiity would
~imply a structural tkansformatibn as capabilities become- concentrated
in the hands of one or two states. A multipolaf systeﬁ ié thus trans-
formed into a‘qniﬁolar or bipolar one.. At the other end of the spec--
trum,'perfect equality is also unlikely. Differential rates of growth
over time among the Gréat Powers, along with the measurement procedure

itself, ensure some degree of inequality.

Recall that tﬁe theoretical range of the index.is from O, where
each Great Power holds an equal amount of cababilitieé} to 1.0, .where
all the capabilities are held by a single Great Power. Given this
range, a reasonable.representétion of both inequality and equality is
present wifhin the two indices. At the highest leveis of inequality,
.223 and .225 on the fwo data sets, the difference in vGreat Power
shafes between the strongest and weakest 1is .25 and .29 respeciively.
Between the‘top twb Powers, this difference is .21 and .23. Turning
to the lowest levels of inequality, the differenée between strongést
and weakest is .05‘and .16. However, the large difference between top
and bottom on the ffVe Power index is a function of Austrian weakness

at the time. Excluding Austria, the difference is only .Ok.

On the dependent variable, the proportion of states in alliances

and defence pacts also represent a wide range (see Figure 5.1 and .
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5.2). On the former, the range is from O to .76. On the latter, it
ranges from O té .55. Although the maximum value does not reach one, -
it is iikeiy that every ' system member will ever .Haye an alliance
regardless of the distribution. For exahple,-certain states, sucﬁ as
Switzeriana, have ﬁistoricaiiy foilowed a policy of néutrality. Also,
most alliances contain a térget state which reduces ithe maximum pro-

portion expected on the above measures.?*

However, for fhe dyad measuies, the ranges are quiie limited. 'They
rénge from O to .13 for alliances, and fiom 0 to .06 for the propor-
_tion of defence pact dyadsvin the system. 'Bﬁt, at vno.time cén one
expect the dyad measure to reach a lhigh.proportion,of .total system
dyads because of the nature and purpose of alliance. Alliances, as
notéd by Liska (1962), are rarely for, but generally against another
state. Beingiagainst énother state, certain allianﬁe dyads are natu-
rally precluded by the formafion of an alliance. Moreover, the exclu-
sion of second order dyéds, defined as linkages between two_states
through a common ally, also limits the proportion oi alliance dyads

possible.

While the range of vaiﬁes for the various measures appear reason-
able in most casés, the population or univerée to which generaliza-
tions may refer is an open duestion. It revolves around'the represen-
tative nature of the data at ﬁand and it is linked to tests of
statistical significance. Linear regression is géﬁeraiiy used with

sample data drawn from a particular universe. Signhificance tests are

104 |t could be argued that a neutral states should be deleted from
the study. However, such a decision is based on post facto rea-
soning. It is assumed that any state could have altered its poli-
cy of neutrality to a policy of active alliance participation.



174
centrél to the representative nature of the sample. ‘They provide a
probability‘ test of the degree of sampling' error. The question,
therefore, is whefher theléet of states which provide our observations
represenf a samp]e of all sfates (i.e. Great Powers for the indepen-
dent variable and all'system members for the dependent variable) over

time and space?i°®®

The majority of researchers using the COW daﬁé sets tend'to assume
that they represent samples, albeit not randomly,drawh, of a much
larger uﬁiverée.. This universe can be said to‘coﬁsist of ahy intefna-.
tional system which - resemble; the anarchical state system‘of Europe.
However, previous arguments stressed the relative uniqueness‘ of the
temporal and spatial limits of this study. The observations are drawn
from an universe whose boundaries were established in Chapter Three.
Also, the construction .of certain measures are undertaken with refer-
ence to the context ér historical environment within the$e boundaries.
By definition, the subsequent findings are significant in terms of
this universe. But, the fihdings can hg; be transferred necessarily

to other time and space contexts.

At the heart of the question lies the probiem of controlling for
other variables which can have an independent affecf on the hypoth-

esized relationships. in particular, in defining the system, consid-

105 The importance of this issue also concerns the reporting of the
significance levels of the regressions. Babbie (1975) points out
that significance tests are of little value for population data.
The degree of association is significant by definition. He argues

that when they are used with population data, they indicate the
likelihood that the relationship is a general one over time. |
follow the argument that significance tests are of little value

with the population data employed in this study and report r and
r2 to summarize the direction and strength of the relationship.
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erafion is given to the probable influence of two key variables: sys-
tem structure and technology. The former is cohcérned wi;h the inde-
pendent effect bf different forms,of polarity bn behaviof. The jatter
-chﬁsed explicitly_oﬁ the affect‘of‘nucleaf weaponé on behavior.‘Thué,
it would appear that generaljzatjoh is limited to systems with a mul-
tipolar .structure and non-nuclear technology. But, this does not hean
that one should completely ighore the‘ potential application of our
vfindings‘to other systems»wfth.sfruétufa]‘and technblogical differénc-
es. OQur findings may serve tévilluminate exfsting analysis of the oth-
er systems by pro&iding a new perépective from which.fo examine the
phenomena of alliances. In so _dﬁing, a new set of gquestions fbr

research may arise.

A final concern relative ﬁo the use of linear regreésion con;érﬁs
" the type of the data used in this analysis. Cross-sectional data_i;
the most appropriate for regression analysis. In such déta, each
observation is assumed to be independent of all .ofher observations.
However, the observations fn ouf data sets are not necessarily.inde—
pendent because thef represent fixed observations over time. This
type of data, longitudinal or tiﬁe-series daté, is likely to confain
serial or auto—éorrelation. fhe vaiues at one observation point in
time are partially the function of previous valugs in time. Unless
auto-correlation is identified and removed, regression analysis

inflates the strength of the relationships_obserVed.

- This probliem does not necessarily lead one to reject a regression
analysis on the untransformed data. Such an analysis provides an

indication of the direction and strength of the relationship between
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the variabies,..even though the strength may be inflaféd due to auto-
correlation.  In this sensé, it provides a limit or boundary for the
relationship. - Similarly, the regressions on the transformed data pfd-
vides another limit. fhe>ac£ual or probable relationship can be said
to exist withinbthése limits pértially because of the statistical pro-
cedure used to remove aﬁto-corfelation. This procedure or model is
the most adequate and parsimonious of a time séries,vbut not necessar-
ily the '"true' model (McCafh, and McCleary, 1979:241) . In providing
statistical,  rather than theoretical,"éssurance‘ of the removal of
auto-correlatién, thg best fitting model is biased towards an overes-
'tfmation of the_'true'vdegree of adté-correlation. Thus, the residu-
als enteréd into the eqﬁation are likely to underestimate thevgggg
values. I'n fhis sense that the results from employing both from the
untransformed and'the traﬁsformed déta are exaggerated, one can treat

them as providing general boundaries of the relétionship.

6.1 THE REGRESSION RESULTS FROM THE UNTRANSFORMED DATA

.The‘fnitial. relationship between the distribution of capabilities
and alliances is examined using a one and two year lag. The lags ére
used to addréss the element of time required by elites to fdentify the
state of the distribution, to formulate ﬁolicy, and, if'hecessary, to
alter alliance behaviour. | The major statistics produéed by regres-
sion, the slopé(b), intercept, standard error of the estimate, corre-
Jation (r) and determination (r2) are provided in the tables, although
the discussion is largely limited fo the lattéf two statistics. This

limitation is based on the relatively easier ability to understand
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fhem fof the nonquantitative scholar and the general treatment of sta-
tistics as noted in the final chapter. Rather thah simpiy preSenting
the statistical findings, some scaftergramg- are also providéd. The
use of séattergraﬁs, as argued by fufte (1969), gives one a sense of
the réiatjonéhip bethen the independent and dependent variables; It
also provides an indication about the nature of the relationship and
the viability of using a Iiﬁear equation to summarize it. It is, how-

ever, counterproductive to,prbvide scattergrams for all the different
combinations, pafticularly givén: the multiple time periods in which
the first . two hypotheses are examined. The scattergrams are limited
to the initial’ plots of. the relationéhip between the two basic meas-

ures of the independent and dependent variables respectively (ngures

6.1 to 6.4).

These blots reveal -a linear refationship.between the distribution
and alliance measurés. But it is in the opposite direction to the
prediction made in the first hypothesis. The proportion of states in
a]liancé‘ and proportion of alliance dyads. decline as inequality-
increases. This inverse or negative relationship is reflected in the
correlation coefficients, which range from -.588 to —.607 (Table
Vi) . The coefficients of determination or proportion of variance
accounted for ’by the equation, range from .3L46 to .369. Similar
results are found when using a two year ‘lag. Here, variance explained
ranges from .335 to. .369. No sigﬁificant differences are found
between the various combinations of the independent and dependent

variable indicators, suggesting a fairly robust relationship.



FIGURE 6.1

Scattergram of 4 Power Index by Proportion of States Allied
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Turning to .the second hypotﬁesis, a moré definitive test of the
rélationship cén be undertaken. By -including a}l alliances in the
first test, the negatfve relationéhfp may be a function of the inclu-
sion of ententes and neutraiity/non—aggression pacts which, in turn,
may be unrelated to Balance of Power considerations. - Defence Pacts,
because they cbntain a formal sécurity commitmenf, fit more precisely
the rele of alliances in Balance of Perr theory. . In this situation,
fhe previous findings are gbheld, “albeit §lightly Qeaker (Tabie 1IX).
The levels of éssociation range from -.481 to =-.524 for a one year
lag, and from ?.510 to -.575 for a two year lag. Again;‘ no signifi-

cant differences are found between the various combinations employed.

The strong inverse vrelationship found in the sysfem as a whole is
also examihed in the various tempofal pé?iods identified in Chapter
Three. Here, : some evidence is found to support the periodization
arguments. Focusing strictly on a one year lag,'°¢ no relationship is
found between the various measures of the indepeﬁdent and dependent
variables in the period 1816-1848. ~(Table X) In the period 1848-1870,
conflicting results appear.- When using the four pbwer index, a strong
inverse relationship is preéent. But, the five power index>produces'
no relationship.- An examination of the scattergram for the period
1849-1913 il]ustrétgs the reason for this difference (Figure 6;5). On
this scattergram, the observatipns from tﬁe period 1849-1870 -énd
1871-1913 are identifjed. - The observations from the former period are

clustered in the lower righthand quadrant. Low levels of alliance

10¢ A comparison between a one year and two year lag found no signifi-
cant differences. Thus, the remaining part of the analysis focus-
es directly on the findings for a one year lag.



Table VIII

Bivariate Coefficients Between Capability Indices and
Proportion of Sttaes Allied and Proportion of Alliance Dyads

1816-1939
Slope (b) Intercept  STD.Error r r?

(TO-T1) 4 Power Allied -2.430 672 152 -.607 .369
N=113 Dyads - .393 .099 .026 -.599 .359
5 Power Allied -3.365 .980 .153 -.599. .359
Dyads - .543 .148 .025 -.588 .346
(T0O-T2) 4 Power Allied -2.429 678 - .159 -.588 346
N=112 Dyads - i1t .104 .026 -.609 371
"5 Power Allied -3.358 .986 161 -.579 .335
Dyads ~ .584 .158 .026 -.607 .369

Table IX

Bivariate Coefficients Between Capability Indices and
Proportion of States in Defence Pacts and Proportion of Defence Dyads

1816-1939
Slope (b) Intercept  STD.Error r r?

(TO-T1) 4 power Defence -1.674 470 .131 ~-.522 272
N=113 Dyads - ,218 .056 017 ~.524 275
5 Power Defence =-2.227 664 .133 ~. 495 245

Dyads - .281 ' .081 .017 ~. 481 .232

(TO-T2) U Power Defence -1.809 495 132 -.548 .301
N=112 , Dyads - 242 .060 © 017 -.575 .330
5 Power Defence ~2.360 .695 .136 -.510 .260

' Dyads - .310 .086 .018 -,524 275

€81
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participation are accompanied by high levels of inequality. In con-
trast, the jatter period's observations are clustered in  the upper -
Iefthand. quadrant where hiéh levels of .aliiance participation are
found with low levels of inequality. Together, fhey pfoduce a strong’
inverse relationship.  This result appears to be a function qf a lack

of variance on the respective measures.

The measures of bofh the independent and .dependent variab]es show .
little variance in the 18h9;1870' period. A significant relétionship
can nét be-expected in this case.. Similarly, variancé'ih the subse-
quent period (1871-1913) is also émall, and produces low leQels.of
aésociation. . Combining the two, sufficient variance exists té estab-
lish 2 strong inverse relationship. In sum, the findings provide
greater support for an inverse 1link between inequality 'and alliance
participation. - When using the four power index, éufficient variance
exists to account for the inverse relétiénship. Finally, the differ-
. ent resulfs between the two indices‘in this examination are consistent
with the findings across all test periods. The foﬁr power index con-
sistently produces stronger negative levels of association. This con-.
sistency is due largely to the greater variance on the four power

index as shown earlier in Figure 4.5,

Returning to the period (1816-18&8), in which no relationship is
found rejardless of tHe indices, Figure 6.6 shows that its unigueness
is not a function of the lack of variance. The spread of observations
is quite large for- this period, and no degree of <clustering is evi-
dent. It is possible that the findings here are partially a function

of a small number of observations, as the case may be for the differ-



1816-1913 (N=97)
4 Power

5 Power

1816-1870 (N=54)
4 Power

5 Power

1816~-1848 (N=32)
4 Power

5 Power

Table X

Bivariate Coefficients of Both Capability Indices and
All Measures of the Dependent Variable by Temporal Periods

Slope (b) Intercept  STD.Error r r
Allied -2.252 .607 .123 - -.652 425
Dyads ~ .399 .096 021 -.656 431
Defence -1.718 459 .131 -.525 276
Dyads - .259 .063 .018 -.568 .323
Allied -3.025 .878 .132 -.,585 .342
Dyads - .588 .154 .032 -.640 410
Defence -2.345 - .673 . .135 -.478 .229
Dyads - - .378 .100 .018 -.554 .309
Allied - .6l1 .295 104 -.154 .024
Dyads 115 -.003 .013 .210 .oly
Defence - .556 .233 .092 -.151 .023
Dyads .118 . -.009 013 : ,224 .050
Allied - .128 .205 .105 -.023 .000
Dyads .062 .00k .04 .085 .007
Defence - .384 217 .093 -.078 .006
Dyads , .ol : .003 .013 : .063 .00k
Allied - .523 .282 124 -.085 007
Dyads .066 .009 : .016 .082 .007
Defence .534 017 .105 101 .010
Dyads .198 -.024 ,016 .250 .062
Allied - .693 .339 124 ~.088 .008
Dyads - .068 .038 .016 -.065 = .004
Defence - .216 172 - .106 -.032 .001

Dyads .042 .006 .016 .041 .002

T2



1849-1913 (N=65)
4 Power

5 Power

1849-1870 (N=22)
Y4 Power

5 Power

1871-1913 (N=43)
4 power

5 Power

Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads
Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads

Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads
Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads

Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads
Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads

Slope (b)

911
.568
.090
407
U436
.755
Ju2y
527

-2

.653
161
a5y
.158
1173

- .024

.205

- 077

.035
334
A5y
077
649
U6l
676
581

Table X
{cont'd)

Intercept

.682
116
505
.080
.954
.185
692
.127

.609
.039
545
.036
135
.018
.187
.026

.601
.095
415
.075
838
139
576
138

STD.Error

.118
.022
.139
.016
.134
.023
146
.018

.060
.006
.059
.007
077
.007
.074
.007

.136
.023
.164
.019
145
.025
.169
.020

.683
705
.500
.688
.563
.655
.boy
622

.621
R
.598

.388
.0U6
.068
.056
212

422
.hoy
.265
483
.258
.263
143
.388

.66
498
.250

7Y
.317
429
163
.387

.386
.163
.357
.151
.002
.005
.003
.0l5

CL1TT
.163
.070
.233
067
.069
.020
151

T° 681



1922-1938 (N=1T)
4 Power

5 Power

Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads
Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads

Slope (b)

67
194
612
.029
584
174
60U
.019

Table X
(cont'd)

Intercept

766
.093
431
.031
.856
.099
458
.030

STD.Error

.093
.034
.059
.008
.099
.034
.062
.009

.633
.286
-.477
-.178
.565
211
.386
.010

L400
.082
.227
.032
.320
.045
149
.009

2 48T



FIGURE 6.5

Scattergram comparison of 5 Power Indéx by Propertion"of States Allied

by Select Time Periods, 1849-1870, 1871-1913 _ .
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ent results within the period 1922-1939. However, the period
f8]6-]8h8 may be more explicable from a theoretical and historical
perspectivé. | As subsequénf{y‘argued; the absence of a relationship
may be a'fﬁnction of the decline in the utility of force dufing this
.period and, thus,  the declining relevance of the distribution in

explaining alliances.

The evidehée supporting a teﬁporal break in 18h8/h9 raisés a'qUes-
>tion abbut the fnter-century break reported by many studiés of.the COow
project. | Table X| reports the findings frpm such a test. They show
dramatic, but inconsistent, ‘diffefénces between the period 1849-1899
~ and 1900_1939f The former period exhibits the strongest inverse asso-
ciations to date. Negative associations also dominate the 1900-1939
" period. However, these associations are extremely weak in some cases.
In fact, the relationsﬁip.between the five power index and proportion
‘of defence pact dyéds exhibits a sign change. This change, as well as
the general'decline in level of éssociatién, is a function partially
of the inclusion of observations fkbm the Tnterwar period where rela-
tively weaker ‘levels of association are found in some of the combina-
tions.. 'Ip also appears that observations from the 1900-1913 era have
some impact. They serve to weaken further the strength of negative
gssociation reported for theblﬁterwar period across the majority of

combinations.

A probable explanation of the differences found between the stéte
and dyad measures of alliance participation is changes in the promi-
nence of multiple "alliance/defence pact membership. Prior to 1900,

the majority of states belong to at least one alliance. New alliances



Table XI

Bivariate Coefficients for Inter-Century Break

1849-1899 Slope (b) Intercept STD.Error r r
(N=51) 4 Power Allied -2.863 627 .078 -.816 716
Dyads - .555 .105 .014 -.873 .763
Defence -1.990 434 .087 -.702 493
Dyads - .396 .072 L014 -.829 .687
5 Power Allied ~3.164 .855 .109 -.653 426
Dyads -~ .700 .166 , .018 -.769 .593
Defence -2.071 596 .104 -.510 .260
Dyads - .492 114 L0114 : -.718 .516
'1900-1938
(N=31) § Power Allied ~1.289 705 .086 -.499 - .249
Dyads - .199 .098 .025 -.280 .084
Defence - .678 _ 186 .072 -.337 113
Dyads - .061 L0U6 .015 -.151 .023
5 Power © Allied -1.654 ' .837 L0814 -.521 .272
Dyads - .156 101 .026 -.185 .034
Defence -1.380 468 077 -.154 .023
Dyads .027 ,034 .016 .054 .003

681
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formed between 1900 and 1913 do not affect the state measure, only the
~dyad measure which is sensitive to multiple alliance membership. With
the general increase éf inequality on both indices during this period
(see Figure L4.5), weaker levels of association are expected. Similar-
ly, most states entef.into alliances intthe first half of the Interwar
period when the indices are declining. While the broportion of states
in alliances/defence pacts holds relatively' constant in the remaindér
of this period, major changes occur in the area of hultiple’member¥
ship, which accounts for weakef negative associations when employing
the dyad measures; "~ Above all, there is some support for the inter-
century break argument, bﬁt it is limited to the absence of a rela-

tionship on only one measure of the dependent variable. -

For now,. the evidence supports'tho tenfative conclusions. First,
there is an inverse association between inequality and the prominence
of alliances in the system. This finding is contrary to the predicted
association drawn froﬁ Balance of Power theory. Second, a temporal
break exists in the system in 1848/L49. Prior to this point in time,
alliance levels in the system are not related to .the distribution of
capabilities. After this‘pbint, the distribut}on accounts. for a sig-
nificant proportion of the variance on the measures of the dependent

. variable.
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6.2 REMOVING AUTO-CORRELATION AND THE TRANSFORMED DATA RESULTS

.The preceding results are based -on;the untransformed data. While
they indicate a distiﬁct relationship between the distribution ‘and
alliances, one contrary to Balance of.Power theory, the strength, if
" not presence, of thé negative felationship may be inflated due to the
presence of autocorrelation iﬁ the daté.’__ln sihple terms, the obser-
vations in the preceding tests are treated as unique. That is, the
values at one point in time are not related to previous points in
time. In effeét, .longitudinal of time series data ére treated as
cross=sectional data. In so doing, tﬁe analysis can be conceived as a
static one. When one proceeds to eliminate autocorrelation, the stat-
ic nature of the analysis is transformed into a dynamic one. . Each
observation represents the distinct contribution of an individual
observation or year in this case. This contribution ié.the amount.of
change in the data which can be-attributed to an individual observa—

tion.

Methodologically,> the removal of autocorrelation fiows from the
violat}on of a key assumption regarding the error terms in a regres-
éion models (Ostrom, 1978:f2—13) Namely, the error terms of the obser-
vations are independent of each other. Generally, the error term rep-
resents three factors whose affects are assumed to be small and
random. First, the errof term represents factors which have been
omitted from the analysis for reasons of parsimony but are likely to
. have some effect on the relationship under e*ahination. Second, it
relates to the broblemsbof data colliection and measurement. Finally,

it is a function of the basic unpredictability and randomness of human
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behavior. When autocorrelation exists, the random assumption of the
error terms is violated. Observations, and thus their associated

error terms, are not independent over time and the violation of this

assumption can produce inflated results.!®’

The problem of auto—correlapion is not sfmply confined to the
dependent variable. In any time-series data set, in which observa-
tions have é constant interval between "them, _previous values in time
are liké]y to influence temporally adjacent values. In. Balance of
Power terms, fhe distributioﬁ of capabilities at t may affect simulta-
»neously,externalvbehavior, élliances, and internal behavior, the allo-
cation of resources. The presence of alliances at 1 are  likely to
affect subsequent Jlevels due to the temporal duration .of alliances
and/or the contamination effect of alliance/counter-alliance. Thus,
the étrong negative association may be partially due to the abové

relationships over time.

There aré " many .procedures used to compensate for the effect of

auto-correlation.”B One of the most powerful and effective 1is the

17 According to Ostrom, the inflation of results can lead to a Type |

or Type |l error, and thereby incorrect inference which may have
substantive policy implications. A Type | error occurs by reject-
ing the null hypothesis when it is actually true. A Type Il error
results from accepting the null hypothesis when it is false. In

this case, failure to remove auto-corretlation may lead to both.
First, a Type | error may result by rejecting the null hypothesis-
that there is relationship between the distribution and state par-
ticipation in alliances. Second, a Type |11 error results from
accepting the null hypothesis of a negative relationship. Suc-
cinctly, the negative association uncovered in the previous sec-
tion may be only due to auto-correlation.

108 Singer et.al. (1972) empioy a simple procedure in this regard to
compensate for auto-correlation. It is simply the altering of the
data from a static to dynamic state by using the rough equivalent
of the first difference. Ostrom (1978} provides another means
linked directly to regression. As -~ shown above, the Box-Jenkins
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Box-Jenkins procedure. This procedure seeks to idenfify and remove
autocorrelation by fitting the best ARIMA (auto-regressive-integrated-
moving average) model to each time-éeries of. the independent aﬁd‘
dependent variable. McC]earfy and Hay (1980;110) state: "A Univariate
ARIMA model is a stochastic or probabilistic description of the out-
come of a process operating through time". ~The effectiveness of this
vprocedure sfems from its ability to a¢count for three.differenf types
of éutocorrelation. “Each type is représented‘by a strucfurai parame-
ter of the model, expresged as the (p,d,q) components. The autore-
gressfve {p,0,0) cémponent represents the impact of previous values on
$ubsequent values which persist over a series.of observations, but
whose impact diminishes over time. Alliancgs‘are likely to contain
thié type of autocorrelation because of their general resfriction té a
limited period of_time. - The difference (0,d,0) component accounts for
the presehce of a secular trend in the time series. Such a trend is
normally found in capabiliiy,based data. For example,.military expen-
ditures; as in the case of governmeﬁt exbenditures generally, normally
increase every year at a minimum due to such faétors as inflation.
The final component of thevmodel is the moving average (O;O,q). This
process is characterized by the influence of previous values which
persist for a finite period of time. fhis component accounts for the
presence of cycles in the data, such as the general notion of the
business cycle. This type of autocorrelation is not norma]ly found in

the type of data employed in this study.

procedure is used because of its ability to handle simulténeously
different forms of auto-correlation.
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As noted earlier, the removal of autocorrelation is a function of
the identification of the most appropriate ARIMA (p,d,q,) model. The
identification of this model begins wfth a visual examination of_thé
autqcorrelation and' pértial aﬁtocorrelation funétions for eacﬁ data
set on a correlogram (McCleary and Hay, 1980; see also McCain and
McCleary, 1979). A correlogram is simply a visual map which reveals
" how the observations ‘in the time series a}e asséciated over a series
of lags. An example. of the correlogram; using the proportion of
states in alliance time series is provided in Figure 6.7. This map of
the autocorrelationv and‘partial autocorrelation functions indicates
the most likely ARIMA (p,d,q) model for the time .series. The proce-
dure is repeatea, using the most likely model, wuntil the correlograms
reveal no significaht autocorrelat{on. Autocorrelation is eliminated
when the residuals from the model, that is the values of the observa-
tions remainiag after the application of the model, are not related at
the first and second lag and are distributed as white noise. This
distriSution consists of only random shocks in the time series and
thus the absence of any systematic relationship Setween observations.
The existence of a white noise distribution is indicafea by a inéig-

nificant chf—square statistic, which is produced by the procedure.

As noted above, alliance daté is likely to exhibit autocorrelation
in the form of the autoregressive (p,0,0) model. Alliances exis; for
a relatively specific period of time. Given the possibility that sev-
eral alliances may exist simultaneously and each Aindividual alliance
may differ in duration, the impact of pfevious values on subsequent

ones are likely to persist over a series of observations, but decline
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in strength. This form of autocorrelation is evi?ent in the example
correlogram (Figure 6.7) for the proportioh of states a]liéd, and is
found for the remaining time series of the depeﬁdent variable. “As
sHown in Table Xi1, the use of an ARIMA (1,0,0) model is sufficient to
produce residual or transformed'vafues in each time series_whiqh'are

distributed as white noise and therefore contain no autocorrela-

Table Xil

Autoregressive Parameters of the Dependent Variable Time Series

Autoregressive Chi-Square Significénce
Parameter (x2) | :
Alliances .912 6.6 .16
Dyads .899 4.1 .40
Defence .951 1.2 .88
Dyads .908 0.5 .97

tion.°°®

109 At first inspection, the correlogram also supports a first differ-
énce (0,1,0) model. The times series is not . stationary in the
homogeneous sense. However, McCleary and Hay (1980) point out
that there is no mathematical difference between a first differ-
ence model and autoregressive model in which the autoregressive
parameters are nearly equal to 1. As shown in Table X|I|, the auto-
regressive parameters for the four time-series sets of the depen-
dent variable approximate this situation. As expected, no signif-
icant differences were found when using the residuals from a
(1,0,0) or (0,1,0) model in the regression analysis.
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Similarly, the best ARIMA (p,d,q) model for the five power data set
of‘ the independent variable meets theorétical_expectations. Thi;
(1,1,0) model, which contains a positive first order and negatfve,sec_
“ond order function; is consistent with cabability based data in gener-
al (Tébfe X . Capability data nofmally éxhibit a trend, such as
the generaj ihcrease in expenditures; as well as military persdnne]
and . industrial prodﬁction over time. These trends are translated fn a
general sénse onto=thé index, and produce the positive firsf order or
difference component. The'negative autorégressive compohent is con-
sistent with the specific magnitude of cﬁangés'aftgr the remoQal of
the trend. . In simple terms, large changes in the values aré followed
by smaller changes. Using expenditures as an example, large increases
in one year are generally followed by smaller increases the next. . The
removal of the trend resuits in ‘a negative relatioﬁship between adja-

cent values.11®

However, a-diffefent-model is required to eliminate autocorrelation
from the four power time series. This (1,1,1) model requires a moving
average parameter, .in addition to a first difference and autoregres-
sive component. This moving aVerage parameter represents fﬁe.exis-

tence of a cycle in the time series, which lacks theoretical explana-

110 McClearly and McCain (1980) point out that a trend may simply be a
drift in the time series. A trend is defined as deterministic in
which values are a fixed function over time. For example, mili-
tary expenditures show a positive trend- over time in which
increases are expected at a minimum due to inflation.” A drift is
stochastic in nature whereby future values may vary probabilisti-
cally. It is difficult to ascertain whether the data set contains
a trend or a drift. The underlying indicators in- - the measure
individually contain a trend. However, whether these underlying
trends are sufficient to produce a trend explanation for the index
is difficult to ascertain. Nonetheless, a positive function is
consistent with the type of data used in such studies.
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Table X111

Parameters of the Independent Variable Time Serfes

LPower 5Power
(1,1, (1,1,0)
. Autoregressive 513 -.327
- Moving Average .853 ’ N/A
Chi-Square (x2) 7.191 7.284 .
- Significance : .08 20

tion. The source of this cycle appears to be in the first ha]f o the
Nineteenth Century (see Figure L.5 or Figure.6.9). The cycle appears
to be roughly ten Years in‘ duration. Unfortunately, attempts to
remove this cycle using the seasonality procedure in Box-Jenkins was

unsuccessful,

‘A second approach to the broblém was the log transformation of the
tihe series brior to the application of.the: Box-Jenkins ARIMA proce-
dure. - McClearly and Hay (1980) point out that such a transformation
is hecessarybwhen a time series exhibits heterogeneous variance. This
type of varfance refers to the éhanges in the basic péttern ‘of the
values over time. “In our case, fhe first half of the time series, up
to 1870, shows a pattern of peaks and va]leYs, termed non-stationary
variance. After 1870, the pattern is smooth and graduél in natﬁre;
stationary variance. However, as in fhe previous attempt, this solu-

tion did not suffice to eliminate the moving average component.
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A third approach to the problém consisted of manipulating the time
series by examining ohly.the pre-1871 values and disaggregating the
indicators. It appears that ;he moving average component is.found
exclusively in tﬁe military.personnel indicafor and during the period
1816-1870. This finding may be due to the wide fluctuations in the
size of the Russié army.during the first half of the Nineteenth centu-

ry.*** Thus, the root of the problem may be data reliabiTity.

The decision to use the (1,1,1) model, and the residuals broducéd
by the model in.the regressionlanalysis, steims froﬁ fhe need for con-
sistency. - To break the data in ]870 and‘apply two‘ separate models
implies a historical divide betweeﬁ-fhe two perfods.' it 'is a statis-
tical solution which could introduce more error into the analysis
because of the loss of obéervations.;lz»Moreover, our previous find-
ings on the relatiqhshib between the distribution and alliances do not
support such a break. Thus, the residuals.from the (1;1,1) model are
employed, with noted caution. The net result,as shown below, reveal
relatively stronger associations when using the four power ;esiduals
in comparison to the five power residual serie;. "The reliability of»

the consistently stronger associations remain an open question.

111 |n examining the reported values for Russian army personnel, 1lit-
tle difference is found with values reported for certain years in
several historical studies (see Curtiss,1965).

112 |n any transformation of the values to eliminate autocorrelation,
at least one, or in some cases two observations are lost. These
observations are the initial ones in the time series. Thus, the
1871 break would result in the loss of observations for 1871,1872
along with the loss of observations as noted earlier.
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The findings for the initial test of the relationship between the
distribution and alliénces, when employing the residual or transformed
data, afe reported in Table XIV. _It shows.the continued bresence:of
negative relationship between inedua]ity and the proportion of states
in-alliances and proportion of‘alliance dyads. .However,'the strength
of the relatiénship, as indicated by the coefficients of determination
(r2), is very weak. The amount of variance accounted for by the equa-
tions range from .002 to .0LO. Similar results are found when testing
the second hypothesis, which limits the debendent variable to defence
pacts only (Table XIV). Rega?dless of the lag employed, the amount of

variance explained is insignificant.

The absence bf any significant relationship between the'dfstribu--
tion and the various measures of the dependent variable is notAsﬁp-
ported on examination of the " various temborall periods (Table XV).
Siﬁilar to the earlier ffndings, a significant negative'rélationship
is found in the period 1849-1870. Here, variance expliained ranges
from .274 to .443 in the &ase of the four.power index, and from .100
to .27L in the five power case. Enlarging the boundaries to include
the years prior to World War One,‘ the levels of negative association
are much weaker. Testing the period 1871-19]3 separately, a weak
positive felatfonship s uncovered. .Variance explained ranges from

.000 to .098.

Turning to the other two periods of interest, 1818-1848 and
1924-1938, some limited support for the hYpotheses is present. In the
former case, the direction of the relationship is positive in.all test

combinations, ranging from .010 to ..192. However, the amount of vari-



(TO-T1)
N=111

(TO-T2)
N=110

(T0-T2)
N=109

Table XIV

Bivariate Coefficients of the Transformed Data, All Measures of the Dependent Variable

4 Power

5 Power

4 power

5 Power

4 Power

5 Power

Allied

Dyads
Defence
Dyads
Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads

Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads
Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads

Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads
Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads

Slope (b)

497
.027
139
.007
453
.015
.214
.025

.129

.040 -

117
.012
.283
027
.192
.007

.209
.052
.031
.007
.011
.0k6
.075
.005

1818-1938

Intercept

.002
.001
1,002
.000
.001
.001
.002
.002

.001
.000
.001
.000
.001
.001
.002
.000

.001
.007
.002
.000
.002
.000
.002
.000

STD.Error

.073
.010
.059
.007
.072
.010
.059
.007

074
.010
059
.007
074
.010
.059
.007

074
.010
.060
.007
074
.010
.059
.007

-.153

.061
-.053
-.020
-.200
-.049
-.117

-.110

-.055
.089
.062
.054
.083
.086
.070
.021

111
.016
.039
.003
A4
027
.016

.087

.023
.004
.003
.000
040
.002
.014
.012

.003
.008
.004
.003
.007
.007
.00
.000

007
.013
.000
.001
.000
.020
.001
.000

T0C
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ance explained, as in most tests employiﬁg the fransformed data to
date, is.vefy small and in#ignificant, Most importaﬁt in regards to
this‘period is the.gonsistency of the resuits in comparjson fo the
earlier findings employing fhe untransformed data. Togefher; the tem-
poral uniquenéss_of this period, at least in terms of‘Balance of Power

theory, is validated.

TUrning to the interwar period,.contradictory results are found. A
strong negative association (-.483 and -.339) i§ present only when
employing the proportioh of states allied measure of the>dependeht
variable. The remaining relationships are positive. The_different
results may bg a fuﬁction of the inclusion of non-aggression pacts inb
the measure. These pacts, as shown in Chapter Five, dominaté the
period. The change from a negafive té a positive‘relationsh}p, when
' shifting from the state "to dyad measure of - alliances, implies an
increase in the number of alliances paftidipated in by any individual
state, but a décline in the number of individual states in alliance as
,distributionai inequality rises. However, ‘caution sh§ufd be épplied
to any inferences drawn frém'the results for this period due to the

small number of observations (n=15).

The strong suppért for a temporal break in 1848/49, and the con-
-flicting results when comparing the'beriods 1849-1870 and 1871-1913,
calls for’é re-examination of the Inter-Century‘bfeak argument. The
1849-1899 beriod produces a relatively strong negative aééogfation'
between inequality and alliances (Table XVI) Explained yariancé raﬁges
from .04l to .186. The 1900-1938 period exhibits a weak positive

association .and replicates the differences .identified in the Interwar



1818-1913
(n=96)

1818-1870
(N=53)

1818-1848
(N=32)

£

i —

Power

Power

Power

Power

Power

Power

Bivariate Coefficients of the Transformed Data by Temporal Periods

Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads
Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads

Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads
Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads

Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads
Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads

Slope (D)

- 554
- .034
- .342
- .039
- .686
- .019
- .376
- .028

- .829
- .91
- .661
- .057
- .74l
- .013
- .482
- .031

175
.079
.356
.058
.034
.073
.309
.063

Table XV

Intercept

~-.005
-.001
-.001
-.001
.004
-.000
.000
.000

.020
.002
-.015
-.002
~.019
-.002
-.014
-.001

-.016
-.002
-.013
-.001
- -.016
=.002
-.014
-.001

Std.Error

.075
.010
.061
.007
.076
.009
.062
.008

.081
.010
.066
.009
.083
.010
.069
.009

.076
.011
.061
.010
.076
.011
.061
.010

r

.215
.105
.165
153
JAT71
.022
116
.068

.331
ST
.323
.219
211
.032
.168
.085

.061
.192
.153
157
.010 -
155
116
J147

.0l6
.011
027
.023
.030
.000
.014
.005

1,109
021

- ,104

048
.044
.001
.028
.007

.00k
.037

.024-

.025
.000
.024
.013
.022

€02



1849-1913
~ (N=25)

1849-1870

(N=22)

1871-1913
(N=43)

Power

Power

Power

Power

Power

Power

Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads
Allied
Dyads
befence
Dyads

Allied

Dyads
Defence
Dyads
Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads

Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads
Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads

Slope (b)

792
071
570
.070
.282
.081
943
101

.35

.105
.205
(117
.55

.103
.308
129

.296
.003
.606
.023
513
024
.185
.023

Table XV
(cont'd)

Intercept

.000
.000
.005
.001
.002
.000
.006
.001

.019
.002
-.010
-.001
.024
.003
-.015
-.002.

017
.002
.020
.002
.015
.002
017
.002

Std.Errof

LOT7H4
.009
.059
.006
074
.001
.060
.006

.082
.008
.065
.006
.093
.008
.076
.007

.061
.009
.oud
.005
.061
.009
.046
.005

|

1

.323
Louy
.292
357
.283
151
265
.281

588
.523
633
665
17
1316
b2}
.450

116

.008
.313
112
.085
.026
.0l1
.046

105
.050
.070
.128
.083
.022
.070
.079

.346
274
401
J4u3
JATH
.100
.180
.203

.013
.000
.098
.013
.007
.000
.002
.002

1°¢02



1924~1938
(N=15)

4 Power

5 Power

Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads
Allied
Dyads
Defence
Dyads

Slope (b)

- .280
- .019
.094
.013
- 237
.081
.231
.026

Table XV

(cont'd)

Intercept

.038
.007
017
.001
037
.007
.018
.001

Std.Error

.025
.009
.032
.005
.026
.009
.031
.005

-.483
.099
.138
Jd27

-.339
.349
.282
.214

.233
.009
.020
.016
115
.123
.080
.046

AR AF



Table XVI

Bivariate Coefficients of Transformed Series by Inter-Century Break

1849-1899 Slope (b) Intercept Std.Error r r
(N=51) 4 Power Allied ~1.032 -.011 .079 -.399 .159
Dyads - .093 -.001 .009 -.323 .104
Defence - .794 -.006 .063 , -.388 .151
Dyads - .087 -.000 .006 -.432 .186
5 Power Allied -1.51 ~.005 ,081 -.321 .105
Dyads - .105 -.000 .009 -.203 ‘ .ol
Defence -1.158 -.001 .064 -.315 .100
Dyads - 117 .000 .006 -.323 .105
1900-1938 - .
(N=29) 4 power Allied - .298 .032 .028 -.361 .130
Dyads .004 ‘ .004 .009 : .016 .000
Defence .105 .022 .029 ' .128 .016
Dyads .010 .001 o .004 .082 .007
5 Power Allied - .240 .030 .029 -.236 .056
Dyads .076 .004 .009 _.2ub .061
Defence - .215 .022 .029 214 .06
Dyads .022 ,002 .004 L1414 021

hoe
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period. However, concern must be given to the reasons behind includ-
ing pre and post World War One observations together. Initial tests,
which sgpported an Inter—Century break (Singer and Small, 1968; Sing-
er, et.al, 1972), are based on a much largérvsystem, in spatial and
temporal terms. In our case, thé limitation of the system to EUrohe
and pre World War Two leaves on}y' one single consistent‘ feature or
problem between the pre and:post‘ World War One; Germany. 'éut, “the
German problém,.while'dominant in the years pfior to Worlid War One, is
only one of.several problems in the Inferwar period, especially in
terms of the problem of Boléhevik Russia. ~ As noted in the next sec-
tion, other considerations related to this era lead to a consideration
of the inter-century break in terms of the years ending with World War

One.

It is also possible that the yéar 1899 is inappropriate. . MWhen one
compares the findings for the various pefiods begfnnjng.-ih 1849 with
thg period 1871-1913, ‘the significént_vdifference in the dfréction of
the relationship ihplies a temporal break, but not necessarily at the
inter-century point. From a historical perspective, it is difficult
to find a rationale supporting a break‘in 1899/1900. In contrast,. a
case can be made for a temporal bréak earlier on. Foﬁr key historical
events can serve to identify four plausfble break points. The first
is the formation of the Austro-German alliance in 1879; the first of
the World War One alliances. The second key'évent is the collapse of
the Three Emperor's Léague (1885), which had tinked Germany, Austro-
Hungary, and Russia together, and the appéarance of the inherent con-

flict between Germany's link with Austro-Hungary in the Dual Alliance



Table XVII

Bivariate Coefficients of Transformed Series by
Various Late Nineteenth Century Breaks

%322;%879 Slope (b) Intercept  Std.Error r . r
4} Power Allied -1.142 -.020 .081 -.506 .255
Dyads - .093 -.002 .009 -.413 171
Defence - .94 -.014 T ..065 . -.51} .264
' Dyads - .092 -.002 .005 -.564 .318
5 Power Allied -1.670 _ -.017 .085 -.412 .170
Dyads - 111 -.002 .009 ~-.274 .075
Defence -1.399 - -.011 .069 -. 426 .181
Dyads - .132 -.001 .006 ~. 455 .207
1849-1885 o
(N=37) 4 Power Allied -1.127 -.018 .081 - 473 223
Dyads - .099 -.002 .009 -.392 154
Defence - .897 -.014 .065 ~-.468 .231
Dyads - .091 -.001 _ .006 -.481 .231
5 Power Allied -1.721 -.013 .084 -,400 .160
Dyads - .114 -.007 .009 -.253 .064
Defence -1.464 -.011 067 - 42y .180
: Dyads - .138 -.001 .007 -.407 .166
1849-1890 ’ :
(N=U42) 4 Power Allied ~1.058 -.014 .078 —,438 .191
: Dyads ' - .094 -.007 .009 -.360 .130
Defence- - .879 -.012 .061 -. 461 .213
Dyads - .093 -.001 .006 | - 477 .228
5 Power Allied -1.669 -.009 .081 -.383 147
Dyads - .112 -.001 .009 -.239 057
Defence -1.426 ~-,008 .063 -.415 JA72
Dyads - ,137 -.001 .006 ~-.392 .153

90¢



(cont'd)
1849-1893 Slope (b) Intercept Std.Error r r?
(N=H5) Power Allied ~1.103 -.012 077 447 1199
Dyads - .096 -.001 .009 .369 .136
Defence - 877 -.012 .059 462 .213
Dyads - .093 -.001 .006 481 .232
Power Allied -1.705 -.006 .080 .382 L1146
Dyads - 114 .000 .008 2u2 .059
Defence -1.424 -.007 .060 RR 172
Dyads - ,137 -.000 .006 .391 .152
1880-1913
(N=34) Power Allied .305 .018 .059 .105 .011
Dyads 017 002 .009 037 001
Defence .631 .020 .042 .290 .084
Dyads - .020° .003 .005 .079 .006
Power Allied - .001 .017 .059 .000 .000
Dyads .001 .002 .009 .000 .000
Defence 675 .020 .oul .161 .026
Dyads - 017 .003 .005 .035 .001
1886-1913
(N=29) Power Allied .213 017 .055 .080 .006
Dyads .013 .002 .009 .029 .001
Defence .363 .024 .038 .195 .038
Dyads - .035 .003 .004 173 .030
Power Allied .269 .018 .054 .055 .003
Dyads 041 .002 .009 .051 .003
Defence .926 .024 .037 273 075 -
Dyads .018 .003 .004 .0u8 .002

Tabie XVII

1°90¢
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and with Russia in the Reinsurance Treaty. The fall of Bismarck and
the failure on the part of his successor to renew the Reinsurance
Treaty (]889);is‘the third key event. Finally, the formation of the
Franco—Russfah alliance (1893) is the final event. With ifs forma-

tion, the bifurcation of the system is completed.

Table XVII reports the results from using the aforementjoned four
events as'temporal break points. - Regardless of the break employed, . -
significant differences within‘each‘pair are found. However, no ma_jor
differences are found when comparing the results across the tést beri—
ods beginnfng in 1849, As éxpécted, slightly stronger negative coef-
ficients afe found in the 1849-1879 period in comparison with the oth-
er periods beginnihg in 1849, More importantiy, the findings as a
‘whole differ little from the results from the period'18h9—1870. Thus
it would appear that not only is the ]899'break misspecified, but also

the 1870 break is questionable.

Turning tovthe findingsvfor the various periods concluding in 1913,
‘positive levels of association between inequality and alliances are
found in most cases. However, these ]evelsv of association are
extremely weak in most cases. The strongest degree of'support>for the
hypotheses is found in the period 1894-1913, and among the proportion
of states in defence pacts in general. In sum, arguments which link
state behavior to Balance of Power theory for the years leading up fo

World War One find only a small degree of support from this analysis.

In conclusion, evidence is found to support the existence of two

temporal breaks; the first Jlocated in 1848 and the second located
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within the final two decades of the Nineteenth ceniury.‘ In the second
case, there is no clear evidence supporting one specific break_point
over aﬁother, 'At most, an arbitrary decision can be made in fhis
. regard. But, regardless of the decision, the merits of identifying
such a break requires some degree of historical explanafion. It is to
this requirement that the subsequent discussion turns, not only'for
the specifie case»discuésed here, = but also for the various changes
established in the relationship betWeen the distribution and allianc-

. €8,

6;3 HISTORICAL EXPLANATION AND WAR

"The preceding statistical analyeis provides little, if any, support
forvthe'hypothesis that distributional inequality is positively relat-
1 ed to alliances. On the contrary, the evidence shows that the rela-
tionship, when present, between the distribution and a]lienees is a
negative one. AI]janees in general, and defence pacts in particular,
are more prominent in the system when the .distribution approximares
equality. The strength of this relationehip varies between the
untransformed and transformed data, ahd acroés perieds. In particu-
lar, the evidence points to a relatively strong relationshfp for the
period‘beginning in 1849 and concluding in the early 1890s. Converse-
ly, the period 1816-1848 consistently shows the absence of any rela-
tionship between the dietribution and alliances. The evidence also
indicates that the distribution, in the relevant cases, is only one
factor in the explianation of alliances. _Outside.of the error encom-

passed by measurement, a full explanation of alliances, in the sense
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of - accounting for all the variance, would require the addition of sev-

eral other independent variables.

It is not the burbose ofAthis study to explore the importance of
other variables, with one notable exception. Tﬁe occurrence or expec-.
tation of war is a prominent explanation for alliance formation.
Alliances,_as agents of capability aggregation, enhance the ability of
states to prosecute a war. Thus, war may accounf for some portion of
alliance formation oﬁfside of the distribution and may affect the
relationship itself. But before analyzing the . impact of war,. it is
necessary to place the_conflfcting  findings from the var ious temporal
periods into hjstoricél context where. war is shown to play a key

explanatory role.

Why does one period (]8#8;18905) exhibit consistently.strong neg-
ative levels ofvassociation whilevthe other periods exhibit either no
relationship or a relatively weak one? Theoretically, the difference
impTies the presence of other factprs whfch negates the distributional
variable in decisions regérding alliances. Of course, this study pro-
vides no evidence to support such an asseftion or to support the actu-
al use of the distribution by elites at any point in time. it is not
a study which examines direct]y the actual behavior of individual
elites, except in the sense that each observation is the function of a
discrete decision by an elite several steps removed. Ngnethe]ess, the
findings do suggest the preéence of other factors which explain the

temporal differences.
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These factors relate to the existencé of é set of beliefé held by
elites'across the system leading to changes in security related behav-
ior of which alliances are a central component. These beliefs revolye
around the utility 6f_force as a legitimate means to ensure state sur-
vival. |If force is perceived to have no positi?e payoffs for security
and survival, the scope of behavior available for security purposes is
limited and subsequent behavior altered. A]]iances,_normally integral
components in schrity calchations related to the utility of force,
are likely to exist for other purbosés. Furthermoré, the distribution
as a variable in the security/force equation is likely to decline in

behavioural relevance.

Jervis (1985), in his study on the conditions necessary for inter-

national cooperation, identifies the impact a major systemic war has

on subsequent state behaviour and interaction. The costs engendered
by such a war make states unwilling to resort to force shortly there-
after. Incentives to maintain good relations are high'due to the

positive bonds established between members of the victorious coalition
and‘the continued fear of the defeated hegemon. The net result is an
increased payoff for coopefation among states. After a perfod 6f
time, however, .the memories of the cost of war, positive bonds, and
the fear of the hegemon fade. Cooperation is replaced by competition/

conflict and the resurrection of -force as a legitimate policy tool.

His conditions for cooperation, or more accurately muted competi-

tion.1'3 are used to explain two concert periods; 1816-1854 and

113 Muted competition is probably a more accurate description of state
relationships. The collision of interests occurs within a frame-
work in which the ultimate arbiter, war, is not considered an
option. It is not cooperation in the pure sense of states working
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1918-1920.11% The problem, as JerviS'recoghizes, is the different tem-
poral duration of the two periods. He explains the limited durafion
of muted compétition in the post.World War One period by the withdraw-
al of the Unfted'States and Russia from the wértime coalition which
reduced the pressure for Anglo-french cooperation. 1In the case of the
post Napleonic périoa, " the formal bonds of the anfifNapoleonic coali-
tion collépse in 1823 and afe succeeded by the creat{oﬁ of fwo alli-
ance blocs representing the Eastern and Western -powers respectively.

Thus, continuance of positive bonds from the war appear to provide an

explanation for only part of the so cailed Concert period.

While his argument provides a reasonable explanation for the years
immediateiy after 1816, it is questionable for explaining the muted
competition over the long term.!5 Yet, he does identify thé key ele-
ment which éxplaing the era of muted competitjon in the first half qf

the Nineteenth Century, although relegating it to secondary status.

towards a common set of goals. Historically, the various con-
flicts between states in Jervis's Concert period are identical to
the areas of conflict which led to war after 1848. The key ques-
tion, therefore, is why these conflicts produced war in one case,
but not in the other. ' :

114 He also uses the period 1945-1946, which is beyond the temporal
boundaries of this study, as another example of muted competition
(p. 66). Its short duration is attributed to the division of Ger-
many which removed . a major incentive for cooperation between the
United States and Soviet Russia, and the development of nuclear
weapons which served to limit the danger of war. The absence of
bipolarity, nuclear weapons, and a divided Germany in the earlier
era (post 1919) necessitated cooperation to gain security. The
failure to cooperate, according to Jervis, underlies the instabil-
ity of the Interwar era.

115 Jervis does indicate that the period of the Concert of Europe may
have only lasted until 1822, The apparent centrality of positive
bonds in the short term must be weighed against the exhaustion of
state after a major war. Thus, both conditions are likely vital
in the short term. :
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This element is the consensusal belief Held aéross the system which
‘linked war .to revolution (Sked, 1979) .11¢ |n varying degrees, ihé
elites of Europe believed that war would cause rer]ut}oh and revolu-
tion onld cause war. This was the main lesson of the Revo]ufionary/
Napoleonic wars. Furthermore, the nature of war as experiencéd in
those years was antiethical to the monarchical powers of Europe. As
Howard (1976:94) states: '"If military effectiveness on a Napoleon?c
scale depended on a reveolutionary transformation of society as a
whole, that was a price which the monarchs of the Restorafion wére not

prepared to pay".!!’?

War was not a viable optibn for elites because of ifs perceived
negative effects on domestic stability. As a result, competition
among states, particularly the Great Powers beéame muted. With a nég-
atiQe v}ew of war; the salience of capabilities in the decision calcu-
lus declined because thréats to tHe security of states ﬁo longer ema-
nated from the external environment. In other words, shifts in the
distribution, which generally indicated the probability of victory or
defeat an war and thus security and survival, were of little rele;
vance. The greatest threat came not from other states, per se, but

from actions, internal and/or external, which could undermine a

116 Sked (p. 12-13) also argues that war weariness and territorial
satiation on the part of the Great Powers also supported the
absence of war. The notion of territorial satiation is also cen-
tral to Craig and George's (1983) analysis of the differences
between the post Napoleonic and post World War One period. How-
ever, one should not overlook - the territorial disputes that were
patched over at the Congress of Vienna which would lead to war
four decades later. For a general discussion of the period see
the series of articles presented in Sked (1979).

117 The classic example of this problem is found in Craig's analysis
of state-military relations in Prussia from 1816 to 1848 (Craig,

1954) .
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regime's existence by revolutioﬁary forces. Alliances were motivated,
therefore, for reasons outside the distribution and Balance of Power
fheory. It was monarchicaf solidarity against the"revdlutionary fbrc-
es of Europe, as embodied in the Holy Alliance, and reactions to it -
which may provide a more adequate explanatioh for alliances and the
abéence of a relationship between the distribution and alliances

uncovered in the preceding analysis.

After 18h8 and the defeat of the revolutionary tide which swept
Europe, the equating of liberalism with revolution was superseded by
the equating of liberalism with nationalism (Langer, 1956; Taylor,
1956) . Moréover, ihg defeat of the revolutions, as well as the subse-
» guent Crimean conflict, proved that war could be restricted in scope
and not lead to internal unrest and collapse (Bridge and Bullen,
1980) . -war, as a reéulf) became a positivé expreésion of nationalism
and once again a légitimate tool forAstate policy. With the reemer-
gence of war, the distributioh of capabilities once again had sali-
ence. Alliances again were e*plicablev in terms of the distribution,
but, as the evidence pdints out, not in the direction of Balance of

Power theory.

A similaf case can be made for the iInterwar period, whe?e conflict-
ing findings were uncovered in the data analysis. World War One had
two revolutionary effects. First, if had resulted in the mobilization
of the entire range of states resources and society'which conflicted
with the laissez-faire liberalism of pre 1914 Europe (see Carr,
19&2:3-]h). Second, the war had produced a revolutionary regime in

Russia, as well as a series of abortive revolutions in Europe in.gen-
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eral. Thus, the legitimacy of war as a policy tool confronted a situ-
ation similar to the period following the Napoleonic wars. However,
other‘factors Qnique'to thié.period also undermined the utility.of
force, especially among the states épposed to Versailles in fhe_first
decade or so after the Qar. Germany lacked the capabilities to con-
sider the use of force as a policy instrument, and its democratic gov-
ernment sought to legitimize itself from the forces of the left and
right. The Soviet.Union, fearful of an anti-Bolshevik crhéade, was
concerned with améliorating threats to ‘its existence and building fts
new order. ltaly was also confronted with internal problems. The
depression in 1929'also acted as an initial force against external |
. elements in state‘policy. Only with German rearmament and the aggres-
sive behavior vof ftaly fn the mid 1930s were the 'condftions present
- for the re-emergence of war as a viable optidn. Even then, the inter--
ﬁal—component in terms of the public's willingness to accept war as a
legitimate policy tool and the fear of Bolshevism hindered behavior in
line with distributional éonsiderations particulariy for the West and

_ Great Britain.t®

Qur final concern here is with the apparent temporal break in the
1890s. In the caée of the period from 1890 to the outbreak of war in

1914, the preceding argument is of no value.!® The case for this

118 The majority of the literature on British Foreign Policy, espe-
cially during the appeasement period stresses the influence of
public opinion and the fear of Bolshevism as major impediments to-
action. With France following Britain's lead, as well as the fun-
damental left/right divisions in French society and politics, the
ability of the west to follow 'Realpolitik' was sharply impaired.
See Mommsen and Kettenacker (1983), Fuchser (1982), Jones (1975),
and Gott  (1967). _

119 An exception is the case of Russia after the disastrous war with
Japan in 1904-05. The revolutionary outbreak in Russia may have
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break finds support from several studfés outside of the COW project
V(DeWitt, 1979; Choucfi and North, ]975; Hinsley, 1973; and Rosecrance,
1963) . Common to them is the belief'bthaf bhangg was the function of
movement away from peripherél»or colonial issue§ and - back to central
security iSﬁues in Europe, ahd the rapid changes occurrfng in iﬁdus-
trial development at the time.2° Mofeover, b} the 1890s the rise of
Germény‘may have been perceived by elites in preponderant terms. In
Vthis case, the weak evidence of a positi?e relationship for the
1890-1913 period would support the prediétioﬁs_méde by Baiance of Pow;

er theory.

However, certain factors.weigh against this view.‘ The findings are
based on a small number of observations. Evidence exists of a poten-
tial co]]apse of the alljance systeﬁ apparent in the contradictory
links between ltaly and the France and Russia respectively. Also, the
other new alliance relationships of this beriod compriée the Balkan
states (1912-1913), and the relationship befween‘Britain and fnitia]ly
Portugal{ and subsequently‘France, Spain, and Russia. In fact, the
alliance policy bf Britain may be a. major factor in changing the sign
of the coefficients. If so, then Britain may be the only state which

Vactively follows the axioms of Balance of Power theory. It also pro-

contributed to its unwillingness to use force for a short period

+ of time, particularly during the Balkan crisis of 1908. However,
Russia's retreat in this crisis can also be attributed to the lack
of military preparedness and recovery from the war, as well as the
failure of France to provide unequivocal support. Regardless,
Russia is an exception which does not undermine the basic thread
of the argument which focuses on states as a group. See Wohlforth
(1987) and Sabrosky (1975).

120 |t should be noted that their arguments are based the existence of
a break in 1870. Qur findings provide little evidence to support
this temporal break.
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vides an additional reason for directly examining the balancer version

Table XVII|

Beta Coefficients with War as an Independent Dummy Variable

1849-1913
Lpower - alliance | .201 1.116 .28
: - all-Dyads . 145 .755 L6
- defence .081 .458 .65
~ defdyads .054 .315 .76
Spower - alliance .083 .683 .50
- dyads. -.031 =.242 .81
- defence" .059 478 .63
- defdyads -.04Y -.358 .73
1849-1890
kpower - alliances- .069 L L82 .63
- all-Dyads -.081 -.544 .59
- defence .052 365 .72
- defdyads -.076 -.5L2 .59
" Epower - alliances .106 AR .48
- all-dyads -.067  -.L472 .67
- defence .092 .624 .54
- defdyads -.044 - -.297 .77

as related to Gfeat Britain in the next chapter.

The central argument regarding the different findings concerns the
viability of war as a policy instrument and this viability as the key

explanatory element in the relative importance of the distribution in
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- state security calculations over time. This argument leads to a final
consideration of the independent effect of war on alliances. Table
XVI11l provides the beté:coefficients of the test of war’as an indepen-
dent variable. The results oniy‘cover the relevént years.of negative
associations between the distribution and alliance measures.!?! |n
this analysis, years exhibiting{waf are coded as one and the remaining
years are coded as zero. The results show no significant relationship
between war and alliances, even theugh the majority of cases are posi-
tive in direction. Tne weak findings ma* be, in part, a function of
the small number of years in thch war occurred in the system. None-
theless,??2 it appears that war as a legitimate tool ef state policy
throughout the system is central to the utiiity of the distributional
variable, but war as_ekphenomenon does not overfide the negative rela-
tionship between distributional jnequality and the pnominence of alli-

ances.

121 The relationship was also tested using the untransformed data sets
and the entire system. No evidence was found to support war as a
significant independent explanation for alliances.

122 Naturally, 'this does not mean that elites did not seek alliances
in a situation of war or its expectation. France in 1870 provides
a clear example of the search for allys (Taylor, 1954). However,
for a variety of reasons, France was unsuccessful. One of these
reason may relate to the distribution's effect on elite alliance
decisions.
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6.4 POLARIZATION

The final hypothesis tested ih this thesis posits a direct rela-
tionship between distributional inequality and polar?zation. The con-
cept of‘polérization refers to the type of pattern produced by alli-
ance linkages at the system level. A highly polarized patternvor
system is characterized by the presence of two clusters of states con-
taining formal alliance linkages among all states within each cluster
and the absence of any inter-cluster linkages. This type of pattern
is expected at_high lévels of distributiénal_inequality} Before exam-
ining this hypothesis, it is necessary to query whether previous find-.
ings should altér expectations. Specifically, does the evidence sup-
porting a negative relationship betweeh distributional inequality and
the bresence of alliances dictate an a priori reformulation of the

polarizatfon hypothesis?

The simple answer is no. The - previous tests, - and hypotheses,
employed measures related to proportion§ of states and dyads in alli-
ances. In contrast, the dependent variable here is concerned with.the
pattern produced by the alliances. Regardless of the probortion of
states/dyadé in aljiances,' this pattern may fluctuate in response to
the distribution. The relationship identified earlier may only indi-
cate that the number éf states/dyads in alliance declines with rising
inequality, when the distribution is temporally relevant. But, this
decline may be partially due to decigions by some states to abﬁtafn'
from alliance relationships with the net result being the appearance
of a pattern in which the remaining states in al]ianceg are polarized

into two groups. Conversely, large numbers of states/dyads in alli-
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may produce a pattern ranging from

several clusters to a single cluster in which states are tied together

by second order linkages.

In effect, the polarization hypothesis can

not be rejected on the basis . of the earlier findings which employ dis-

Table XIX

State Abbreviations

Great Powers

AU-Austria (Hungary)
GE-Germany.
IT-1taly (1920-1939)
RU-Russia

Lesser Powers

alb-Albania
bad-Baden
bel-Belgium .
cze-Czechoslovakia
fin-Finland
hun-Hungary
lat-Latvia
mod-Modena
pol-Poland
sar-Sardinia
sp-Spain
tur-Turkey
yug-Yugoslavia

FR-France
GB-Great Britain
PR-Prussia

aus-Austria
bav-Bavaria
bul-Bulgaria
est-Estonia
gre-Greece
it-ltaly
lit-Lithuania
par-Parma

" por-Portugal

ser-Serbia -
tuc-Tuscany
wur-Wurttemborg

tinct measures of the dependent variable.

The examination of the polarization hypothesis consists of a visual

comparison of shifts on the distribution

indices over time with sche-
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matic‘ representations of alliance patterns. ‘ While this _procedure
lacks the precision of statistical analysis fer.summarj;ing relation-
ships, it does brovide a graphic picturerf'not only.specific.compari-
sons in fime, .but also across temporal periods. - The presentatien'is h
divided into seven periods. The schematic diagrams of allianee_pat-
terns afe sub-divided, as necessary, 1to eapture major changes within
each period. Thevonly excepfion is for the three Figures (6.12 to
6.14) representing the.interwar period. OnveachAof.these Figures, one
diagram is preéented-containing all a]lience relationships and a sec-
ond is based on defence and entente relationships only. Tﬁe proliferj
ation bf Non—Aggressioﬁ relationsh}ps during this period as.‘a whole
necessitated the division to ensure an adequate portrayal of the
underlying patterns. In all cases, the various divisions are under-

taken‘either'for‘purposes of clarity or historical accuracy.

Four additional notes are required to facilitate interpretation.
The distribution scores must be examined not only with reference to
movement within each period, but also relative to the preceding and
su¢ceeding periods. The Great Powers -are identified by capital let-
ters on the schematic diagrams. The legend for stete abbreviations is
provided in Table XIX. Also, state positions onvthe schematic dia-
grams are held constant threughout all Figures, with the exception of
certain minor powers._whose positions change for purposeé of clarity.
Finally, the temporal duration of each linkage is provided for most
cases. No dates are included when a Iinkage'iS formedj prfof fo the
period under examination and continues beyond it. Single dates indi-

cate the termination date of a linkage formed in an earlier period.
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Attention to these dates are vital to ensure that the apparent pattern

produced by the diagram is not misinterbreted.

The examination begins with the périod 18]6-1853 (Figure 6.8).
Four diagrams of alliance patterns are‘presented, | Two cases revéa] a
high level of forﬁal bonding among the Great Powers; 1816-1823, and
1840. The former represents fhe continuance of the anti-Napoleonic
alliance, along with the additioﬁ of Bourbon France inv1818. The lat-
ter concerns a general agfeement among the Great Powers, with the
notablé exception of France, over the. internal threat fo the Ottoman
Empiré. fhe third- casé (1827-1830) represents the limited entente
between three of the Great Powers. The final diagram
»(1833-18&0;]8#1—1853) provides the 6n]y'evidence of polarization. Two
exclusive c]usters of - ‘Great Powérs are present until 18LL. At this
time,‘ polarization declines with the appearénce>of an intef—cluster
link and dissolves largely wfth " the terhinatién of the Anglp—French

“cluster in 18L46.

In comparing these patterns with changes on the distribﬁtion, some
evidence is available to suppdrt the hypotheﬁis.' The formétiqn of the
two élusters, in 1833 and 183h_respectively; écqurs at a relative high
point of distributional inequality. This high levél of polarization
continues despite a major decliné in the degree of ineqqality. The
decline in system polarization, beginning in 184k, ocgUrs at a point
of relative stability oﬁ the distribution, although the presence of
one cluster continues for the remaining years of tﬁe period. Finally,
the lack of polafization in earlier vyears, eVen though inequality is

high, -may be attributed to aforementioned Jervis argument on the
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effect of systemic war on behavior. In sum; support for the hypo;he-
U sis resfdes brimarily in.the formation aspect of the exc]u;ive clus-
ters. Thg'duratfon of this re)étiVely high level of polarizatioﬁ éan
be attributed to a llég based on a degree of uncertainty about the
direction of the distribution over the long term. |f this is assumed,

greater support for the hypothesis is warranted.

The next period (1854-1870) exhibits a relationship not between
inequality and polarizaiion, but between polériéation and war (Figufe
6.9). The period includes four major_wérs; Crimea, ltalian Unifica-
tion, Austro-Prussian, and Francb-Pfussian. It is also the era of the
offenﬁiye alliance (Hinsley, 1967). The Crimean era shows Russia iso-
lated against the remaining Great Powers. Buring the war of Itaiian
Unification, - Austria with its minor allfes is confronted by the Fran-
co-Sardinian relationship. In 1866 and 1870, Austria and France
réspettive]y face Prussia and its minér German allies. In the latter
three cases, the remaining Great Powers remain largely on the side-

lines.

Taken as a whole,'Aailiance patterns for bthe period show only‘a
slight degree of polarization. At no time does one find signfficant
mutually exclusive clusters, unless one considers Russian isolation as
"equivalent to a cluster. | interestingly, these patterns occur at a
"relatively high level of inequality_wi;hin the per?od. However, this
level of inequality fs low relative to.the period examined here. In a
sense, one should not expect any large degree of polarization because

of the long term pattern of the distribution.
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Figure 6.10 covers the era generally described in history as the

Bismarckian period. During this period, the distribution exhibits a
gradual decline towards greater equality. As predicted . by the
hypothesis, little evidence of polarization is present. The first

part of the period, 1871-1878, shows only one cluster of states; the
Three Emperors League ;onsisting of Germany,. Austro-Hungary and Rus-
sia. The second part, 1879-1890, provides a graphic representation of
the diplomatic isolation of France, the presence of alliance linkages
améng the remaining Great Powers, and the emergence of the first per—.
manent défence pact. Finally, the final decade of this périod shows

the appearance of the neutrality pact as a major type.of alliance.

The pattern of the 1880s changes dramatically in the 18905 (Figure
6.1]). A second cluster ‘begins to éppear with the Fraﬁco-Russian
entente in. 1891, followed by its formalization ?nto a defehee pact in
- 1894, At the same time, linkages between Russia and its earlier
allies disappear, wjth the notable exception of a short lived neutral-
ity relationship with Austro-Hungary (1897-]908). Other. changesAof
significance during this decade include the termination of British and
Spanish ties to the various members of the Triple alliance. ~Finally,
Britain enters.into a formal defence relationship wfth Portugal, its

traditional continental ally, in 1899.

Interestingly, the appearance of a second alliance cluster occurs
at the lowest point on the indicies. Only British alliance behavior,
in completing the extent of polarization prior to World War One, s

consistent with the hypothesis. It concludes an entente with France
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- (1904) . shortly after a large increase in‘.the level of inequality.
Fofléwing a slighti decline on the index, Britain enters into .an
enténte with Russia and gubsequeht]y formalizes its relationship.with
France. At the same time, - Spain also join this cluster through an
entente relationship with both France and'Britain. However, rigid
polarization as enviéioned in the ~definition does not resujt. | Two
‘interfcluster linkages, centered on ltaly, appear at the turn of fhe'

century and continue for the remainder of the period.

Due toAtHe outbreak of War in 19]h, 'one can only speculate on the
changes in alliance linkages and the direction of the diétribution;
ihdex; Given the chahges_ which did occur in the first years of the
war, it is possiblebthat rigid polariiation woqld have occurred with
the defection of'ftaly.and Rumania to the Triple Entente. Conversely,
Russian industrialization could have altered thev direction of the
index towards greater equality. |In this case, a significant change in

the pattern of alliances away from polarization may have resulted.??

Putting the above features in perspective, the highest degree of
inequality is still sigﬁificantly less than levels attained fn the
first half of thebNineteenth century. However, bit is unlikely that
these earlier levels are relevant in the comparative sense. Taking

1871 as a reasonable starting point, a clear evolution in alliance

123 |t could be argued that the direction on both variables can be
estimated from the Interwar period, after German rearmament. How-
ever, such an estimation is likely to be highly misleading because
it assumes that the war had no major lasting effect on behavior.
As shown in the discussion below, features of the period partially
replicate patterns found for the period 1871-1914 taken as a
whole. :
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patterns is evident through an era in' which the distribution index
rough)y foTloWs a'g style pattern.. Contréry‘to the'hypotﬁesis, polar-
ization begins.to appear at tﬁe low point of the curve. _ ltvis possi-
ble that the beginning of polarization is a functipn'of an expectafion
among.certain elites on the subsequent airection of the index. I'f so,
then some support for the hypbthesis is present. ft is also clear
that the alliance behavior of Britain, as manifested at . the turn of
‘the century, is consistent with Balance of Power theory and comb1etes
the movement towards greéter.polarization. Finally, the expectationv
-of war as an explanation for pattern change gains little support. To
argue otherwise is»simply to posit that war is possible at any time in
an anarchical system. It i's possible that Britain's adherence to the
FranCOfRussian cluster may relate to increasing_expectations of war
between the twb ‘alliahce clqéters. However, this afgument must be
weighed against traditional British concerns regarding the maintenance

of the states system in Europe as a pre-requisite of its security.

Turning to the Interwar period, the fir;t'decade reveals a sharp
decline on the index (Figure 6.12). The Fbur and Five Power scores
decline .137 éﬁd .091 respeét{Qely. Alliance patterns show the bulk
vof defence pacts forming at the higher levels of inequality. Non-Ag-
gression relationships appear as the index decliﬁes. A slight degree
of polarization is present. France represents the ﬁeart of a single
cluster of states consisting of its immediate and secondary allies in
Central and Eastern Europe. Germahy and Russia are ‘weakly linked

through an initial entente, followed by a Non-Aggression pact, but
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is.terminated. However, Russia defects from'fhe French cluster fol-
lowing the Mﬁnich gpfsode. Civen.the secret,protécol of the Russo-
German Non-Aggression pact, whicH serves to distinguish it from other
Noh-aggression Pacts of the period, the system is fu]ly polarized in
latg 1939. in this case; one mﬁst attribute polarization to the
‘expectation of war. lﬁ fact, the expectation of war appears to be the

dominant factor in explaining the changes which occur from 1936 to

1939.

Taking the period as a whole, the pattern resembles the one found
for the period 1871-1914, Both indices follow a U shaped pattern. A

defeated state, . Germany in the Interwar period and France in the

1871-1914 period, is initially isolated and confronted by an over-
. whelming cluster of states in alliance. This occurs at Tower levels
of inequality. Both break out of isolation to participate in an

opposing cluster, although France does so at a low point, whereas Ger-
many does so at a high point on the indices. Finally, Great Britain,
“ largely aloof from alliance fe]ationships for the bu]k of both peri-
ods, moves into first an ehtente, followed by .a defence relationship'
with one of the clusters, thereby completfng the extent of system

polarization.

In contrast, the years after the Napoleonic era follow a different
path. France, initially isolated, becomes a member of thevdominant
cluster. Fluctuations on the indices have fittle fnitial effeﬁt on
alliance patterns in the system. Polarization appears at a high Jlevel

of inequality, but continues through a significant decline. The
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breakdown of polarization appears at a point when the indices are rel-
atively stable. Finally, alliance patterns in the 1850s and 60s
appear to be a function of a series of limited wars which swept the

system.

fn sum, the above evidence proVides furfher support for a signifi-
cant change in the con;tituent naiure of Interﬁational Politics during
the midpointl of the Nineteenth Century. As arguéd.‘earlier, “this
‘chanée may be a function of the utiiity>of war as. an  insterenf'of
state po]icy; - - If this is correct, one can cOnlede that evidence
regarding the relationship between the distribution and polarization
is likely to be contradictory. fhe findings forvthe first part of the

Nineteenth Century should be different from other periods.'

Treating the remaining yeafs as bart of a single périod,- one can
" not conclusively gonc]ude that polarfzatioﬁ is'a direct function of
high levels of distributional inequality. This relationship is con-
founded by the problem vawar,vits occurrence and/or expectafidn. As
e*pected, ‘war.is precéded by the strongest indications of polariza-‘
tion. At the same time, both of the systemic wars aré»precéded by
'éver increasing levels of distributional ineguality. Perhaps mosf
importéntly, evidence in this discussion appears to support the unique
behaviof of Britain as fhe balancer; It completes the degree of
polarization at points when inequality is increasing.significantly.
As such, 1is is necessary to examine this evidence in a more substan?

tive manner for empirical and theoretical purposes.



Chapter VI

THE CASE FOR THE BALANCER VERSION

Contrary to manual version of Balance of Power theory, empirical
: evidencé previous chapter lends sﬁpport to a negative relationship
between distributionél inequali;y'and alliances, given temporal con-
siderations outlined previously. At the same time, .analy;is of this
evidence points to@ards the possibility thét'a singie actor, Great
Britafn, may behave'accordiné to the'properties of the semi-automatic
or balancer version; It is the purpose of this.chapter to test this
version in terms of British.alliance behavior. ~ Recall that the semi-
automatic version of Balance of Power theory posits that bélances,
defined as equilibrium in thé distribution, ‘are the préducf of the
behavior of a sihgle,actor: " the balancer (Claude, 1962) . This actor
intervenes to restore relative eduality in a situatioh where another
state, because of its capability superiority relative to all others,
threatens to aitain hegemony in the system. The means. by which the
ba1ancef restores equality is primarily throﬁgh alliances With one or

several weaker powers.

A state must meet two necessary conditions to play the role of the
balancer. These conditions are fulfil]ed, if not derived from, the
historical case of Great Britain. First, the balancer must be isolat-

ed in the geographic sense from the other actors in the 'system'.!24

124 jsolation refers to the presence of the English Channel separating
Great Britain from the continent. Other geographic impediments,
such as mountains and large rivers, could also provide some degree

_236_
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The result of this isolation; or insﬁlar statds, is the absence of the
immediate threat posea by é: physically adjacent state;ry To achieve
this relativelyAdhique security condition, the insular state must also
have no territorial possessfons or goals on the méjor contihental']and
mass.125 Second, the balancer must be ﬁot only a Great Power, but also
a Power which ranks at or near.the top of thg hierarchy of Great Pow;
ers. This ranking, and the capabilities which underlie it, enables
the balancer to affect significantly the distribution thrpugh allianc-

es with other Great Powers.

Conceptually, the net result is a distinct security condition for
the balancer in comparison té Eontinental powers, which produces a
merger of its self-intefest wifh- collective or system maintenance
interests. Returning to the uncertainty element attached to the gen-
eral debate on the influence of the distribution on behévior, equalitf‘

between two physically adjacent states provides either with a rela-

of insular status. However, the costs these entail are not of the
same magnitude as the Channel. Rivers are readily . bridged and
mountains can be crossed through key passes or flanked. - Finally,
distance, as in the case of Russia, also can be treated as an
impediment. But, its benefit is offset by the easy invasion routes
into Russia and the central importance of ‘the European  part of
Russia. Again, distance is not in the same class as the English
Channel. Whether technology has overcome. the Channel is part of
the discussion in the subsequent concluding chapter.

125 Great Britain contradicts this condition to some degree. In the
Eighteenth Century, the ruling monarchy also possessed the German
state of Hanover. Great Britain also controls Gibraltar which sits
astride the European and African land masses. Nonetheless, with
Britain's defeat in the Hundred Years War and its relinguishing of
all claims to the French crown, Britain lacked any major territo-
rial ambitions on the continent. It did, however, follow a policy
of promoting independence for the lowlands across the channel.
This policy is not inconsistent with the above assertion. Threats
to the independence of these countries, Belgium and the Nether-
lands, coincide with the presence of a system preponderant (eg.
Spain,France and Germany in the past). The classical historical
analysis continues to be Dehio (1955).
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tively edua] chance of victory or defeat in a situation of war. But,
equality between.an insular and continental state does not producé an
equal chance of victory. There exist§ a biaé in favbf 6f'the Aefend-
er. In a symmétric sensé, either state must have greater miiitary

resources to overcome the geographic impediment.

A1l potential threats to the security of the insular state, regard-
less of the particular continental actor, confront the added cost

entailed by geography. "~ As long as the continent remains divided among

.competing and relatively equal Powers, the security of the insular
state is not threatened. In contrast, equality among the continental
Powers is likely to undermine their individual security. It produces

a sftuation whereb? ‘the equal chance of victory/défeat creates an
positive payoff to the state that strikes first. Going first increas-
es the odds of victoryf Assuming that this impetus to strike first is
perceived.by.all, the result is a conétant high level of fear, tén-

sion, and insecurity among equal continental Powers.

_Equality among the confinental ?owers is their leaét optimal level
of security. But, it'is ﬁhe optimal level! for the insular state.
Only if the contfnental states unite in a coalition excluding the
insular state, a highly improbable scenarioc given the cdnflicts which
naturally arise among them out of shared borders, or a single Power
rises to a preponderant status on the continent does the security of
the insular Power decline. With the rise of a preponderant, which by
definition is _likely to have the capabiiities to overcome the geo-
graphic impediment, the secyfity of the insular state is thréatenedL'

At the same time, ~ the prepohderant has the capabilities to threaten
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the existence of the: other continental states. This ability to
threaten both the insdlér state and the other continental states pro-
duces . the merger between.thé former's self-interest and the collective
interests of tﬁe mémbers of the system as a whole: - the mainfenénce of

the state system.

In response to the emergence of a preponderént, the insular Power
seeks an alliance with the other'Great Powers on the éontinént.' In so
doing, it seeks té balance the strength of the preponderant by combin-
ing, its capabilities with the capabi]ities,of other Great Powers.
But, 'this response reduces the security of the strongest Power.
Whereas the strength of the preponderant enhahces its-security.rela-
tive to its continental’neighbouré, because the odds of victory in war
are in its fayor, the entry of‘the insular Power results in a decline
in.the prepoﬁdérant's security. The security of preponderance is
replaced by  the insecurity 6f' equélity produced by the alliance
betﬁeen the insular Power and another continental Power(s); In a detf
erministic manner, thé preponderant is pushed towards e]iminating,
either .through threats or force, any.pptential or existing alliance

partners of the insular Power.

This clash between the preponderant and the insular Power bis the
reason for the merger of fhe latter's self-interest with system main-
tenance. In gaining allies on the continent, the insular Power is
providing greater assurances that the system will not be transformed,
even though the possibility of such a tranéformation is, in part, the
. function of the existence of an insular Power. In preserving and

enhancing its security, which is at the root of its behavior, the
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insular Power is also preserving the state system. But in .so doing,
it is also attempts to initiate a return to a situation which produces

insecurity among the continental powers.,12¢

In relafion to the continental Powers, eqUalfty produces insecuri-
ty. The equal chance of victory/defeat_resulting from equa}ity among
dyads creates the atmospheré of uncertainty and fearvwhich leads them
towards alliances. Alliances are sought as a means to create greater
éeftainty and to increase capabilities through aggregation witﬁ an
a]iy. While the actual choice éf an alliance baftner is determined by
a welter of variables, the underlying motive is security re]ated»and
distributionally based. At levels‘of,ineqﬁality, which indicates the
presénce of’a_preponderant, .alliances among continenta],statés/PoWersb’
may have less utility in the security sense. For some states, theirv
weakness relative to the strongeﬁt Power is not‘ likely to improve
through an alliance with another weak sfate. .Moreover, such attempfs.
may provoke the preponderant into direct action. The certainty, pro-
duced by inequality, may provide greater security for all. The
'strongest has no basis for feér'because of its superiority..‘The weak,
while ét the relative mercy of. the strong, . is moved towards more

accommodating behavior to avoid any confrontation.2’

126 The dilemma may provide an additional explanation for war which
goes beyond value-laden assessments related to which state is
responsible, which dominated the post World War One era. The con-
tradictory security goals of the preponderant and insular Power
leads to a clash of arms. This dilemma is addressed in the subse-
quent concluding chapter.

127 This argument draws partially from the Preponderance of Power or
Power Transition theorists (Organski, 1968; Organski and Kugler,
1980) . it should be noted that their work does not consider alli-
ancs, only war as the dependent variable.
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‘However, this situation brings the balancef into play. Its search
for allies is successful because of its significant capabilities.
Weak continental Powers are willing allies bécaUse such = an a]fiance
enables them to prosecute their interests more readily. .They are
Qilling to sacrifice the relative safety of weakness far the insecuri-
ty of equality produced by their alliaﬁce behavior. .In effect, tHe
fear produced by‘equality is preferable to trusting'oneis security to
the good will of others. In this sense, the second assumption>§f Bal-

ance of Power theory remains germane to all states.

The Ealanéer is always sought as an ally, but is only available and
willing when the distribution' indicates the -appearance of a system
preponderént. This basic assertion is simply a reformulation ofvthe
semi-automatic version of Balahce of Power theory with reference to
earlier findings regarding alliances. A :simple hypothes[s is avail-
able'fpr testfng this assertion:

HL: fhere'is a direct/positive relationship bétween digtributional"

inequality and the presence of the balancer (Great Britain) .in
alliances with continental states. '

In testing this relationship, certain changes are made.in yariable.
construction and statistical procedure. First, the independent vari-
able, the distribution of capabilities, is based only on.the capabili—
ties ofvthe four traditional continental Powers. The balancer's
(Great Britain) prime concern is with the distribution on the conti-
nent which provides an indication of the presence of a preponderant.

Thus, its own capabilities would be ignored. The specific indicators
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and formula used in calculating the continental distribution are iden-
tical to eaflier procedures outlined in Chaptér Four. The resulting
distribution for the system is provided in Figure 7.1. Second,ibthe
dependent variable becomes categorical. Years in which Britainvpar-
ticipates in a continental élliance are coded as 1. All other years
are éoded as 0. In addition, the dependent variéble is manipulated to
account separately for years in/out of defence pacts, Great Power
alliances, and Great Power defenﬁe baéts. These manipulations permit

a more detailed anaiysis of the relationship hypothesized above.

Third, the statistical procedure entitled Probit is used to summa-
rize the relationship between the vafiables. This procedure or model
is necessary because of the constraints placed on linear regression by
a 1/0 dichotomous dependent variable (Aldrich and Nelson, 1984:24-26).
Probit produces estimates highly similar to regression. - It pfovides
an éstimated coefficient which is similar to the slope (b)_.of regres-
sion. Several peusdo r2? are also avaifable from the procedure. While
their accuracy is questioned, they do provide a use%ul summafy statis-
tié which has ihterpretive value. The Cragg-Uhler r? statistic is
empléyed in this regard. Finally, a signfficance test, the log-like-
1ihood ratio, is also reported. This test is similar to the éhi-

square (x2) statistic, and can be interpreted as such.

The results for the various tests are presented in a manner similaf
to the previoué ‘chapter. First, the results obtained by using the
untransformed data are provided for the system as a whole, and by the
var ious temporal periods. This presentation is repeated on the tréns-

formed data after the removal of autocorrelation. An ARIMA (1,1,0)



Figure 7.1
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Table XX

Auto-Regressive Parameter for the Independent Variable

Continental

(1,1,0)
'AdtoregreSSive -.43
Chi-Square (x2) - 4.57
Significance- .33

médel provides the . best fit for the independent variable (Table XX) .
As noted in the earlier discussion on' ARIMA mddels, this model, con-
taining a positive first érder and a'negatiQe second order function is
intuitively plausible for a capability based index. However, the
dgpendent variable is not transformed. To do so vwould simply alter
the nature of the mea#ure and thereby undermine the value of the anai-
ysis. While the net reéult does leave some degree of auto-cofrelation
in the analysis, it is preferable to an atheoretical sofution to the

problem.

The results for the system as 'a.whole provide support the hypothe-
sis (Table XXI). In all cases, a significaht‘positive relationship is
found between inequality and Brftish alliance participation. The.
strongest relatfonship is present in the case of Great Power defence

pact years (23.81). The remaining three cases show little difference
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Table XXI
Probit Results Employing the Untransformed Data
1816-1939
Estimated . Log ' Sig. Cragg-Uhler
coefficient Likelihood (1 d.f.) r2
Alliances 13.14 - 2k.16 .001 © .253
Defence - 12.32 7/ 22.83 .001 .2Lo
G.P. Alliances 14.99 32.11 .001 .320
G.P. Defence 23.81 L5.77 .001 469
in the strength of the coefficients. They range from 12.32 for.
defence pact to 14.99 for Great Power alliance participatioh. In

terms of variance explained, the values range from ..240 to .469, sug-

gesting a fairly robust relatidnship.

Significant positive relationships are also found‘in the various
temporal periods, with one notable exception (Table XXil). In the
1816-1848 period, no relationship is found when employing either alli-
ance case, and only weak insignificant ones are produced in the other
cases. cases.'?® Elsewhere, Great Power defence pact years generally
exhibit thé,;trongest coefficients. They range from a‘ low of 20.33
(1890—1938) to a High of 35.37 (1849-1889) . Interestingly;-these two

extremes exist in the two periods used to test the Inter-Century break

128 A1l of Britain's alliances were with Great Powers during this
period. Thus, the Coefficients are identical for both alliance
and defence pact cases.



" Table XXI|

Probit Results, Untransformed Data by Temporal Periods

1816-1848
(n=33)
Alliances
Defence

G.P. Alliance
G.P. Defence

18&9-1938
(n=84)
Alliances
Defence

G.P. Alliance
G.P. Defence

1849-1913
(n=65)
Alliances
Defence

G.P. Alliance
G.P. Defence

1816-1889
(n=74)"
Alliances
Defence

G.P. Alliance
G.P. Defence

1849-1889
(n=41)
Alliances
Defence

G.P. Alliance
G.P. Defence

1890-1938
(n=L3)
Alliances
Defence

G.P. Alliance
G.P. Defence

Estimated

Log
coefficient Likelihood
.13 .00
L.51 .19
.13 .00
L4.51 .19
14.07 18.72
14.21 18.43
16.22 24.00
27.24 31.36
12,22 9.92
14.45 13.71
15.63 15.53
28.70 26.28
13.11 15.71
13.47 15.18
17.39 24,12
22.21 26.83
12:92 9.77
13.13 9.28
18.51 16.78
35.37 22.10
23.50 14.65
20.50 12.69
18.53 10.90
20.33 7.51

.000
.007
.000
.007

.267
.275
- 333
539

. 191
.252
.284
.540

.257
.250
.372
Ltk

.285
.295
456
640

246
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argument. In the former per?od, general alliances provide the strong-
est coefficient, although the actual difference among all four cases
is not substantive. However, the difference does not provide any evi-

dence supporting the Inter-Century break argument for British behav-

Table XX!{I|
Probit Results, Transformed Data
1816-1939
Estimated  Log Sig Cragg-Uhier
Coefficient Likelihood (1 d.f.) r2

Alliances 11.98 6.81 .01 .08
Defence 5.35 1.40 .20 , .02
G.P. Alliance 9.90 L .56 - .05 .06
G.P. Defence k.06 0.7b . .30 .01

ior.
Inall cases, a strong and significant positive relationship is found.
Only in the 1816-1848 case is the presence of a temporal break found

in the aggregate analysis replicated.

After the removal of auto-correlation from the jndepéndent vari-
able, a pésitive refationship continues for the system as whole (Table
XXI111) éut, only the genergl and Great Power alliahce cases produce
éigniffcant results. Here, the estimated coefficients are 11.98 and
8.90 respectively, even though the amount of variance accounted for is

minimal. Nonetheless, these results reverse the pattern uncovered
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earlier where the two defence pact caées provided the strongest levels

of association.

The findings for the system as a whole are generally echoed in the
various temporal periods (Table XXIV). The relationship betwéen ing-b
quality and Britiéh alliance parficipatfon remaihs positive. Signifi-
cant findings are limited to the geheral and Great Power alliahce cas-
es in two periods only. In the period_18h9-l938,.the coefficients.are o
13.32 and 10.99 respectively. They afe_on)y slightly Jlower than the
cqefficienté repérted for the same céses fn the untransformed examina-
tions.  In  the 1890-1938 périod, the figures are 75;16 and 22.13

respectively. These values:are substantively stronger than the coéf—
ficients found in the earlier tests, with the forher beingvthe strong-
est coefficient pfoduced from all the tests. More important, they
provide the only significant amouﬁt of variance exp}ainéd in ;ll'the
tésté employing the transformed values, .L4L6 and .196 respectively.
Finally, an interesting chahge appears in the 1818-1848 perioa; Here,
the strength of the relationship in the case of alliancés is also
stronger than the resul£s from the earlfer test. >The}coefficient is
8.16 iﬁ the former case and .13 in thé latter. - Howevér, the insignif-
icancé of these findings does not lead one to reject the'mid—Century

break argument in its entirity.

Taking thé findiﬁgs as a whole and following‘ the maximum/minimum
argumehf outlined in the previous chapter, the empirical evidence ten-
}atively supports the relationship>out1ined in the hypothesis. Brit-
ish alliance participation is positively related to distributional

inequality on the continent. It appears to follow the dictates of



Table XXIV

259

Probit Results, Transformed DBata, by Temporal Periods

1818-1848
- (n=30)
Alliances
Defence
G.P. Alliance
G.P. Defence

1849-1938
(n=80)
Alliances
Defence

G.P. Alliance
G.P. Defence

]8h9-1913_
(n=65)
Alliances
Defence

G.P. Alliance
G.P. Defence

1816-1889
(n=74)
Alliances
Defence

G.P. Alliance
G.P. Defence

1849-1889
(n=41)
Alliances
Defence
G.P. Alliance
G.P. Defence

1890-1938
(n=43)
Alliances
Defence

G.P. Alliance
G.P. Defence

Estimated Log
Loefficient Likelihood
8.16 .56
_h.6h .21
8.16 .56
L.6L .21
13.32 6.18
6.0L 1.36
10.99° L.40
5.26 .83
5.50 .60
6.42 .77
1.57 .05
1.90 .06
3.79 R
2.86 .23
L 84 .67
L.,ok .45
1.42 .04
1.19 .02
2.99 .16
3.24 .16
75.16 15.10
8.57 1.52
22.13 . 6,14
10.97 1.49

Sig. Cragg-Uhler
(1 d.f.) r:
.50 .020
.70 .009
.50 .020
.70 .009
.05 .100
.30 .023
.05 .072
.50 018
.50 012
.50 .016
.90 .001
.90 .001
.70 .008
.70 .004
.50 .012
.70 .009 .
.90 .001
.90 .001
.80 .005
.80 .006
.001 LL6
.30 051
.02 195
.30 188
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Balance of Power as outlined by many historians, although-that it is
only part of the explanation and its importance can be débated. rEven
. the evidence which indicates the possible absence of this relatiohghip
prior to 1849 requiresvsome qualification. This absen;e may in part
be a fuﬁction of continentai elite béhaviqr which influenqedrthe abil-
ity of Britain to follow Ba]ancé of Power dictates. Bart]eft (1979)
indicates the piéuSibility of this 1line of argumént.v Speakingvabout
the same perfdd, he states: “1tvwas an unusual period. in Brifish,for-l
eign poifcyvand so great a measure of influence could not be sustained
at so little a cost.once Eufopean fears of war and revolution began to

abate..." (p.63).

In terms of the Inter-Century break (1890), the evidence is limit-
ed. It is true that the }890-1938_period préduces consisfently strong
relationships between British alliance participation. and inequality,
and the only .significant r2 values when employing the. transformed
data. However, the'differénce with the earlier. periods is only pro-
nounced in the transfcrmed data tests. It is possible that the dif-
ference is a function of the effect of relative'equality-in the 1870s
and 80s. British alliances in these decades, of which there were only
two, may have been due to Eonsiderations outside of Balance of Power
coﬁcerns. Only with the rise of Germany, and its recognition by Brit-
ish elites as é threat to their security, does the Balanﬁé of Power
explanatioﬁ reassert itsglfQ Relative to the discussion of the Inter-
Century break in the previous chaptef, it also appears that the change
in direction of the relationship in the aggregate analysis is affected

by the behavior of Great Britain in this realm. One can conclude that
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British alliance participation is partially, but not always, driven by

Balance of Power dictates.

Great Britain, in terhs of alliance participation, beh;ves differ-
ently than continental states. Its parficipation can be explained
partially by Balance of Power theory, whereas the evideﬁce from the
aggregate analysis leads to support an&ther explanation for continen-
tal stateé.lz’bThis general finding has major fheoretical and methodo-
logical impjications. Has Balance of Power theory lost ité_utility
bbecause of the absence of a balancer as argued by Organski (1968)7 In
effect, is_the theory only relative to a single historical actoerith-
in a specific temporal context? Do the ffndings affect earlier empfr-
ical studies, particularly those dealing with war? In so doing, is
the aggregate method of anal&sis undermined? These questions form the

central focus of thé final concluding chapter.

129 The competing theory in the literature is the Preponderance of
Power theory, outlined and analyzed by Organski (1968) and Organ-
ski and Kugler (1980). However, the formulation of this theory is
limited to war as the dependent variable. It has not been exam-
ined relative to alliances. Some indication of its possible for-
mulation in this regard is provided in the concluding chapter.



Chapter VIl

CONCLUSION

At the énset of this study‘a.simple question is pbsed. | How impor-
tant or salient is a single variablé; the distribution of capabili-
tiés, in explaining state behavior? Whi]e behavior is defined in
terms of afliances, the question also relates to a>much larger body of
empirical Eesearch at the aggfégate or. systems Jlevel of inquiry. It
includes any and all of the studieé in whicﬁ capabilities consume at
vleast part of the independent wvariable. These studieg differ widely
in terms of the body of theory which inférms them and the stress
placed on capabilities. Nonetheless, a common, imp!icit concern is
‘the saliencevbf. this variable inv the decision-making calculus of
‘elites over a large period of time and space. Moreover, there is a
" common assumption within 'these studies that state behavior is exter-
nally driven. That is, . the external environment accounts. for the
major proportion of behavior relative to the internai environment,

regardiess of differentiations made among various classes of states.

Balance of Power theory resides within this body of research. It
providés an explanation of the way in which the distfibution affects
behavior. It does not tell us whether the distribution is salient,
per se. That is an empirical question. Rather, assuming salience, it
enables us to predict the direction of the felationship. When its

prediction is empirically verified, or, in social sciences terminolo-

- 252 -
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gy, one cannot reject the null hypothesis, one can speak of a state(s)
following the dictates of the 'Balance of Power'. To spéak of balance
Qf_power in any other way is to ejiminaté its theoreticai relevance.
Thus, thevevidencé presented in the preceding chapters seekg to answer
the questions of salience in terms of the disfribution and explanation

in terms of the theory.

An important methodological. points requires brief _éonsideratidn
before proceeding witﬁ the answer to tﬁese questions and their impli-
.cations for research. With the exception Qf the 'balancer' test, the
aggregate analysis undertakenv here does not permit any direct infer-
ence to the behavior of any individual state at any parficular point
in time. It is true that given a certain strength and direction of a
relationship between fwo or mofe variables at the aggregate lével, the
actors or observations wunderlying the measures must be acting in the
manner uncovered.  However, behavior in this mannef may vary widely.
Tﬁebstrength of .the relationship may be .stronger in the case of one
state,  identical for another, weaker for a third,_' in the'opposfte
direction for a fourth, and so on. Thus the finding at the aggregéte
level can be-roughly conceived in the sense of aﬁ 'average'I of behav-

ior.

Now given this inference problem between the aggregate and individ-
ual IeVel, itl could be argued that analysis should be undertaken at
the individual level. However, two prob]ems arise in this context.
First, both variables, the distribution and alliances, are éggregate
in nature. The distribution of capabilities follows from the basic

conception of power. It is not absolute power of concern to elites,
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but .relative power or capabilities. Any measure .in this regard
dehands some reference to other actors. Similarly, al]iancés, at a
minimum,“are'dyadic affairs. " While an indTvianl sfate may seek an
alliance, its ability to acquire one demandé fﬁé approQal of another
actor. Again; the phenomenon is biased anyway from the individpal-to
the Qroup} Second, any conception of the 'individual' state requires
'soﬁe théoretiéal Sase. For example, thé ‘balancer' test follows ffom
é specific theoreti;al formﬁlatibn‘which informs both thé cohét}hction»
of the independent and dependent variables' measufes. Unless‘eaéh
state can meei some specific, and unique, body of theory, the nathe

of the 'beast' leans towards the system perspective.

Returning to the firSt question, the salience of the disfribution,
‘the evidence is ambiguous. First, there is the distinct differences
. between the findings when ehp]oying the untransformed and'trénsformed
data. Naturally, this difference is expected with data based on fixed
observations over time.k Moreovér, the diffefence is relatively con-
sistent. Employing the transformed data serVe§ to. reduce, if not
eliminate in most cases, thé strength and significancé of the rela-
tionship. In only one case is this pattern reversed. In testing the
'balancer' hypothesis, the strength and éigﬁificance of the relation-
ship increases when employing the transformed data for one measure of
the dependent variable in the pefiod 1890-1939. Thié ffnding brings
us to the other fnteresting.resdlt of the analysis as a whole, . rela- .
tive t0 the above differences. 'Significant and consistent differences:
are found when time s manipuléted.- In pafti;u]ar, the‘ per iod
1816-1848 reveals that the distributioﬁ has salience in all test cas-

es, inclusive of the general and 'balancer' tests.
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Now, one's interpretation of this ambiguity, specifically the dif-
ferences between the untransformed and transformed data, can be treat-
ed in two lights. . First,bconsideration may bg givenlto the methédolo-
gical issue.  As indicated in Chapter Six, it is bossfble_tq conceive
the-comparatjve resﬁlté in terms of 'limits' of the relatfonship._ The
untransformed 1imit fs inflated due to the existence of auto-correla-
‘tion, The transformed ]fmit, a function of_fifting‘a' model_to‘the
time series, may result from overcompensation to enéure_thefremoVal of
the effect. - As notéd‘earlier,_vthis model is the most adequate and
parsimonious, but hot necessarily.the trué one. Méreover.vthe tréatf
ment 6f the data sets as é series of‘yearly, sequential observations
is gquestionable. Withfn the series, observations for the yeafs
191&—1919 are missing, which violates the-underlying assumption.
Although Stoll (1984) notes that this violétion will ‘-not have a.gréat
effect, one can not ignore it entirely. Also, the'findjngs regarding
temporal_tﬁanges may be of some relevance. ° Changes, in the sense éf
periods, implys to some degree that the observations afe not pureiy

sequential to the actors involved.

Second, tréatmeht must be seen in the light of one's interpretation
of the 'signifiéance' of quantitative approachs; If one coﬁceives éf
statistical findings in the hard sense of the natgral sciences, one
would be led to reject all the hypotheses. However, if one conceives
of this type of research in the traditional soft sense, akin to all
studies in the field, then the findings have major signifiéqnce. Thef
indicate not only fluctuations over time, which have cumulative value,

but also a possible new perspective, or set of questions for future
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research. - In exploring a new perspective, the field can not help but

benefit, if only to reexamine firmly held beliefs.

If these arguments are accepted, it is reasonable to conclude.that
the.distributionv has empirical salience, gfven temporal cohsidera¥
tions, in the alliance/security realm. It also indicates that this
variable is.only one, and not hecessarily the most important, element
in this  realm. One - may dispute the argumeht used to éxplain the
absence of distfihptiohal‘salfence in certain femporal ﬁeriéds, par-
ticularly 1816-1848. Nonetheless, thé evidence‘firmly ihdicates>that
treating the period.]816—1939 as a logical whélé is_nof useful. More-
over, it shows that the'vprominent breaks within this périod ‘are

1848/49 and 1890/91.

Turning‘té the second guestion outlfned-at the onset of this study,
ft appearé that Balance of Power theory is useful only in the éontext
of the 'balancer' or semi-aUtomatic version. The test of the tﬁeory

‘from the 'manual' perspective finds no support. On the contrary, the
findings reveal'that the majority of states behave in a maﬁner entire-
ly opposite.td the prediction. Alliances, and thus the search for
alliés, are more likely at distributiohal levels épproximating equali-
ty. Given thét the common element among these actors. is their geo-
graphic location, with.thé exceptfon of Great Britaiﬁ, it would appear
that security behavfor, at least in termé of alliances, will differ

between continental and insular states.

The impljcatioh of this inference is threefold. It leads to ques-

tions regarding previous studies in this general area of research.
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These studies fail to differentiate between continental and insular
states.v Ae a resuit, anbiguous.findings on the relationship between
tne distributidn and war may be a partiai funetion ot' this feilufe.
For:exampie, the Singer et al (1972) study find support for the equal-
ity-peace proposition in the Nineteenth Century, whereas Organski and
Kugler (1980), using dyadic ratios, find support for the equality-war
proposition in the case. of Germany in. the Nineteenth century. In
Chapter Two, brief consideration is given to the Sabrosky (1975) " and
Kennedy (1984) findings on the relétiye capébiiities of the Great Pow-
ers prior to World war One and their relationship to wer in 1914, Let
- us briefly re-examine these differences in light 6f'the apparent dis-

tinction between continental and insular states.

Recail.that the discussion’ on the 'balancer' indicatee that a situ-
ation of distributional equality between it and a‘ continental state
creates 'reiative‘security, The added benefit of the geographie
impasse, in this case the English Channe],' increases the probability
of victory in war for the defender. Equaiity betneen two continental
states, assuming a contiguoue.border, gives equal odds of vietory or
defeat. - Moreover, the'odds of victory increase if one decides.to go
first.?3® The result s reiatiye insecurity for these.two states

because both are biased towards a'prefemption posture.

Now, if one expands the analysis to include all the Great Powers
and one assumes relative equality among them, the odds for both the
insular and continental states remain relatively the same. Further-

more, equality among several continental powers produces not only the

130 For a general discussion of the benefits of pre-emption with
regard to surprise attack see Betts (1982). '
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complex possibilities of alliance relationships, but may also serve to
dampen down the likelihood that any war.between two Powers will expand
to‘encompass‘the system. - As long as the viétor does not press its
demands td a poiﬁt which upsets'the general distribution, war between

two continental states can be tolerated.

This appears to be the case for the German wars of unffication;
Both the war with Austria (1866) and France (1870-71) océurs at rela-
tive equality between the various pairs. Both do not escalate because
the victor, . in both cases Prussia, does not press its demands to é
point which threatens the general distribution. However; the probiem
in this regard 1is the general distribution, =~ which is at a point of
comparative inequality, as shown in Figures L.5 and 7.1. Thus, the
answer may lie not only with the Iimited demands made by the victor,
but also by the net effect of the wars on the direction of the distri-
butions. in both cases, the distributiﬁn moves downward to greater
equality. Moreover, this downward movement increasesbthe fundamental
sécurity of Greaf'Britaih, and may explain both its unwillingness to
become involved in the conflicts, and its relative isélatioﬁ for the

subsequent three decades.

Turning to the "situation prior to 1914, inequality is on the
increase on both distributions. German preponderance, which the dis-
tribution reflects, may produce two contradictéry impulses. Thevfirst
is relative security for the preponderant, in the short term, and sta-
bility for the system because. German strength deters any aggressive
actions from the others. The second is the contradictory increase in

British insecurity. Preponderance on the continent appears to provide
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Germany with the potential to overcome the geographic impediment. The
net reéult is the rapid escalation of a local war into a system wide

war about the very stfucture of future relations as a whole.

Even in other areas df state behavior the cése has some historical
validity. German bellicosity rises dramaticaliy with the movement of
Britain into first a relationship with France and then with Russia.
This bellicosity can-be interpreted as Germany's attempt to undermine
‘British actions which are _perceived as a thréat t§ German security
(see Lebow, 1981). The willingness of Francé.and Russia to respond
aggressi;ely to German behévior after the 1908 Balkan affair also may
stem from British actions which served to alter 'fhe status of the

Anglo-French entente.

The net theoretiqa] picture'is one 6f greater complexity in terms
of thé relationship between the‘distfibﬁtion and war..t In a8 situation
of relative equality, wars, if they occur, are likeiy to bé limited to
continental states with little chance of escalation. In a situation
of relative inequality and the existence of an_insQIar Power, war is
likely to beginband escalate rapidiy to the point where the very'sur—
vival of the system is at stake. In effect, a 'prebonderance of pow-
er' explanation will fit the former situatioﬁ, whereas a 'balance of

power' explanation will fit the latter.

Naturally, this brief discussion is' not related directly to the
empirical findings of this study. - It only indfcates a potential
explanétfdn for the ambiguous findings regarding the relationship

between the distribution and war. Fundamentally, it posits a need to
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test this relationship by taking into account the wpossibility that
behavior between continental and insular powers in the security are
not only.distinct, but in possible oppdsitioh. In terms of aliiances,
a different problem arises. There is no:theoretical equivalent of
Preponderance - oflPower or Power Transition theory in the ailiance
realm. Whereas Balaﬁce of Perr theéry can bé appliéd to both war and
alliances, prepohderance is restricted only to war. However, the dis-
cussion in Chapter Seven provides some indication of such a theory for

alliances.

The fundamentals of a préponderante qf Powér theory for alliances
can be summarizéd as follows. The theory is limited to continental
states. The situation of relative equality among these .states
incréases insecurity because the probability of victory in war, . and
thus survival,. increases for the Stafe whiéh deéides‘to go first.
This insecurity leads states to acquire élliance partners as a means
to create inequality Qr' preponderance in their favor. Successful
alliances in.this regard increase stability and security because the
preponderant group °is no loﬁger' at threat and the weakér ~states or
groups of states can no longer'acf.in a maﬁner threatening the strong.
Fluidity,‘as in the case of Balance of Power theory, is a function of

the changing capabilities of states over time,

This theéretica] outline raises numerous new empirical avenues for
research. It leads one to explore the distribution ofbcapabilities
which take into account allfances; Does this distribution create ine-~
quality? If not, does it result in unreliable commitments.and the

likelihood that alliances will dissolve? - How does the outsider, the"
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baiancer, affect the relationships? Finally, a general meta-theoreti-
ca} problem éppears. Do we not need td develop a theory which can
explaiﬁ the clash between insular and céntjnental Powérs? These qués-
tions provide a new agenda for future research which may lead to a new

interpretation of the security problem over time.

A final point concerné the issue of contemporaryfufilify. As noted
throughout the‘ study;' the construction of its temporal . and spatial
borders occurs with explicit reference to the need to account for the
historical record.' Also, bﬁundarfes followed from a desire to dimin-
ish the potential ‘influence of uneontrolled background variables.
Thus, direct inference to periods outside these boundaries is of ques-

tionable value. However, it is also noted that results, although not

- -directly transferable, may provide a new set of questions or interpre-

tations of other periods in time and space. Fundamentally, one must
ask whether the key findings regarding the different security behavior

of insular and continental states have contemporary relevance.

Let us Begin by-noting that these findings ﬁlace emphasis. on geo-
~graphic location and- thus an underlying body of theory known as geo-
politics, developéd initially by Mackinder.!3! Moreover, one can also
note the analogous position of Great Britain in the Nineteenth Century

and the United States in the post 1945 world.'32 Both are insular Pow-

131 fro a general discussion of the contemporary value of geo-poli-
tics, see Grey (1977).

132 Qne should interpret this analogy in the same sense as the analogy
based on cycle/hegemon theory. This body of theory is largely
economically based in terms of capabilities. As argued earlier
on, it contains serious historical problems. The analogy here is
strictly geographic in terms of a determinant of security behav-
ior.
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-ers relative to the European and subsequent Euro-Asian landmass.
A]so, both reside in a situation whereby their security, and thus the
mafntenancé of the state system, appears at fhreat due to the presence

of a preponderant on the landmass.

Now one could extend the analogy -in many ways, both for Great Brit-
ain and the Uﬁited States, and Germany and Soviet Russia.!?® The for-
mer pair reveal a comparative reliance on séapower and foreign bases,
- whereas the.latter. pair rely on landpower and interidr lines. Both
Germany and Soviet Ru#sia believe that thefr status in thevsystem is
undervalued and are led to policies which sérVe to enhance their abil-
ity to project power into the peripheriés. Both the Great Britain and
the Unifed States vsee such expansion as' inherently threaténing to

their individual secdrity.

Now, this analogy can be made without‘referénce to the evidence
reported in this study. At the same time, the analogy can be under-
mined easily with reference to a variety of factors which are uniqué
between the pairs and in international politics. as a whole. However,
the evidence here raises' two interesting issues which will require
future exploration. First, it raises the issue of the tendency to
begin interpretations of the contemporary era with the bipolar assump-
tion. - Second, ft raises the issue of explaining the intensity of the

American-Soviet confrontation from a position other than ideological.

133 This analogy lies at the heart of the new literature on the ori-
gins of World War One (see Kagan, 1987; Lynn-Jones, 1986; Sagan,
1986; Layne, 1981; and Kahler, 1979-80). In terms of contemporary
policy, the American Maritime Strategy and Competitive Strategy
contains similaritys to a geo-politics/ historical theoretical
basis. ' '
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Concerning bipolarity, this interprétation‘has dominated assump-
tions. In so doing, an underlying 'mirror' image is posited. In a
system of two Great Powers, their behavior is pkedictable by the sim-
”plicity'of number . One behaves as the other behaves because nuhber,
or structure in more formal terms, dictates so.  But, a continental/
'insularvaésumption,not only creates a new starting point which posits
uniqueness, but provides a foundation for a body of relevant histdri-
cal evidence in the shape of Great Britain and its continental rivals
over time. The assumption enables us to overcome the ggneraT problem
of distinguishing between number (bipolarfty) and technology (nucléar
weapons) as explanafions of behavior a la Levy's criticism. It thus
becomes a new avenue of poéitive research which may answer heretofore

unanswerable questions, if not raise a entire new set.

The,ideologicaT explanation for the intensity of the confrontation
can also be re-examined. The inténsity may not come from a clash of
conflicting social/economic systems, but from a clash of'conflicting
_security demands. The security of Soviet Russia is optimal at rela-
tive preponderance in relation to continental threats. Convergely,
thé security of the United States, as an insular Power, s optimal
when the distribution 6f capabilities is equal among continental Pow-
ers. |t is the pre-requiste for an Americaﬁ return to isclationism in_
the séme sense of British periods of isolationism. Given the direct
opposition of security requirements; behavior for both becomes a clas-
sic case of the security dilemma. Each action by one directiy con-
flicts with the security desires of the other. Furthermore, attempts

to reach some degree of 'peaceful co-existence' is constantly at
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threat due to conflicting sécurity demands, which, in turn, spill'over
into all aspects of' the relationship between  the Unitéd States and
Soviet Russia. ' |If one bégins analysis from the insular/continental
perspective, perhaps-our understanding of the genesis, evolutibn, and
future of the American-Soviet relationship, if not international poli-

tics as a whole, can be enhanced.

In summation, this study has moved a distance from the initial con-
cern wifh the distribﬁtion of capabilities and alliances. In the end,
it has raised more questions than it has answered. Bgt, perhaps it is
the most valuable aspect of the study, if not re§earch in‘the social
sciences as a whole. As noted by a forgotten scientist probabiy many
decades ago, science is not neceséarily the search for answers, but

the search for new, and better questions.
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