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The Myth of Security
through Expansion

Great powers in the industrial age have shown a striking proclivity
for self-inflicted wounds. Highly advanced societies with a great deal
to lose have sacrificed their blood and treasure, sometimes risking the
survival of their states, as a consequence of their overly aggressive
foreign policies, Germany and Japan proved so self-destructive in the
first half of this century that they ended up in receivership. Most other
great powers, including the United States and the Soviet Union, have
exhibited similar tendencies from time to time, but they were better
able to learn from the adverse reactions their aggressive behavior
provoked.'

In this book I try to explain why overexpansion has been so common
among the great powers, and also why some states have been particu-
larly inclined toward extreme overexpansion. | offer a two-step expla-
nation, stressing the role of strategic concepts and their function as
ideclogies in domestic politics.

Counterproductive aggressive policies are caused most directly by
the idea that the state’s security can be safeguarded only through
expansion. This idea, the central myth of empire, was the major force
propelling every case of overexpansion by the industrialized great
powers. In the more egregious cases, the belief in security through
expansion persisted tenaciously despite overwhelming evidence that
aggressive policies were actually undermining the state's security.

The myth of security through expansion originated in each case as a
justification for the policies of domestic political coalitions formed
among groups having parochial interests in imperial expansion, mili-

i. This history of overextension is recorded in Paul Kennedy, The Rice and Fall of the

Great Powers (New York, 1987% Robert Gilpin, War and Change i World Politics (Cambridge,
1981); and Michael Doyle, Empires (Ithaca, N.Y., 1988).
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tary preparations, or economic autarky. These groups, including eco-

mic sectors and state bureaucracies, logrolled their various imperialist

r military interests, using arguments about security through expan-

ion to justify their self-serving policies in terms of a broader public
terest in national survival.

These opportunistic strategic justifications were propounded not
only by the narrow interest groups themselves but also by the statesmen
who tried to reconcile the groups’ competing programs within the
ruling coalition. Often the proponents of these strategic rationaliza-
tions, as well as the wider population, came to believe them. The
political and intellectual entrenchment of these myths hindered strate-
gic learning and reinforced the impelus toward overexpansion. Even
the pro-imperial elites became entrapped in this political and ideologi-
cal dynamic, which in several cases hastened their departure from
positions of power and privilege.

Understanding the myth of security through expansion and its origins
is the first step toward solving the recurrent problem of self-defeating
aggression among the great powers. This introductory chapter identifies
the recurrent myths of empire, describes the varieties of overexpansion
those myths have led to, and sets my arguments in the context of
traditional explanations for overexpansion offered by historians and
political scientists. The next chapter lays out competing theories of
overexpansion in more detail. Subsequent chapters test those theories in
the light of case studies of Germany, Japan, Britain, the Soviet Union,
and the United States at the height of their expansionist impulses.

Hyora-Heapep RaTionaLes ForR Expransion

Statesmen and strategists have typically envisioned a world in which
security is scarce and expansion is the best route to it. Like Catherine
the Great, they have commonly contended that empires must either
expand or die: “That which ceases to grow begins to rot.” They have
often argued that costly wars must be fought in the hinterlands to
prevent the empire from collapsing like a row of dominoes. Encircling
alliances can best be broken up, they have claimed, by threats and
preventive aggression rather than by appeasement. Reasoning this
way, statesmen and strategists have recurrently created situations in
which expansion and war have seemed unavoidable, even for states
motivated primarily by the desire for security.”

2. On insecurity as & cause of international conflict, see Robert Jervis, “C ration
under the Security Dilemma,” World Pofitics 30 (January 1978): 167-214; Kenn TW:IR,

of Infernational Politics (Reading, Mass , 1979); and Stephen Van Evera, "“Causes of
War" (Ph.D., diss,, University of Ca ifornia at Berkelew, 1g8y).
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In making these arguments, statesmen have exaggerated the benefits
of expansion for both themselves and their opponents while underrating
its costs. Likewise, they have exaggerated the probable success of
offensive or expansionist strategies “hlic underrating the prospects of
defensive measures and retrenchment.” Such views, though present to
some degree in all the great powers, have been most extreme in
Germany and Japan,

Underpinning the central idea that security requires expansion are a
variety of more specific strategic conceptions that in varying mixtures
have provided hydra-headed justifications for aggressive policies. These
concepts can be grouped under three general premises: gains and
losses are cumulative; the offense has the advantage; and offensive
threats make others more cooperative. Together, these assumptions
portray the international system as a place where the balance of power
does not operate and where opponents are made more tractable by
having their vital interests threatened,

The Domine Theory: Cumulative Gains and Losses

The first category of myths of empire, cumulative gains, purports to
explain why expansion will add to the state’s strength and, conse-
quently, to its ability to defend itself.* Conquest increases power, in
this view, because it adds resources, both human and material, that can
be used in further competition against other great powers. Vulnerable
areas at the periphery are depicted as El Dorados, cheap to conquer yet
harboring vast resources that must be acquired lest they fall into the
hands of opponents. The lure of conquest is especially strong for states
that are just short of self-sufficiency in the resources needed for war,
since it can be argued that a grab for autarky can fundamentally
improve their security. Imperial Japanese expansionists in particular
stressed this rationale, though they found that with each outward push
autarkic security was still out of reach.

Just as proponents of expansion have promised that cumulative

gains will lead to imperial security, so too they have warned that losses
in the empire’s periphery can easily bring a collapse of power at the
imperial core, through any of several mechanisms: a cumulative ero-
sion of economic and military resources; the increasing difficulty of
imperial defense owing to the loss of strategic forward positions; or the
progressive abandonment of the state by its allies, who might infer that it
would not live up to its commitments.

3. Van Evera, "Causes of War.”

4- In addition b Van Evera, see Robert Jervis and Jack Snyder, eds., Dowinoes s
Bandwagons: Strategic Belicfs and Great Poer Comptition tn the Eurnsian Rimland (New York,
LGl
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Relatively satisfied powers like Britain and the United States have
een especially prone to this domino theory. In a particularly inventive
astance, accepted even by the skeptical and astute prime minister
ord Salisbury, Britain anticipated that a handful of French explorers
night claim the outpost of Fashoda in the trackless hinterlands of the
Ipper Nile and somehow dam the river, destroying Egypt's economy
nd provoking an anti-British revolt that would lead to the loss of the
uez Canal, thus cutting the royal navy off from India, which would
»ad in turn to an Indian mutiny and ultimately to the collapse of the
ntire British economy. Though none of the steps in this chain of
easoning stands up to scrutiny, it seemed plausible enough to both the
rench and the British to bring them to the brink of war in 18¢8.

Offensive Advanlage

A second category of imperial myths holds that the best defense is a
ood offense.® This view asserts that cumulative gains in the imperial
eriphery can be reaped through aggressive action, whereas passivity
vill bring cumulative defeats. For example, the solution to security
roblems at the “turbulent frontier” of the empire is to conquer still
nore territory in order to punish or prevent harassment by contiguous
arbarians.” Likewise, it is held that the cheapest way to forestall
ascading dominoes is to prevent the fall of the first one by a forward
lefense. Like the deployment of a few good Greeks in the pass at
'hermopylae, active measures at the periphery allegedly allow a cheap
lefense of empire, whereas defending farther back, after the dominoes
rather momentum, might be impossible at any price. Over the past
wo centuries, great powers have repeatedly fought costly, unsuccess-
ul wars in Afghanistan, all justified by the alleged cost-effectiveness of
orward defense of vulnerable imperial holdings.”

Likewise in direct military showdowns between great powers, attack
s often held to be advantageous. States must always be prepared. in
his view, for preventive aggression against competitors whose rising
»ower might someday outstrip them. Moreover, the benefits of sur-

5. Ronald E. Robinson and John A, Gallagher, Africe end the Viclorians (London,
1961), 285-86. The French focused only on the initial part of the causal chain.

6, Stephen Van Evera, “The Cull of the Qifensive and the Origins of the First Wiorld
War."” Imternational Security o (Summer 1984} s8-107; Van Evera, “Causes of War ™" 25054,
2Bo-324; and Barry Posen, The Sources of Military Dectrine: Britain, France, and Gesminy
betweent the World Wiers (Ithaca, N.Y., 108y).

2. John 5 Galbraith, “The Turbulent Fronter” as a Factor in British Expansion,”
Comparative Studies in Society anid History 2 (January 1960): 150-68,

B, Malcolm Yapp, Strategie of British India, 1798-18c0 (Oxford, 1980)
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prise and of forcing the opponent to fight at times and places of the
attacker’s choosing create major first-strike advantages.

Paper Tigers and Bandwagons: Faith in Threats

A third contribution to the belief in security through expansion is the
idea that threats make other states compliant, This belief leads to the
paper tiger image of the adversary: the main opponent is seen as an
implacable foe posing an immense security threat, yet at the same time
as too weak, inert, or irresolute to combat aggressive countermeasures.
Applied to allies and neutrals, this idea leads to “bandwagon” predic-
tions. That is, third parties, instead of forming alliances to balance the
power of the most threatening state, are expected to jump on the
bandwagon and support its emerging hegemony.” Threatening behav-
jor is expected to attract allies and to intimidate opponents. In other
words, the basic principles of the balance of power are held to operate
in reverse.

Though moderate forms of such paper tiger and bandwagon beliefs
have been common among most great power statesmen and strate-
gists, they have been most extreme in Germany and Japan, Wilhelmine
naval strategists argued, for example, that Britain would use its naval
superiority to strangle Germany’s world trade, yvet would not seriously
contest a German attempt to close the gap.'" Likewise, the Germans
saw the encircling Entente as unalterably bent on Germany's destruc-
tion, yet so irresolute that a showdown would lead to the Entente's
humiliation and disintegration."" The Japanese concocted similarly par-
adoxical views of their opponents. Colonel Ishiwara Kanji, a staff
officer who played a key role both in instigating the occupation of
Manchuria and in devising a strategy for an autarkic empire, decided
in the early 1920s that all-out war between Japan and the United States
was inevitable, given America's inherently rapacious nature. At the
same time, Ishiwara counted on the United States and Japan's other
fn‘er- to be so somnolent that they would allow Japan to conquer,
pl:?cemeaII; the resource base that would let it successfully prosecute
this war.'*

9. On bandwagoning, see Stephen Walt, The Origins of Allinmces (Ithaca, N.Y.. 1987),
19=33. Stephen Van Evera coined the term.

10. Paul Kennedy, Strategy and Diplomacy, 1870-194%5 (London, 1983), chaps. 5 and 5.

11. Glenn Snyder and Paul Diesing. Comflict amomg Natioms m;f.z'-mn.Pr:r 14. lu:’;:l,
E5p. 25849 and 282-76 on the Moroccan crises of 1905 and 1911

12 Michael Barnhart, fopen Prepares for Totel War: The Search for Econemic Security,
194g-1941 (Ithaca, N.Y., 1987). 49, 86, describes these contradictions; Van Evera, “Causes
of Was,"” 304, explains them theoretically.
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Soviet theories of détente under Khrushchey and Brezhnev had a
similar ring: the United States was so aggressive that it would accept
détente only if handcuffed by a shift in the military and political
“correlation of forces” in socialism’s favor; vet it was so passive that it
would allow the handcuffs to be slipped on.'* The main difference is
that the Soviets retreated when this image of the United States was
disconfirmed, whereas the Germans and Japanese pushed the theory
to its ultimate test, hoping that a preventive war would decisively
weaken their paper tiger opponents.

Together these strategic concepts create a powerful justification for a
policy of security through expansion. If the world really were as these
ideas portray it even status quo states would have to embark on
endless war and expansion to maintain their security. This book will
show that imperial overexpansion correlates closely with the preva-
lence of these concepts in a state’s discourse on national security. The
states in which these ideas were most prevalent adopted the most
self-defeating aggressive policies and were the least able to correct their
overexpansion.”

Overexransion: Tie CONSEQUENCE OF ImPERIAL MyTHS

The strategy of gaining security through expansion is rarely effective
because the ideas underlying it contradict two of the most powerful
regularities in international politics: the balance of power and the rising
costs of expansion. Statesmen who base their strategy on the myths of
empire are likely to undermine their power and security by provoking
an overwhelming coalition of opposing states, which 1 call “self-
encirclement,” and by persistent expansion into the hinterland beyond
the point where costs begin to outstrip benefits—or “imperial
overextension,”

Scholars have typically treated these two problems separately; some
studies address the great powers’ wars in Europe, for example, while
others study “imperial overstretch” at the periphery. But since 1 argue
that the two have common roots in strategic myths and domestic
politics, | refer to them jointly as overexpansion. Some states, because
of their strategic situation and domestic political alignments, have
suffered primarily from self-encirclement: others, primarily from impe-
rial overextension; some have experienced both.

Self-encirclement results from a basic principle of the balance of

13. See the discussion of the “second image” in Franklyn Griffiths, “The Sources of
American Conduct: Soviet Perspectives and Their Policy Implications,” Paternational
Security g (Fall 1984); 350,
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power: that the most aggressive states make the most enemies. ' When
a state indiscriminately threatens many of its neighbors, they normally
coalesce against it. In response, if it is incapable of evaluating its own
role in causing the encirclement, it may embark on “preventive” war to
break the ring. But if the balance of power works as it normally does,
this attempted breakout will entail high risk and a low probability of
success, and the aggressor will normally find overwhelming power
ranged against it. For example, at the onset of war in 1914, Britain,
France, and Russia enjoyed a three-to-two advantage over Germany
and Austria in most indicators of industrial capacity, Even after Germany
knocked Russia out of the war, the ratio climbed to five to two once the
United States joined in." Similarly, in the Second World War, Germany,
Japan, and ltaly provoked an opposing coalition that by 1043 was
outstripping them three to one in armaments production, despite the
conquests by the Axis powers,'®

States that are better learners may provoke an encirclement but then
shy away from war or even begin to appease some of their enemies,
Britain, for the most part, has been a good learner and an astute
appeaser, which explains, as Paul Kennedy put it, “why the British
Empire lasted so long,”'” When Lord Palmerston flirted with the idea
of expanding the Crimean War into a world war to extinguish Russian
power permanently, neutral powers and Palmerston’s own allies objected
and the British cabinet convinced him to sign a compromise treaty.'®
Likewise, Britain’s aggressive colonial expansion in the scramble for
Africa left it at odds with every major European power by the turn of
the century. Calculating the disastrous erosion of the naval balance this
could cause, Britain quickly ended its “splendid isolation,” settling
disputes with Japan, France, and Russia and thereby strengthening its
hand in the competition with Germany, '

Some argue that Britain learned the lessons of appeasement and
retrenchment too well between the world wars, jeopardizing its securi-
ty through strategic passivity. In this view a preventive war against

14 Realist theory has been ambiguous about whether states balance against the most
powerful state or the most threatening state, taking into account both power and
intentions. Walt, Orsgins of Alliances, 21-26, 263-66, argues unambiguously and persuasively
for the latter view,

15. Paul Kennedy, “The First Wordd War and the International Power System,”
Intérnational Security o (Summer 1984), reprinted in Steven Miller, ed.. Miuary Stralegy
and the Origins of the First World War (Princeton, N.J., wls), 21, 25

16. Kennedy, Rise and Fall, chap. 7,

17- Kennedy, Strategy and Diplomacy, chap. 8.

18, This is argued most vigorously by Winfried Baumgart, The Pance of Paris, 1858
{Santa Barbara, Calif., 1981), though note the qualifications that I add in chapter .
dﬁla ©On the British tradition of appeasement, see Kennedy, Strategy amd Diplomacy,

p. 1
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sermany in 1936 or 1938 would have forestalled the conquest of France

nd enhanced Britain’s security.™ Indeed, if there was any instance of

underexpansion” by the great powers in the industrial era, this was

+ But even this case is doubtful. Britain and France may have been too

veak to launch a preventive attack, which would have been_divisive

omestically and onerous diplomatically. Moreover, one of the reasons”
leville Chamberlain had to appease Hitler at Munich was that so

wch of Britain's strength was diffused throughout a far-flung empire.

rance had similar problems.*' So pervasive is overextension that even

e archappeasers and archretrenchers suffer from it.

Another state that combined overassertiveness with quick learning is
e Soviet Union, Belligerent behavior in the Berlin crises, the Korean
var, and the Sino-Soviet rift provoked an array of potential enemies
at outnumbered the Warsaw Pact nations by more than three to one
1 national income.® But, the Soviets have been good learners in the
hort run and have followed each of their counterproductive militant
hases with attempts to defuse opposition through self-restraint and
vertures toward détente, ™
There is also imperial overextension. Aggressors get into trouble not
nly because they provoke balancing coalitions by other great powers,
at also because they get stuck in quagmires in the hinterland. Up to a
pint, imperial expansion may be a payving proposition for a strong
ower. Sometimes resources and markets can be gained more cheaply
1d reliably by military than by economic means.™ The historical experi-
iwce of all empires shows, however, that at some point the costs of
Iditional expansion begin to outstrip its benefits.™ Easy, nearby
rgets that vield a high return are exhausted. The logistic burdens of
rther expansion make it easier for an opposing coalition to impose
avy costs by resisting,

All the industrial great powers have at times expanded past the point

a0, Williameon Murray, The Chamge i the Europasn: Balanice of Powper, 2098-1030 {(Princeton,
l.]-. 1984)

23, Brian Bond, Arihsh Meitary Policy between the Two World Wars (Oxford, 1080);
tephén Schuker, “France and the Remllitarization of the Rhineland, 1936, French
lisforical Studies 14 (Spring 1986); 200-338; Miles Kahler, Dicolonization in Britain and
vance (Princeton, N.J., 1984); Charles Kupehan, The Viduerabnlity of Enepire {forthcoming).

22, Stephen Walt, “Alliance Formation and the Balance of World Power,”™ [nfermatiom]
ecurity 5 (Spring 1983): 43-43.

23. Marshall Shulman, Stalin's Formgn Poficy Reapprased (New York, 196g) Debarah
Velch Larson, “Crisis Prevention and the Austrian State Treaty,” Inlermations! Organization
1 (Winter 1067k 27-60.

24. David Lake. The Staie and Gramd Strategy (fortheoming), argues that this |s
specially true for certain types of “rent-seeking” stabes.

25. Gilpin, War and Change, chap, 4. When | use the term “emplre” or “Imperial,” |
fer to any expansionist great power.
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where marginal costs equal marginal benefits, in terms of both eco-
nomic and security interests.* Even Britain had its Boer War and its
recurrent forays into Afghanistan in the face of repeated lessons that
this remote land was beyond the perimeter of Britain's sustainable
power. Britain, however, was relatively successful at calculating the
inal costs and revenues of expansion; it almost always learned to
retrench in the face of negative feedback.™ Similarly, the Vietnam War
caused most of the outcomes it was designed to forestall: it touched off
more than a decade of inflation, starved America’s regular military
forces of funds, demobilized domestic support for America’s global
role, sowed dissension in NATO, and encouraged Soviet geopolitical
assertiveness in the 1970s. As a consequence, Americans learned fairly
quickly that Vietnam, and many other places in the Third World, were
beyond America’s sustainable perimeter of empire.™
Britain and America were good learners, but Japan drew exactly the
wrong conclusions about overextension. Japan strove to conguer China
so as to have an autarkic military-industrial base. By 1937 the China
campaign was in fact eating up Japan’'s industrial base, diverting
expenditures from industrial investment into current military consump-
tion.” But unlike Britain, Japan did not appease and retrench. Instead
it gambled on still more expansion to cut off supplies to China and
conquer resources even farther afield, in Southeast Asia. As a conse-
quence, Japan wound up both mired in China and with an overwhelming
great power, the United States, against il

Tue Oricins OF OVEREXPANSION AND IMpEriAL MyTHS

Why has self-punishing overexpansion been so prevalent among the
industrialized great powers? And why has the myth of security through
expansion been so widespread? Existing explanations are inadequate
for several reasons. Many writers fail to distinguish between the

36, Gilpin, War amd Change, chaps. 3 and 4, argues that states expand to the
cost-benefit equilibrium, but then the equilibrium line recedes as a result, inter akia, of the
diffusion of the expansionist’s technological and organtzational innovation to its competi-
tors and subjects. In this interpretation, disequilibrium comes nol from tnpf;milng past
the equilibrium line, but from the failure to retrench when the equilibrium line recedes.
Though the process Gilpin describes undoubtedly occurs, in the cases | examine states
also overexpand in the dinect sense of pushing beyond the cost-benefit equilibrium in the
first place.

:-;E For examples, see Yapp, Strategies of British India, 335, 341-43.

28, This is apparent in Defenze Secretary Caspar Weinberger's exclusionary criteria
for the use of American military forces abroad; see Dpartment of Defenise Anmisal Regorf,
Fiscal Year 1087 (Washington, D.C., 1986), 7875,

29. Barnhart, Japen Prepares, 9546, 103
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specific problem of overexpansion and the more general “imperialism”
or “expansionism.” Much imperial expansion is unproblematic: the
strong conquer the weak because it pays. And many explanations are
flawed because they take the justifications of statesmen and strategists
at face value—they accept the myths of empire advanced by imperialists
as plausible depictions of the realities of international politics and
hence as adequate reasons for overexpansion. For example, Ronald
Robinson and John Gallagher, extremely influential historians of Victorian
averseas expansion, argued that “if the papers left behind by the
policy-makers are to be believed, they moved into Africa, not to build a
new African empire, but to protect the old empire in India.””* But
newer research suggests that those papers are not to be believed: the
oblique strategic justifications found in them were largely debating
points masking a variety of economic, bureaucratic, and political
interests.” Finally, some theories do treat strategic ideas as myths, but
they omit key aspects of the origins and workings of those myths, ™
Though on the right track, these accounts are not fully satisfying,
theoretically or empirically.

Interpretations of overexpansion offered by historians and political
scientists can be grouped into three general types: “Realist” explana-
tions, stressing the exigencies of the state’s position in the international
system; cognitive explanations, stressing purely intellectual errors in
strategic assessment; and domestic political explanations, stressing
interest groups, ruling classes, and the strategic ideologies they propound.

Realist Explanations

Realism contends that the costs and risks of aggression may be
unavoidable in an anarchic international environment that forces states
to use warlike means to guarantee their own security. Realists argue, in

30, Robinson and Gallagher. Africa and the Vietorians, 464,

31, A G Hopkins, “The Victorians and Alrica; A Reconsideration of the Oceupation
of Egypt, 1884," Journal of African History 27 (1086): 363-91. For discussions of works by
historians who accept that imperial expansion was a reasonable strategic reaction to

" international circumstances, including crises in the periphery, see Tony Smith, The Patters
nfanpﬂulum {Cambridge, 1981), chaps. 1 and 2 and Doyle, Empires, 14648 and chaps. §
and g.

12. Van Evera. "Causes of War,” {s the most important work in this category. |
barrow heavily from Van Evera’s arguments in developing my own. The main difference
between us is that he stresses the crucial role of the state as the main source of strategic
myth, whereas | stress the process of forming coalitions among a variety of state and
nonstate actors. Several historians, especially of imperial Germany, implicitly use a
concept of strategic mythmaking that is close to mine. See especially Eckart Kehr
Battlpshep Building and Party Politics in Germumy 18g¢-1901 (German ed., 1930; Chicago,
1971}
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essence, that the “myths of empire” are not always myths. Sometimes
offense really does have an advantage, and dominoces do fall. Some-
times it does make sense, they claim, to seek a more self-sufficient
empire with a more geographically defensible frontier. In general, they
argue, the more vulnerable states are to the depredations of others, the
more aggressive they must become, if only in self-defense.™

On its face it sounds paradoxical to explain counterproductive
gverexpansion as a rational expedient, but it is not. Political scientists,
drawing an analogy between international politics and the mathemati-
cal game “Prisoners’ Dilemma,” have shown how states’ rational,
defensive choices can draw them into competitive interactions that
leave everyone less secure, If a nonexpansionist policy would have left
the state even more vulnerable to its competitors, a grab for security
through expansion would then be rational despite its predictably high
costs and low chance of success.™

Historians have sometimes explained instances of overexpansion in
much this way. Germany and Japan, for example, are sometimes
portrayed as driven to expand by the logic of their disadvantaged,
vulnerable position in the international system.*® Surrounded by po-
tential enemies on whom they were economically dependent, these
latecomers to imperial competition had little choice but to use force to
break out of the hostile encirclement. Though their bids for security
through expansion may have had relatively little chance of success, less
aggressive strategies might have been even riskier.

There are two general problems with Realist explanations for
overexpansion, one logical and one empirical. The logical difficulty is
that Realists themselves claim that states typically form balancing
alliances to resist aggressors. Therefore, at least in the long run, the
balance of power that arises out of international anarchy punishes
aggression; it does not reward it. Consequently, strategies of security
through expansion violate the basic principles of international politics
that the Realists themselves have articulated.

To resolve this contradiction, it may be helpful to distinguish be-
tween two variants of the Realist argument. Both accept that security is
normally the strongest motivation of states in international anarchy,
but they have opposite views about the most effective way to achieve

33 In addition o Waltz, see Jervis, “Cooperation,” and John Mearsheimer, “Back o
the Future: Instability in Europe after the Cold War,” International Security 15 (Summer
10} b,

34- Both Jervis and Van Evera develop these arguments.

35. David Calleo, The German Problem Reconsidered (Cambridge, 1978), argues this
explicitly; James Crowley, fapen's Quest for Autonomy (Princeton, N.).. 1966), includes
I'I:P"l':": international position as well as domestic factors. See also Mearshelmer, "Back 1o
the Future,” z5.
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. One variant, which might be called “aggressive Realism,” asserts
1at offensive action often contributes to security; another, “defensive
ealism,” contends that it does not.™ My arguments, though stressing
e domestic determinants of grand strategy, are fully consistent with
e defensive version of Realism. States with myth-resistant domestic
olitical orders behave in accord with the tenets of defensive Realism.

hey form defensive alliances to contain the expansmn of aggre-:swe
ates. In contrast, states with ,mlth _Pmdunn

ers engage in preventive aggression to forestall hypothetical future
ireats from states that have not yet taken significant menacing actions.

The empirical problem with Realist explanations for overexpansion is
lat they accept decision makers’ own estimates of their incentives for
iaking their strategic choices. They accept, for example, that Japan’s
pgressive bid for autarky was a plausible response to the situation it
ced. They accept, moreover, that the European powers’ scramble for
wmal colonial control was an almost unavoidable reaction to rising
ationalist turmoil at the periphery. They accept, likewise, that Ameri-
in decision makers’ concern over the reputational consequences of
efeats in Kuri:a and Vietnam adequately explains why those wars
ere fought." In general, such Realist accounts accept superficially
lausible reasons given by imperial policymakers for strategies of
curity through expansion but fail to evaluate these strategies in light
' their predictable costs and the availability of more effective alternatives.

Two additional ratmna_lis‘t’_nxuum{:l overexpansion merit discus-
oni One is that undef uncertainty ‘statesmen are bound to make
Yors, including overexpansion. But this fails to tell why the error of
verexpansion is so much more common than the error of under-
(pansion. Nor does it explain why some states fail to retrench even
ter clear evidence of overexpansion emerges.

The second account relies not on uncertainty but on perverse prefer-
1ces. In this view, self-destructive expansionists have been rational in
e sense that they were willing to jeopardize the state’s security in a
f-consciously risky attempt to achieve other aims. The chance to
hieve glory, plunder, la mission civilisatrice, the worldwide victory of
cialism, “a place in the sun,” or the domination of the master race
mply outweighed the risk to national security in the calculations of

36. Walt, Origins of Alliances, is the quintessential example of what | call the defensive
alist position. Mearsheimer, “Back to the Future,” 12, comes close to the aggressive
alist position. especially in his statement that “the international system creates
werful Incentives for aggression” Waltz, Theory of lnlersetiona! Politics, has a foot in
th camps. For elaboration, see chapter 2, below,

3 On Korea, see Willlam Stueck, The Road fo Confrontation: American Policy foward
ina and Kiovea, 1947-1050 (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1981},
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overexpansionist empire builders.” Open-eyed, they gambled for great
stakes but lost. The problem with this view is that such statesmen and
strategists rarely were open-eved or candid about the security risks of
their aggressive policdes, On the contrary, they always argued that
expansion was the best way to solve the state’s security problems.
Retrenchment and stand-pat passive defense were always portrayed as
riskier than aggression.

Judging from the experience of the industrialized great powers,
rational reaction to compelling international circumstances never suf-
fices to explain overexpansion. Yet international conditions, including
the behavior of other great powers, did increase the plausibility of
myths of empire. The more closely the real international system ap-
proximated the Hobbesian caricature of it, the easier it was to sell
imperial myths in domestic political debates,™ In this sense, | do not
deny that international conditions affect grand strategy. | simply argue
that they are not by themselves an adequate reason for overexpansion
or for the conflictual character of great-power relations.

Two additional theories, rooted in cognitive psychology and in
domestic politics, agree that the belief in security through expansion is
erroneous. They disagree, however, about the source of the error.

Cognitive Explanations

It is sometimes claimed that the ideas | call the myths of empire have
their origins in purely intellectual biases—that strategic ideas, like
other beliefs, are learned from formative experiences. For simplicity,
people reduce these lessons to schematic, ossified axioms that persist
in the face of disconfirming evidence.®

Consequently statesmen and strategists—indeed, whole generations—
might come to believe in falling dominoes, bandwagons, and paper
tigers if they faced such conditions during their intellectual develop-
ment. The Munich analogy, for example, is often blamed for the United
States’ exaggerated concern over the disgrace of backing down in
peripheral disputes. Historians of other empires as well often identify
some purportedly formative lesson that predisposed imperial statesmen
toward costly, self-defeating strategies. -

Yet though such lessons should be rare, the myths of empire are
common. Formative experiences might occasionally lead to a belief in

35. For example, see the characterization of Adolf Hitler by Robert Jervis, Perception
and Mispercepiton tn Intersntions) Polttics (Princeton, N.J., 1978}, 51,

39 See Jack Smyder, “International Leverage on Soviet Domestic Change,” World
Polibes 42 (October 1989k 1-30.

4o. lervis, Perception and Misperception, esp. chap. 6.
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ecurity through expansion, but overall the available stock of lessons
oints in the other direction. Any straightforward reading of history
hould produce many more statesmen predisposed against such strate-
ies than in favor of them.

In fact, statesmen pick and choose among the available lessons of
istory until they find one that fits the strategy that they want, for
ither reasons, to adopt. For the same reason, moreover, the lessons
hey draw from events are often perverse. Observing the fate of
zermany in World War 1, for example, the Japanese military concluded
wot that aggression leads to diplomatic isolation and defeat, but that
apan needed to conquer an autarkic economic base in order to fight a
ong war successfully.*'

Purely intellectual errors may sometimes contribute to imperial myths,
hrough the influence of formative lessons as well as other kinds of
ognitive biases.* But the beliefs of imperial policymakers—the “official
nind”’ of the Victorian empire builders, the “operational code of the
olitburo,” the Japanese Bushido warrior code, and the American Cold
Nar consensus—must be understood primarily as social, political, and
deological, not cognitive.

Domestic Political Explanations

Existing domestic political explanations for overexpansion contend
hat self-serving imperialist groups “hijack the state” and pervert
wational policy in the pursuit of private interest.*® Two of the most
amous theories of imperialism are of this type: the Hobson-Lenin
hesis blames the drive of monopoly capitalists to export surplus capital
;0 as to forestall declining returns to investment, and the Schumpeter
hesis blames atavistic military-feudal elites whose social predominance
{epends on maintaining a rationale for their obsolete warrior function.

Though they point to different culprits, the logic of these two

4i. Some historians, insufficiently critical of documents written by the officlals they
tudy, accept these “lessons™ at face value, Evena critic of Japanese militarism like
ichae! Barnhart slips into this error. See. for example, Barnhart, Japan Prepares, g, 18,
70, on Japanese learning from World War L

42. The historiographical literature stays mainly on the plane of beliefs and historical
essons. Therefore, in the case studies, this is the only cognitive explanation [ try to test
n chapter 1, however, | pull together a somewhat broader cognitive explanation for
strategic misperceptions based on hypotheses in Richard Nisbett and Lee Ross. Human
nference (Englewood Cliffs, N.|., 1980); Jervis, Perception; and Debarah Welch Larson, The
Drigens of Comtainmen! (Princeton, N.J. 1985).

43. This Is the characterization of interest group theories offered by I |. Cain, “]. A.
Hobson, Financial Capitalism and Imperialism in Late Victorian and Edwardian England,”
owrmal of Dinperin Commontoealth History 13 (May 1085): 1-27, esp. 2.

44. |. A, Hobson, Impenalism {1902); V. I. Lenin. Imperiglisn: The Highest Stage of
“apetaltsm (1g18); Joseph Schumpetor, Impersalism and Social Classes (1924).
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theories runs parallel and can be expressed as a more general explana-
tion: though overexpansion hurts the society as a whole, it is attractive
to some groups within society, The benefits of expansion are dispropor-
tionately concentrated in their hands, while the costs of expansion are
largely borne by the state and thus diffused throughout the society in
the form of taxes, conscription, or (for imperial tariff protection) higher
prices for consumer goods. By justifying their parochial interests in
terms of national security, imperialist and military interest groups seek
to pass the costs of aggressive policies on to society as a whole. The
more powerful and persuasive such groups are, the more the state will
be inclined toward self-defeating aggression.

The problem for this kind of theory is to explain how narrow
interests can succeed in hijacking state policy. Groups with very
narrow interests normally lack the power or authority to harness the
state for their own ends, Other interests that are harmed by costly,
counterproductive imperialist policies—not least the interests of the
state itself—should stand in their way. Effective propaganda might
sometimes persuade the people and their leaders of the benefits of
expansion, but studies have shown that interest groups’ direct appeals
are viewed skeptically. The credibility of narrow interest groups nor-
mally is far outstripped by that of national leaders, if they are popular,
and disinterested experts.* For these reasons, interest group theories
bear a heavy burden of proof in showing how narrow groups can
dominate state policy and national perceptions.

Another kind of domestic explanation faces the opposite problem.
These theories blame not a particular narrow class or sectoral interest,
but the state apparatus or the ruling class as a whole. They argue that
the governing elite may exaggerate foreign threats and glorify imperial
projects to justify extracting resources from society, to cloak its rule in
the legitimacy of nationalism, and to defuse domestic challenges to its/
domination. The ruling elite, in this view, does not necessarily benefit/
from war and expansion per se, but it profits from the nationalism,|
social solidarity, and social mobilization that go along with it. War and
overexpansion are merely the unintended by-product, produced when|
the governing elite or the society comes to believe the mobilizing
propaganda, or when other states react aggressively to the social-|
imperialist fanfare.*

45. The progenitor of this line of argument is Hobson, Imperialfism. Closer 1o my own
formulation of it is Yan Evera, “Causes of War.” My use of the terminology of rent-
seoking cartels to describe Imperialist interest groups derives fromy Mancur Olson, The
Rise and Decline of Nations (New Haven, Conn., 198z).

46. Benjamin Page and Robert Shapiro, The Ratimal Muldic (Chicago, 1991), chap. 8.

47- oee Van Evera, "Causes of War"; Hans-Ulnch Wehler, The Gerrmam Empire, 1871-1018
(Leamington Spa, N.H., 1585); Jack Levy, “The Causes of War: A Review of Theories and
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These theories have no trouble explaining how the governing elite
harnesses state power or exploits the inherent credibility and vast
propaganda resources of the state. Their problem is not with power,
but with motivation. Powerful interests such as “the ruling class” have
a major stake in the long-run health of the society as a whole. They
suffer directly from the costs of overexpansion. Up to a point, these
costs can be passed on to the society at large, but this risks alienating
the population and undercutting its productivity.®® Unless quickly
\corrected, this is a self-defeating strategy for the ruling elite. Theories
of this type, therefore, must demonstrate how a unified elite that is

ational enough to devise a strategy of social imperialism nevertheless
ﬁ-uses the ability to pull back when the costs of the strategy outweigh its
benefits.

There is thus a paradox in existing domestic theories ot overexpansion.
The power to implement a strategy leading to overexpansion is inversely
related to the motive for doing so. Theories that focus on narrow
imperialist interest groups can easily explain the motive, but they must
strain to explain how the groups gain power over policy. Conversely,
theories that focus on the social impenalism of the state have no
trouble explaining the power to implement the policy, but they find it
hard to explain why the state fails to pull back when costs mount.

This paradox is not necessarily crippling; various supplementary
hypotheses can be invoked to explain it away. This can be done by
showing, for example, that parochial groups enjoy huge propaganda
advantages owing to monopolies of information; that state mythmakers
somehow come to believe their own propaganda;” that the domestic
legitimacy crisis is so grave that long-run foreign policy consequences
must be disregarded; or that precipitous reactions of other states cut
short the opportunity to pull back. The case studies in this book
suggest there is some truth in all these arguments. Indeed, some of
them play major roles in explaining one or another of the cases,
Nevertheless, this ad hoc mixture of auxiliary hypotheses lacks a unify-
ing logic.

Domestic theories of overexpansion would be more satisfying, conse-
quently, if the paradox of power and motivation could be solved in a
way that is more integral to the domestic political process. Thus my

Evidence,” in Philip Tetlock ot al., eds., Belurior Society amd Nuclesr War (New York,
198g), 200334, esp. 271-74 Arno |, Mayer, The Prrsistence of the Old Regime: Lurape io the
Gt Wir (Mew York, 1g81), chap. 5

48, On limits to the ability of the “predatory state’ to pass costs along o its society,
see Douglass Morth, Structure amd Change in Ecomomic History (New York, 1981), 23, a7,
and Margaret Levi, OF Rule and Revenue (Berkeley, Callf., 1988}, 13, 33-38

49. Van Evera, “Causes of War."
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theory of coalition logrolling and coalition ideology draws on and
subsumes earlier domestic theories, strengthening their explanatory
power by rooting them more securely in a rational-choice foundation,

Coalition Logrolling and Coalition Ideology

Overexpansion is indeed a product of the political and propagandistic
activities of imperialist groups. The crucial element in the explanation,
however, lies not with the power and persuasiveness of these groups
taken separately, but with the process by which they form coalitions of
several such groups and with how these coalitions justify their policies.

Narrow imperialist interests overcome their weakness and hijack
national policy in two ways. First, they gain control over national
policy by joining in logrolled coalitions, trading favors so that each
group gets what il wants most and costs are diffused to society
through taxes imposed by the state.™ In all the cases examined here,
the state’s overexpansion was more extreme than any individual group
would have preferred, owing to the compounding of separate imperial
programs through the logrolling process. Thus, logrolling was crucial
to empowering interests favoring expansion and to exacerbating the
overexpansion.

Second, by capturing the state, groups in the imperial coalition can
harness its propaganda resources. Selling myths is easier for coalition
leaders than for individual interest groups, because the instruments
and credibility of the state can be exploited for the task and because
self-serving strategic arguments become less traceable to the parochial
interests that benefit from them. Moreover, coalition leaders have their
own need for mythmaking, since they must justify the overcommitment
that is endemic to logrolling.

This perspective explains several of the puzzles presented by other
domestic explanations. It explains how narrow interests can hijack
state policy: they do it by pooling their power in a coalition. It also
explains why the state may be unable to pull back when the costs of
imperialism rise: the state’s leadership is not a unitary rational actor,
but rather is the manager of a heterogeneous coalition that constrains
the leadership’s ability to adjust policy. This perspective explains,
moreover, how strategic myths come to capture even those who invent
them: because the myths are necessary to justify the power and
policies of the ruling coalition, the leaders must maintain the myths or
else jeopardize their rule. Overexpansion and imperial myths are so

s0. On logrolling, see Dennis Mueller, Public Cheice (Cambridge. 1979), 40-58. See
also the discussion of “distributive issue areas” in Theodore Lowi, “Amencan Business,
Public Policy. Case Studies, and Political Theory," World Politics 16 (July 1964): B77-715
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widespread because logrolling is a feature of most political systems, to
one degree or another. By its nature logrolling pays off concentrated
group interests and ignores diffuse interests, like taxpayers, which are
"hard to urganize. Since interests in expansion and militarism are typically
' more concentrated than the interests opposed to them, logrolling is in-
. herently more apt to produce overexpansion than underexpansion.
| Coalition theory also explains variations in the intensity of over-
expansion and imperial mythmaking. When logrolling is the dominant
feature of a political system, self-defeating overexpansion and the
myths justifying it are more extreme, The degree of logrolling in a
litical system depends, in turn, on the distribution of power and
interests in the society and on the character of its political institutions,
In Wilhelmine Germany and imperial Japan, the social consequences of
late industrialization gave rise to logrolling among narrow interest
groups, producing overcommitted expansionist policies and extreme
imperialist ideologies.™ In contrast, the democratic systems of Britain
| and the United States, which are especially characteristic of early
industrializing societies, strengthened diffuse interests opposed to
overexpansion,™
My theory yields weaker, mixed predictions about unitary political
systems like that of the Soviet Union or Hitler's Germany. On the one
hand. the comparatively unitary Soviet system, whose origins lay in
the dynamics of “late, late” industrialization, strengthened the hand of
the Politburo oligarchy vis-a-vis parochial imperialist and military inter-
ests. As a result, the central leadership was able to keep imperialist
logrolling in check. On the other hand, in unitary systems dominated
by a single individual, like Hitler and Stalin, there is no countervailing
political force to keep the dictator in check. If the dictator believes in
the myths of empire, overexpansion is quite possible. When everything
hinges on a single, unpredictable personality, there is no political
counterweight to correct whatever strategic myths the leader may
happen to believe in. Mythmaking begun for purposes of social mobili-
zation, as in Stalin's case, or left as a holdover from an earlier period of
imperial logrolling, as in Hitler's case, can spin out of control. For these
reasons, democratic systems and systems dominated by a unitary
oligarchy have been less prone to overexpansion and strategic mythmaking

51. On the differences between early late, and “late. late" industrializers, see
Alexander Gerschenkron, Ecomomic Backwendness in Historcal F\'H“IR'I‘III:IE (Cambridge,
Mass., 1962). On logrolling among expansionist interest groups in Wilhelmine Germany,
see Eckart Kehe, Ecomomic [nteresi, Militariam, and Forefgn Policy (Berkeley, Calif., 1977},

52. This argument is derived from Anthony Downs, An Economic Theory of Democracy
(New York, 1957), which is summarized, qualified, and contrasted with logrofling hir
Norman Frohlich and Joe Oppenheimer, Modern Polifical Ecomomy (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.,

1978}, 127-30, A \ .
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than have systems dominated by logrolling among cartels or by indi- t
vidual dictators.™

Way It MAaTTERS

These findings have both theoretical and practical significance, Theo-
retically, Realism must be recaptured from those who look only at
politics between societies, ignoring what goes on within societies,
Realists are right in stressing power, interests, and coalition making as
the central elements in a theory of politics, but recent exponents of
Realism in international relations have been wrong in looking exclusively
to states as the irreducible atoms whose power and interests are to be
assessed.™ These truncated Realists have also been wrong in ignoring
the role ideology plays in enhancing the power and shaping the
perceived interests of political groups, especially when information is
monopolized and interests are uncertain.

Machiavelli, Thucydides, and even Hans Morgenthau understood
political realism in this broader way, but for the most part more recent
Realists have not.™® Morgenthau believed that ‘‘domestic and interna-
tional politics are but two different manifestations of the same phe-
nomenon: the struggle for power.”* Contemporary political scientists
are beginning to conceive of the state not as a unitary billiard ball in a
system of other billiard balls, but as a pivot adjudicating between
international and domestic pressures.”” But even if this view is accept-
ed, Kenneth Waltz argues that the international game board is decisive.
“In self-help systems,” he says, “the pressures of competition weigh
more heavily than ideological preferences or internal political pressures.””™

53 Margaret Hermann and Charles Hermann, in “Who Makes Foreign Policy Ded-
slions and How?" Intermational Studies Quarterly 31 (December 198g): 36188, distinguich
among systems ruled by a “predominant leader,” by a “single group,” and by “multiple
autonomous aclors.”

54, Waltz. Theory of Intermational Politics, has presented the most sophisticated justifi-
cation of this narrow view of Realism, though he did not invent it. The “primacy of
foreigh policy” over domestic politics has a long history in German Realist thought.

55. For some recent debates on Realism, see Robert Keohane, ed., Nevrealism and [is
Critics (New York, 1986), For examplas of analyses rooted in power interest. and
coalition politics but operating across the intemnational-domestic boundary, see Ronald
Rogowski, "Structure, Growth, and Power: Three Rationalist Accounts,” Intermational
I’th]zm::::m 37 (Autumn 1983): 713~38, and Rogowski, Coalitions and Cowmrmserce {Princeton,

J.. 198g).

56. Hans Morgenthau, Politics emong Natioms, sthoed. (New York, 1g73). the first
Senlence in chap. 4.

57. Robert Ifutnam, "Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level
Games," Intermationa] Organization 42 (Summer 1988): 437-60.

58. Kenneth Waltz, “Reflections on Theory of Intermational Politics: A Response o My
Critics,” in Keohane, Neorealism, 129 i

[19]




Muths of Empire

The classics of realist political philosophy and contemporary research
findings both cast doubt on this view. Hobbes himself argued that
individuals formed a state precisely in order to mitigate the pressures
of anarchy. And Adam Smith, in noting that “there is a great deal of
ruin in a nation,” understood that the survival of great states does not
normally hang by a mere thread. ™ More recently, Peter Katzenstein has

found that the domestic political arrangements of small states are
determined by their vulnerable position in international m;k:'v

conversely, the domestic structure of large states determines their
strategy in world markets.* My own work finds that, among the t
powers, domestic pressures often outweigh international ones in the
caleulations of national leaders.

This book’s findings also have practical significance. A new under-
standing of the domestic political origins of strategic myths should
affect how people assess strategic debates in their own states, and how
policies affect strategic mythmaking in opposing states. A theory of the
link between domestic politics and foreign policy is indispensable for
thinking through the international consequences of Mikhail Gorbachev's
domestic innovations and the appropriate American response to them, !
More broadly, such a theory can help in assessing claims that the end
of the Cold War division of Europe reflects the growing obsolescence of
great-power war, as well as counterclaims that it may mean the end
of the long post-1945 peace. The practical and theoretical implications of
my findings will be taken up in the concluding chapter.

59. As quoted by Bernard Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age (Princeton. M., 1963}, &.

to. Peter Katzenstein, Small States v World Markets (Ithaca, N.Y., 108s8); Katzrenstein,
Corporatren und Change: Ausira, Switzerland, and the Politics of Industry (lthaca, NY., 1984);
Katzensiein, ed., Betuwen Power eod Plemty: Foreign Ecomomic Policies of Adtanied [ndustru!
States (Madison, Wis., 1978).

61, For attempis to do this, see Jack Snvder, "The Gorbachey Revolution: A Waning
af Soviet Expansionism?"' Infermationsl Security 12 (Winter 1087-88): g3-131; Snyder,
“L?u'fntﬁunnl Leverage,” 1=11; and the Soviet chapter and concluding chapter of this
Viume.
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Three Theories of
Ouverexpansion

The idea that security can be achieved through expansion is a
pervasive theme in the grand strategy of the great powers in the
industrial era. What explains the prevalence of this idea and variations
in its intensity?

THE REavisT ExrranaTion: RaTional Resronss 70 ANARCHY

Realists argue that statesmen who believe expansion is the best
means of achieving security are often making reasonable judgments. In
their view states are doomed to unending competition in an anarchic
setting, like Hobbes's state of nature. In the absence of a supranational
sovereign to enforce rules, states must constantly be wary of depreda-
tions by others, looking to themselves for security and material strength.
Even status quo powers may resort to aggression to gain control over
scarce respurces that might otherwise be turned against them. Thus,
though aggressive behavior may make life “nasty, brutish, and short,”
the scarcity of security in an anarchic environment often makes preven-
tive aggression necessary.'

Even when hindsight shows that a bid for security through expan-
sion turned out to be a costly failure, Realists could—and do—argue

1. Robert |ervis. “Cooperation under the Security Dilemma,” World Palitics 30
(lanuary 1978): 167-214, argues that the requirements of self-help under anarchy may
force even status quo states to become . Likewise, Kenneth Wailtz says that

states facing global problems are like individual consumers trapped by the ‘tyranny of

small decisions,”” He also remarks that “early in this mnwypﬁmsmn Churchill ob-
served that the British-German naval race promised disaster and that Britain had no
fealistic choice other than to run it.” See his Theory of Infernational Politics (Reading,
Mass, 1979), 110-11.
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that the attempt was a rational response to international circumstances.
Given the information available, they argue, it may have been reasona-
ble to take a risk on achieving security through expansion, if statesmen
had good reason to believe retrenchment would have been even riskier.
Eor vulnerable states in a highly competitive anarchic environment, all
strategies for achieving security are likely to have low success rates. In
this sense it may not be contradictory to argue that a case of overexpansion
was a rational response to the objective constraints and incentives of
the state’s international positdon.

But anarchy is not in itself sufficient to predict an expansionist
security strategy. Realist scholars argue that the normal response to
threat is to form a balancing alliance.” Therefore states should expect
that expansion will reduce their security insofar as it threatens other
states and provokes an opposing coalition, In light of that, the simple
facts of anarchy and insecurity should not be enough for a Realist to
expect states to adopt strategies of expansion. Other conditions, which
would outweigh or nullify the fear of a balancing response to aggres-
sion, must be added to explain this strategic choice. Some might be
conditions that prevail throughout the international system at a partic-
ular time, encouraging aggressive solutions to security problems for
many states. For example, when the prevailing military technology
available to all the great powers makes offense easier than defense,
strategies of security through expansion should be widespread. Some
of the conditions promoting expansion might be peculiar to the posi-
tion of the individual state, giving it special incentives to solve its
security problems through aggression.

The following Realist hypotheses about conditions that should give
rise to expansionism are derived from the theories of political scientists
and from historians’ interpretations of individual cases. When these
conditions are present, Realists would expect the state to adopt a
strategy of security through expansion; when they are absent, Realists
would expect the state to adopt a nonaggressive strategy.

Offensive Advantage

Whenever prevailing military technology favors the attacker, expan-
sionist security strategies should be attractive.” An aggressive strategy

2. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, and Stephen Walt, The Origins of Alliances
{Tthaca, MN.Y., 1987)

3 Jervis, “Cooperation”; Stephen Van Evera, “"Causes of War” {Ph.D. diss., Univer-
sity of California at Berkeley. 1984); Stephen Van Evera, "Why Cooperation Failed in
1914, in Kenneth Ovye, ed., Cooperation under Anarchy (Princeton, N.J., 1985), 8o-117, a
special issue of World Politics 38 (October 1983).
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would allow states to capitalize on surprise and exploit the advantages
of the attacker to compensate for weakness. They would have strong
first-strike incentives to destroy opponents’ military forces and seize
their war-making capacity before others did the same to them.

Such situations of global offensive advantage are rare, however.
Authorities on ground warfare usually claim that the defender almost
always enjoys a net advantage, which may be smaller or larger depending
on various technological and geographical conditions. Air power theo-
rists predicted that the rise of long-range bombers and later of intercon-
tinental missiles would create first-strike incentives if the forces of one
side were vulnerable to a preemptive attack by the other In fact,
first-strike knockout blows have been rare. Though surprise attacks
often succeed tactically at the outset of a war, the attacker normally
finds that the diplomatic onus of aggression outweighs its fleeting
operational benefits.* Most theorists argue, moreover, that the nuclear
stalemate aids the side that is defending, the status quo, since the threat
to use nuclear force in defense of vital interests is more credible than its
use in conquest.” In short, technological conditions aiding the attacker
may exist in isolated instances and therefore may help explain some
cases of expansionist strategies. Overall, however, they have not been
common enough to account for the more general inclination toward
such strategies.

Geography may place greater or lesser obstacles in the path of the
attacker.” In land warfare, rough terrain and narrow frontages aid the
defender, whereas flat terrain and wide frontages aid the attacker. In all
forms of warfare, the logistical burden of projecting power over a
distance tends to reduce the relative fighting power of the attacker. But
if the attacker is invading weakly defended territories near its own
home base and the defender must transport forces to support a distant
client, distance will aid the attacker.”

4. On the reasons for the defender’'s advantage, see John Mearsheimer, “Why the
Soviets Can't Win Quickly in Central Europe,” Inlernationsl Secursly 7 (Summer 1982);
1520, Richard Betts, “Conventional Deterrence: Predictive Lincertainty and Policy Confi-
dence,” World Politics 37 (January 1985): 153-79, has shown persuasively that surprise
gives the attacker significant advantages at the out=et of a military campaign. In all of his
cases in which numerically inferior attackers won opening engagements, however,
surprise proved to be a wasting asset—that is, the attacker ultimately lost the war,
especially as a result of balancing behavior that the aggressor's victories provaked.

5. Robert Jervis, The Masring of the Nuclear Revofudion (Ithaca, N.Y., 198a), 30-31, 35,
41, 237

6. Jervis, “Cooperation,” 195; Mearsheimer, “Why the Soviets Can't Win Quickly™

7. For a complete listing ol the conditions in which oflensive stralegies are necessary
or enjoy an advantage, see Stephen Van Evera, "Offense, Defense, and Deterrence:
When Is Offense Best?' paper dellvered at the annual meeting of the American Political
Science Association, Chicago, September 1987,
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Geography and technology may interact in shaping the incentives for
expansionist strategies. For example, innovations in transportation
technology, such as the building of railroads in the colonial periphery
in the 18gos, may reduce the difficulty of projecting power into the
hinterlands® and thus bring new territories and new strategic re-
sources inside the cost-benefit frontier of the empire. Nonetheless,
security problems on the turbulent frontier opened up by the new
technology may still lure the empire bevond the cost-benefit equilibrium.”

Political conditions may also affect a Realist's calculations about
offensive security strategies. Even if the defender enjoys military ad-
vantages, the instability of the political status quo may make a positional
defense impossible, After the Second World War, for example, the
political status quo in Europe was fluid. Each side had potential fifth
columns in the other's camp, and the dividing line between the blocs
ran down the middle of formerly united countries. Moreover, many of
the European states were weak internally and militarily and conse-
quently would have reason to join the bandwagon with the rising
power rather than balance against it. Given this fluid situation, there

were plausible reasons to believe that a political offensive was the best
defense.'”

Cumuilative Resources

Whenever states can make significant net additions to their power
resources through conquest, Realists would expect them to adopt
strategies of security through expansion.'' But open-ended strategies
of cumulative gains, counting on a never-ending cycle in which new
conquests provide the resources for still further conquests, are highly
dubious,'® At some point, according to Robert Gilpin's historical re-
view of the experience of empires, costs always outstrip revenues from
additional conquest."”® Yet under some conditions more limited at-
tempts to strengthen the state’s position through conquest might in
principle be worthwhile,

B. Daniel Headrick, Tools of Empire (New York, 1g81).

g. Robert Gilpin, War smd Change in [nternational Politics (Mew York, 1g8a),

10. Scotl Parrish, “Soviet Reactions to the Security Dilemma: The Sources of Soviet
Self-Encirclement, 1945-1950" (Harriman Institute certificate essay, Columbia University,
April 1990), and his forthcoming dissertation. '

i1, Van Evera, "Causes of War,” has the best discussion.

12. Robert Jervis, “Domino Beliefs and Strategic Behavior™ in Robert Jervis and Jack
Eh}'dﬂ- eds., Dosliines und Bamdoagons: Strategic Bedefs and Great Poser {:nrﬂit“ﬁnﬂ i e

Euwrastan Rimiimd (New York, 1901), 20-50, and other essays in the volume: Van Evera,
“Causes of War."

13. Gilpin, War mmd Change, chap. 4.
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The clearest case is a situation of near autarky. If a state could
achieve direct physical control over the resources it needs to fight a
long war against its strongest opponents, its security would be greatly
enhanced. Blockades would not deprive it of crucial war matériel or
food for its population. Moreover, once autarky was achieved, the state
could take advantage of all the tactical and operational benefits of
standing on the defense. Consequently a strategy of limited expansion
might make sense for a security-conscious, nearly autarkic power. Still,
this incentive would have to be weighed against the risk of provoking
an overwhelming balancing alliance.'*

Similarly, expanding to achieve a natural defensive frontier or lo
seize a strategically crucial defensive bottleneck might make sense for a
security-conscious state. The problem is, however, that other states are
likely to want to hold the strategic point, such as the Turkish Straits, for
their own defensive reasons. Holding the position might make defense
easier, but fighting to seize it may undermine security. In the extreme
case, such a position could be so crucial that whoever holds it can
render the other insecure, so that the opponents must fight over it,
even if the fighting itself endangers their security. But in many cases
the strategic value of the bottleneck may be exaggerated, and the
struggle for it counterproductive.

Shifts in Relatioe Power

A state has an incentive for preventive aggression whenever its
relative power is expected to decline.'® By attacking immediately and
conquering its rising opponent, the state can enhance its chances for
long-run security. This should be true even if the chances of success in
the preventive attack are low, as long as the chances of success in a
defensive war later would be lower still. But this incentive must be
weighed against the diplomatic and operational disadvantages of being
the attacker. It must be compared, moreover, with the alternative
strategy of appeasing the rising power.

4 The two cases of this type are Germany and Japan. David Calleo, The German
Probivm Recomsidered (Cambridge, 1978); James Crowlew, [apan’s Cuest for Autononng
1930-1018 (Princeton, N.).. 1968). Michael Bamhart. Japan Prepares for Total Wae The
Search for Ecomomtic Security, 1919-1042 (Tthaca, N.Y., 1987), 104, summarizes a December
1937 Japanese Planning Board meeting as acknowledging that “even if Japan occupied all
of China and Southeast Asia, it would still find itsell unable to wage a long war without
telving on Anglo-American resources.” Arguing for the rationality of a nonimperialistic,
cooperative strategy for powers in this kind of situation are Davis Bobrow and Robert
Kudrle, “How Middle Powers Can Manage Resource Weakness: Japan and Energy”
Warld Politics 39 (July 1987): 536-65.

15, Jack Levy, “Declming Power and the Preventive Motive for War,” World Politics 4o
(October 1987): Ba-107.
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In caleulating their incentives for preventive aggression, states assess
not only long-run shifts in underlying power resources, but also
short-run shifts in the degree to which those resources are mobilized
for war. The paper tiger image of the opponent rests in part on the
argument that the opponent, though hostile, is not yet fully mobilized
for war, materially or politically. Therefore there is an incentive to
conquer the resources needed for sell-defense, or to defeat potential
enemies piecemeal before they are ready to move. The problem is that
these conquests are likely to provoke the feared mobilization. Even so,
if the mobilization is really inevitable in the long run, and if sufficient
resources can be conquered in the short run, the strategy can in
principle be a rational response to the state’s international situation.

Multipolarity

Strategies of security through expansion make more sense in multi-
polar situations than in bipolar ones.'® In multipolarity, an expansionist
power may be able to defeat its opponents piecemeal if they fail to
unite because they cannot agree on who should bear the costs of
resistance, At the same time, great powers in multipolarity may have
strong incentives to expand to achieve autarky, since they are less likely
to be self-sufficient in the resources needed for national security than
are bipolar powers. The most dangerous situation would be one in
which some great powers were autarkic in security resources but
others were not. To avoid one-way dependency, the latter would have a
strong incentive to expand. Arguably, this aptly describes the situation
of Germany and Japan vis-A-vis the United States and the Soviet Union
before the Second World War. Yet the failure of their bids for autarky,
snuffed out by the balancing reaction of the other powers, shows that
this incentive must be weighed against other factors that affect its
probability of success.

Tue CocniTive Exrrawation: Misteaping MeENTAL SHORTCUTS

Some common sirategic myths may be artifacts of the shortcuts the
human brain takes when processing information under uncertainty. To

h. Waltz, Theorw of Intérmational Poldtics; John Mearsheimer, “Back to the Puture:
Instability in Europe after the Cold War," International Sécurity 15 (Summer 1990} 5-56;
Thomas Christensen and Jack Snyder, “Chain Gangs and Passed Bucks: Predicting
Alliance Patterns in Multipolarity,” Internatanal Organeation 44 (Spring 1900): 13768,
Waltz. Theory of Intermatiomal Poditics, 166, 178, 109, s07-8. stresses that bipolarity mitigates
the effects of anarchy; one reason is that the certainty of each pole's internal strength
makes it less tied to the fate of smaller powers.
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simplify decision making, ple focus inordinately on the most availa-
ble data, use ready-made es to impose order on the data, and em-
ploy rules of thumb to draw inferences.'” Some of these shortcuts may
introduce biases that predispose decision makers toward overexpansion.

Cognitive theory, unlike the Realist theory discussed above, is not
organized in a tightly deductive form. Nor has anyone attempted to
show systematically how hypotheses deduced from cognitive theory
can explain patterns of great-power overexpansion.'” Implicitly, howev-
er, many of the explanations offered for individual instances of
overexpansion—those stressing beliefs and lessons of the past, for
example—are cognitive in nature. Consequently it should be worth-
while to try to establish a coherent theoretical basis for those interpre-
tations and to derive testable hypotheses from it.

Most cognitive hypotheses can be at least loosely derived from what
is called the "cognitive miser” model." Its central principle is economy
of cognitive operations. Under complexity and uncertainty, people use
several devices to simplify assessment and choice. The ones most
pertinent to the study of strategic myths are, first, belief systems, and
second, cognitive heuristics and biases.

People store what they have learned in simplified, structured form in
belief systems. Incoming information is categorized in accordance with
the preestablished categories of these beliefs. Consequences of alterna-
tive courses of action are assessed with the aid of causal beliefs. Belief
systems serve the need for cognitive economy in several ways. They
reduce the need for information, since expectations embedded in the
belief system can be used to fill in gaps in information. They promote
efficient theoretical thinking by organizing beliefs into hierarchies,
subordinating a plethora of details under more general concepts.
Moreover, stable belief svstems protect against the mental burden of
constant fundamental reassessments by resisting change in the face of
disconfirming information. When disconfirming evidence is so over-
whelming that it cannot be ignored, its disruptive impact on the
economy of cognitive operations is managed by first adjusting only the
beliefs lower down in the hierarchy of generalization, revising more
central concepts only when absolutely necessary, and perhaps not even
then. In this way the decision maker, though partially responsive to

17. Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in [nternntionn! Politics (Princeton, N.J.,
1976k Deborah Welch Larson, Owiging of Comtainmen! (Princeton, N.J., 1685k Daniel
Kahneman, Paul Slovic, and Amos Twersky, [udgment under Unceramty: Henristics and
Binses (Cambridge, 1g82): Harold Kellev and John Michela. “Attribution Theory and
Research,” Anmual Review of Psychology 31 (1980): 457-501.

18. Ralph White, Fearful Warriors (New York, 1984), is a quasi-popular book that uses
several cognitive hypotheses to explain great-power conflict and enemy images.

19. Susan Fiske and Shelley Tavlor, Sacdal Cognition (New York, 1984), 15.
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information from the environment, is buffered from the intellectual
burden of dealing with its full complexity, uncertainty, and variety.

This system has tremendous advanlages for cognitive economy,
though its benefits are purchased at the price of being heavily depend-
ent on the initial structuring of the beliefs. Future events will be seen
as reruns of formative experiences or as the playing out of patterns
instilled in early training. Consequently, for explaining strategic ideas
and behavior, formative lessons drawn from early, vivid, or firsthand
experiences take on special importance, When a whole generation
undergoes the same formative experiences, such as the lessons of
Munich, the strategic policy of the whole state is likely to be affected
for many years.”

Such a process could explain variations in beliefs about the wisdom
of strategies of security through expansion. When formative experi-
ences of pertinent decision makers have taught them that dominoes
fall, that states join bandwagons, that attackers win quickly through
surprise, or that passivity jeopardizes security, then the belief in
expansionism should be prevalent and difficult to reverse. A generation
steeped in the lessons of appeasement at Munich would be quick to
imagine dominoces falling and would feel a need to nip an opponent’s
growing assertiveness in the bud. Conversely, the opposite formative
experiences should lead to the opposite strategic beliefs. A generation
raised on the lessons of Vietnam would be quick to foresee quagmires
resulting from an overextended containment policy.

At least some historians and area specialists have tried to explain the
American Cold War belief system, the Bolshevik operational code, and
German and Japanese imperialism in terms of such formative lessons.
To test these explanations, | examine whether people learned the same
lessons from the same experiences, whether they drew conclusions in a
logically plausible way, and whether their conclusions preceded or
followed the adoption of policies implied by the lessons,

Formative experiences could in principle explain why imperial myths
have occasionally appeared, but it is puzzling that such beliefs should
be fairly common among all the greal powers. If lessons were being
absorbed in an unbiased way, then paper tiger and domino beliefs
should be widespread only if they were generally true. Since these
beliefs contradict fairly well-established scholarly knowledge about the
balance of power, it is necessary to explain why conclusions might be
drawn in such a skewed way. Some additional features of information

20. Jervis, Perception, chap. & also Larson, Ovigins of Conbitinment, 50-57, O processing
information according to preestablished templates, called “schemas.” For some qualifica-
tions, see Shelley Taylor and Suzanne Thompson, “Stalking the Elusive “Vividness'
Effect,” Puwchological Review B9 (March 1982): 155-81
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processing by the “cognitive miser,” called “heuristics and biases” in
the psychological literature, might in principle explain this.

For example, the common tendency to adopt a paper tiger image of
the adversary might be explained by typical biases in the way we
attribute causes to behavior. People tend to explain their own actions in
terms of environmental constraints (a “situational attribution”), where-
as they explain others' actions in terms of innate disposition (a
“dispositional attribution”). A purely cognitive explanation is that
environmental pressures stand out in our minds when we recon-
struct our own actions, whereas the actor is the most salient object in
the field of vision when we reconstruct the actions of another.!
Situational attributions consequently require less mental work in explaining
our own actions, but more work in explaining others’. In conflict
relationships, this leads to attributions like “he acted aggressively
because that's his nature, but | stood firm because circumstances forced
me to.”* Raymond Garthoff has extensively documented this kind of
mutual double standard in how states cast blame in his study of the
decline of Soviet-American détente in the 19708, *

Some psychological studies suggest that people make dispositional
attributions when adversaries behave aggressively but situational ones
when they behave cooperatively. A purely cognitive explanation is that
we expect our own actions to elicit the desired results, so that when
they do we say, "My strategy worked.” But if our actions are
counterproductive, we blame the other person for being incorrigible
rather than our own actions for being ineffective.” Over time, this bias
in historical bookkeeping could foster an image of the enemy as an
innate aggressor who will bow to forceful resistance—a paper tiger. For
example, this fits perfectly Brezhnev’'s “correlation of forces” theory of
détente: when America behaved as Brezhnev desired, he said it was
because the power of the socialist camp gave America no alternative;
but when America misbehaved, it was a reflection of the innate
aggressiveness of capitalism.

Satisfying cognitive explanations for the domino theory are harder to
think up. Laboratory findings suggest that people overrate the cumula-
tive probability of a series of events. Thus, if three events must occur to
produce an outcome and the independent probability of each is 0.8,

21. The relevant research {s cited by Kelley and Michela, “Attribution Theory and
Research,” 477-78.

23, Jervis, Perception, chap. 3, traces these consequences in lerms of a splral theory of
intermational conflict.

23. Raymond Garthoff, Detente wnd Confrontation (Washingion, D.C., 1985).

24. Robert Jervis, “Deterrence and Perception.” Infermatiomagl Security 7 (Winter 19B2-B3):
30-22. Kelley and Michela, “Atiribution Theory and Research,” 478-79, note tha
experimental evidence s somewhat contradictory on this point
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people tend to estimate the probability of the outcome as 0.8, when it
in fact only 0.5.%® This might help explain the ready acceptance of the
domino theory.

One test for this argument is whether statesmen who exaggerate
cumulative probabilities in the domino theory also exaggerate it in
other circumstances. For example, the same bias should lead them to
fear that firm deterrence strategies might set off a conflict spiral with
the adversary. For example, a statesman who estimated that the chance
of provoking a military mobilization was 0.8, that the chance that a
mobilization would inadvertently trigger a war was 0.8, and that the
chance that the war would become nuclear was 0.8, would erroneously
calculate the cumulative probability of the whole chain as 0.8, In fact,
people who worry the most about connections between falling domi-
noes probably worry the least about connections between rungs on the
ladder of escalating hostility, and vice versa. If so, this suggests that
some different, probably noncognitive dynamic drives the domino
theory.

More generally, the case studies in this book will cast doubt on
cognitive explanations for strategic concepts by showing that beliefs
and “lessons” correlate more strongly with personal and institutional
interests than with formative experiences. It is more accurate to say
that statesmen and societies actively shape the lessons of the past in
ways they find convenient than it is to say they are shaped by them.
Both Germany and Japan had numerous opportunities to learn from
their own experiences that big stick diplomacy provokes opposition
and that defenders attract allies while aggressors lose them. Bismarck
was misremembered by subsequent German militarists as the man of
“blood and iron, who used his sword to cut the tangles of politics on
the battlefield,”” whereas in fact he had been careful to isolate his
opponents by making them appear to be the aggressors. ™ Similarly,
Japanese militarists might have learned a lesson when their assassina-

25. Amos Tversky and Daniel Kahneman, “Judgments of and by Representativeness,”
in Kahneman. Slovie, and Tversky, [udgmeni, go—gB Nancy Kanwisher. "'Cognitive
Heuristics and American Security Policy,” fourmal of Conffict Resolutron 33 (December 1989);
B52-75, esp. GEy-B5.

26, Tversky and Kahineman attnibute bias in assessing cumulative probability to the
“represuntativeness heunstic,” which suggests that people classify events and their
causes in terms of superficial resemblance rather than a deep analysis of underlying

s. For example, the fall of Vietnam “resembles” the fall of Western Europe and
thus seems like a plausible cause of it But the war in Vietnam also “resembles” a
Soviet-American war over Europe, and so by this same psycho-logic should be seen as a
cause of it—and a deterrent to intervention.

27. Quoted in Jack Snyder. The Iemlogy of the Offersmoe (Tthaca, N.Y., 1o8y), 133,

28. Stephen Walt, “The Search for a Science of Strategy,” Internativnsl Security 12
{Summer 1g87): 163-64.
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tion of the queen of Korea in 1884 drove the king to collaborate with
the Russians. But in 1928 their murder of the relatively pliable warlord
of Manchuria drove his son into an alliance with the Chinese nationalists.*
In both Germany and Japan some important figures, like Bernard von
Bulow and Kijuro Shidehara, came close to learning the right lessons,
but they were ejected 2?' a political system that could not tolerate

accurate self-evaluation.
Mental scripts and operational codes used by statesmen are not, at

bottom, strictly cognitive. Rather, they are bound up with the social
order, the political balance of power within it, its legitimation, and the
justification of policies favored by particular social groups. Strategic
beliefs exist more in the realm of ideology than in that of pure
cognition. The next section presents my own explanation of the ideo-
logical origins of strategic ideas.

Tue Domestic Expramation: Coavrmion Poumics anD [DEOLOGY

The myths of empire arise as rationalizations for the interests of
groups that derive parochial benefits from expansion, from military
preparations associated with expansion, or from the domestic political
climate brought about by intense international competition. Individually
and in coalitions, such groups propagate the myth of security through

expansion in order to advance their parochial interests in the guise of '

the general interests of the whole society.

Overexpansion and the myths of empire have been widespread
among the great powers because imperialist groups enjoy at least some
political advantages in most political systems, owing to their ability to
organize for collective action, their monopolies on information, and
their ties to the state. The extent of these political advantages is
determined in large part by the type of political system in which these
imperialist groups must operate. Their success is easiest in what | call
“cartelized” political systems. In cartelized systems power assets—
including material resources, organizational strength, and information—
are concentrated in the hands of parochial groups, each with very
narrow interests focused in a particular economic sector or bureaucratic
sphere. In such systems, ruling coalitions are formed by logrolling
among these concentrated interests, and their policies are justified by

20. John G. Roberts, Mitsir (New York, 1973}, 155, 266,

30. Van Fvera, "Causes of War" devotes a chapter 1o the subject of strategle
nonevaluation. On Bulow’s learning and political problems, see Gerhard Ritter, The
Sword and the Scepter, vol. 3 (Coral Gables, Fla, 196g), 161; Geolf Eley, Reshaping the
German Right (New Haven, Conn., 1980, chap, 9.
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mythmaking. Since interests favoring expansion tend to be dispropor-
tionately represented in such systems, overexpansion is more likely. In
democratic systems, by contrast, power is diffused widely by the ballot
and by norms of free debate. Diffuse interests opposed to expansion
are more strongly represented and are more able to check the logrolling
and mythmaking of concentrated imperial interests. In unitary sys-
tems, power is concentrated in the hands of a single dictator or a
unitary oligarchy, which has diverse interests in a variety of economic
and bureaucratic sectors. This concentration gives the unitary elite a
relatively encompassing view of the state’s interests and an incentive to
keep overexpansion, imperialist mythmaking, and imperialist logroll-
ing in check. In the case of the single dictator, however, incentives
rooted in distributions of power and interest yield weak predictions,
since there are no political checks on whatever strategic notions the
dictator may happen to hold. Though overexpansion is not structurally
. required in this case, there is no political counterweight to prevent it.
| The experience of the industrialized great powers suggests that
coalition politics and ideoclogy offer the single best explanation for the
strategic ideas that contribute to overexpansion. Though the interna-
tional factors stressed by Realism also play an important role, their
effects are skewed by domestic coalition making and ideological
mythmaking.

Political Advantages of Imperialist Groups

Overexpansion and imperial myths are common among the great
powers because groups benefiting disproportionately from expansion
or from the ideas that promote it often enjoy advantages in organiza-
tion and persuasiveness. These advantages help such groups to sell
imperial myths to state leaders and the public and thus to “hijack”
state policy. Though the extent of these advantages varies greatly over
time and across political systems, imperialist groups normally enjoy at
least some net political advantage over anti-imperialist interests. In
particular, pro-expansionist groups typically enjoy (1) organizational
and motivational advantages owing to the comparative compactness
and concentration of interests of those who benefit from imperialism;
{2) a partial monopoly of information bearing on the costs and benefits
of imperialism; and (3) close ties to the state.

Compact groups with concentrated interests. The benefits of empire are
normally more concentrated than its costs, which are in most cases
diffused through taxes. Private investors in imperial enterprises pay
~ their own operating costs, but it is the state—the taxpayers—that pays
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for infrastructure and military protection, This diffusion of anti-imperial
interests among all taxpavers is in itself a major reason for their chronic
political weakness. The theory of collective goods explains that it will
be easy to organize a compact group, in which each member derives a
large benefit from the successful promotion of the shared interest. But
when benefits are diffused throughout a much larger group, each
member will have a weaker incentive to work for the common Fun]f
and coordinating common action will be more cumbersome.” An
exhaustive study of the costs and benefits of the British Empire in the
late nineteenth century has borne out these predictions of the theory of
collective action. During this period the empire served to transfer
income from a large number of middle-class taxpayers and regional
economic elites to a more compact London commercial elite who had
invested heavily abroad.™ Military expenditure in defense of foreign
economic interests was the most costly item in what the authors call
the “imperial subsidy.”"™

Both economic sectors and bureaucratic organizations may have
concentrated interests in expansion. Militaries and colonial bureaucrats
are especially prominent throughout the case studies as compact groups
having concentrated interests in expansion, big stick diplomacy, and
arms races, Though militaries may not want war per se, their interest in
organizational growth, wealth, prestige, and autonomy is usually served
by ideas and policies that tend to create war as their “waste by-
product.”™ Thus Admiral Alfred von Tirpitz, the chief of Wilhelmine
Germany’s naval staff, sought a fleet that inadvertently made war more
likely because it provoked Germany’s encirclement, then found himself
unable to head off the war that he knew the fleet was unprepared for.™
Likewise, the Kwantung army sought Manchuria as its own quasi-
autarkic industrial empire to enhance its autonomy from the vagaries
of politics in Tokyo, but in doing so it led Japan down the path to an
open-ended war on the Asian mainland.® The relative compactness of

31. Mancur Olsan, The Rise and Decline of Nations (New Haven, Conn., 1982); Olson,
The Logic of Collective Action (Cambridge, Mass., 1965); Russell Hardin, Collective Action
(Baltimore, 1982)

32. Lance Davis and Robert Huttenback, Mamon and the Pursutt of Empire: The
Political Ecomomry of British Iopersslism, 1860-1912 {Cambridge. 1986), esp. 212 221, 250,
252. For qunliﬂc:tiuns stemming from their focus on foreign investment rather than
trade, see Michael Edelstein, “Discussion,” Jornal of Ecomonee History g2 (March 1g8a):
131-32

33, Davis and Huttenback, Mammon, 04,

34. Van Evera’s phrase and analysis. from “Causes of War”" 5ee also Barry Posen,
Sources of Muitary Doctrine (Ithaca, N.Y,, 1984).

15. Frite Fischer, War of Ilusions (New York, 1975}, 162-

36. On this point, in addition to Barnhart, see Sadako Ogata, Defiance m Manchuria
(Berkeley, Calif., 1964).
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the professional military—its hierarchical nature, its habituation to
discipline, the lack of an alternative emplover for its specialized skills—
has enhanced its dedication to and effectiveness in pursuit of its
concentrated interests in imperial projects.™

; Economic groups also figure from time to time as compact interests
receiving concentrated benefits from expansionism. The motives and
characteristics of these groups have been quite varied: in 1882 holders
Ir'ﬂf Egyptian bonds wanted military intervention to secure their invest-
ment; in the 18g0s noncompetitive Birmingham industrialists and workers
sought protected markets in an expanded empire; highly competitive
Manchester textile merchants half a century earlier had demanded that
force be used to open up closed markets abroad; Ruhr steel makers
cared about the German empire only because it justified the steel-
hulled fleet.™

Not all compact economic groups have had a clear-cut interest in
expansionism, however. Actively anti-imperialist economic groups ap-
pear in some of the case studies, but their motivations regarding
imperial overexpansion were typically ambivalent and changeable, For
example, Manchester industrialists mobilized by Richard Cobden funded
the popular anti-interventionist propaganda of the Anti-Corn Law
League, but once mass pressure was successfully exploited to push
through free trade in grain, the industrial magnates dumped Cobden’s
peace program and instead backed Palmerston's trade-promoting gun-
boat diplomacy.™ Likewise, Junkers and some Tory landlords disliked
paying taxes for fleets and foreign interventions, but this interest was
not their highest priority. The zaibatsu, large trading and manufacturing
conglomerates that dominated the Japanese economy of the 19aos,
depended on access to American raw materials and markets, and so
they favored Shidehara's policy of cooperating with the democracies.
But they also counted on expanded access to Chinese markets and
resources, so they simultaneously helped fuel the expansionist side of
Japanese diplomacy. "

Because the costs of empire are diffused through the state, few
compact groups have strong interests opposed to empire. In light of
collective goods theory’s conclusions about the difficulty of effectively

37. Van Evera, “"Causes of War”; Francis Rourke, Buretueriey and Foreign Policy (Bos-
ton. 196a), chaps. 2-4

38, All of these are discussed In the case-study chapters below.

39. William Grampp, The Manchester School of Ecomemics (Stanford, Calif., 1960), esp.
117; Asa Briggs, Viciorian People, rev. ed. (Chicago, 19700, 17, 23.

40, For example, Mitsui was one of two zsitatsu that controlled three-fourths of
Japanese colonial investment, but it also had a diversified portfolio of banking, trading,
mining, and some manufacturing concerns. making it “a splendidly balanced money
machine that funcioned well in war or peace. in boom or depression.” Roberts, Mitsul,
5 135 \
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organizing diffuse interests, this helps explain the endemic bias toward
overexpansion,

As collective goods theory would predict, imperial interests wml
especially concentrated in the two most extreme cases of overexpansion,
Germany and Japan. German state-financed colonialism, for example,
benefited the navy, Krupp steel, and other contractors while providing
essentially zero return on the public’s investment.* In Japan, very
narrow army and navy concerns, speciously rationalized in terms of
the national interest, dominated strategic calculations,

British and American internationalist business enterprises fall at the
other extreme. As a rule, they made economically productive invest-
ments abroad at low military overhead while using cheap food prices
or social welfare programs at home to win mass allies away from
competing protectionist interests.* Thus economic calculations by Ger-
man and Japanese imperialists and protectionists, who extracted rents
from other sectors of society, had no relation to marginal costs and
benefils to society as a whole. Calculations by American and British
internationalists, who earned profits from productive ventures, came
closer to mirroring the costs and benefits to society as a whole.

Information monopolies and other propaganda advantages. Another cause
of endemic overexpansion is that self-interested groups favoring milita-
rism and imperial expansion often enjoy an information monopoly.
Those who engage in imperial activities and preparation for war
automatically gain special knowledge about key elements in strategic
cost-benefit calculations, such as local conditions in the hinterland, the
strength of the opponent, and the effectiveness of various techniques
of fighting.

Such groups exploit their reputation for expert knowledge to justify
their self-serving policies in terms of diffuse national interests. Ration-
ales that explain the need for expansion in terms of national security
are especially convenient for this purpose. Thus the German navy
under Tirpitz invented the theory of the “risk fleet” to explain why
naval expansion was needed to forestall imminent strangulation of the
German economy. By using the German navy's own internal studies,
Paul Kennedy can today destroy the logic of the Tirpitz risk fleet theory
in thirty pages. But at the time, those studies were tightly held,

41. Woodruff Smith, The Germesn Colonial Empire (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1g978),

42. Barnhart, Japen Prepares, 268-6g.

43. Thomas Ferguson, "From Normaley to New Deal,” Inlernational Organization 38
(Winter 1084); 41-04; Peter Gourevitch, “Tnternational Trade. Domestic Coalitions and
Liberty: Comparative Responses to the Crisis of 187396, fournal of [elerdisciplinary
Histery 8 {Autumn 1977) 281-313.
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unavailable to those who might have used them to counter the potent
propaganda of the Navy League.*!

Likewise, the “man on the spot” at the edge of everyone’s empire
was always inventing domino theories to explain why a small invest-
ment in pacifying that part of the “turbulent frontier” would foresiall
the loss of more lucrative adjacent dominions.*” For example, a major
role in promoting Russophobia in Great Britain in the years before the
Crimean War was played by a cabal of Near Eastern experts who
literally conspired to oversell the Russian threat to India and the
Turkish Straits, thus propelling themselves into high parliamentary,
military, and diplomatic positions.* Similarly, those with a stake in
British economic penetration of Egypt in 1882 exaggerated the threat to
Suez, a “domino” linked to India, in order to sell a policy of military
intervention.* In all the cases I examine, overexpansion was to some
degree promoted by exploiting information moenopolies and reputed
expertise.

Success in propaganda battles hinges not only on information mo-
nopolies, but also on having the organizational and material resources
to support favorable politicians, buy journalists, and fund mass organi-
zations and think tanks. Hobson's argument focused on the ability of
capital exporters to buy off or co-opt the press and the intelligentsia to
help sell expansionism.* Industrialists’ money and Tirpitz's organizational
resources were important factors in Wilhelmine imperialist mass
movements.* In the British case, Palmerston gained a favorable hear-
ing in the press for his assertive policies by giving exclusive informa-
tion E: journalists who toed the line and diplomatic posts to their
sons.

The effectiveness of propaganda depends on the vulnerability of the
target as well as the propagandist’s advantages. This factor also favors
elite groups with concentrated interests in empire over mass groups

a4 Paul Kennedy, Strategy and Diplomacy, 1870-1945 (London, 1983), chap. 3
45 Malcom Yapp, Strategies of Brotssh Imdin, 1708-1850 (Oxford, 1980), 137 and

passim. _ .

46 Florence Macalister, Memoir of Ri. Hor, Sir John McNeill (London, 1910}, 132-33
175,
47. A. G. Hopkins, “The Victorians and Africa A Reconsideration of the Ococupation
of Egypt,” Jowrmal of Afrien History a7 (1986); 36591, at 184, says: "It remained only to
make the occupation palatable to parhament and the public. This was achieved by
emphasizing the national interest rather than by referring to specific business and
financial concerns, and by stressing the spurions danger to the Canal and to the freedom
of the seas.”

48. ]. A. Hobson, [mperialism (Ann Arbor, Mich., 1963), 56-61. _

49. Elev, Reshaping, 140-47 and passim, documents and qualifies this,

5o. Kenneth Bourne, Palmerston: The Early Yoars, 1784-1841 (New York, 1982), g74-01,

B14-17
[36]

Three Theories of Overexpansion

with more diffuse interests. Imperial ideologies have sold best among
people whose minds can be swayed by new, persuasive “information,”
such as groups with uncertain or cross-pressured interests, or those
newly mobilized into the political process.

The mass constituencies for the Wilhelmine Navy League and Agrar-
ian League, Palmerston’s “liberal” imperialism, Stalinism, and McCarthy-
ism all fit that profile; the case of Japanese militarist populism is
especially instructive. Objectively, Japanese farmers suffering from the
depression of the early 19305 had little interest in empire as a solution
to their problems. Indeed, rice from the colonies of Korea and Taiwan
depressed the price of domestically grown rice by about a fifth during
the 1920s.” For this reason, as late as 1930 the platform of the major
peasant league featured Marxist-style denunciations of imperial expan-
sion. MNonetheless, farmers were ambivalent on the issue, since wars
and the army had traditionally provided one of the few paths of
upward mobility for rural youth, Moreover, the wealthier farmers, who
played a key organizing role in agrarian organizations, had no sympa-
thy for anything that smacked of Marxist appeals to the rural proletari-
at. In these circumstances the army’s populist imperial propaganda,
reinforced by well-established reservist organizations in the villages
and the arrest of anti-imperialist agrarian organizers, succeeded in
creating an enthusiastic mass base for expansionism.™ In such ways,
imperialist elite groups have often been able to use their inherent
advantages in organization and information to mobilize groups with
uncertain or contradictory interests.

Yet groups with concentrated interests in expansion suffer one disad-

| vantage in the propaganda battle: the transparency of their self-interest.
At least in America, some studies have shown that obviously self-

interested pruEagancla hurts the case of its proponents, whether busi-
ness or labor.™ Consequently, unless more credible sources like the
press or the state can be bought or co-opted, the group’s propa-
ganda may be discounted as coming from an obviously biased
source.,

The propaganda advantages typically enjoyed by imperialist interests
help explain the endemic bias toward overexpansion in all great pow-
ers. Extreme advantages help explain the extreme overexpansion in the

51. Hugh Patrick, "The Economic Muddle of the 1gaos.” in James Morley, ed.,
Dhilermas of Growth in Prenar Japan (Princeton, M., 1g71), 218,

53. Ronald P Dore, Lamd Reform i Japan (London, 195a), 8g-g1. 47, 116-20; Richard
Smethurst, A Socil Basis for Preaar fapariese Militorisen: The Army and the Rural Commnunity
(Berkeley, Calif., 1974). A

53. E E Schattschneider, The Semisovereign People (New York, 1960), 53: Benjamin :
Page and Robert Shapiro, The Ratonsl Public (Chicago, 1991). chap. B, “pv | *
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worst cases. In Germany and Japan, militarists and navalists enjoyed
greater monopolies on strategic information and analysis than did their
counterparts in societies with a free press and systematic oversight by
the cabinet and Parliament. In the Soviet Union, tighter control from
the top counteracted the unavailability of competing analysis from
below. In each case, however, the extent of the propaganda advantage
seems to hinge more on the social environment in which the interest
groups operated than on the characteristics of the groups themselves.

Ties to the state. Another explanation for endemic overexpansion is
that representatives of parochial imperialist groups are often over-
represented in the highest organs holding legitimate state power. In
Britain, financial circles geared toward foreign investment were so
socially intertwined with the political elite that most of them saw little
distinction between national interests and those of the City of London.™
In the early Cold War years in America, the upper echelons of the State
Department were disproportionately staffed by Wall Street internation-
alists, including both Republicans like John Foster Dulles and Demeo-
crats like Robert Lovett and Averell Harriman, who had spent the
interwar years investing abroad, representing European clients, and
setting up global market-sharing cartels.™ Germany and Japan were
much more extreme cases of interest group penetration of the state.
Meiji Japan was founded by a military coup, and a military clique
oversaw the selection of government leaders, often choosing military
men for key positions.™ In Germany, Junker landowners, statesmen,
and soldiers likewise formed an elite that mingled parochial interests
and legitimate public authority. Its direct interests, however, were more
noticeably protectionist and militarist than expansionist per se. Much of
the imperialist impetus in Wilhelmine Germany came from bourgeois
groups that were more peripheral to the Junker “power elite.”

Arguably, the state itself has an interest in war and empire. As
Charles Tilly has put it, “war made the state and the state made war.""/
War provides a justification for strengthening the state against other

54 This is argued by P ). Cain and A. G. Hopkins, "Gentlemanly Capitalism and
British Expansion Overseas, [l: New Imperialism, 1850-1045." Economic History Review 4o
{February 1087): 1-36; and Hopkins, “Victorlans and Africa,” overturning the very
narrowly argued view of D. C. M, Platt, Fimance, Trade, and Politics m British Foreign Policy,
1815-1914 (Oxford, 1968)

55. Ronald Pruessen, Joln Foster Dulles: The Road do Power (New York. 1982k Walter
Isaacson and Evan Thomas, The Wise Men (New York, 1986)

56, Peter Duus, Party Rinalry and Politicel Change i Taicho Japan (Cambridge. Mass.,
1968]).

ﬁ:;'. Charles Tilly. “Reflections on the Hislory of European State-Making.” in Charles
Tilly, ed.. The Formation of Ntional States in Western Europe (Princeton, MN.). 1975) 42
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domestic groups so it can compete with other states. In war, the state
commands more resources and gains more extensive legal preroga-
tives. This parochial interest is mitigated, however, by the state’s
encompassing interest in the long-run health of the society it governs.™
Sovereigns who squander their nations’ resources in unproductive
wars will be impoverished, defeated by other states, and deposed by
their subjects, whom they exploit and fail to protect. On balance, the
interests of the state and of parochial groups tied to the state provide
an endemic, though limited, bias in favor of overexpansion.

Domestic Political Context; Empowering Parochial Inferests

The characteristic advantages of imperal groups—compactness, in-
formation monopolies, and ties to the state—are more valuable or
easier to achieve ip some political contexts than in others. Without
specifving the broader political context, these characteristics are insuffi-
cient to explain how parochial groups influence state policy for their
own benefit, Compactness and concentration of interests, for example,
can be a disadvantage in some political contexts. A compact group by
definition encompasses fewer individuals than the diffuse groups to
which it hopes to pass the costs of its preferred policies. In a democrat-
ic system, where political power hinges in_part on getting a large
number of votes, compactness is at best a two-edged sword. It may
help in organizing lobbying, but it must overcome the inherent lack
of numerical strength. Similarly, concentration of interests by definition
implies that the parochial group’s policies are at odds with the interests
of the general mass of voters, most of whom do not share this
concentrated interest. Consequently, persuading the majority of voters
to approve a parochial agenda is inherently difficult. In such a political
system, the power of parochial imperial groups depends greatly on
their information monopolies or on their direct penetration of the state.
But these too depend in part on the broader character of the political
system,

Fully developed democracies normally have institutions that break
down or limit information monopolies. For example, a pluralistic press
guarantees access to a broad range of viewpoints. Universities provide
independent experts to analyze public questions. Representative branches
of government have the right to extract information from state bureau-
cracies. Though these institutions can sometimes be captured by lobby-
ists or defeated in argument by parochial propagandists, the political

58. On encompassing interests, as the opposite of parochial interests, see Olson, Rise
and Decline, 47-53, 9093
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context makes the parochial group's task more difficult and limits its
SuCcess,

The feasibility of penetrating the state also depends on the broader
political context. In a democracy, the state must consider the cost in
votes of pursuing policies desired by compact groups jmth parochial
interests. If the state is strong vis-a-vis its society, it might be able to
ignore such constraints, But at the same time, -.mlch a strong state could
also ignore the pleas and inducements of pamdulal groups 1uh_lbymg for
empire. In that case, overexpansion and imperial mythmaking cuu_]d
occur only if the state itseli—or “the ruling class”—had a parochial
interest in such policies. o 1

A strong state or an encompassing ruling class, with dwerul interests
spread across various economic and bureaucratic sectors, might have
some parochial interests in overexpansion and mythmaking, but they
should be limited. The strongest and most persuasive groups, those at
the core of the ruling class and those staffing legitimate state institu-
tions, may have an incentive to rake off modest excess profits from
imperial activities while passing costs on to taxpayers, conscripts, and
consumers. Such groups may also have an incentive to engage In
modest inflation of foreign threats to get the population lo perceive
national conflicts of interests as more salient than class conflicts. They
may likewise have an incentive to portray internatignal conflicts and
foreign policy fiascoes as the fault of another state.

Such groups should have a healthy sense of when to slup,ﬁu\:vgver,
lest this behavior kill the goose that lays the golden egg. Lalruﬂed
ruling groups that are firmly in the saddle have almost no incentive to
pocket “superprofits” or to propagate nationalistic myths ar:'the cost of
ruining their societies in costly wars. “Structural Marxists, for exam-
ple, argue that there is no reason to expect Wall Street monopoly
capitalists to be so foolish as to run their system into the ground
through mindless overexpansion.”’ Instead, it is more plausible to
expect them to cede power lo the bourgeois state to act in the
enlightened, long-term interest of the imperialist system as a whole
and the capitalists that derive such disproportionate benefits fmm it.
Indeed, all the unified oligarchies surveyed in this book—the American
East Coast foreign policy Establishment, the Soviet Politburo, the

sg. Van Evera, “Causes of War," stresses this motive for mythmaking and the
falsification of history. 3

0. Ronald Rogowski, “Structure, Growth, and Power: Three Rationalist Accounts,
Intersational Orgamization 37 (Autumn 1983): 722 Douglass North, Strectire gend Change in
Ecomontic History (New York. ig8z). _ .

61, Stephen Krasner, Defending the Nabional Iriferett (Princeton, M., ro78), 21-26;
Franklyn Griffiths, “The Sources of Amernican Conduct: Soviet Perspectives and Thelr
Policy Implications,” Infermatamal Securty 9 {Fall 1gBy): 3-50.
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British Whig oligarchy, and the founding fathers of the reformed Moeiji
state (the genro}—demonstrated some ability to limit overexpansion for
this reason.**

In short, there is a paradox in simple interest group theories of
‘overexpansion: narrow, peripheral interest groups have the strongest
motives for reckless overexpansion, but their ability to “hijack the
state” to that end remains insufficiently explained; conversely, core
interest groups have the power but lack a strong motive. Groups with
2 small stake in the fate of the society as a whole should be the ones
most strongly swayved by a parochial interest in passing along the costs
of ruinous imperial enterprises. But these groups should be the weakest
politically. Almost by definition, their ties to the ruling class and power
within the state must be weak if they take such a parochial view of
their interests. Thus the power to force through self-interested policies
of overexpansion should in most cases vary inversely with the motive
for doing so.

This paradox might be resolved in several ways. For example,
members of the ruling group might come to believe their own propa-
ganda, or their short political time horizons might leave them insensi-
tive to the long-run costs of overexpansion. A more satisfactory resolu-
tion of the paradox stresses the logrolling of individually weak parochial
groups into a single, powerful coalition. The following sections exam-
ine these various approaches.

Self-delusion, or “blowback™ from propaganda. The paradox would disap-
pear if the state and ruling class came to believe the imperialist
propaganda they used to mobilize nationalistic support and justify
extracting resources from society. Thus a politically strong group
could become the agent of extreme overexpansion if cynical, mobilizing
elites inadvertently socialized successor elite generations to believe the
imperial myths, failing to explain their instrumental origins. It could
also happen as a result of subconscious psychological processes, which
convince people that what is good for them is good for their country. In
either case, the line between fact and fiction could become blurred in
the elite's pwn mind, an outcome that Stephen Van Evera calls
“blowback.”**

Indeed, the blurring of sincere belief and tactical argument has been
common, and it would not be surprising if the elites purveying such

62, On the genro, see Richard Ned Lebow, Betoeen Peoce and Wir (Baltimore, 1081),
Joy-5

61. On motivated bias in perception and belief, se¢ Irving Janis and Leon Mann, D
cson Making (Mew York, 1977); and Lebow, Between Pusce and War, chap. 5. “Blowback”
originally referred to the recoil of anbi-tank weapons.
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arguments were unable to maintain the distinction between valid
strategic concepts and opportunistic strategic rhetoric. “If we made our
points clearer than the truth,” said Dean Acheson of Cold War contain-
ment rhetoric, “we did not differ from most other educators and could
hardly do otherwise. ... The purpose of NSC 68 was to so bludgeon
the mass mind of “top government’ that not only could the President
make a decision but that the decision could be carried out.””™ Likewise,
John Foster Dulles wrote in a 1042 pamphlet that all empires had been
“imbued with and radiated great faiths” like "“Manifest Destiny” and
the “White Man’s Burden,” adding that we too “need a faith . . , that
will make us strong, a faith so profound that we, too, will feel that we
have a mission to spread it through the world.” Two years before,
Dulles had remarked that all states “attempt to cloak self-interest in
ways which will appeal to those of its members who have moral
standards.™*

| Even if the elite avoids internalizing its own myths, it may nonethe-

| less become politically entrapped in its own rhetoric. Insofar as the

|' elite’s power and policies are based on society’s acceptance of imperial
myths, its rule would be jeopardized by renouncing the myths when
their side-effects become costly. To stay in power and to keep central
policy objectives intact, elites may have lo accept some unintended
consequences of their imperial sales pitch. For example, Harry Truman
and Dean Acheson used the universalist rhetoric of global confronta-
tion with communism to sell their containment policy for Europe, but
then were constrained to accept the logic of critics who turned their
arguments against them, demanding a similar anticommunist crusade
in East Asia and in domestic politics. In this way, the blowback of
imperial myths may depend not only on the elite’s intellectual confu-
sion, but on the political context that forces elites to live up to their
own rhetoric.

Elite time horizons. The paradox between the parochial motive for
overexpansion and the power to authorize it would also disappear if
. the ruling interest group had a short time horizon. For example, a
! declining core interest group that still controlled some of the levers of
military power might use them recklessly to try to retain its slipping
position. A long-shot gamble on a successful war might make sense as
a last-ditch attempt to shore up the declining elite’s prestige and social
role. In Germany and Japan, the impending eclipse of traditional

f4. Dean Achesom, Present af the Creatipn (New York, 1960), 374-75. NSC 68 was a
1950 strategic planning document advocating a policy of global containment, discussed in
John Lewis Gaddis, Strafepies of Conlaimment (Mew York, 1g82), chap. 4.

65, Pruessen, fokn Foster Dulles, 200, 258
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oligarchies—the genro, the Junkers, and their military offshoots—might
be seen as providing just such an incentive for increasing recklessness.

In both these cases, however, the problem was not just that declin-
ing oligarchs became reckless, but that their decline left the polity
without responsible centralized leadership. The genro and old-style
Prussians like Bismarck and the elder Moltke were gone, and with
them went their encompassing, long-run social vantage point. In their
place were a plethora of contending bureaucracies, military factions, or
interest groups, logrolling their concentrated interests in ways that
produced expansionist ideas and policies much more overcommitted
than any of the interest groups sought individually.

Indeed, at some point in each of the cases, the expansionism that
resulted from the process of domestic coalition making was more
extreme than that advocated by any single group. Tirpitz wanted a fleet
but opposed a preventive war. Colonel Ishiwara, who had planned the
1931 fait accompli in Manchuria, recoiled when Prince Konoye's cabi-
net insisted in 1937 on a quick, victorious campaign to finish the war in
China,”™ The Soviet military-industrial complex wanted an arms race
with the West, but not the Berlin crisis that Khrushchev cooked up in a
misguided effort to head off an arms race.” Neither the East Coast
internationalists nor the Republican neoisolationists wanted land wars
in Asia, but the Cold War consensus forged from the programs and
rhetoric of each made such wars hard to avoid.* Victorian Toryism and
radicalism both had strong anti-interventionist components, but
Palmerston's governing formula of “liberal” imperialism abroad and
social stasis at home realigned politics in such a way that reformists
and anti-imperialist elements were isolated and checkmated.”

Thus a simple interest group explanation for overexpansion faces a
double paradox: First, how do weak parochial interests hijack the state?
Second, how do they produce a degree of expansion that none of the
interests individually desires? To explain this fully, it is necessary to
look beyond individual groups to the underlving political structures
that shape how those groups interact in the domestic political process.

The Cartelized System

Parochial interests in imperial overexpansion have the greatest op-
portunity to control state policy in a cartelized political system. A

b6 Barnhart, Japam Prepares, oo-101,

7. Jack Snyder, “The Gorbachev Revolution: A Waning of Soviet Expansionismi?”’
Internationsl Security 12 (Winter 1087-88): 93-131.

68. | argue this in the American case, below

69. This is argued briefly in Richard Shannon, The Crisis of Imperialem, 1885-2915
{Londan, 1974}, 20, and more extensively in the British case, chapter 5 below
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cartelized system is dominated by a number of interest groups or
“cartels,” each with concentrated interests different from those of other
such groups. Because imperial and military interests are commonly
more concentrated than anti-imperial and antimilitarist interests, a

| cartelized political system will give a chair at the bargaining table to
' imperial interests whereas diffuse groups with diffuse interests, like

taxpayers and consumers, are excluded. ™ Although not everyone around
the table will be actively imperialist, some are enough, because of the

| way a group of cartels will integrate their diverse interests.

Bargaining among compact groups with different, highly concentrat-
ed interests proceeds by logrolling. In this arrangement each group
gets what it wants most in return for tolerating the adverse effects of
the policies its coalition partners desire. Short-run costs are passed to
groups outside the coalition. Long-run social costs remain uncalculated
because of the highly parochial perspectives of the groups participating
in the logrolled coalition,

Cartelized politics can produce somewhat different forms and de-
grees of overexpansion, depending on precisely which groups are
represented and on the strength of the coalition leaders who act as
brokers. Two principal forms of logrolled overexpansion are multiple
expansion and offensive détente,

Multiple expansion. Multiple expansion means pursuing several dis-
tinct imperial projects; each may individually involve some small risk

| of overexpansion, but when combined they produce an overwhelming

strategic overcommitment and self-encirclement. This occurs when
several competing imperial or militarist interests sit at the table with

, neither anti-imperial interests nor strong brokers. Each interest group

insists on its own program of expansion, so the result is far more
overcommitted and provokes far more enemies than any of the individ-
ual interests thinks is wise. Yet none is strong enough to bar the others’
programs, and none is willing to sacrifice its own highly concentrated
interests to make lhe national policy solvent as a whole.

A fairly simple example is the case of the Japanese military in the late
1930s. The army insisted on a mainland empire, which created a
resource-eating quagmire in China and led to armed clashes with the
Soviet Union. This in itself was overextension, which naval policy
compounded. The navy did not want to fight a war with America, but
they wanted to prepare for one on a massive scale. Given the drain on

7o On logrolling (or “vote trading™), see Dennis Mueller, Public Choice (Cambridge,
197G 4o9-38 Willlam Riker and Steven Brams, "The Paradon of Vote Trading.'' Amersan
Polthical Science Retiesr 67 (December 19710 1235-47.
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imperial resources from the China War, the navy could hardly justify
maintaining—let alone expanding—its own share of the budgetary pie
unless war with America was imminent or the naval operations could
somehow extricate Japan from this geopolitical impasse. In this atmo-
sphere, the navy accepted the strategy of a southern advance toward
the Indonesian oil fields. Though fearing this would get Japan into a
hopeless war with America, the navy leaders recognized that their
budgetary and political position would evaporate the instant they
admitted that war with America would be unthinkable no matter what
resources the navy was given. Separately. the army and the navy
would have undertaken moderate overexpansion and a counterproductive
arms race, but each might have avoided a fight to the finish with
America. But in logrolling and interacting together, they produced a
more extreme strategic insolvency,™

An overcommitted coalition policy can cause a variety of second-order
complications that mire the cartels still further. As the consequences of
overexpansion become apparent, groups within the coalition jockey to
shift the burdens of adjusting to overexpansion onto others. They may
use imperialist appeals to mobilize mass allies in support of their own
particular program, becoming captives of the success of this rhetoric.
At the same time, coalition leaders must invent further strategic myths
to explain why the state has become encircled. With multiple groups
strongly committed to their own programs and no strong broker to
enforce priorities, these secondary effects of the logrolling process
deepen the overexpansion.

In the case of Wilhelmine Germany,™ the interests of the navy and
heavy industry in building a fleet made an enemy of Britain, while the
army’s rigid war plan ensured that France would be an enemy. Russia
was an enemy in part because of her rivalry with Germany's ally
Austria, but also because Germany kept trying to coerce Russia to
accept a one-sided tariff arrangement, excluding Russian grain from
Germany to please the Junkers while demanding low Russian tariffs for
German manufactures to please the Ruhr. Complicating matters fur-
ther, neither the Junkers nor the industrialists were willing to bear the
tax burden to pay for the land and naval arms races these policies
provoked,

71. On army-navy logrolling, see Bamhart, lapan Prepares, 3638, 211, 266, 268-69;
placing this in a broader political context, Gordon Berger, Parties ot of Power in Japan,
1911-1041 (Princeton, N.]., 1977), 79, 81, 114=15

72 The following account draws on Kehr and his modern follower, Hans-Ulrch
Wehler, The German Empire, 1871-1918 (Leamington Spa, N.H., 1085}, who stress elite
interests and soclal imperialisi manipulation, and on Eley, Reshaping, who siresses the
autonomous impetus for imperalism from the middle class.
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Recognizing that the general insolvency of the “marriage of iron and
ryve” was jeopardizing their individual programs, each cartel used
strategic ideologies to mobilize mass support to pass the costs of
overcommitment to its coalition partners. In turn, mass groups exploited
the elites’ imperialist ideologies to argue that if the world was really as
the cartels portraved it, then the old elite groups were nol acling
aggressively enough to parry its dangers. Coalition makers caught in
this maelstrom had to develop their own strategic ideologies to explain
how their program would succeed—or later, why it was running into
so much trouble abroad. The more overcommitted Germany's foreign
policy became, the more the individual cartels needed to mobilize
support to protect their programs, and the more the coalition leaders
had to invent myths to justify German overexpansion. The whole
process was like riding a tiger: the impetus for overexpansion and its
ideclogical justification fed on itself to the point that the only safe
option for the players and the coalition makers was to stay on the tiger,
making a desperate gamble that would result in either world power or
collapse.

ive détente. A more moderate outcome of logrolling is offensive
détente. In these cases both imperial and anti-imperial interests were
represented among the ruling cartels. In Taisho Japan in the 19208, for
example, military and naval imperialists had seats at the table, but so
did light industrial trading cartels (zaibatsi), which needed good rela-
tions with America and China. The logrolling problem was to devise a
formula that would give each of several key players what they wanted
most: an autarkic mainland empire for the army, a capital ship building
program for the navy, and détente and free trade for the zaibafsu.
Shidehara diplomacy, which envisioned America’s acquiescence to Ja-
pan’s gradual “Finlandization” of China, was the strategy for meeting
maost of these irreconcilable interests simultaneously.™ Like most strate-
gies of offensive détente, it was too clever by half and broke down by
provoking Chinese and ultimately American resistance.

Soviet General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev also pursued a strategy of
offensive détente. He offered an arms buildup to the military, Third
World expansion to the orthodox ideologues, and détente and technol-
ogy transfer to the cultural and technical intelligentsia.™ His rationale
was the “correlation of forces” theory, which held that unilateral Soviet
gains and détente were not only compatible, but mutually reinforcing,

73 Aldra Inve, After Imperialism (New York, 1978), j01-2.

74. Aparl from Snyder, “Gorbachev Revolution,” the work that comes closest to
miaki is argument is Harry Getman, The Brezhmer Politburo aned the Decline of Detente
(Tthaca, N.Y., 1083)
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In both of these cases, pro-expansionist and pro-détente cartels failed
to cancel each other out and reach a compromise at some midpoint.
Rather, each insisted on getting what it wanted most. Incompatibilities
were ignored, deferred, or rationalized away. Cartel deals and their
legitimating ideologies blocked criticism of dubious imperialist policies
by anti-imperialist elites. Thus incompatible or unreachable goals were
not evaluated, scaled down, and reconciled, as a unitary rational actor
would have handled them, through a value-integrating compromise at
some optimum point.

Despite these similarities, the Brezhnev and the Shidehara cases
differed radically in their ultimate outcome. The Soviets ultimately
learned that the “correlation of forces” theory was, as Gorbachev has
implied, a “world of illusions.”” The Japanese pushed on further, still
clinging to the paper tiger theory that the rapacious United States
would somehow pot resist Japanese hegemony until it was too late.
The main difference was that in the Soviet case relatively strong central
authorities controlled the logrolling, as in the late Brezhnev era, or
moved to end the pernicious game entirely, as in the Gorbachev years.
With the passing of the genro, Japan had no similar body to impose a
more encompassing perspective on the parochial contending factions.™

In most of these examples of cartelized politics, the logrolled policy
created an outcome that was disastrous even for the logrollers themselves.
In such cases, why don't at least some of the logrollers defect from a
coalition agreement that is turning out to have negative payoffs? Several
answers are possible, and one or more may apply in any given case of
overexpansion. In some, coalition dynamics are central to the failure to
retrench; in others, the coalition setting is an exacerbating factor.

Collective action problems within the conlition. Self-restraint among the
participants in a logroll contributes to the collective good. But each
logroller has a stronger incentive to pursue its parochial interest in
expansion than to promote the collective interest in restraint. This
problem of collective action is complicated by uncertainty about the
long-run costs of expansion. Theorists of logrolling (or “vote trading™)
note that the negative consequences of a particular deal may be difficult
to foresee.” Logrollers can easily calculate the direct concentrated

75. lsvwstiin, 19 August 1986, Thanks to Robert Legvold for this citation

76. Duus, Party Reoafry, 249, notes that “by dividing the powers of decision making
among &0 many competing elements, the [geiro] oligarchs had forced anvone who
assumed power to adopt the tactics of compromise.” After the passing of the Meji genro
by the late 19208, this lod to a system of logrolling among cartels.

77. Steven Brams. Paradoxes i Politics (New York, 1976), 1024, notes the negative
consequences of vote trading may be difficult to foreses
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benefits to themselves from the deal, whereas their costs accrue only
through the indirect, long-run effects of overcommitment. Once these
costs become apparent, the logrollers have three basic choices,

The first is to dissolve the coalition and agree to sacrifice their
concentrated benefits in the overall interest of a solvent policy. Any
group that follows this course risks discrediting itself by admitting that
its former arguments were based on self-seeking myths. It also risks
the danger that other groups will continue logrolling even if it defects,
In that case it would lose the benefits of logrolling but still bear its
costs. ™

The second option is to jockey for advantage within the coalition,
making other groups bear the rising costs of the logroll. This requires
intensified mythmaking and mobilizing mass allies, both of which
exacerbate the problem of overexpansion.

The third option, which can be combined with the second, is to keep
the coalition intact, hoping that some risky gambit will succeed in
making the logroll solvent. With luck this might be achieved, for
example, by a successful preventive war, by the achievement of cumu-
lative gains through empire, or by successful coercive diplomacy to
break the encircling alliance. Justifying this route within the coalition
and to the mass public requires still further salesmanship on behalf of
the myths of empire.

Pressure from above and below, In some political systems, the destruc-
tive dynamic of cartel logrolling may be prevented by pressure for
imperial retrenchment from above (from central state authorities) and
from below (from the mass population). But in cartelized systems, such
pressure is likely to be part of the problem rather than part of the
solution. State leaders are not autonomous, farsighted authorities,
focused on long-run state interests, Instead, they are coalition manag-
ers whose position depends on keeping the logroll going. Of course,
where the broker has significant independent authority, this problem is
mitigated. The stronger the coalition broker vis-A-vis the separate
groups participating (that is, the more the cartelized system resembles
a unitary system), the more likely it is that the state will retrench from
overexpansion.

Similarly, mass pressures in a cartelized system are more likely to be
a source of trouble than a salutary constraint. Under such conditions,
the interests of the general public are not articulated through well-
institutionalized, competitive elections. Rather, mass groups are mobi-

78, Brams, Paradoxes, 1024, argues thal even when externalities from other vole trades

outweigh the benefits from one's own trade, continued trading may remain rational for
the individual, out of lear of exploftation (that others will continue to trade voles
anyway).
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lized through ideological appeals by elite cartels in ways that simply
contribute to the cartelized nature of politics, In the absence of developed
democratic institutions, mass mobilization is a spur to reckless political
behavior by elites rather than a check on it.”™

Blowback. Mythmakers can become trapped by their own myths in
any kind of political system. This is especially likely in cartelized
systems, for two reasons. First, through logrolling, parochial interests
capture the state’s propaganda apparatus and don its mantle of disin-
terested authority. Thus the state obscures the parochial origins of the
myths of empire, which are therefore more likely to be mistaken for
truth, even by a large part of the elite. Second, cartels’ competitive
mobilization of mass groups is especially likely to cause severe blowback.
The political position of the cartels may become heavily dependent on
their mass backers~who in a cartelized system are unlikely to have
access to the information and analysis needed to distinguish myth from
reality.

Immobile interests and short time horizons. One reason groups in cartelized
systems have such concentrated interests is that their assets are not
very mobile. Such cartels frequently find themselves wedded to a
narrow economic sector or bureaucratic skill that is becoming obsolete.
As a result, they have an incentive to adopt reckless strategies, which
sometimes include war and expansion, to recoup waning advantages
and forestall social change. Their declining prospects lead them to
discount the long-term costs and risks of such policies.

The Democratic System

When political power is highly dispersed throughout society, as in an
electoral system with universal suffrage and administrative institutions
beholden to elected officials, diffuse interests will have a stronger
voice." Thus democracy creates checks on concentrated interests that .

would promote overexpansion. N o
~

79. Samuel Hunbngton, Polifwal Order in Changing Sociedies (New Haven, Conn., 1968);
Jack Snyder. “Averting Anarchy in the New Europe,” Infernational Security 14 (Spring
1900} 5=41.

Bo. Anthony Downs, Am Ecorontic Theory of Democracy (New York, 19571 Mueller, Public
Choice, 98106; and especially Norman Frohlich and Joe Oppenheimer, Modern Political
Economy (Englewood Cliffs, N.).. 1978), 137-20, who directly contrast logrolled “coalitions
of minorities” with two-party competition for the middle of the spectrum. George
Rabinowitz and Stuart Macdonald, “A Directional Theory of Voting.'' Anterican Politics!
Science Review B3 (March 1989): g3-123, at g3, claim of Downs's theory that “no other
L‘ﬂ:dﬂ;l_ﬂl paradigm has had such wide use or such great impact on how people think about

itics "
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In the simplest case, there is a spectrum of voters with interests
ranging from strongly pro-imperial to strongly anti-imperial. In a
demaocratic system, parties must present platforms to try to capture the
voters in the middle of this spectrum if they are to have a chance to
win.*! Median voters are likely to have a variety of diffuse interests for
and against empire and military programs. They object to taxes and to
the conscription of their sons to conquer and administer the empire.
Their other interests affected by empire tend to be mixed. Some may
have jobs that depend on military programs or imperial trade, and they
may have investments in imperial enterprises, but for some their wages
may be lower because capital has been exported abroad. They may
purchase products that cost less because they come from an exploited
colonial economy—or that cost more because they come from a subsi-
dized, protected, autarkic empire. Their physical security may be
greater because of astute imperial expansion or military expenditure—
or less because of foolish expansion or an arms race. Thus, subject to a
plethora of diffuse, cross-—cutting interests, median voters face net
incentives that reflect those of the society as a whole. On average, they
will tend to support only imperial enterprises that are profitable for the
society and reject those that are not.

In this they roughly mirror the incentive structure of the unitary
rational actor or the ruling oligarchy with encompassing, long-run
interests.* The structural incentive to compete for the middle of the
spectrum in competitive democratic politics forces politiclans to reject
the appeals of concentrated interests if they would alienate median
voters. Strongly pro-impenal interests therefore have the choice of
voting for slightly pro-imperial candidates or not voting at all.™

The classic example is Gladstone’s Midlothian campaign of 1880, the
first attempt at modern mass politics after the Second Reform Bill of
1867 vastly widened the franchise. By appealing to the widespread
sense that Disraeli’'s interventionist policies and costly brushfire wars
represented a perversion of the national interest, Gladstone co-opted

H1. Though the classic statement of this view restricts this hvpothesis to the case of
two-parly, winner-take-all competitions, Ronald Rogowski, “Trade and the Varlety of
Democratic Institutions,” [ntersational Orgamization 41 (Spring 1987); 209, argues that
proportional representation systems have similar elfects,

82. Peter Aronson and Peter Ordeshook, '"Public Interest, Private Interest, and the
Democratic Polity,” in Roger Benjamin and Stephen Elkin, The Democratic State (Lawrence,
Kans., 1985), 87178, esp. 110-11, argue on similar grounds that a Downs type of
two-party democracy should produce an optimal level of a public good,

83 Likewite, under these political conditions, governments that want to pursue
imperial activities must chose low-cost, low-publicity strategies, like the Reagan doctrine,
Thanks to Stephen Walt for discussion on point.
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median voters and won a striking victory.™ Although this electoral
strategy does not always prevail in mass democracies, that democracy
empowers people with diffuse anti-imperial interests is a major factor
explaining why the overexpansion of the American and British empires
has been moderate,

The “intelligence of democracy” does not always work so perfectly,
however. Several impediments may prevent outcomes from maiching
the predictions of the median voter model. One reason is that cross-
pressured median voters, sometimes lacking good information or anal-
ysis regarding their own interests, are good targets for demagogic

nda. Nixon can oversell détente to them, or Truman can
oversell the Cold War.™ If elite groups collude to withhold information
and rig public debates on behalf of a logrolled coalition, formal demo-
cratic voting may make little difference,

Another reason ig_that representative institutions may work imperfectly
and create cartelized blocs within different segments of the elected
government. In the United States, for example, power over foreign
affairs is shared between the presidency and various congressional
bodies. Though these institutions are all made up of politicians subject
to the preferences of voters, they are elected at different times by
different constituencies, some of them parochial or manipulatable.
When this is the case, policy-making necessarily involves bargaining
among various party and regional factions and specialized legislative
committees, as well as unelected bureaucratic professionals. Even in a
democracy this bargaining process, which provides opportunities for
logrolling, may resemble a limited form of cartelized politics.

A further problem is that some blocs of voters may have concentrat-
ed interests in predatory behavior. In Britain in the 18g0s, for example,
voters in Birmingham's declining industries were a significant constitu-
ency behind Joseph Chamberlain’s bid for a protected, autarkic empire.
Junker and Nazi promises of Ukrainian Lebensraum for German farmers
had similar effects. If these interests vote as blocs, then democratic
politics may resemble cartel politics.™

Finally, as some rational-choice theorists argue, the striving of paliti-

84. John Vincent, The Formution of the Liberal Parly (New York, 1gbb), 124, 162, 247
Onee in office, Gladstone approved the occupation of Egypt, but this was not in itself
costly overexpansion.

85, Juhn Lewis Gaddis, The Unitnd States and the Origins of the Cold War, 1945-1047
[New York, 1972, chap. 10
~ B6. Frohlich and Oppenheimer, Mudern Political Economy, 130, suggest that the cutoff
line between the two kinds of politics is ﬂwlp:inr at which “s50 per cent of the voters are
i a minority position on some issue and feel more strongly about that issue than they do
about all others combined ™
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" cal parties to co-opt the middle of the political spectrum may operate
inefficiently when opinion is ranged along more than one dimension.*
There may be no unique, stable strategy when views on empire vary
independently from views on, say, tariffs or the welfare state, During
partisan realignments in American politics, the existence of competing
lines of cleavage has tended to turn voters into cartelized blocs,
available for recruitment to a logrolled coalition. This gives concen-
trated elite interests, including imperial interests, a chance to lead
coalitions in directions they favor, For example, disagreements about
European and Asian commitments during the early Cold War period
were not settled in a presidential electoral showdown, in part because
partisan divisions did not coincide with foreign policy cleavages. Rath-
er, foreign policy disputes were settled through congressional logroll-
ing, in which support for Asian commitments was traded for support
for European commitments in a global Cold War consensus.™ Especial-
ly when cartelized blocs are recruited into political coalitions by elite
interest groups, outcomes in democratic political systems may resemble
a less extreme version of the outcomes found in cartelized systems.™

The Unitary Political System

A unitary system is dominated by a single ruler or by a ruling group
sharing common interests, which [ will call a unitary oligarchy. As an
ideal type, the unitary oligarchy has group interests that are diffuse
and encompassing, not parochial. The unitary oligarchy's interests are

B7. A lormal proof, related to the Arrow Pamadox, is offered by Richard McKelvey,
“Intransitivities in Multidimensional Voting Models and Some Implications for Agenda
Control,” fournal of Ecommmilc Theory 12 (June 1976): 472-82. For a formal argument that
convergence toward median preferences will occur even in multidimensional policy
spaces, see Gary Cox, "“The Uncovered Set and the Core," American [ournal of Politival
Scterce 31 (May 1987); 408-22. Also generally supporting Downs s Gary Cox, “Electoral
Equilibrium under Alternative Voting Instilutions,” American Journal of Politicnl Science 31
{February 1987): B2-108.

BB, James Sundquisi, Dysanrics of thke Party Spstem (Washington, D.C.. w73). on
realignment; on the Cold War logroll, H. Bradford Westerfield, Forelgn Policy and Party
Politws: Pearl Harbor to Korea (New Haven, Conn., 1g55); for the American case, see
chapter 7 below.

By Democrades have been about as likely 1o become imvolved in wars as nondemocratic
states, but virtually all great power wars have been provoked primarily by nondemocratic
states. Also, democracies have never fought each other. Michael le, '"Liberalism and
World Politics,” American Political Science Revdeww $o (December 1ghek 1151-69; Jack 5.
Levy, "Domestc Politics and War” Jourmtl of Inberdisciplinary History 18 (Spring 1988):
653-73, esp. b5b-6a; Zeev Maoz and Nasrin Abdolali, “Regime Types and International
Conilict,” Jourmal of Corffct Resalution 33 (March 1989): 3-36; Steve Chan, “Mirroe. Mirror
on the Wall .. .: Are the Freer Countries More Pacific™ Jowrnal of Conflact Resolution a8
(December 1984}, G17-45.
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diffuse insofar as its assets and skills are mobile across economic and
bureaucratic sectors. In managing the flow of resources to and from
varied sectors of society, the unitary oligarchy has no parochial reason
to back the success of some sectors over others. Similarly, the unitary
oligarchy’s interests are encompassing insofar as it is the steward of the
whole national economy and has the biggest stake in the long-run
survival of the state. Moreover, by definition, the interests of the
unitary oligarchy are relatively homogeneous within the oligarchical
group, so it has no parochial factions to engage in logrolling.

In this ideal case, the unitary oligarchy has little incentive for
imperial overexpansion. Perhaps such a ruling group might have an
incentive to use threat inflation and symbolic victories to enhance its
power at home when the legitimacy of its rule is in doubt,™ but this
incentive should normally be held in check by its encompassing con-
cerns, As the proprietor af the national economy, the unitary ruler has
a powerful incentive not to provoke a self-encirclement or to drain
resources in counterproductive overexpansion.” Thus the unitary rul-
ing group should tend to weigh both the costs and the benefits of
empire from a broadly national point of view. Trade-offs should be
resolved not by ignoring diffuse interests, as logrolling cartels would
do, but by seeking the optimal point where the sacrifice of some
interests in the pursuit of others is minimized.” Calculating in this way
might occasionally result in some overexpansion, but it should usually
be limited, and corrective learning should be prompt.

This reasoning fits fairly well with the policies adopted by the
unitary oligarchies studied in this book—the Meiji founding fathers,
the Whig aristocracy, the Soviet Politburo, and to some extent, the U5,
East Coast foreign policy Establishment. In these cases, when interest
groups or individual leaders were about to embark on programs of
excessive expansion, the oligarchy as a whole tended to check their
excesses,

Some qualifications must be added in moving from the ideal type to
the real cases of unitary oligarchy, however. In some cases the real

g0, Jack Levy “The Diversionary Theory of War A Cribique,” in Manus Midlarsky,
ed.. Hemfbook of Wir Studies (Boston, 198g), 258-86.

g1. As Rogowskl, “Structure, Growth, Power,” 722, puts it (n his useful review of
North. Structure and Change, “Rulers are motivated to maximize profits, that is, the
surplus of their revenues over the costs to them of providing protection and justice. Yet
rulers are constrained against simple depredation by the requirements of social efficiency
and the availability of substitutes.”” This constraint should operate with some stringency
;:l.'lm:hf case of imperial expansionists, since they are competing with other imperial

ETs.

9z, On value trade-offs by rational actlors, see John Steinbruner. The Cylersetic Theory
o Decesion (Princeton, N.J.. 1974), or the discussion on indifference curves in any
eronomics textbook.
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unitary oligarchy had a mixture of parochial and encompassing inter-
ests, which affected its choices about imperial expansion. These partly
parochial interests typically stemmed from the organizational or eco-
nomic origins of the ruling group. For example, in two cases the
unitary ruling group had especially strong connections to a narrow
interest: the ties of the Meiji genro to the Japanese military, and the ties
of the Soviet Politburo to the Communist party apparatus. The stronger
the ties of the unitary oligarchy to a narrow imperial interest, the
greater the likelihood that it would tolerate some overexpansion. Still,
such ties to narrow interests had to be weighed against the oligarchy’s
encompassing interests as the proprietor of the national polity and
economy.

An even more fundamental qualification is necessary when all power
lies in the hands of one person. As with a unitary oligarchy, the diffuse
and encompassing interests of a single dictator should in principle
check any inclinations toward overexpansion. But the validity of this
hypothesis depends greatly on the dictator's continuing ability to
calculate long-run costs and benefits rationally. Though the dictator
may face no social incentive for overexpansion, there may be no
immediate social sanction either. Thus there is no direct check on the
leader’'s personal quirks or strategic mythology. Blowback is a particu-
lar risk when the dictator's political ideas were formed in an environ-
ment dominated by mythmaking cartels (as in Hitler's case) or the use
of foreign threats for national mobilization (as in Stalin’s). The logic of
unitary rule does not impel a Hitler toward overexpansion, but like-
wise it does nothing to check him.*

Conclusions and Cavents on Coalition Politics

The domestic structure explanation can account both for the endemic
bias toward overexpansion and for variations in its intensity. All three
types of domestic structure—unitary, cartelized, and democratic—offer
some opportunities for concentrated interests in empire, militarism,
and threat inflation to push to the fore. Yet concentrated interests in
empire have a much greater chance to dominate political decision
making in the cartelized system than in the others. It is easier for their
programs to get adopted and harder for them to be reversed.

Some qualifications, which may already be obvious from the exam-
ples above, should be made more explicit. The three systems are ideal
types. Real systems are likely to be hybrids that entail some unique
consequences of their own. Thus, Wilhelmine Germany combined

gy. Olson, Rise end Diecline, 52, argues that this s a problem not only for single dic-
tators but for all encompassing groups.
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dominant cartels with nascent democracy in a way that made the
outcome worse than if the cartels had simply logrolled among them-
selves. In another hybrid pattern, Brezhnev's Russia combined some of
the stabilizing features of a unitary oligarchy with some of the expansionist
characteristics of interest group logrolling. Gorbachev's Russia has
been attempting a different combination, aligning the strong center
with democratizing forces against the orthodox ideclogical, old indus-
trial, and military cartels. If this works, it could produce a favorable
alignment for empowering diffuse anti-imperial and antimilitarist inter-
ests. The ideal types may yield some gross predictions that help
explain very general variations across the cases, but more precise
analysis depends on complex variations on the main patterns that are
peculiar to the individual case.

Facrors SHaring DoMeSTIC STRUCTURE

Given the different consequences that flow from unitary, cartelized,
and democratic political structures, it will be useful to determine the
origins of those structures. For example, understanding and evaluating
Gorbachev's attempt to break the Soviet Union's imperialist cartels
requires a theory of the origins of domestic structures and the condi-
tions that promote changes in them.*

Building on the work of Alexander Gerschenkron, | hypothesize that
the timing of a state’s industrialization correlates closely with the
concentration ut;Power in its society and with the concentration of its
elites’ interests.™ Early industrialization, as in Britain and the United
States, is associated with diffuse elite interests and the development of
mass democracy. Late industrialization, as in Germany and Japan, is
associated with immobile, concentrated elite interests and cartelized
politics, “Late, late industrialization,” as in the Soviet Union, is associated
with a hypercentralized political and economic system, producing a
relatively unified elite with relatively encompassing interests.™ This is

94. Snvder, “Gorbachev Revolution.”

g5 In addition to Alexander Gerschenkron, Econoic Backsoerdress in Historica! Perspoctior
(Cambridge, Mass., 1062). this argument also rests on Barrington Moore, The Soca!
Ohriging of Dictatorship and Democracy (Boston, 1966), and in part on arguments about the
mobility of capital by Jeff Frieden, Dele, Deveiopment, e Dimoceacy: Modern Politicn! Economy
wad Latn Americi. 1966-1085 (Princeton. N.J.. 190l chap. 1. 1 do not daim that the timing of
Industrialization ctuses a particular distribution of power and interests in society. The
reverse seems just as likely. That s, the xisting distribution of power and elite
interests affects the timing and nature of the state’s industrialization. For my present
purpose, it is sufficient to hypothesize that they comelate, :

g6, In addition to Gerschenkron, Ecowomic Backiwrdness, see James Kurth, “The
Political Consequences of the Product Cyele: Industnal History and Political Cutcomes,™
International Orrgaization 33 (Winter 1979k 1-34; Peter Kateenstein, “Condusion,” in
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orne out by my cases, in which the type of political system generally
orrelates with the timing of industrialization. Moreover, for all types
f system, the distribution of power and interests in the political
ystem fluctuates during the period of most rapid industrialization. At
his juncture, the large number and heterogeneity of distinct social
roups causes some cartelization of politics even in early industrializers,
hough this effect is temporary.

Though domestic structure correlates most strongly with the charac-
er of the industrialization process, other factors may also affect the
Jomestic distribution of power and interests. The international envi-
onment, for example, may affect the cartelization of the political
ystem. The cases discussed here offer several examples in which
artelization was increased by international economic depression, pro-
ectionism in other states, or the rise of other kinds of external threats.
uch international challenges strengthened the domestic political hand
f military and autarkic cartels by demonstrating the need for expansion
o achieve a self-sufficient empire and by undercutting the resources of
beral, free-trading interests. External threats were insufficient to car-
elize early industrializing states, but they exacerbated the cartelization
f late industrializers,

The Timing of Industrialization

Early industrialization is associated with diffuse elite interests, mo-
vile capital, and the diffusion of power in a democratic political system.
n Britain, capital accumulation for the small-scale, decentralized textile
ndustry was achieved gradually and early through the commercializa-
jon of the landed upper class. As early as the eighteenth century,
anded aristocrats were receiving much of their income from their
ommercial ventures, not just from agricultural rents. Their capital was
nobile, and their interests were diffuse. They shared many economic
nterests with the bourgeoisie, so they were not sharply threatened by
 controlled devolution of power. When it became clear that agricultur-
1l protection was becoming a drag on economic development, many of
hem were willing to give it up rather gracefully, because of the cushion
srovided by their commercial interests.”

Teter Katzenstein, ed., Between Power and Plenty (Madison, Wis., 1978), esp. 323-32; and
Vioore, Sacial Origins, Ronald Rogowski, Commerce and Coalitions: How Trade Affects Political
i ligmments (Princeton, N.J., 1080), 161-65, points out that Gerschenkron’s arguments do
sot hold in Latin America because labor scarclty there created different coalifion incen-
ives than in late nineteenth-century Germany. For a general critique of Gerschenkeon's
work, see Charles Maier, ""Foreword to the Cornell University Press Edition.” in Alexan-
jer Gerschenkron, Bread and Democracy in Germany (Ithaca, N.Y., 168g), vil-woo.

g7. In addition to Barmington Moore, see David Spring. ed., European Landad Elites in
the Nineteentih Cenfury (Baltimore, 1g77).
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In Germany, by contrast, late industrialization correlated with a
pattern of concentrated, immobile elite interests and a cartelized politi-
cal system. Junker economic assets were not diversified into mobile,
commercial investments, either before or after Germany's industrializa-
tion. Rather, they were tied to the exploitation of immobile factors of
production. The “expansion of grain-growing” in East Elbia rested on
“a repressive labor system using labor dues and serfdom” and depended
on the “Junkers’ personal economic control.” This contrasted sharply
with the British pattern of enclosures for sheep raising, the “gradual
release of labor power” that became available for manufacturing, and
the natural diversification of capital from sheep raising into the financ-
ing of textile production and other commercial ventures,™

When Germany finally did industrialize, it exploited what Alexander
Gerschenkron has called the “advantages of backwardness,” adopting
off-the-shell technology and knowing in advance what industrializa-
tion should look like. Germany’'s industrialization was centrally fi-
nanced by bank capital; it truncated the textile stage to focus on
large-scale iron and steel production and proceeded rapidly. This
produced centralized industrial structures with concentrated interests
and left the preexisting military-feudal elite unintegrated into the
nation’s economic transformation.™ Rapid industrialization also caused
rapidly increasing demands for expanded political participation, which
could be accommodated to prevailing elite interests only by the selec-
tive recruiting of mass groups as fractious junior partners in elite
cartels. '™

Japan’s variant of late development was different in many respects
from Germany’s but similar in the essentials. Unlike Germany's rapid
industrialization, Japan's proceeded from a textile base and at the
outset broke the power of the top level of the landed elite. Nonethe-
less, it manifested many of the key characteristics of late, “top down'’
industrialization.” It was to a significant degree centrally financed,
and it worked through the medium of highly concentrated commercial
and industrial cartels, which counted on coercive state power to keep
wages down at home and to conquer exclusive markets abroad. The
ruling oligarchy provided pork-barrel subsidies for rural landlords in
exchange for limited mass support in an electoral system skewed

o8. Hanna Schissler, “The Junkers,” in Robert G. Moeller, Pasants and Lovds in
Midern Germany (Boston, 1986), 24-51, esp. 4o,

99. Gerschenkron, Ecomomic Backuwrdmess, 25-26; Rali Dahrendorf, Socwety and Dewoc-
moy i Germamy (London, 1968), 37-40, 48. i

1o0. Eley, Reshaping; Hans Jurgen Puhle, “Lords and Peasants in the Kaisermeich,” in
Moeller, Prasanis and Lords, Bi1-100

t01. Kazushi Ohlawa and Henry Rosovsky, “A Century of Japanese Economic Growth, "
in William W. Lockwood. The State and Economic E-ﬂm::?e i i':;twrr {Princvton, N.J., 1065},
4792 esp. 51-52; G C. Allen, A Short Ecomomic History of lapan {New York, 1981).
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against the working class.'™ And most important, the transformation
was carried out by a modernizing military elite that retained many of
its parochial corporate interests along with its more encompassing
national concerns. Thus politics was cartelized among a number of elite
sectors with distinct, concentrated interests—especially the army and
the navy, but also the local landlords and the zaibatsu,

Russia’s variant of the pattern of late development was so extreme
that it created a new pattern. different in kind from Germany’s,
Extreme backwardness led to the destruction of the old elite and urban
classes, largely through international competition, allowing a moderniz-
ing Bolshevik elite to create and dominate an extremely centralized
political and economic structure. But the partial devolution of totalitari-
an institutions into concentrated military-industrial and party interest
groups produced a comparatively mild form of cartelization, mitigated
by the relatively encompassing interests of the Politburo elite,'™

In short, variation in the type and timing of industrialization explains
most of the variation on three other dimensions in the causal chain
leading to overexpansion. Late industrialization produces a cartelized
political structure, which magnifies the effectiveness of concentrated
interests in expansion, favors the development of expansionist strategic
myths, and promotes self-encirclement and imperial overextension. In
contrast, early industrialization produces a democratic political struc-
ture, which empowers diffuse interests opposing overexpansion, pro-
motes learning when strategic myths are proved false, and keeps
expansion relatively close to the point where its marginal benefits make
up for its marginal costs. Late, late industrialization produces roughly
similar results by vesting power in a unified elite with relatively
encompassing interests.

Table 1. Timing of industrialization and overexpansion

Early Late Late, Late
Cases® Uus., G.B Germany, Japan LU'SSR
Elite interests Diffuse Concentrated Encompassing
Type of politics Democratic Cartelized Unitary
Strategle mythmalking Moderate Extreme Moderate
Strategic learning Prompt Backward® Prompt
Overexpansion Moderate Estreme Moderate

“The real cases do not conform precisely to the ideal types and often reveal combina-
thans of two patterns.
BBy this | mean that failure leads to ever more reckless attempts at expansion.

102. Duus, Party Rivairg.
103, Gerschenkron, Ecomomic Backwardness, chap. 6; Sayder, “Gorbachev Revolution.”
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The Process of Industrialization

The very process of industrialization, regardless of its type and
timing, tends to produce some cartelization of political interests. Rapid
economic change crowds the sodial spectrum with groups and classes
from seemingly disparate epochs: the atavistic, the currently dominant,
and the newly emerging. In extreme cases, atavists such as hereditary
monarchs, traditional military castes, and landed aristocrats share the
historical stage with the bourgeoisie and an organized working class.
Even if no single group has extremely concentrated interests, it will be
hard to reconcile all their interests through an integrative compromise,
Under such conditions, older social groups need, to a greater or lesser
degree, to defend entrenched interests that emerging groups funda-
mentally challenge.'™

As a result, industrialization tends to produce a sociopolitical stale-
mate at the point when new groups have grown in strength but old
ones have not yet been eliminated or sufficiently adapted to the new
order. In the British case, historians call this the “mid-Victorian
equipoise,”'™ In these circumstances, ruling majorities can be formed
only by logrolling deeply opposed interests. Moreover, the sudden
social mobilization caused by rapid industrialization creates mass tar-
gets vulnerable to imperial ideologists. The German “marriage of iron
and rye” and the Palmerstonian formula of liberal imperialism abroad
and social stasis at home both reflect this dynamic.

Though the pileup of classes caused cartelization and logrolling in
both the early and the late industrializers, in Britain cartelization was a
passing phase. The relatively diffuse interests of the old elite made it
possible to adjust gradually to the diffusion of power to new sodial
groups, resulting by the 1880s in two-party mass politics. In Germany
cartelization was more permanent. Even after the First World War
curtailed the power of the Junkers, the relative immobility of many
groups’ economic assets, whether in agriculture or heavy industry,
helped recreate the Wilhelmine social stalemate in a new Weimar
form.'™ Finally, the Soviet case was different from either of these. Since
the breaking of the old classes largely preceded the rapid industrializa-

104 Though Peelite Torkes took the long view and sccepted the repeal of agrecultural
protection in 1846, for example, most Tories remained unreconciled to this and other
l'ﬂﬂlr}m'l for decades. | B. Conacher, The Peclites and the Party Spsten (Hamden, Conn.,
107 2).

105, W. L. Bumn, The Age of Equipoise (London, 1964).

106. David Abraham, The Collapse of the Wewmar Republic, 2d ed. (New York. 1986}
Thomas Childers, The Nazi Voter (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1983 Robert G. Moeller. "The
Kaiserreich Recast? Continuity and Change in Modern German Historiography,” ol
of Socw! History 17 (Summer 1984} 65583,
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tion of the 19308, there was no pileup of diverse social groups at that
point.'™”

TesTinG THE COMPETING EXPLANATIONS

Three competing explanations for self-encirclement and overexpansion
have been proposed: Realist, cognitive, and coalition politics and
ideology. Five case studies are used in constructing a variety of tests of
covariation, many pitting two or more theories head to head in condi-
tions where they should make opposite predictions. The purpose is to
eliminate theories that fail many tests and to show in what ways the
surviving theories contribute to explaining the outcomes of the cases.

What Is to Be Explained?

All three theories seek to explain counterproductive aggressive behavior—
specifically the presence, absence, and extent of “overexpansion.”
Overexpansion comes in two general forms, “self-encirclement” and
“imperial overextension.” The degree of self-encirclement is measured
primarily by the ratio of the war-waging resources of one's enemies to
those of one's allies: where a country manages to get its side outnumbered,
it is said to be self-encircled. Defeat in a major war, persistence in a
losing arms race, and counterproductive attempts to break the oppos-
ing alliance with threats are corroborating evidence of self-encirclement.
“Imperial overextension” means expansion beyond the point where
material costs equal material benefits, measured where possible in
quantifiable economic and security terms.'™ Where hard measures are
elusive, judgments by the protagonists’ successors, by contemporary
observers, and by historians serve as surrogates.

All three theories also claim to explain, as intervening variables,
decision makers’ advocacy of strategic concepts. These concepts are
treated as simple dichotomies: advocacy of security through expansion
or through retrenchment; expectation of dominoes or quagmires as the
general rule; anticipation of balancing or bandwagoning in response to
threats; images of the opponent as threatening but irresolute or defen-
sive but provokable. Public statements and private beliefs are both
important sources of evidence in measuring these intervening varia-
bles. Since the coalition politics theory argues that politicians may be
constrained to act in accordance with their rhetoric, public statements

1o7. Sheila Fitzpatrick, “The Russlan Revolution and Soclal Mobility” Polttics and
Society 13 (1984) 124-26.
108, Here | follow Gllpin's eritera.
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are no less important than private ones in assessing the prevalence of
particular strategic concepts.

Measuring the Causal Variables

I use two strategies, one direct and one indirect, for measuring the
“independent” or causal variables of the three competing theories in
the case studies. First, | measure the causal variable directly. For
example, to measure the cartelization of group interests, | rep'.';ﬂ the
findings of economic historians regarding the concentration of groups’
assets in particular sectors and their mobility between different uses.
Second, | measure the causal variable indirectly, by a process tracing
method.'™ Thus, to determine whether the political system is cartelized,
1 observe the political process to see if groups behave as they would in
a cartelized system—that is, whether they logroll.

Case Selection

The five countries chosen have been the main contenders for power
in the international system in the industrial era. The imperial behavior
of each country is traced over two to four periods, including times of
greater or lesser overexpansion. Periods in which the expansionism
and the relative power of the country were at a peak are covered in
extra detail. 1 do not cover the problems of decolonization faced by
declining powers, though the coalition politics theory might be rele-
vant to this.""

France and Italy, powers of a somewhat lesser rank, were excluded
to make the research more manageable. They might well fit the
coalition politics theory. Italy, a late industrializer with a ruling coalition
mirroring the German marriage of iron and rye, was a chronic
overexpander, spending twice the government’s annual revenue to
conquer useless Ethiopia.''! Likewise, Napoleon HI of France is often
portrayed as the prototype social imperialist coalition manager, using a
flamboyant foreign policy to help manage a heterogeneous society
poised between tradition and modernity. In all likelihood his case
would have many parallels with that of Palmerston.'"*

109. On procesa tracing, Alexander George and Timothy McKeown, “Case Studies
and Theories of Organizahonal Dedision Making,” in Adances in Informstion Processing in
Organizations, vol. 2 (Greenwich, Conn,, 198s), 21-58.

110. Miles Kahler, Decolomezation s Britain and France (Princeton, N.J., 1084).

111. Dennis Mack Smith, Mussolini's Romr Empere (New York, 1976), 67, 9.

112. Charles Maier, “‘Fictitious Bonds...of Wealth and Law’: On the Theory and
Practice of Interest Representation,” in Suzanne Berger, ed,, Orgentzing [nferests in

Western Eurppe: Pluralism, Carporatism, and the Transformation of Politws (Cambridge. 1981),
F 1N

[61]




Myths of Empire

Tsarist Russia was also omitted, though it too might fit the coalition
theorv. Russia’s rapid industrialization at the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury correspended with a period of imperial expansion, though Russia
was expansionist in earlier periods as well. One study of Russian foreign
policy-making between 1905 and 1914 shows that Russia was least
expansionist in the period of strong unitary government under Stolypin
and most expansionist when various bureaucratic cartels advanced
their own imperial schemes under weak premiers.'"”

Preindustrial states, including the prominent case of Napoleonic
France, were excluded for two reasons. First, many of them had
absolute rulers, and the predictions of the coalition theory are weakest
and least interesting in such cases, These cases would not test the main
claims of the coalition politics theory. Second, preindustrial societies,
lacking modern class, sectoral, and bureaucratic structures, would be
more difficult to compare with the contemporary cases that are of
greatest interest. Qualitatively different categories would be required
for identifying groups, interests, institutions, and cleavages.''*

Also absent are cases of overextension or self-encirclement by small
powers. | would not expect the coalition politics theory to fit small
powers. The literature on political economy suggests that domestic
structure is a good predictor of foreign economic strategy for big
powers, but for small powers foreign economic circumstances shape
domestic political institutions. Cartelization has opposite effects in big
and small powers. In big countries, cartels try to use state power to
conquer or to “beggar their neighbors.” In small countries, cartels work
out arrangements for sharing the unavoidable burdens imposed by
international pressures, '

113. David M. McDonald, “Autocracy, Bureaucracy, and Changes in the Formation of
Russian Forelgn Policy (1895-1914)" (Ph.D. diss., Columbia Universitv, 1988). | make a
similar argument about tsarist military policy in Snyder, Ideplogy of the Ofensioe, 163, 196,

114 A ready-made scheme for identifying preindustrial social deavages may be found
in 5 M. Li and Steir. Rokkan, “Cleavage Structures, Party Systems, and Voter
Alignments,” in Party Systems and Voter Alignmests (New York, 1967). In the case of
preindustrial France, the Wars of the Revolution were touched off by the Brissotin
faction’s calculated use of social-impenalist bombast to forge a ruling majority in the
stalemated assembly. T. C. W, Blanning, The Origins of the Froich Revolistionary Wars
(London, 1g86), chap. 3.

115, Peter Katzenstein, in Small Stotes in World Markets (Ithaca, N.Y. 1085) and
Corporatism and Change: Austria, Swstzerland, and the Palitics of Indwstry (Ithaca, N.Y., 1984)
argues that small states’ domestic structure is shaped by the need to adjust to the
international environment; conversely, Katzenstein, n Betmeen Power and Plonty, shows
that large states’ foreign economic strategies are shaped by their domestic structures, as
shaped in turn by the timing of their industrialization. Also, a Gerschenkron-based
coalition theory may not apply to “late, late™ developing countries in the Third World,
because thelr resource endowments differ from those of the European states that
Gerechenkron studied, Rogowski, Commerer and Coalifions, 163-65.
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Tests

The cases permit three kinds of tests of the rival explanations for
variations in overexpansion and strategic beliefs, Tests of covariation
across countries—extremely overexpansionist powers like Germany
and Japan versus moderately overexpansionist powers like the United
States, Britain, and the Soviet Union—assess whether these varations
in outcome match variations in strategic circumstances (the Realist
explanation), intellectually formative experiences (the cognitive expla-
nation), or type of political system (the coalition politics explanation).

Second are tests of covariation over time within a country. Do
periods of isolation and expansion follow from changes in political
structure—for example, Shidehara diplomacy during “Taisho democra-
¢y’ and the southern advance under militarist logrolling (the coalition
theory)? Or do they follow from an intensification of the security
dilemma (the Realist theory) or from salient new lessons (the cognitive
theory)? Or does a combination of two theories explain the outcome?
For example, does a moderate intensification of the security dilemma
trigger big domestic changes, which lead to overexpansionism?

Third are tests of covariation across individuals and groups within
cases. Do variations in beliefs line up with variations in interests or in
information or formative experiences? This test is an important hurdle
for the interest group and cognitive theories. It cannot be used to
eliminate the rational actor theory, however, because even though the
views of many statesmen and strategists may coincide with their
parochial interests, the political system may nonetheless have selected
the winner of the strategic debate on the merits of the arguments.

Finally, tests can discriminate between the different kinds of domes-
tic politics explanations. Can the outcome of the cases be explained by
the process of logrolling alone, without invoking the role of strategic
ideology? Conversely, can interest group ideology in itself explain the
outcome without reference to logrolling? Or are both logrolling and
strategic ideology necessary to explain the outcome?

In principle, these tests might have concluded that only one of the
theories had any explanatory power, In fact my findings are more
complicated. The single most successful explanation was the theory of
coalition politics and ideology. Cognitive explanations were the least
successful. By itself, the international system explanation was insuffi-
cent to explain the cases of overexpansion. In conjunction with preexisting
domestic conditions, however, international circumstances occasionally
played a key role in strengthening the hand of imperialist cartels.
Realistic adaptation to international conditions explained the behavior
of democratic states quite well. For these cases, domestic structure
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explained why the state was able to adapt well to the incentives of its
position in the international system.

Thus the two explanations that achieved some success, the domestic
and Realist theories, were both rooted in the concepts of power,
interests, and coalitions among conflict groups. Using the broadest
sense of the term, these are both realist theories. This pattern of
findings suggests a need to develop hypotheses about power, interests,
coalitions, and ideology that can operate simultaneously at the domes-
tic and international levels. It is useful to know that the domestic
aspects of coalition making strongly influence a state’s conflict behav-
ior, but it would also be useful to have a theory that would explain
parsimoniously how domestic and international coalition politics inter-
act, | make no attempt to do this here, but my results suggest that it is
a necessary next step.

Criteria for Historical Judgments

Primary research covering the domestic and international politics of
five great powers over a span of 150 years is not feasible for one author.
Therefore | have had to rely on the work of historians. When historians
addressed a question |1 was investigating, and when a consensus
existed among them, | have followed that consensus. Often, however, 1
have asked questions that cut across the categories historians have
worked within, In many cases there existed a fairly well developed
historical literature on separate aspects of the larger question 1 was
asking. Thus there was typically a literature on strategic ideas, another
on domestic sources of foreign policy, another on economic change and
political development, and so forth, but there was little available on the
connections among them. In most instances | have assembled an
overall interpretation of the case that combines existing interpretations
of its separate aspects. Thus 1 have relied on historians and area
studies specialists to provide the building blocks for my arguments, but
I have combined them in ways that historians, for the most part, have
not used.

The most innovative historical interpretation is of the Palmerston
case study. Because as a whole it is significantly different from any
existing interpretation, | develop the argument in extra detail to dem-
onstrate my case. The other cases offer arguments that are more closely
drawn from existing literature, so | often cite sources rather than recite
details. In part of one case, Soviet foreign policy in the late 19405, there
is insufficient evidence to choose among competing explanations.

Overall, | make no claim that the case studies in this volume offer a
conclusive test of the theories. Because many of the issues | confront
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are subject to continuing historical debate, and because many others
involve questions that historians have not directly addressed, my
interpretations are far from definitive. Nonetheless, 1 do claim that
these cases go beyond mere illustrations of theoretical points. They rely
on the best, most recent, and—when possible—most widely shared
judgments of historians. They are set up as systematic tests, using
methods of controlled comparison. In this sense the cases constitute a
preliminary test, subject to further historical and theoretical scrutiny.
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island of Grenada. Consequently the “Reagan Doctrine” sought indi-
rect means of intervention, espedally proxy wars against new Soviet
client states in the Third World.** When Congress placed limits even
on indirect intervention in Nicaragua, the Reagan administration resorted
to private and clandestine funding for the insurgent forces.

e Bush administration’s war to eject Iraq from Kuwait does not
necessarily signal a waning of democratic constraints on imperial
overextension. Indeed, there was no overexpansion, no disproportion
between strategic costs and benefits, Preventing Saddam Hussein from
dominating half of the world’s il reserves was a vital national interest,
and the economic cost of fighting was shared among several wealthy
countries. The strategy of a prolonged air campaign before the start of
the ground offensive took into account the public’s desire to minimize
casualties.

True, the sales pitch for the war included most of the myths of
empire, Kuwait was portrayed as a crucial domino: if Iraq were allowed
to retain it, Saddam would soon hold sway over the entire Arab world,
which would join the Iraqi bandwagon in a holy war against Israel.
Saddam was a paper tiger: easy to defeat now, but certain to grow
stronger in the future. Benefits would be of El Dorado proportions
because defeating Saddam would safeguard the “new world order”
The costs of not fighting would be enormous, it was claimed, since
other aggressors would be emboldened.™

But experts and political figures critically evaluated these assertions
in widely publicized debates. Congress and the public had a much
fuller airing of diverse views and pertinent evidence before the Gulf
War than they had before Congress voted on the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution, for example. The use of the myths of empire to justify the

Gulf War shows that democratic scrutiny of strategic assertions is still
needed. The fact that after such scrutiny Congress voted for war does

not necesarily mean that democratic oversight was a failure.

15y, Stephen Van Evera, “The Case against Intervention.” Atlantic 266 Huly .#ﬂ# il

7280, shows that the costs of these proxy wars were very high for Third World
even though they were low for the United States.

254. For example, George Bush, “Text of the Radio Address by the President,” New

York Times, b January 1991; also, Congressional debates on 12 and 12 January 1991,
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Querexpansion:
Origins and Antidotes

All the nations examined in this book exhibited a tendency toward
overexpansion, in the sense of provoking self-encirclement by their
belligerent behavior, blundering into quagmires on the periphery, or
both. These cases include all the industrialized great powers except
anu.:, covering the periods of their greatest relative power and
imperial activism.' The tendency toward overexpansion varies greatly,
however, both across cases and over time.

Tue PatTern oF Outcomes

Gern:mny and Japan were most inclined toward disastrous over-
expansion; Britain, the Soviet Union, and the United States were less
50. Whtlm Germany and Japan encountered resistance, they usually
took this as a signal to redouble their efforts to achieve security
through expansion. When the other states met resistance they typically
retrenched, attempting to defuse mounting opposition by offering
cngcesai;;s to their opponents,

ven worst of the overexpansionist states went throu i0
where this impulse was kept under control however. Geng-:hmg;n wﬁ
|Ea§l inclined toward overexpansion under Bismarck and during the
Weimar period. Japan was least inclined toward overexpansion under
the Meiji genro in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and
during the Taisho period of the 19205, Conversely, even the states that
were less self-destructive occasionally flirted with overextension. For
Britain, in the periods | examined, this included certain interludes in

1. See chapter 2 for a discussion of case selection criteria.
[305]
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ve Palmerstonian period and the scramble for Africa in the 1890s. For
1e Soviet Union it included the militant period between 1947 and
350, the period of Khrushchev’'s missile diplomacy from 1958 to 1962,
nd Brezhnev's overextension in the Third World. For the United
tates, incidents of overexpansion occurred during the period of the
old War consensus, from the Korean War through the Vietnam War.

StrRAaTEGIC CONCEPTS

All the states justified their policies through a recurring set of
rguments for security through expansion. These included the domino
reory, its Thermopylae corollary, paper tiger images of the adversary,
andwagon and big stick theories of alliance formation, belief in
ffensive advantages, perception of windows of opportunity for pre-
entive action, and El Dorado arguments about the benefits of conquest.
he prevalence of such ideas correlated closely with the inclination
nward overexpansion. Such ideas were most common, most extreme,
nd least tempered by openness to contradictory evidence in quny
nd Japan, and during the periods of greatest overextension in the
ther countries.

The very structure of these ideas suggests they were ex post facto
astifications for policy and elements of a strategic ideology rather than
nere beliefs or perceptions. In many cases the concepts underlyi{'ig‘the
olicy of security through expansion came close to self-contradiction.
Jpponents were seen as unappeasably aggressive, yet somehow inert
n resisting aggressive measures to contain their expansion. In other
ases decision makers used analytical double standards to support their
onclusions or argued from opposite premises to support the same
onclusion. Frequently they failed to search systematically for relevant
nformation, and they punished people who discovered disconfirming
wvidence. These pathologies of logic and information processing were
vorst in the cases and periods of greatest overexpansion.

PostmioN IN THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM

The tendency toward overexpansion correlated at least roughly with
ach state’s position in the international system. Of the five powers,
Germany and Japan were the least buffered by size, geugrap?ucal
ocation, or resource endowments from the dangers of international
inarchy. Consequently they had the most to gain by allttempﬁng to
»xpand to a position of economic and military self-sufficiency.
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Likewise, changes in a state’s international position over time often
correlated with its inclination to overexpand. Germany and Japan had
relatively moderate foreign policies in the relatively benign internation-
al economic and security environment of the mid-1920s, though Ger-
man weakness also helps explain this. Both turned to expansionism in
the wake of the world depression and protectionism at the end of the
19208, which increased their incentives to use military power and make
a grab for autarky. Wilhelmine expansionism, however, had no similar
international trigger. Germany in that period was increasingly prosper-
ous and secure in the prevailing international order until belligerent
German diplomacy gratuitously provoked an encircling alliance.

One of the worst periods of Soviet and American overexpansion
coincided with the time of fluid global power relations in the late 1940s,
In this period the postwar power vacuum in Europe, the rise of
revolutionary movements in Asia, and significant fluctuations in the
nuclear balance created an environment that spurred domino fears and
worries about windows of vulnerability.

Thus, in several cases a state’s position in the international system
correlated roughly with its propensity to overexpand, The tighter the
state’s security dilemma, the more likely it was to adopt a strategy of
expansion. The more vulnerable it was economically, the greater was
its urge to run risks to achieve autarky. The more fluid the power
situation it faced, the more it acted on the assumption of falling
dominoes, bandwagons, and military first-strike advantages,

Consequently the international explanation might be seen as passing
a relatively undemanding test: in most of the cases, the policy adopted
had some minimally plausible relation to the prevailing international
conditions. The international explanation would fail more demanding
tests, however. Were international conditions in themselves sufficient to
explain the outcome? Was the expansionist policy the best available
option under those conditions? Even more stringently, was that policy
compelled by the international circumstances facing the state?

Judged against this standard, in no case can the adoption of a
strategy of security through expansion be explained by the internation-
al conditions facing the state. As | argued above, Germany and Japan
were not doing badly in security or economic terms by the mid-1930s,
Moreover, Germany was doing very well in the years before World War
. Similarly, militancy and belligerency have always been inappropriate
and counterproductive ways for the Soviets to mitigate their security
problems. Fighting in Korea had questionable value for promoting
American security, and Vietnam was counterproductive. Britain's ag-
gressive role in the scramble for Africa left it less secure, and Palmerston's
inclination to expand the Crimean War would have done so had he had
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pe rein to act on it. In all these cases the economic and security
terests of the state would have been better secured by retrenchment,
lective appeasement, shoring up vital rather than peripheral areas, or
mply benign neglect, Manageable economic or security problems
ere invarably made worse by militant, expansionist policies that
rovoked sharp international resistance.

CocriTive EXFLANATIONS

Cognitive theory might offer a variety of explanations for the belief
, security through expansion. In the case studies | have carried out a
irly g}rsfematic test of one cognitive explanation—that strategic ideas
e rooted in intellectually formative lessons. I found remarkably little
ipport for this explanation. Typically, lessons of the past were in-
sked as rationalizations to advocate policies preferred on other grounds.
eople drew different lessons from similar experiences if their interests
ere different. They switched their preferred historical analogies when
weir policy preferences changed. i

| do not claim that in all cases these findings decisively refute
»gnitive theory as an explanation for strategic beliefs. Sometimes
\grained lessons from formative experiences are unquestionably im-
artant. For example, the lessons of the trench stalemate in the First
Vorld War had a powerful impact on European military doctrine in the
wterwar period, counteracting emerging offensive technological possi-
ilittes and the usual offensive proclivities of military organizations.
loreover, | have not attempted systematic tests of a host -::nf qﬂmr
agnitive hypotheses about strategic perceptions. Nor have I eliminat-
d the possibility that certain cognitive biases—atiribution errors, for
xample—create a weak but widespread predisposition to nvelrupam‘;l.
‘hich interacts with geopolitical or domestic political variables in
iggering specific instances of overexpansion. Nnnetheles?, my cases
uggest that cognitive explanations for the belief in security through
xpansion should be approached critically.

Dosestic Coavrrion PoLmmics

For the most part, the coalition politics theory passed both cross
ectional and time series tests. Cartelized political systems like Germany
nd Japan were the most recklessly overexpansionist; democratic sys-
ems and systems ruled by unitary oligarchies were less so. Each of the
ountries was most expansionist when it was most cartelized; it was
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less 30 when it was more unitary or democratic. One period deviates
from this pattern; two others are questionable.

The obvious deviant is Hitler's Germany, a comparatively unitary
political system that was extreme in its expansionism. Nonetheless,
this case does not falsify the coalition politics theory for two reasons.
First, as I argued in chapter 2, unitary systems ruled by a single
individual lack the political checks that are characteristic of systems
ruled by unitary oligarchies. The coalition politics theory does not
necessarily predict that individual dictators will always overexpand,
but it is not falsified if thev do.

Second, in accord with most recent historians, 1 argue that Hitler
internalized the geopolitical concepts that had become common curren-
¢y in German strategic discourse as a result of the mythmaking of the
cartelized Wilhelmine period. In this way the coalition theory, in
amended form, can explain the Hitler period. It would obviously be
even better for the coalition theory if one could argue that strategic
myths helped Hitler come to power or stay in power. Some historians
have tried this argument, but most do not find it fully convincing.

Another possibly deviant case is Stalin’s aggressively militant policy
between 1947 and 1950, a period of rule by an individual dictator.
Thus, a unitary period produced the same overexpansionist outcome
as did the later cartelized periods under Khrushchev and Brezhnev,
Conversely, this unitary period produced a different outcome from the
unitary but generally nonexpansionist interwar period. Though this
pattern of outcomes is awkward for the coalition politics theory, it does
not clearly refute that theory, for two reasons.

First, as in Hitler's case, the theory makes no hard predictions
about individual dictatorships, so such cases are not decisive for the
theory. Second, a number of scholars have argued that internal political
needs strongly shaped Stalin’s foreign and domestic policy in this
period. He needed a tense, two-camp international environment to
help consolidate Soviet power in Eastern Europe and reconsolidate
the Soviet Union itself after the political relaxation of the war vears.
Part of Stalin’s aim, in this view, was to divide and stymie institutionally
based social groups, which became logrolling cartels after his death.
Thus a variant of the cartelization argument might help explain Soviet
overexpansion in the late 1g940s.

Finally, the American case embodies a weaker variant of the domestic
coalitions theory. Unlike the other cartelized cases, 1 do not claim that
American politics as a whole became more cartelized during periods of
global overexpansion, but only that policy-making on some foreign
policy issues was affected by logrolling among cartels, This qualifica-
tion notwithstanding, the case fits the coalition politics theory well:
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nerica was inclined toward overexpansion while the logrolled Cold
i elite consensus lasted; it was anti-interventionist in the more
mocratic period that followed the breakup of that consensus.
n the case studies and in these conclusions, 1 have often labeled
“h country or period as simply cartelized, unitary, or democratic. It
puld be obvious, however, that most political systems are hybrids,
bodying different mixes of these three types. For example, Gladstonian
tain combined strong unitary elements (an oligarchy with diffuse
erests) and strong democratic elements. In contrast, Brezhnevite
ssia combined strong unitary elements (the Politburo oligarchy) and
ong cartels. Gorbachev from 1987 to 1ggo tried to create a more
adstonian constellation of power, using pressure by unitary forces
ym above and democratic forces from below to reform the recalcitrant
tels. In Taisho Japan, unitary (genro), cartel, and democratic ele-
nts were all present to a significant degree.
For these various hybrids, different patterns of overexpansion are
edicted. When cartels are weak but unitary and democratic forces are
th strong, overexpansion should be minimal. When strong cartels
> combined with strong unitary forces, overexpansion may occur, but
should be tempered by the restraining effect of the unitary elements,
vich can broker and control the ill effects of cartel logrolling. When
ong cartels combine with strong democratic pressures but there is no
nificant unitary element, the result is less clear. On one hand,
mocratic forces might be expected to restrain the worst excesses of
rtel logrolling. On the other hand, cartel mythmakers might find
tile ground among the masses, making things even worse. As the
ilhelmine case shows, elite interest groups may even compele among
emselves in using strategic ideologies to recruit mass allies.
My hypothesis is that the outcome depends on the balance of power
tween the cartelized and democratic forces. If the forces of cartelization
ce a well-institutionalized electoral democracy with open public de-
te and multiple sources of strategic information, then democracy will
t as a check on the cartels’ inclination toward overexpansion, This is
e American pattern. If strong cartels face a situation of weakly
stitutionalized democracy and truncated debate, however, then in-
easing mass participation will exacerbate the cartels’ tendency toward
-erexpansion, because selling strategic ideology to the masses will
obably produce blowback effects that constrain the elite mythmakers
emselves. This is the Wilhelmine pattern. It is also a current danger

the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, where mass participation in
slitics is increasing rapidly and democratic institutions are not fully
rmed.’

2 See Jack Snyder, “Averting Anarchy in the New Europe,” Duterngtions] Security 14
pring 1990} 5-41.
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In contrast, if democratization occurs under a relatively unitary
system in which the leadership favors imperial restraint, then increas-
ing political participation should do no harm. Strategic myths will be
neither excessively manufactured nor excessively consumed. This is
the Gladstonian case. It is also the likely outcome if Gorbachev suc-
ceeds in institutionalizing his democratic reform program.

Table 3 summarizes the tests of the domestic structure hypothesis
and their results. The “overall” characterization is based on a compari-
son with other states. The characterization of different periods is a
based on a comparison with other periods in the development of the
same country. For example, when I say that Taisho Japan is “more
democratic,” | mean compared with Meiji Japan or the Japan of the
19308, not compared with other countries in the 1920s.

Table 3. Tests of the coaliion politics theory

Country and period Domestic strocture Outcome
Germany

Owerall Cartelized Overexpansion

Bismarck More unitary More moderate

Wilhelmine Cartelized Overexpansion

Weimar More democratic Moderate

Hitler Unitary dictator Chverexpansion
Japan

Overall Cartuolized Overexpansion

Megji More unitary More moderate

Taisho More democratic More moderate

19308 Cartelized Owverexpansion
Britain

Overall Unitary oligarchy Moderate

democratic

Palmerston More cartelized More overexpansion

Gladstone More democratic Moderate

Unionist coalition More cartelized More overexpansion
Soviet Union

Chwerall Unitary Moderate

1§30 Unitary dictator Moderate

194750 Unitary dictator More overexpansion

195185 More cartelized More overexpansion

Gorbachev More unitary/democratic Moderate
United States

Overall Democratic Moderate

Cold War More cartelized More overexpansion

Post-Vietnam More democratic Moderate
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VARIANTS OF THE DoMESTIC EXPLANATION

In chapter 2 several variants of the domestic argument were ad-
nced, stemming from the logical deduction that narrow interest
ups normally lack the power to hijack state policy to their parochial,
erexpansionist ends. Conversely, encompassing groups like the state
d the ruling class would have the power but normally lack the
stive. Thus the vanants differ in the mechanism whereby parochial
erests hijack state policy. One variant stresses the role of strategic
rologies propagated by individual groups. Another stresses logroll-
;. The most inclusive variant posits a role for the ideologies of
parate groups, for logrolling processes, and for the ideclogies propa-
ted by political entrepreneurs managing logrolled coalitions,
Though the simpler, less inclusive variants can explain some aspects
some of the cases, the most inclusive variant is needed to explain
st of the outcomes. In several cases the overexpansion extended far
yond what any single group would have individually preferred.
:ology and logrolling explain these unintended consequences. The
ses strongly support the logical deduction that individual groups,
thout exploiting ideology, will lack either the power or the motive to
ack state policy for self-interested overexpansion. The only partial
ception was the Kwantung army’s fait accompli in Manchuria, In this
tance a narrow, parochial group simply acted on its own authority
d dared its superiors to renounce the action. But to sustain the policy
imperial expansion, the Japanese army propagated an ideclogy of
-urity and prosperity through expansion and entered into a logroll-
z arrangement with the navy.

All the cases included instances when individual groups used strate-
- ideology to sell parochial programs. Often this hinged on monopo-
5 of information or expertise, but advantages in organizing and
ying for publicity were also factors. Examples include the overselling
the Russian threat by British Near East specialists and Tirpitz's
ling of the battle fleet through the Navy League.

In none of the cases was this the whole story, however. When a
igle interest group’s overcommitted policies started to get the coun-
“into trouble, its strategic ideology inevitably came under intense
utiny from other groups in society. The outcome of that scrutiny
»ms to have hinged more on broad political constellations than on
» individual group’s power or persuasiveness. Democracies and
itary systems tended to pull misbehaving cartels into line, whereas
rolled systems tended to make excuses (coalition ideologies) to
ver up the real causes of disastrous policies.

n the British case, for example, the interventionists’ strategic ideolo-

[312]

Orwserexpansion: Origing and Antidotes

gy helped get Britain into an Afghan war at the end of the 1830s, but
the obvious failure of their strategic program led to its termination after
an open parliamentary debate. Conversely, in the German case Bulow
was fired for recognizing that the Tirpitz battle fleet was provoking
Britain and that the Junkers had to be taxed to pay for the arms race
on land and sea. In his stead, Bethmann propounded the comforting
idea of “risk diplomacy,” through which Germany could expand and
neutralize its enemies without actually fighting.

In short, cartelized political systems build a Rube Goldberg contrap-
tion of strategic justifications to keep the logroll alive. Noncartelized
systems seek out and destroy the strategic myths propagated by
individual interest Sroups: anoe they have independent means for
evaluating those myths.

Further evidence supporting the key role of coalition dynamics is
that coalition managers were often among the most expansionist fig-
ures in their countries. This applies most clearly to Palmerston,
Khrushchev, and “the best and the brightest” who managed America's
Cold War consensus. Separate groups wanted expansion only on a
particular front, but the coalition managers were placed in a position
where they had to accept it on every front. Indeed, they gained their
positions by devising schemes that purported to reconcile all the
conflicting imperial programs.

Coalition managers have crafted their political alliances in one of two
ways. The first is the straight logroll. In this process, each major group
in the ruling coalition gets what it wants on the issue it cares about
most. The clearest examples are the Wilhelmine iron-rye-army-navy
coalition, Brezhnev's ideologue-army-détente coalition, and the Japanese
army-navy logroll.

A second approach is the creative straddle. In this process, the
political entrepreneur comes upon a stalemated political system in
which no stable coalition seems possible owing to the sharp differences
among all the groups. Even a straight logroll seems impaossible because
things that one group wants strongly are strongly opposed by other
groups. To square this circle, political entrepreneurs engage in one
form or another of prestidigitation. They may, for example, use ideo-
logical appeals to change the preferences of individual groups, making
them available for more feasible logrolls. Thus Palmerston convinced
middle-class Britons that imperialism was a “liberal”” activity and so
was able to logroll their support for imperialism with Tory support for
the domestic status quo. Alternatively, political entrepreneurs may

3. On strategic evaluation in this contest, the seminal werk is Stephen Van Evera,
“Causes of War” (Ph.D, diss,, University of California at Berkeley, 1984}, chap. w0
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me up with a creative synthesis that purports to solve everyone's
oblems simultaneously, in a way no single group had conceived. The
st example would be Khrushchev's attempt to use the ICBM and
her policy innovations to satisfy or rebut everyone’s concerns. Some
storians also describe Hitler's role in this fashion. In such cases
alition leaders may wind up pursuing foreign adventures that literal-
no member of their coalition would have initially preferred, in order
validate their strategic vision. Some scholars argue that Khrushchev's
rlin crisis of 1958 emerged in this way.

The American Cold War consensus falls somewhere between the
aight logroll and the creative straddle. On one hand, Europe-first
d Asia-first figures reconciled their differences through a backscratching
iance, as in logrolling. On the other hand, the element of prestidigi-
ion was much stronger in this case than the element of straightfor-
ird group interest. Many Republican Asia-firsters merely pretended
care about Chiang for tactical political purposes. Internationalist
alition managers appeased this pretended interest in order to neu-
lize this tactical advantage. Eisenhower’s strategy of governing through
sseudoliberal globalist alliance on foreign policy and a Republican-
uthern Democrat alliance on domestic policy is strongly reminiscent
Palmerston’s method.

This raises a final point: simple logrolling does not explain most of
:se cases without resort to ideology. In some cases ideclogy was so
egral to the political process that it played a central role in determin-
, what the individual “interest groups” wanted. This happened, for
imple, with mid-Victorian middle-class imperialists and with post-1945
publican Asia-firsters. Economic or other tangible interests were less
evant to these groups’ preferences than were ideological interests in
eral imperialism in the former case and anticommunism in the latter.
sometimes ideological dynamics merely exaggerated the outcome of
erest group logrolling and made it harder to reverse. But in other
tances ideological blowback outlived the political drcumstances that
ve rise to the strategic ideologies, In this case, without reference to
'ology there is no explanation at all. Hitler's Germany is the clearest
tance of this; America in Vietnam is a partial example.

DeTerMinNaNTS OF THE DEGREE OF CARTELIZATION

he industrialization process was the major factor affecting the
gree of cartelization of politics in four of my five cases. Comparing
0ss the countries, late industrializing Germany and Japan were
re cartelized than early industrializing Britain or late, late industrial-
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izing Russia. Comparing within each country over time, cartelization
was greatest in Britain and Germany during the most rapid stage of
industrialization. Arguably this was because rapid industrialization
brought about the historical concurrence of too many different social
classes with deeply opposed interests. But this did not happen in the
Soviet case, since social revolution had swept away the old classes
before the stage of rapid industrialization. Nor did such a pileup occur
during rapid industrialization in Japan, where the Meiji restoration had
swept away some of the old classes.

The character of the industrialization process was thus the single
most important factor determining the degree of cartelization in four of
the five cases. In part my case selection affected this finding. For
example, | chose not to examine America’s period of rapid industriali-
zation in the late nineteenth century but to focus on the Cold War
period. Bias in case selection cannot be much of a problem, however,
since | looked at a long historical sweep for most of the great powers of
the industrial era. Though the industrialization process was important,
it was not the only factor causing or exacerbating cartelization. 1 offer
no theory to organize these other causes; | will simply report what
some of them were.

International depression and protectionism helped promote cartelization
in Germany and Japan, It did so directly, by spurring industrial sectors
to organize behind protectionist barriers and more generally to pursue
a strategy of organized markets, It also did so indirectly, by undercutting
labor-export democratic coalitions and by playing into the hands of
military bureaucracies’ programs for expansion to achieve autarky.
Theoretical literature has already examined the links among depres-
sion, protectionism, and cartelization.*

In the Soviet case, cartelization was due to the completion of the
transformational phase and the self-interested ossification of the insti-
tutions originally designed to carry out the transformation. This gener-
ally fits Mancur Olson's argument that the mere passage of time is
associated with increasing cartelization, though in Soviet Russia the
highly centralized character of its institutions also aided their organiza-
tion as self-interested cartels. Similarly in Britain, ossified atavistic
institutions promoted cartelization and expansionism. In particular,
declining Midlands industries seeking protection within an expanded
empire provided a key base of support for Joseph Chamberlain's Africa
policies.

4. David Lake and Jeffry Frieden, “Crisis Politics: The Effects of Uncertainty and
Shocks on Material Interests and Political Institutions,” paper presented at the anmual
meeting of the International Studies Association, London, March 1980,
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The breakup of cartelization was most uﬂen_asma‘ ted witSm d::ma::
failures of the cartels’ policies: for example, Vietnam led h:sH hen'um
of the elite Cold War consensus; the consequences of Brez nev :
stagnation spurred Gorbachev’s reforms. When cartels were exception
ally strong, as in Wilhelmine Germany and imperial Japan, defeat in a

ajor war - ir hold.

or war was required to break their : 1

m?]n short, not only the industrialization process, but also mte:;_?ahn&a]
influences and lesser kinds of domestic social change can alfect 'I
degree of cartelization. So can policy failure. To predict .p“th:: o
cartelization in the future, a theory migt'_tt fucué:- on slmal c I]E::
associated with advanced industrial or postindustrial society, as we
on other international or domestic influences.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THEORY

What kind of theory of international politics would I;: mnmt::::
with these findings? It would have to accept most of ti'n;t sic 1;55 .
of Realist balance of P?wEr theory, sin{;ulzailtm:;njdas;ﬁtz h:EErfn ercie

minant feature of all my cases. !

zuiimpmm Realism's assertion that, in amm:h:;:j.r mte;naﬁe—:::izl i:-.i::-:
petitive pressures necessarily override pressures from ﬂ]Twuuld i
ests and coalitions in the formulation of nalhunal sirateg}'.h ——
have to allow a major role for ideology. | wltl! not attemptmerlejn 3 iu; s
fully developed theory of international politics based Eﬂd ef e rf .
this book. Rather, 1 will give almuih sketch of the o 3

indings imply should be developed. . 1 ey
hn;\::'ﬁsalﬂgry would start with the assumption that arfl}r mdil::.i:.;::
belongs to a number of conflict groups, that is, groups o F-e:;;:ﬂts »
combine to use their resources in pursuit _-;:f common lmd,e -
competition against other groups.” These conflict groups m]',:itlilul Parm’s,
ethnic groups, industrial sectors, firms, bureaucracies, p:;‘ v %
and national states.® Some groups are stronger than ot :‘rsl oy E;EJth
the intensity of their members’ interests, their size, t e'um nth(l]"
mﬂnupuliesﬂof information and expertise that they enjoy,
Chg:;;:ﬁ:zii to advance the interests of their meml?ers ﬂ_‘trnugh a
variety of methods that involve cnrnﬂicl_ and f:-unperahun u::tl; ?;.:her
groups. These methods include competing ulnth ﬂt.:ther FIEEP usiga;:,
making war on them, bankrupting them, beating them a po

5. Georg Simmel, Conflict and the Web of Group Affiliations (Glencoe, 1, 2955k 11-124,

ﬂp.hl?}-rﬂ Erieden, Db, Development, and Democracy: Modern Politios! Ecomemty and Latin

America, 1965-1085 (Princeton, N.J., 1991), chap. 1
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well as entering coalitions with them (e.g., interest group logrolls or
international treaties). Under conditions of uncertainty, another impor-
tant method is using misinformation to steal members from other
coalitions and reduce other groups’ opposition to one’s own policy
preferences. As a by-product of this kind of ideological activity, mem-
bers of one’s own group might also be inadvertently misled—the
blowback phenomenon.

In the modern era, the national state plays a particularly central role
as the focal point for much of this activity. It regulates the behavior of
groups within its jurisdiction, while at the same time those groups
form coalitions to try to capture state power. The state also organizes
competition against states that control other territorial units. Thus the
state is a pivot between the domestic and international realms as well
as a pivot of competition within the domestic realm.”

What is the character of this state, and how does it play its pivotal
role? Is it to be considered, in Realist fashion, a hierarchical organiza-
tion whose strategies are governed by the exigencies of the internation-
al competition? Or is it the captive of domestic interests, carrying out
their will in disregard of the requirements of rational international
strategy?

The answer suggested by the cases examined in this book is, "It
depends.” At the most general level, it depends on whether interna-
tional pressures are more threatening, insistent, and immediate than
domestic pressures. It is by no means obvious that vulnerability to
international pressure is more worrisome than vulnerability to domes-
tic pressure. Faced with extreme threat, statesmen must worry about
both international subjugation through war and domestic overthrow
through revolution. Under less extreme threat, they must worry about
the collapse of their government, which in principle could be triggered
by some weakening of the state’s international position, by the aliena-
tion of a crucial domestic cealition partner, or by some interaction of
the two. Whether international or domestic woes are more pressing,
and how they interact, is an empirical question. It cannot be dismissed
out of hand by Realist axioms about the Primat der Aussenpolitik.

Some hypotheses about the relative salience of domestic and
international-pressures might focus on international-level variables.
Great powers with big internal markets and large reserve capabilities
tor fighting long, difficult wars enjoy a substantial buffer from the
pressures of international competition. In contrast, small states are
more exposed to the vagaries of international security and economic

7. For the pivot idea. see Robert Putnam, “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The
Logic of Two-Level Games.” Intermational Ohrganization 42 (Summer 1988): 4a7-60; G. John
Ikenberry, David Lake, and Michael Mastanduno, eds., “The State and American Foreign
Policy.” special issue of [nternational Ovpanization g3 (Winter 1085)
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competition. Whereas great powers adapt their foreign strategies to
their domestic circumstances, small powers adapt their domestic cir-
cumstances to the strategy that their foreign environment dictates,®

A focus on the structure of domestic politics within the state gener-
ates other hypotheses about how the state plays its role as pivot. States
in cartelized systems may be highly responsive to interest group
pressures, even if this requires international behavior that makes little
sense in terms of the objective constraints and incentives posed by the
international environment. Conversely, states dominated by unitary
oligarchies with encompassing interests will be more responsive to
international pressures, since no powerful domestic groups with paro-
chial interests are pressing the state, States in democratic systems may
be highly responsive to their electorate, though median voter prefer-
ences should typically drive the state to do what is internationally
rational in any event.

5till other hypotheses might focus on the effects of interaction
between international and domestic variables. A given international
stimulus might have opposite effects, tor example, depending on
domestic conditions. One might argue that an increase in foreign threat
will cause any state to pay more attention to its international environ-
ment and less to domestic concerns. Barry Posen hypothesizes, for
instance, that in periods of low external threat, military doctrines will
be shaped by military organizational biases, whereas in periods of high
external threat civilians will intervene in military decision making and
force doctrine to conform to the exigencies of the state’s international
circumstances,” Case studies of grand strategy before World War II
support this conclusion, but pre-1914 case studies do not. In those
instances, increasing threat played into the hands of military officers,
who used the situation of impending war as an excuse to elude civilian
control and indulge their organizational biases for offensive doctrines.'
The difference between the World War | and World War Il cases may
have been that by the 1930s civilians had developed much better
systems for institutionalizing civilian control of modern, professionalized
military specialists. In the changed domestic institutional environment,
a similar international impetus had an opposite effect.’’

In short, the findings of this book suggest the need for a theory of
international politics based on competition and alliances among various

B, Peter Katzenstein, Sewli States in World Markets (Ithaca, N.Y., 198s),

9. Barry Posen, The Sowrces of Military Doctrine (Ithaca, N.Y., 1984)

10. Jack Snyder, The [deology of the Offensive (Ithaca, NUY., 1g8y).

11. Barry Posen suggested this argument to me. For elaboration, see Jack Snyder,
“International Leverage on Soviel Domestic Change,” World Politics 42 (October 198g):
7—4a, 2528,
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kinds of conflict groups, in which national states play a pivotal but not
an exclusive role. Under uncertainty and asymmetry of information,
ideological manipulation should play a major part in such a theory. In
general, a research program based on this theory should pay more
attention to interactions between international and domestic politics
and less to making assertions about the “primacy” of one or the other
political arena.

ImruicaTions For Pouicy 18 THE Present ERa

The arguments advanced here have implications for how we under-
stand the contemporary period of international relations and how we
should act in it. The dramatic developments in Europe in 198g have
spurred statesmen and scholars to ask fundamental questions about
the nature of international politics with a fresh eye. Some of the most
fundamental concern the consequences of the end of the bipolar
division of Europe and the boom in mass political participation in its
eastern half.

Some optimists argue that these developments will lead to a peaceful
democratic utopia in which life under international anarchy will no
longer be “nasty, brutish, and short.”” They contend that the new
thinking in 5Soviet foreign policy reflects an irresistible trend toward
liberal democracy and toward the peaceful foreign policies that democ-
racy brings in its wake.'* In contrast, some Hobbesian pessimists argue
that it was the bipolar division of Europe that kept the peace among
the great powers since 1945 and that a return to multipolarity will
mean a less stable international scene.'?

My findings about the past sources of aggressive great power
overexpansion can help in assessing the probable consequences of
these two developments for the stability of the international order and
in predicting which of the two will have the greater impact. First,
regarding the arguments of the Hobbesian pessimists, my findings
suggest that their extreme emphasis on the causal priority of the
international structure of power is unwarranted. The Realists may be
right that bipolar distributions of power are more stable than multipo-
lar ones."* The historical record is at best ambiguous on this point, but
the logic of the argument for bipolar stability has considerable power.

12. Snyder, “Averting Anarchy.”

13. John Mearsheimer, “Back to the Fature: Inutability in Europe after the Cald War,”
Infernational Security 15 (Summer 1990): 5-56.

i4. John Lewis Gaddis, The Lomg Peace (New York, 1087), chap. B Kenneth Walte,
Theory of Internafeomal Politics (Reading. Mass., 197g).
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ch structural effects may be weak and easily overwhelmed by do-
estic sources of stability or instability, however. In the twentieth
ntury, multipolar periods were unstable, and the bipolar period was
ghly stable, but my findings suggest that this correlation may be
urious. That is, the multipolar periods were unstable because ex-
ordinarily aggressive states, Germany and Japan, were poles in the
stem. Conversely, the bipolar period was stable because Germany
d Japan were eliminated as poles; the only remaining poles had
mestic systems that produced much more moderate foreign policies.
My findings lend only qualified support to those who foresee the
wn of a peaceful democratic utopia. [ argue that well-institutionalized
mocracies are more likely to have moderate foreign policies than are
st undemocratic states. Even such democracies will still compete in
anarchic setting, however, so limited conflicts over power and
curity are likely to continue. Moreover, my British and American
ses show that even democracies can become partially cartelized,
rtially internalize ideas of security through expansion, and behave
moderately for a time. A world of democracies may be more stable
in most international systems of the past, but it will not be a utopia.
A second qualification to the arguments of the democratic utopians is
en more grave. In this book | argue that booming mass political
rticipation may stimulate strategic mythmaking if it takes place in a
rtially cartelized society whose democratic practices are weakly insti-
ionalized. Wilhelmine Germany and Palmerstonian Britain provide
itionary tales about the foreign policy consequences of booming
iss political participation when new entrants are soclalized into
litics by elites with a parochial interest in fostering nationalism and
perialism. It remains to be seen whether the new half-democracies in
» Soviet Union and Eastern Europe will recapitulate this pernicious
torical pattern,
If the program of the liberal democratic Soviet reformers succeeds,
» Soviet domestic environment will become less cartelized, Soviet
ategic concepts will be less myth-ridden, and consequently Soviet
eign policy will be even less inclined toward overexpansion. But this
wgram may fail, because voters may reject the market reforms needed
make it work and because old elite cartels—the military, local party
sses, and monopolistic industrial ministries—may retain their ability
block key changes. If so, the Gorbachev coalition or its successors
y have to govern in chaotic conditions by resort to populist or
rionalist appeals. This could prove a fertile field for mythmaking of
kinds, including strategic mythmaking.
f Gladstonian and Wilhelmine outcomes are both possible for the
viet Union, then it seems a high priority for Western policy to exert
sssure in ways that favor the former. The case studies in this book
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shed a little light on how this can be done. Once imperialist coalitions
are firmly established, the paper tiger images of opponents that they
espouse make it difficult for other states to break the pattern either
through threats or through concessions: threats will confirm their view
that preventive aggression is necessary, whereas concessions will con-
firm their view that one can get away with it cheaply. But fortunately
the current task is not to discredit Soviet paper tiger images, which
Gorbachev has for the most part overthrown. Rather, the task is to
reinforce Gorbachev's relatively benign strategic ideology and to pre-
vent its replacement with more dangerous views.

Inhospitable international conditions played a major role in undercutting
the political base and strategic concepts of the relatively benign Weimar
and Taisho regimes. Russia played into the hands of Palmerston’s social
imperialism through its gratuitously belligerent diplomacy at the Turkish
Straits. Stalin’s invasion of South Korea helped solidify the American
Cold War consensus. The West's unyielding policies repeatedly under-
cut Soviet doves, liberals, and reformers: Chicherin, Varga, Malenkov,
Khrushchev in his later years, and Kosygin. As a rule, conciliatory
policies, open international trading environments, and nonoffensive
security postures help maintain the credibility of the opponent’s doves
and benign reformers when they are in power. Deterrent firmness may
help the doves when hawks are in power, but this is not yet the case in
Gorbachev's Russia.'®

Some opportunities to promote favorable institutional changes in the
Soviet Union have already been missed. During the summer of 1990,
when Gorbachev publicly agonized over the adoption of a “s00 days”
plan for radical market reform, the United States insisted that a West
European proposal for a multibillion dollar financial-aid package for
Moscow be referred to a committee for “study.’” If instead the West had
offered a concrete proposal for substantial aid, tied to the acceptance of
the soo0 days plan, the political balance in Moscow might have been
tipped in favor of the reformist camp. Similar infusions of capital from
the liberal democracies briefly helped to create favorable conditions for
Weimar and Taisho democracy, whereas adverse international econom-
ic conditions helped usher in their collapse. At this turning point in the
Soviet reform process, the Western allies spent their billions on a
military buildup in the Persian Gulf, and Gorbachev retreated towards
a command economy.'®

In short, the Soviel Union is the only great power that still has not

15, In addition to the cases above, see Snyder, “International Leverage.”

if. Jack Snyder, “East-West Bargaining over Germany: The Search for Synergy in a
Twio-Level Game,"” in Peter Evans, m:lg Jacobsor, and Robert Putnam, eds.. [nterm-
tional Bargairiong and Domestic Politis: An Interactioe Approach (forthcoming); also, remarks
by Jeffrev Sachs, New York, 7 February 1991,
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fully resolved the social crisis inherent in the transition to industrial
society and increasing mass political participation. It may deal with the
remnants of this crisis in either of two ways: through a Gladstonian
model of benign mass mobilization, or through a more pernicious
Wilhelmine model. The West has a powerful interest in ensuring that
international conditions are made as propitious as possible for the
success of the liberal model. Zigzags in the Soviet reform process,
including the partial reversion to strong-arm methods in economic and
nationalities policy, will complicate Western efforts. But as long as
Soviet reformers retain any political base, the West should devote
substantial resources to strengthening their hand. If the arguments
advanced in this book are correct, there is no investment more crucial
to the long-run prospects for international peace.

Finally, this book has implications not only for affecting the strategic
debates inside other great powers, but also for understanding America’s
own debates on grand strategy. It suggests that readers should turn a
skeptical eye toward much of America’s strategic discourse, reevaluating
many US. strategic concepts in light of the social and institutional
context that produces them. If the United States and the other demo-
cratic great powers can do that, and if reform takes hold in the Soviet
Union, the long peace among the great powers should become even
more permanent.
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