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 During the late 1630s,
 Charles I concentrated his energies on the construction of a new royal palace at
 Whitehall. Designed in the classical style by John Webb, the new Whitehall
 was to be the fulfillment of the king's lifelong dream to replace the sprawling
 and obsolete palace that he had inherited from the Tudors with one that would
 match the splendor and majesty of the Louvre or the Escorial. Charles I desired
 nothing else than that his surroundings should reflect the magnificence of his
 rule: "Here, at last, would be a seat of government appropriate to the system of
 'Personal Rule' Charles I had established since dispensing with Parliament in
 1629. At least until 1639, it was from here that Charles could expect to govern
 his realms, resplendent amid Webb's Baroque courtyards and colonnades, dur-
 ing the next decade and beyond."'

 In making such ambitious plans, Charles I displayed supreme confidence
 that his regime would not only survive but thrive well into the future. Unfortu-
 nately for the king, his reign did not last out the 1630s. If the conventional his-
 torical wisdom that "the collapse of Charles I's regime during the 1630s
 appeared 'inevitable"' is correct, then Charles obviously suffered from self-
 delusion-an unreality all too characteristic of remote and isolated rulers.2

 International politics, too, has seen many instances of this type of folly,
 where threatened countries have failed to recognize a clear and present danger
 or, more typically, have simply not reacted to it or, more typically still, have re-
 sponded in paltry and imprudent ways. This behavior, which I call "under-
 balancing," runs directly contrary to the core prediction of structural realist
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 1. John Adamson, "England without Cromwell: What If Charles I Had Avoided the Civil War?" in
 Niall Ferguson, ed., Virtual History: Alternatives and Counterfactuals (New York: Basic Books, 1997),
 p. 92.
 2. Ibid. This is not John Adamson's view, however.
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 theory, namely, that threatened states will balance against dangerous accumu-
 lations of power by forming alliances or building arms or both. Indeed, even
 the most cursory glance at the historical record reveals many important cases
 of underbalancing. Consider, for instance, that none of the great powers except
 Britain consistently balanced against Napoleonic France, and none emulated
 its nation-in-arms innovation. Later in the century, Britain watched passively
 in splendid isolation as the North defeated the South in the American Civil
 War and as Prussia defeated Austria in 1866, and then France in 1871, estab-

 lishing German hegemony over Europe. Bismarck then defied balance of
 power logic by cleverly creating an extensive "hub-and-spoke" alliance system
 that effectively isolated France and avoided a counterbalancing coalition
 against Germany. The Franco-Russian alliance of 1893 emerged only after Bis-
 marck's successor, Leo von Caprivi, refused to renew the 1887 Reinsurance
 Treaty with Russia for domestic political reasons and despite the czar's plead-
 ings to do otherwise. Thus, more than twenty years after the creation of the
 new German state, a balancing coalition had finally been forged by the dubi-
 ous decision of the new German chancellor combined with the kaiser's soaring
 ambitions and truculent diplomacy.

 Likewise, during the 1930s, none of the great powers (i.e., Britain, France, the
 United States, the Soviet Union, Italy, and Japan) balanced with any sense of
 urgency against Nazi Germany. Instead, they bandwagoned, buck-passed, ap-
 peased, or adopted ineffective half measures in response to the growing Ger-
 man threat. A similar reluctance to check unbalanced power characterizes most
 interstate relations since 1945. With the exception of the U.S.-Soviet bipolar ri-
 valry, a survey of state behavior during the Cold War yields few instances of
 balancing behavior. As K.J. Holsti asserts: "Alliances, such a common feature
 of the European diplomatic landscape since the seventeenth century, are nota-
 ble by their absence in most areas of the Third World. So are balances of
 power." Holsti further notes: "The search for continental hegemony is rare in
 the Third World, but was a common feature of European diplomacy under the
 Habsburgs, Louis XIV, Napoleon, Wilhelmine Germany, Hitler, and Soviet
 Union and, arguably, the United States."3 In a continuation of this pattern, no
 peer competitor has yet emerged more than a decade after the end of U.S.-
 Soviet bipolarity to balance against the United States. Contrary to realist pre-

 3. K.J. Holsti, "International Relations Theory and Domestic War in the Third World: The Limits of
 Relevance," in Stephanie G. Neuman, ed., International Relations Theory and the Third World (New
 York: St. Martin's, 1998), p. 106.
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 dictions, unipolarity has not provoked global alarm to restore a balance of
 power.4

 If most states inside and outside of the Eurocentric domain from which bal-

 ance of power theory was derived and largely tested can resist its logic, then
 the theory is certainly not akin to a law of nature, as it has been portrayed; at
 the very least, it is underspecified. The question then becomes: what are the
 necessary conditions for the proper operation of the balance of power? What
 factors confound the logic and predictions of the theory? The main problem is
 realism's assumption of states as coherent actors. The closer the policymaking
 process and actual state-society relations approximate a unitary actor, the more
 accurate realism's predictions. Conversely, when states are divided at the elite
 and societal levels, they are less likely to behave in accordance with balance of
 power predictions. The core of the argument turns on the political and policy
 risks associated with balancing behavior. Specifically, leaders of incoherent
 states are less willing and able to undertake high political and policy risks to
 balance than are leaders of coherent states.5 Given its focus on elite risk-taking
 propensity, the logic of my argument does not apply when balancing is per-
 ceived as relatively costless for elites and society.

 The article unfolds as follows. First, I discuss the reasons why there have
 been few studies of domestic politics and balance of power. Second, I situate
 my domestic politics explanation of underbalancing within the relevant litera-
 tures and the realist paradigm. Third, I offer precise definitions of balancing
 and underbalancing and explain how the two concepts should be viewed
 within the larger context of balance of power theory. The fourth section pre-
 sents a neoclassical realist theory that predicts how states with various domes-
 tic situations will respond to threats. Fifth, I offer reasons why social divisions
 produce elite fragmentation, which in turn contributes to underbalancing and
 policy paralysis. This analysis is followed by an examination of interwar Brit-
 ain and France, which serve as crucial cases against which to test the theory. I

 4. For various explanations of this phenomenon, see the essays in G. John Ikenberry, ed., America
 Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Power (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2002).
 5. Yet, incoherent states may be more likely than coherent ones to wage offensive and diversionary
 wars. These wars are motivated not by external security or balance of power logic but rather by
 greedy expansion on the cheap. As Edward D. Mansfield and Jack Snyder argue, poorly institu-
 tionalized democratizing states, which they call "incoherent" democracies, are especially war
 prone because competing elites employ nationalist rhetoric to mobilize mass support and then get
 locked in to the belligerent foreign policies that are unleashed by this process. See Mansfield and
 Snyder, "Democratization and the Danger of War," International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer
 1995), pp. 5-38; and Mansfield and Snyder, "Democratic Transitions, Institutional Strength, and
 War," International Organization, Vol. 56, No. 2 (Spring 2002), pp. 297-337.
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 conclude with a discussion of why the international relations literature has
 been biased in favor of theories about overreactions to threats and, conse-

 quently, has overlooked the equally dangerous behavior of underresponding
 to them.

 Balance of Power as a Structural Law of Nature

 Despite the frequency of underbalancing, there are surprisingly few studies on
 this type of behavior and just as few on the role of domestic politics in balance
 of power theory. The reason for this theoretical lacunae is that balance of
 power has been traditionally treated as a law of nature, wherein the whole uni-
 verse is pictured "as a gigantic mechanism, a machine or a clockwork, created
 and kept in motion by the divine watchmaker."" The origins of balance of
 power theory are important in explaining why structure and natural laws,
 rather than domestic politics, have dominated its discourse.

 The idea of a balance of power in international politics arose during the Re-
 naissance as a metaphorical concept borrowed from other fields, such as ethics,
 the arts, philosophy, law, medicine, economics, and the sciences, where balanc-
 ing and its relation to equipoise and counterweight had already gained broad
 popular acceptance. Wherever it was applied, balancing was conceived as a
 law of nature underlying concepts viewed as generally appealing, desirable,
 and socially beneficial (e.g., order, peace, justice, fairness, moderation, symme-
 try, harmony, and beauty).' As Jean-Jacques Rousseau observed about the
 states of Europe: "The balance existing between the power of these diverse
 members of the European society is more the work of nature than of art. It
 maintains itself without effort, in such a manner that if it sinks on one side, it

 reestablishes itself very soon on the other."
 This Renaissance view of balancing behavior as a response driven by a law

 6. Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, 4th ed. (New York:
 Alfred A. Knopf, 1966), p. 197.
 7. Alfred Vagts, "The Balance of Power: Growth of an Idea," World Politics, Vol. 1, No. 1 (October
 1948), pp. 82-101. For comprehensive treatments of balance of power theory, see Michael Sheehan,
 Balance of Power: History and Theory (New York: Routledge, 1996); Evan Luard, The Balance of Power:
 The System of International Relations, 1648-1815 (London: Macmillan, 1992); Inis L. Claude Jr., Power
 and International Relations (New York: Random House, 1962); Edward V. Gulick, Europe's Classical
 Balance of Power (New York: W.W. Norton, 1955); and John A. Vasquez and Colin Elman, eds., Real-
 ism and the Balancing of Power: A New Debate (Upper Saddle River, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 2003).
 8. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Extrait du projet de paix perpetuelle de M. I'abbd de Saint Pierre, as quoted in
 Ernst B. Haas, "The Balance of Power: Prescription, Concept, or Propaganda?" World Politics,
 Vol. 5, No. 4 (July 1953), p. 453.
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 of nature still infuses most discussions of how the theory operates. Thus, Hans
 Morgenthau wrote: "The aspiration for power on the part of several nations,
 each trying either to maintain or overthrow the status quo, leads of necessity to
 a configuration that is called the balance of power and to policies that aim at
 preserving it."' More recently, Kenneth Waltz has declared: "As nature abhors
 a vacuum, so international politics abhors unbalanced power."'" Likewise,
 Christopher Layne has averred: "Great powers balance against each other be-
 cause structural constraints impel them to do so."" Realists invoke the same
 "law of nature" metaphor to explain opportunistic expansion. In this vein, Ar-
 nold Wolfers has said of structural incentives for gains: "Since nations, like na-
 ture, are said to abhor a vacuum, one could predict that the powerful nation
 would feel compelled to fill the vacuum with its own power."'2 Using similar
 logic, John Mearsheimer has claimed that "status quo powers are rarely found
 in world politics, because the international system creates powerful incentives
 for states to look for opportunities to gain power at the expense of rivals, and
 to take advantage of those situations when the benefits outweigh the costs."13

 From the policymaker's perspective, however, balancing superior power
 and filling power vacuums hardly appear as laws of nature. Instead, these be-
 haviors, which carry considerable potential political costs and uncertain policy
 risks, emerge through the medium of the political process; as such, they are the
 product of competition and consensus building among elites with differing
 ideas about the political-military world and divergent views on the nation's
 goals and challenges and the means that will best serve those purposes.14 As
 Nicholas Spykman observed many years ago, "Political equilibrium is neither
 a gift of the gods nor an inherently stable condition. It results from the active
 intervention of man, from the operation of political forces. States cannot afford
 to wait passively for the happy time when a miraculously achieved balance of

 9. Morgenthau, Politics among Nations, p. 163.
 10. Kenneth N. Waltz, "Structural Realism after the Cold War," International Security, Vol. 25, No. 1
 (Summer 2000), p. 28 n. 84.
 11. Christopher Layne, "From Preponderance to Offshore Balancing: America's Future Grand
 Strategy," International Security, Vol. 22, No. 1 (Summer 1997), p. 117.
 12. Arnold Wolfers, Discord and Collaboration: Essays on International Politics (Baltimore, Md.: Johns
 Hopkins University Press, 1962), p. 15.
 13. John J. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (New York: W.W. Norton, 2001), p. 21.
 14. See, for example, the description of the policymaking process in Warner R. Schilling, "The Poli-
 tics of National Defense: Fiscal 1950," in Schilling, Paul Y. Hammond, and Glenn H. Snyder, Strat-
 egy, Politics, and Defense Budgets (New York: Columbia University Press, 1962), pp. 5-27; and Roger
 Hilsman, The Politics of Policy Making in Defense and Foreign Affairs (New York: Rowman and Lit-
 tlefield, 1971).
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 power will bring peace and security. If they wish to survive, they must be will-
 ing to go to war to preserve a balance against the growing hegemonic power of
 the period."15

 In an era of mass politics, the decision to check unbalanced power by means
 of arms and allies-and to go to war if these deterrent measures fail-is very
 much a political act made by political actors. War mobilization and fighting are
 distinctly collective undertakings. As such, political elites carefully weigh the
 likely domestic costs of balancing behavior against the alternative means avail-
 able to them (e.g., inaction, appeasement, buck-passing, bandwagoning, etc.)
 and the expected external benefits of a restored balance of power. Structural
 imperatives rarely, if ever, compel leaders to adopt one policy over another;
 decisionmakers are not sleepwalkers buffeted about by inexorable forces be-
 yond their control. This is not to say, however, that they are oblivious to struc-
 tural incentives. Rather, states respond (or not) to threats and opportunities in
 ways determined by both internal and external considerations of policy elites,
 who must reach consensus within an often decentralized and competitive
 political process.

 The Role of Domestic Politics in Realist Theory

 The theme of this article fits squarely within the new wave of neoclassical real-
 ist research, which emerged in the early 1990s and posits that systemic pres-
 sures are filtered through intervening domestic variables to produce foreign
 policy behaviors. Works by Thomas Christensen, Aaron Friedberg, Randall
 Schweller, Jack Snyder, William Wohlforth, and Fareed Zakaria all show that
 states assess and adapt to changes in their external environment partly as a re-
 sult of their peculiar domestic structures and political situations. More spe-
 cifically, complex domestic political processes act as transmission belts that
 channel, mediate, and (re)direct policy outputs in response to external forces
 (primarily changes in relative power). Hence, states often react differently to
 similar systemic pressures and opportunities, and their responses may be less
 motivated by systemic-level factors than domestic ones.1"

 15. Nicholas John Spykman, America's Strategy in World Politics: The United States and the Balance of
 Power (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1942), p. 25.
 16. For a review and analysis of the various works by these neoclassical realists, see Gideon Rose,
 "Neoclassical Realism and Theories of Foreign Policy," World Politics, Vol. 51, No. 1 (October 1998),
 pp. 144-172; and Randall L. Schweller, "The Progressiveness of Neoclassical Realism," in Colin
 Elman and Miriam Fendius Elman, eds., Progress in International Relations Theory: Appraising the
 Field (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 2003), chap. 9.
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 Curiously, neoclassical realists have yet to examine the subject of under-
 balancing in response to external threat(s). Instead, they have offered explana-
 tions for normal expansion (Zakaria), reckless overexpansion (Snyder),
 adaptation to relative decline (Friedberg), why leaders inflate external threats
 to sell costly internal mobilization campaigns (Christensen), how perceptions
 of the balance of power affect state behavior (Wohlforth), and alignment deci-
 sions based on state motivations (Schweller).'7

 There have been several challenges to the conventional realist wisdom that
 balancing is more prevalent than bandwagoning, a form of underbalancing be-
 havior. Paul Schroeder's broad historical survey of international politics shows
 that states have bandwagoned with or hidden from threats far more often than
 they have balanced against them. Similarly, I have claimed that bandwagoning
 behavior is prevalent among revisionist states, whose behavior modern realists
 have ignored, because their alliance choices are driven more by the search for
 profit than security.' More recently, Robert Powell treats states as rational uni-
 tary actors within a simple strategic setting composed of commitment issues,
 informational problems, and the technology of coercion and finds that "balanc-
 ing is relatively rare in the model. Balances of power sometimes form, but
 there is no general tendency toward this outcome. Nor do states generally bal-
 ance against threats .... States frequently wait, bandwagon, or, much less of-
 ten, balance.""' Yet Powell notes that a rational-unitary-actor assumption
 "does not mean that domestic politics is unimportant.""' None of these studies
 have offered a domestic politics explanation for bandwagoning or a theory of

 17. See Fareed Zakaria, From Wealth to Power: The Unusual Origins of America's World Role (Prince-
 ton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1998); Jack L. Snyder, Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and In-
 ternational Ambition (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1991); Aaron L. Friedberg, The Weary
 Titan: Britain and the Experience of Relative Decline, 1895-1905 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
 Press, 1988); Thomas J. Christensen, Useful Adversaries: Grand Strategy, Domestic Mobilization, and
 Sino-American Conflict, 1947-1958 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1996); William Curti
 Wohlforth, The Elusive Balance: Power and Perceptions during the Cold War (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell Uni-
 versity Press, 1993); and Randall L. Schweller, Deadly Imbalances: Tripolarity and Hitler's Strategy of
 World Conquest (New York: Columbia University Press, 1998).
 18. Paul Schroeder, "Historical Reality vs. Neo-realist Theory," International Security, Vol. 19, No. 1
 (Summer 1994), pp. 72-107; and Randall L. Schweller, "Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the Re-
 visionist State Back In," ibid., pp. 108-148. See also Robert Jervis and Jack Snyder, eds., Dominoes
 and Bandwagons: Strategic Beliefs and Great Power Competition in the Eurasian Rimland (New York: Ox-
 ford University Press, 1991); and Kevin Sweeney and Paul Fritz, "Jumping on the Bandwagon: An
 Interest-based Explanation for Great Power Alliances," Journal of Politics, Vol. 66, No. 2 (May 2004),
 pp. 428-449.
 19. Robert Powell, In the Shadow of Power: States and Strategies in International Politics (Princeton,
 N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1999), p. 196.
 20. Ibid., p. 26.
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 the broader phenomenon of underbalancing behavior, which includes buck-
 passing, distancing, hiding, waiting, appeasement, bandwagoning, and in-
 effective half measures.

 Another strand of realist literature focuses on buck-passing, a form of
 underreaction to threats by which states attempt to free ride on the balancing
 efforts of others. There are two basic structural-systemic explanations for
 buck-passing. Christensen and Snyder claim that great powers under multi-
 polarity will pass the balancing buck when they perceive a defensive advan-
 tage; on the other hand, Mearsheimer argues that buck-passing occurs
 primarily in balanced multipolar systems, especially among great powers that
 are geographically insulated from the aggressor.21 I argue, instead, that
 whether states balance against threats is not primarily determined by systemic
 factors but rather, like all national security decisions, by the domestic political
 process.22

 WHAT IS MEANT BY BALANCING BEHAVIOR?

 Although arguably the most frequently used term in the field of international
 relations, balancing remains an ambiguous concept. Balancing means the cre-
 ation or aggregation of military power through internal mobilization or the
 forging of alliances to prevent or deter the territorial occupation or political
 and military domination of the state by a foreign power or coalition. Balancing
 exists only when the stakes concern some form of political subjugation or,
 more directly, the seizure of territory, either one's homeland or vital interests
 abroad (e.g., sea-lanes, allies, colonies, etc.). Thus, balancing requires that
 states target their military hardware at each other in preparation for a potential
 war. If two states are merely building arms for the purpose of independent ac-
 tion against third parties, they are not balancing. Indeed, state A may be build-
 ing up its military power and even targeting another state B and still not be
 balancing against B, that is, trying to match B's overall capabilities to prevent B
 from invading A or its vital interests. Instead, the purpose of A's actions may
 be coercive diplomacy: to gain bargaining leverage with B. Finally, the timing

 21. Thomas J. Christensen and Jack Snyder, "Chain Gangs and Passed Bucks: Predicting Alliance
 Patterns in Multipolarity," International Organization, Vol. 44, No. 2 (Spring 1990), pp. 137-168; and
 Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, pp. 271-273.
 22. See, for example, Jack S. Levy and Michael M. Barnett, "Domestic Sources of Alliances and
 Alignments: The Case of Egypt, 1962-1973," International Organization, Vol. 45, No. 3 (Summer
 1991), pp. 369-395; and Levy and Barnett, "Alliance Formation, Domestic Political Economy, and
 Third World Security," Jerusalem Journal of International Relations, Vol. 14, No. 4 (December 1992),
 pp. 19-40.
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 of a state's response to threat determines whether it is balancing or not. Bal-
 ancing does not mean simply fighting back rather than surrendering after an
 attack. As I have written elsewhere, balancing involves a situation in which "a
 state is not directly menaced by a predatory state but decides to balance
 against it anyway to protect its long-term security interests"; or, as Jack Levy
 puts it, "it would not be balancing if war is forced on the potential balancer by
 a direct military attack by the aggressor."23

 Balancing and underbalancing can be broken down into four distinct catego-
 ries. The first is simply appropriate balancing, which occurs when the target is
 a truly dangerous aggressor that cannot or should not be appeased and the
 state's military capabilities are indispensable to counterbalance the rising
 state's power. The second is overbalancing (or inappropriate balancing), which
 unnecessarily triggers a costly and dangerous arms spiral because the target is
 misperceived as an aggressor but is, instead, a defensively minded state seek-
 ing only to enhance its security.24 The third category is nonbalancing, which
 may take the form of buck-passing, bandwagoning, appeasement, engage-
 ment, distancing, or hiding. These policies (which may also be underbalancing
 behaviors when adopted under the circumstances specified below) are pru-
 dent and rational when the state is thereby able to avoid the costs of war either
 by satisfying the legitimate grievances of the revisionist state, or by allowing
 others to do so, or by letting others defeat the aggressor while safely remaining
 on the sidelines. In addition, if the state also seeks revision, then it may wisely
 choose to bandwagon with the potential aggressor in the hope of profiting
 from its success in overturning the established order.25 In still other cases, one
 state is so overwhelmingly powerful that a harmony of interests exists between
 the hegemon (or unipole) and the rest of the great powers-those that one day
 could either become peer competitors or join together to balance against the
 predominant power. The other states do not balance against the hegemon be-
 cause they are too weak (individually and collectively) and, more important,
 because they perceive their well-being as inextricably tied up with the well-
 being of the hegemon. Here, potential "balancers" bandwagon with the he-

 23. I am grateful to Thomas Christensen for his insights regarding this definition of balancing.
 Schweller, "Bandwagoning for Profit," p. 135; and Jack Levy, "Balance and Balancing: Concepts,
 Propositions, and Research Design," in Vasquez and Elman, Realism and the Balancing of Power,
 p. 135.
 24. This view of appropriate and inappropriate balancing follows Robert Jervis's spiral and deter-
 rence models. See Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics (Princeton, N.J.:
 Princeton University Press, 1976), chap. 3.
 25. See Schweller, "Bandwagoning for Profit."
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 gemon not because they seek to overthrow the established order (the motive
 for revisionist bandwagoning) but because they perceive themselves to be
 benefiting from the status quo and, therefore, seek to preserve it.21

 The fourth category is underbalancing, which occurs when the state does
 not balance or does so inefficiently in response to a dangerous and unappeas-
 able aggressor, and the state's efforts are essential to deter or defeat it. In this
 case, the underbalancing state brings about a war that could have been
 avoided or makes the war more costly than it otherwise would have been. This
 article concerns underbalancing. What I offer, therefore, is essentially a "theory
 of mistakes," so to speak, provided that one were to consider the policy choice
 solely in terms of the international strategic setting. In other words, under-
 balancing is the opposite mistake of overbalancing. When the state under-
 balances, it either misperceives the intentions of the rising power as more
 benign than they in fact are or, if it correctly perceives the threat, does not
 adopt prudent policies to protect itself for reasons of domestic politics.

 A Neoclassical Realist Explanation

 Variation in the way states respond to similar changes in their external envi-
 ronment turns on the preferences of relevant political and social actors and the
 unique structural characteristics of society and government that constitute
 constraints and opportunities for these actors, all of which leads to one or an-
 other political outcome. An explanation for why some states and not others
 underreact to structural-systemic incentives, therefore, cannot ignore the strat-
 egies of either those who are more or less interested in preserving the state or
 those who, placing other values higher, are unwilling to defend the state and
 may even seek to overthrow or otherwise destroy it.

 Because the probability that a state will balance is a function of the prefer-
 ences of political elites and social groups, underreactions to dangerous shifts in
 relative power may arise for one of two reasons: actors' preferences, which
 may be more influenced by domestic than international concerns, do not create
 incentives to adopt a balancing policy (even when these same power shifts
 would cause most other actors to adopt a prudent balancing strategy), or the

 26. See E.H. Carr, The Twenty Years' Crisis, 1919-1939: An Introduction to the Study of International Re-
 lations (New York: Harper and Row, 1964 [19391), pp. 80-82. See also William C. Wohlforth, "The
 Stability of a Unipolar World," International Security, Vol. 24, No. 1 (Summer 1999), pp. 5-41.
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 potential domestic political risks and costs of balancing are too high.27 The first
 reason concerns the "willingness" of actors to balance; the second, the "ability"
 of actors to balance given the political and material hurdles that must be over-
 come to do so.

 This kind of analytic framework-one whose architecture is built on elite
 calculations of cost and risk-emphasizes the point that statecraft is not simply
 a function of the particular geostrategic risks and opportunities presented
 by a given systemic environment, that is, of objective material factors at
 the structural-systemic level of analysis. Statecraft is also a consequence of
 (1) elites' preferences and perceptions of the external environment, (2) which
 elites' preferences and perceptions "matter" in the policymaking process,
 (3) the domestic political risks associated with certain foreign policy choices,
 and (4) the variable risk-taking propensities of national elites. Once these
 unit-level factors have been established, they can then be treated as inputs
 (state strategies and preferences) at the structural-systemic level to explain
 how unit- and structural-level causes interact to produce systemic out-
 comes.

 To be sure, there are many factors that might increase the domestic political
 risks of balancing behavior and raise obstacles to resource extraction. Never-
 theless, I posit four unit-level variables that are comprehensive enough to
 explain variation across space and time in state responses to threats: elite con-
 sensus, government or regime vulnerability, social cohesion, and elite cohe-
 sion. Elite consensus and cohesion primarily affect the state's willingness to
 balance, whereas government/regime vulnerability and social cohesion in-
 fluence the state's ability to extract resources for this task. The combination of
 these four variables determines the degree of state coherence.
 Unlike standard balance of power theory as articulated by Waltz and other

 structural realists, in which states respond in a timely and systematic way to
 dangerous changes in relative power, the theory proposed here presents a
 more elaborate causal chain of how policy adjustments to changes in relative
 power occurs:

 Changes in relative power -- elite consensus about the nature of the threat and the degree of elite cohesion 4 mobilization hurdles as a function of re-
 gime vulnerability and social cohesion -4 continuity or change in foreign pol-
 icy (i.e., balancing, bandwagoning, appeasement, half measures, etc.)

 27. I am grateful to Alan Lamborn for pointing this out.
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 For incoherent states, the causal scheme that produces underbalancing may
 be the same as the one above, but the most logical sequence is:

 Rise of an external threat - social fragmentation - government or regime
 vulnerability - elite fragmentation - elite disagreement about how to re-
 spond to the threat or elite consensus not to balance - underbalancing

 A discussion of each of the variables serves to clarify how these causal
 chains work and why.

 ELITE CONSENSUS

 Elite consensus/disagreement is the most proximate cause of a state's response
 or nonresponse to external threats. To say this is to acknowledge that states do
 not make policy; governments through their leaders do. Thus, elite consensus
 is the dependent variable: when there is a consensus among policymaking
 elites to balance, the state will do so. The only questions are (1) against whom
 will it balance, and (2) will mobilization hurdles created by social fragmenta-
 tion and regime vulnerability limit the state's ability to meet the threat? In con-
 trast, when a consensus to balance is absent, the state will pursue some other
 policy-one that may or may not be coherent, one that may arise through care-
 ful deliberation and political bargaining or simply by default.
 At its core, elite consensus concerns the degree of shared perception about

 some facts in the world as being problems (vs. not) of a particular nature (vs.
 some other nature) requiring certain remedies (vs. others).28 It is a concept that
 takes into account the intuitively understood but too often ignored idea
 that the process of problem construction (or representation) is a subjective one
 that is only partly determined by objective facts.29 Specifically, elite consensus
 is a measure of the similarity of elites' preferences over outcomes and their be-
 liefs about the preferences and anticipated actions of others. It is also a func-
 tion of the strategic setting, which includes the perceived actions available to
 the actors and the information structure of the environment, that is, what the

 28. For a similar discussion on collective action problems and institutional design, see Alexander
 Wendt, "Driving with the Rearview Mirror: On the Rational Science of Institutional Design," Inter-
 national Organization, Vol. 55, No. 4 (Autumn 2001), pp. 1023-1024.
 29. See Donald A. Sylvan and James E Voss, eds., Problem Representation in Foreign Policy Decision
 Making (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998). From the perspective of critical history, the
 classic statement of this kind of explanation and understanding is R.G. Collingwood, The Idea of
 History (New York: Oxford University Press, 1956), especially p. 283.
 30. David A. Lake and Robert Powell, eds., Strategic Choice and International Relations (Princeton,
 N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1999).

This content downloaded from 81.152.81.62 on Wed, 10 Oct 2018 19:38:33 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms

Colette Austin




 Unanswered Threats 171

 actors can know for certain and what they must infer from others' behavior.30
 Obviously, the more ambiguous the information available to the actors about
 their environment, the less one would expect there to be elite consensus about
 policy preferences and strategies. Under such circumstances, pronounced pol-
 icy splits will likely emerge within the regime (and society) that place intense
 political constraints on decisive and costly government actions. Conversely,
 the less ambiguous the strategic environment, the more likely that elite consen-
 sus will emerge around bold policy initiatives.

 The key questions with respect to elite consensus and balancing behavior are
 (1) do policy elites agree that there is an external threat? (2) do they agree
 about the nature and extent of the threat? (3) do they agree about which policy
 remedy will be most effective and appropriate to deal with a threat and protect
 the state's strategic interests?31 and (4) do they agree on the domestic political
 risks and costs associated with the range of policy options to balance a threat?
 Variation in elite consensus on these central issues is a function of the "mix of

 international and domestic incentives attached to different options, actors'
 risk-taking preferences, their time horizons, and how they discount costs and
 benefits."32

 Balancing behavior requires the existence of a strong consensus among elites
 that an external threat exists and must be checked by either arms or allies or
 both. As the proximate causal variable in the model, elite consensus is the most
 necessary of necessary causes of balancing behavior. Thus, when there is no
 elite consensus, the prediction is either underbalancing or some other non-
 balancing policy option. Developing such a consensus is difficult, however, be-
 cause balancing, unlike expansion, is not a behavior motivated by the search
 for gains and profit. It is instead a strategy that entails significant costs in hu-
 man and material resources that could be directed toward domestic programs
 and investment rather than national defense. In addition, when alliances are

 formed, the state must sacrifice some measure of its autonomy in foreign and
 military policy to its allies. In the absence of a clear majority of elites in favor of
 a balancing strategy, therefore, an alternative policy, and not necessarily a co-
 herent one, will prevail. This is because a weak grand strategy can be sup-
 ported for many different reasons (e.g., pacifism, isolationism, pro-enemy

 31. For adjustment failures that take the form of either overly cooperative or overly competitive
 behaviors in response to rapidly changing strategic environments, see Charles A. Kupchan, The
 Vulnerability of Empire (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1994).
 32. Alan C. Lamborn, "Theory and the Politics in World Politics," International Studies Quarterly,
 Vol. 41, No. 2 (June 1997), p. 212.
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 sympathies, collective security, a belief in conciliation, etc.). Consequently, ap-
 peasement and other forms of underbalancing will tend to triumph in the ab-
 sence of a determined and broad political consensus to balance simply because
 these policies represent the path of least domestic resistance and can appeal to
 a broad range of interests along the political spectrum. Thus, underreacting to
 threats, unlike an effective balancing strategy, does not require overwhelming,
 united, and coherent support from elites and masses; it is a default strategy.

 As the foregoing suggests, democracies will be particularly slow to balance
 against threats. This is because (1) nonbalancing behavior is (or should be) the
 status quo policy prior to the emergence of a dangerous threat, and (2) there
 are typically many "veto players" in a democratic policymaking process, that
 is, "individual or collective actors whose agreement is necessary for a change
 in the status quo.""' As George Tsebelis explains, "Significant departures from
 the status quo are impossible when the winset is small-that is, when veto
 players are many-when they have significant ideological distances among
 them, and when they are internally cohesive.""34 It follows, therefore, that, for
 democracies to move away from the nonbalancing status quo to a costly bal-
 ancing strategy, it often takes a dramatic event to expand the "winset" for pol-
 icy change. Thus, as Condoleezza Rice recently testified before the September
 11 Commission:

 Historically, democratic societies have been slow to react to gathering threats,
 tending instead to wait to confront threats until they are too dangerous to ig-
 nore or until it is too late. Despite the sinking of the Lusitania in 1915 and con-
 tinued German harassment of American shipping, the United States did not
 enter the First World War until two years later. Despite Nazi Germany's re-
 peated violations of the Versailles Treaty and its string of provocations
 throughout the mid-1930s, the Western democracies did not take action until
 1939. The U.S. government did not act against the growing threat from Impe-
 rial Japan until the threat became all too evident at Pearl Harbor. And, tragi-
 cally, for all the language of war spoken before September 11, this country
 simply was not on a war footing.35

 33. George Tsebelis, Veto Players: How Political institutions Work (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Univer-
 sity Press, 2002), p. 19.
 34. Ibid., p. 2.
 35. National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice, testimony before the Independent National
 Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States, April 8, 2004. Rice might have added
 that the Korean War was the dramatic event that triggered the United States to ratchet up its de-
 fense spending at the outset of the Cold War. See Robert Jervis, "The Impact of the Korean War on
 the Cold War," Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 34, No. 4 (December 1980), pp. 563-592.
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 In summary, balancing behavior requires elite consensus that the state con-
 fronts a serious threat that must be checked by internal or external means; it is
 a necessary condition for balancing behavior.-" All other scenarios regarding
 elite consensus will result in either underbalancing or the adoption of other
 nonbalancing strategies. States are not expected to balance against threats
 when there is (1) significant elite disagreement in terms of threat perception;
 (2) elite consensus that a threat exists but disagreement over the appropriate
 remedy (e.g., whether to appease or stand firm); or (3) elite consensus to adopt
 other policy options such as appeasement, bandwagoning, buck-passing, or
 bilateral or multilateral binding strategies.

 GOVERNMENT/REGIME VULNERABILITY

 In its most basic sense, the concept of government or regime vulnerability
 "asks what is the likelihood that the current leadership will be removed from
 political office.""' Specifically, do the governing elites face a serious challenge
 from the military, opposing political parties, or other powerful political groups
 in society? Are such groups threatening to prematurely remove the current
 leaders from office? Have they done so in the recent past?

 In a related but more general sense, the concept of government or regime
 vulnerability seeks to capture the relationship between rulers and ruled at any
 given moment. Hence, the following questions related to elite-mass linkages
 are also relevant: (1) is the government's authority based primarily on coercion
 or is it self-legitimating in the eyes of the public? (2) is the government meeting

 36. It is not a sufficient condition for balancing, however. Even in countries where there is a mod-
 erate to high level of elite consensus that (1) a particular state poses the most dangerous threat to
 the state's survival and (2) its military power must be checked by building arms and forming alli-
 ances, the policy may still be thwarted because of a disjuncture between elites' policy preferences
 and those of the society. A good example is the Hoare-Laval debacle in response to Italy's attack on
 Ethiopia in 1935. The problem was that British and French elites wanted to build and bolster their
 alliance with Italy against Germany, but their more liberal societies demanded punitive League of
 Nations actions in response to Italy's unprovoked attack against a weak African country. In the
 end, the Anglo-French publics got their way, as the League of Nations imposed sanctions on Italy.
 French and British participation in these collective security measures quickly drove the Italian
 leader, Benito Mussolini, into Adolf Hitler's orbit and, in the process, dashed a key element (i.e.,
 maintaining the Italian check against German expansion in Austria and the Balkans) in the grand
 strategies of Britain and France.
 37. Joe D. Hagan, "Regimes, Political Oppositions, and the Comparative Analysis of Foreign Pol-
 icy," in Charles F. Hermann, Charles W. Kegley Jr., and James N. Rosenau, eds., New Directions in
 the Study of Foreign Policy (Boston: Allen and Unwin, 1987), p. 346. 1 define "regime" in the conven-
 tional way as the permanent institutions within the state, whereas "government" refers to the
 group of people occupying the important positions in the regime.
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 the expectations of the people? (3) does it enjoy broad support from the
 masses? and (4) can it minimize domestic interference in its policy decisions?

 These questions go to the heart of a government's effectiveness and political
 authority and the trade-off between external security and internal stability.
 Leaders, especially vulnerable ones, cannot simply choose security policies
 based on their likelihood of neutralizing the external threat or satisfying na-
 tional ambitions for greater power and influence. They must also consider the
 domestic costs attached to the policy options. Vulnerable leaders will typically
 be more constrained than popular ones, and they will be less effective in mobi-
 lizing resources from society. As James Morrow observes: "Leaders and do-
 mestic groups often disagree about the appropriate response to a threat.
 Leaders choose policies for their ability to counter a threat and to provide do-
 mestic support. Without the latter, security policies will fail to do the former."38

 In other words, the strength of elite-mass linkages plays a major role in de-
 termining the range and viability of policy choices available to decision-
 makers. Weak governments have less policy capacity than do legitimate ones;
 that is, they are less able to detect and assess threats; to control, mobilize, and
 allocate national resources; to articulate and choose policies; and to implement
 those policies. On this point, Edward Azar and Chung-in Moon write:

 Weak legitimacy exhausts domestic capabilities and turns the overall policy
 capacity rigid and ineffectual. As a regime attempts to ensure its survival
 through the use of force or by co-optation and appeasement of the opposition,
 it begins rapidly to deplete the nation's capabilities and scarce resources....
 Among the serious side-effects of the erosion of domestic policy capacity are: a
 sharp decrease in the people's loyalty and conformity to, and compliance with,
 government policies and decisions; a decrease in the government's ability to
 mobilize material and human resources in the event of [a] national security cri-
 sis; diminution in the accountability or the virtual termination of the steering
 function of the government; and a serious reduction in the co-ordination and
 implementation of policies.39

 Moreover, vulnerable rulers will be especially wary of fomenting hyper-
 nationalism and mobilizing a mass army because they fear, for good reasons,
 that weapons put in the hands of a newly energized, nationalist public are just

 38. James D. Morrow, "Arms versus Allies: Trade-Offs in the Search for Security," International Or-
 ganization, Vol. 47, No. 2 (Spring 1993), p. 216.
 39. Edward E. Azar and Chung-in Moon, "Legitimacy, Integration, and Policy Capacity: The 'Soft-
 ware' Side of Third World National Security," in Azar and Moon, eds., National Security in the Third
 World: The Management of Internal and External Threats (College Park, Md.: Center for International
 Development and Conflict Management, University of Maryland, 1988), p. 84.
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 as likely, if not more so, to be fired at them as they are to be used against the ex-

 ternal threat."4 Illegitimate rulers will also be less able than legitimate ones to
 persuade the mass public of the existence of national security threats and of
 the need to make sacrifices to resist them. All of these factors lead one to expect
 that vulnerable regimes will be more likely to search for allies than to build
 arms to counter external threats, because the former is a quick and relatively
 low-cost method to counterbalance a dangerous threat.

 SOCIAL COHESION

 Social cohesion and its opposite, social fragmentation, describe the relative
 strength of ties that bind individuals and groups to the core of a given society.
 Social cohesion does not mean political unanimity or the absence of deep polit-
 ical disagreements within society. All societies exhibit normal conflicts arising
 from various sources and cleavages, including divergent class interests, eco-
 nomic inequalities, competing political goals, ethnic animosities, and so-called
 normative conflicts (e.g., differences over the definition of national identity, the
 relationship between religion and the state, culture wars, etc.).4'
 The key to social cohesion is that all members of society accept the same

 rules of the game; that is, they support the society's institutions as legitimate
 and appropriate mechanisms to settle disputes among them no matter how
 profound their disagreements or grievances (i.e., loyal opposition). Dangerous
 political divisions exist when groups within society do not confer legitimacy
 on the institutions that structure it and, even more so, when a significant
 segment of the population intends to overthrow the state (i.e., disloyal
 opposition).

 In its widest sense, the concept of social cohesion encompasses more than
 mere institutional legitimacy; it is about a psychological feeling of solidarity

 40. This argument is widely used to explain the absence of mass armies in the third world. For the
 claim that weak states led by illegitimate regimes cannot afford the internal risks posed by mass
 armies, see Alexander Wendt and Michael N. Barnett, "Dependent State Formation and Third
 World Militarization," Review of International Studies, Vol. 19 (1993), pp. 321-347; and Steven R. Da-
 vid, "The Primacy of Internal War," in Neuman, International Relations and the Third World, p. 88.
 For a related argument with respect to China, see Erika Strecker Downs and Phillip C. Saunders,
 "Legitimacy and the Limits of Nationalism: China and the Diaoyu Islands," International Security,
 Vol. 23, No. 3 (Winter 1998/99), pp. 114-146.
 41. See Volker Then, "Introduction," in Peter L. Berger, ed., The Limits of Social Cohesion: Conflict
 and Mediation in Pluralist Societies, a Report of the Bertelsmann Foundation to the Club of Rome (Boulder,
 Colo.: Westview, 1998), p. xvi. Peter Berger writes: "Essentially the notion of 'normative order'
 means the way in which any human group tries to answer two fundamental questions: Who are
 we? And, How are we to live together?" Berger, "Conclusion," in ibid., p. 355 (emphasis in original).
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 within a society. When all members of society "feel interconnected and inte-
 grated into the vast series of networks that make up society, good social cohe-
 sion is likely. As soon as one group feels excluded from the society in which
 that group is nonetheless formally present, social division is likely."42

 A common theme in international relations is that the emergence of a serious
 external threat causes an increase in social cohesion.43 This is the logic that
 drives theories of diversionary wars, also known as "scapegoat wars," and the
 notion that wartime leaders enjoy a "rally around the flag effect."44 These theo-
 ries assume that, in the presence of an outside threat, divided or dissatisfied
 citizens will put aside their conflicts with one another or their frustration with
 the ruling regime and unite to repel the invader or, when invasion is not the is-
 sue, defeat the external threat to their core values or other national interests.

 Thus, Ernst Haas and Allen Whiting assert: "In times of extreme domestic ten-
 sion among elites, a policy of uniting a badly divided nation against some real
 or alleged outside threat frequently seems useful to a ruling group."'4

 All other things being equal, the emergence of an outside threat should in-
 crease social cohesion. How much of an increase in national unity depends,
 inter alia, on the perceived strategic objectives of the aggressor and the likeli-
 hood that the pooled efforts of the nation will lead to victory. The more wide-
 spread the belief among the target's population that the invader will establish
 a brutally repressive occupation, for instance, the more likely there will be high
 levels of civilian resistance and social cohesion in response to the threat. Fur-
 thermore, the higher the probability of success in war, the more likely the tar-

 42. Jacques Semelin, Unarmed against Hitler: Civilian Resistance in Europe, 1939-1943, trans. Suzan
 Husserl-Kapit (Westport, Conn.: Praeger, 1993), pp. 64-65.
 43. The classic statements of the group-binding functions of conflict are Georg Simmel, Conflict,
 trans. Kurt H. Wolff (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 1955); and Lewis A. Coser, The Functions of Social
 Conflict (New York: Free Press, 1956).
 44. For comprehensive reviews of works on this subject, see Arthur A. Stein, "Conflict and Cohe-
 sion: A Review of the Literature," Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 20, No. 1 (March 1976),
 pp. 143-172; and Jack S. Levy, "The Diversionary Theory of War: A Critique," in Manus I.
 Midlarsky, ed., The Handbook of War Studies (Boston: Unwin Hyman, 1989), pp. 259-288. For studies
 that embrace the proposition that external threat increases internal cohesion, see Daniel S. Geller,
 Domestic Factors in Foreign Policy (Cambridge, Mass.: Schenkman, 1985); and Bruce Russett, "Eco-
 nomic Decline, Electoral Pressure, and the Initiation of Interstate Conflict," in Charles S. Gochman
 and Alan Ned Sabrosky, eds., Prisoners of War? Nation-States in the Modern Era (Lexington, Mass.:
 Lexington Books, 1990), chap. 9.
 45. Ernst Haas and Allen Whiting, Dynamics of International Relations (New York: McGraw-Hill,
 1956), p. 62. See also Levy, "The Diversionary Theory of War"; Richard Rosecrance, Action and Re-
 action in World Politics (Boston: Little, Brown, 1963), p. 294; and Michael Stohl, War and Domestic Po-
 litical Violence: The American Capacity for Repression and Reaction (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage, 1976),
 pp. 19-20, chap. 3.
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 get's population will cohere and voluntarily mobilize to put down the threat.
 Nevertheless, history records many instances of external threats causing the
 opposite effect, namely, increased in-group conflict and disintegration. What
 might account for this variation? The theories of Georg Simmel and Lewis
 Coser on the effects of external conflict on in-group cohesion provide answers
 to this question.

 According to Simmel, the primary function of social conflict is to establish
 and maintain the identity and boundary lines of societies and groups. He
 further suggests that external conflict strengthens internal group cohesion and
 increases its centralization: "The group in a state of peace can permit antago-
 nistic members within it to live with one another in an undecided situation be-

 cause each of them can go his own way and can avoid collisions. A state of
 conflict, however, pulls the members so tightly together and subjects them to
 such uniform impulse that they either must get completely along with, or com-
 pletely repel, one another. This is the reason why war with the outside is some-
 times the last chance for a state ridden with inner antagonisms to overcome
 these antagonisms, or else to break up definitely.""4

 Likewise, Coser asserts: "Internal cohesion is likely to be increased in the
 group which engages in outside conflict."47 The presence or creation of a hos-
 tile out-group, by supplying a target of aggression, enhances in-group integra-
 tion or cohesion (and sometimes both) by reinforcing common values, interests
 (the most basic of which is each member's interest in self-preservation and the
 survival of the group on which that depends), and anything else that serves to
 bind the group together. In this way, intergroup conflict imposes a degree of
 harmony upon otherwise conflicting elements within the group.

 Because members need only perceive or be made to perceive an external
 threat to pull themselves together, Simmel suggests that the search for ene-
 mies, even their fabrication when none exist, is a rational strategy to maintain
 or enhance group cohesion. This logic leads Simmel to observe: "A group's
 complete victory over its enemies is thus not always fortunate.... Victory low-
 ers the energy which guarantees the unity of the group; and the dissolving
 forces, which are always at work, gain hold.""' This insight nicely supports the
 age-old proposition in international politics that, once the common enemy is
 defeated, the alliance breaks apart.

 46. Simmel, Conflict, pp. 87-88.
 47. Coser, The Functions of Social Conflict, p. 92.
 48. Simmel, Conflict, pp. 97-98.
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 Unlike Simmel, however, Coser emphasizes that the group-binding func-
 tions of conflict are conditioned by the precrisis degree of group cohesion and
 the uniformity of threat perception across groups within society: "The relation
 between outer conflict and inner cohesion does not hold true where internal

 cohesion before the outbreak of conflict is so low that the group members have
 ceased to regard preservation of the group as worthwhile, or actually see the
 outside threat to concern 'them' rather than 'us.' In such cases disintegration of
 the group, rather than an increase in cohesion, will be the result of outside
 conflict.'"49

 Coser also argues that external threats will produce increased group cohe-
 sion only when they are seen as a menace to the entire group. Thus, according
 to Coser, the degree of precrisis group cohesion and the general perception
 among group members regarding the scope of the threat are key intervening
 variables that determine whether a threatened group will unite or disinte-
 grate."' There are many intuitive reasons why this should be so. Wars to repel
 determined invaders, even when successful, typically require large sacrifices in
 blood and treasure from the population. If one defends only what one holds
 dear and is willing to suffer high costs and take great risks only for things that
 one values, then groups that perceive themselves to be excluded from society
 prior to the crisis will not sense that they have much to lose by siding with the

 49. Coser, The Functions of Social Conflict, p. 93. Similarly, Coser writes: "The degree of group con-
 sensus prior to the outbreak of the conflict seems to be the most important factor affecting cohe-
 sion. If a group is lacking in basic consensus, outside threat leads not to increased cohesion, but to
 general apathy, and the group is consequently threatened with disintegration." Ibid., pp. 92-93.
 See also Levy, "The Diversionary Theory of War," p. 272. Unfortunately, as Arthur Stein points out,
 the "outgroup-conflict-increases-internal-cohesion" idea "has been called a 'ubiquitous principle'
 and 'Coser's strongest theme'. . . . None of Coser's qualifications and necessary conditions are
 mentioned, nor is the counter-hypothesis elucidated. As [R.W. Mack] points out, 'Coser's The
 Functions of Social Conflict runs the risk of being accorded that peculiar form of academic obeisance
 in which a work is cited by everyone and heeded by no one."' Stein, "Conflict and Cohesion,"
 p. 145.
 50. For exceptional studies that correctly employ Coser's hypothesis, see Arthur A. Stein, The Na-
 tion at War (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1978); Christensen, Useful Adversaries;
 and Michael C. Desch, Civilian Control of the Military: The Changing Security Environment (Baltimore,
 Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1999). For a critique of the "external-conflict-produces-
 internal-cohesion" logic that informs the scapegoat theory of war, see Geoffrey Blainey, The Causes
 of War (New York: Free Press, 1973), chap. 5. It is undeniable that embattled leaders have often be-
 lieved that an external threat would increase internal cohesion, and so they created threats where
 none existed in the hope of gaining domestic unity and support for their regime. Yet, as Stein
 wisely points out, this misguided and risky strategy usually backfires: "Political leaders who count
 on foreign adventures to unify their country and cement their positions should think again. Manu-
 facturing crises may enable leaders to expand the powers of the state but, in one manifestation or
 another, cohesion will surely decrease. Only if there is a perceived threat will cohesion increase."
 Stein, The Nation at War, p. 87.
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 aggressor. Indeed, disenfranchised groups (e.g., disloyal and semiloyal opposi-
 tion) may even perceive that they have much to gain from collaboration with
 the enemy. A couple of propositions arise from this line of thought. First, the
 deeper the divisions within society prior to the threat, the more likely a part of
 the community will either actively collaborate with the enemy or remain pas-
 sive rather than resist the aggressor. Second, the deeper the social divisions
 within the state, the greater the resistance to military mobilization against the
 threat.

 Problems of loyalty and social cohesion typically arise within "oversized"
 states-those that define themselves on an ethnic rather than a civic basis (i.e.,

 they choose the option of nation building over state building), but whose terri-
 torial boundaries do not correspond closely to an ethnically defined nation.
 Oversized states are, by definition, ethnically stratified societies, wherein cer-
 tain minority groups are highly discriminated against by the state and conse-
 quently view themselves as captive populations. Because the national identity
 does not apply to all of the citizens of the multinational state, it does not fur-
 nish a sufficient foundation for state loyalty. Instead, social fragmentation and
 in-group rigidity weaken the political authority of the state, often to the point
 where it will be unable or unwilling to balance against external threats. In ex-
 treme cases, ethnonationalist groups may advocate that the state relinquish its
 sovereign independence in favor of bandwagoning with a larger coethnic
 neighbor.51 When subjugated minority groups oppose the state in principle
 and assume the role of disloyal opposition, the state and the general public
 confront a Trojan horse dilemma: will ethnic soldiers with kin in an enemy
 country turn their guns against their fellow soldiers and citizens or fight for
 their country?52

 The precrisis degree of social cohesion within the threatened state may also
 explain its choice of arms or allies to deal with the threat-that is, whether the
 target will be more likely to respond with an internal or external balancing
 strategy. Internal balancing entails greater and more immediate sacrifices from
 the general population than the alternative of external balancing, by which the
 state gives up a measure of foreign policy autonomy to shift a part or all of the

 51. Mark R. Thompson, "Building Nations and Crafting Democracies-Competing Legitimacies
 in Interwar Eastern Europe," in Dirk Berg-Schlosser and Jeremy Mitchell, eds., Authoritarianism
 and Democracy in Europe, 1919-39: Comparative Analyses (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002),
 pp. 20-38.
 52. Alon Peled, A Question of Loyalty: Military Manpower Policy in Multiethnic States (Ithaca, N.Y.:
 Cornell University Press, 1998).
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 burden of balancing the external threat on to another state. Thus, it follows that
 the more social divisions within a state, the more likely it will be forced to rely
 on external means (alliances) as opposed to internal means (the mobilization of
 arms and troops) to balance against the threat. Conversely, the greater the de-
 gree of social cohesion in the precrisis period, the more likely the state will be
 able to resist an attack on its own, or, at the very least, the more likely internal
 balancing will be a viable option for the state.

 In summary, Coser claims that the relationship between outer conflict and
 inner cohesion holds only when there is some minimal consensus that the
 group is a "going concern," whose preservation as an entity is worthwhile,
 when the outside threat is seen as a danger to the group as a whole, not just
 a part of it, and when there is a reasonable chance that, if the group unites,
 the enemy can be defeated. Thus, Coser's logic yields two general predictions:
 (1) states with high levels of political and social integration will be most likely
 to balance against external threats and to experience an increase in the public's
 support and compliance with the regime; and, conversely, (2) fragmented
 states will underreact to dangerous threats (i.e., responding with inefficient
 balancing, bandwagoning, buck-passing, distancing, incoherent half measures,
 or ineffective policies defined by the lowest common denominator) because
 the threat will not be perceived as a universal one by the masses, and leaders
 will view the political risks of an arms buildup and internal mobilization cam-
 paign as intolerably high. Moreover, severely fragmented states in the precrisis
 period can be expected to further disintegrate and even crack under external
 pressure (i.e., surrender to the enemy or undergo a regime change, civil war, or
 revolution).

 ELITE COHESION

 Elite cohesion concerns the degree to which a central government's political
 leadership is fragmented by persistent internal divisions. Elite polarization
 may arise over ideological, cultural, or religious divisions; bureaucratic inter-
 ests; party factions; regional and sectoral interests; or ethnic group and class
 loyalties."53 The concept of elite cohesion is a continuous variable. At one ex-
 treme, political elites are divided into two armed camps, with hypernational-
 ists on one side and disloyal collaborators with the enemy on the other. It is a
 situation devoid of politics, for there is no room for bargaining among the po-
 litical factions to reach compromise settlements. At the other extreme, all polit-

 53. Hagan, "Regimes, Political Oppositions, and the Comparative Analysis of Foreign Policy,"
 p. 344.
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 ical elites and groups belong to a dominant party "and they uniformly profess
 its ideology, religious belief, or ethnonationalist creed-an 'ideocratic' con-
 figuration that is primarily coerced."54 In practice, the structure of political
 elites within most states falls somewhere between these two ideal types.

 There are five relevant questions regarding elite cohesion and balancing
 behavior. First, is there a struggle among elites for domestic political power?
 Second, if so, are there opportunistic elites within the threatened state who are
 willing to collaborate with the enemy to advance their own personal power or
 to gain office? Third, if there are multiple threats, do elites agree on their rank-
 ings of external threats from most to least dangerous to the state's survival
 and vital interests? Fourth, are there deep disagreements among elites regard-
 ing the question: with whom should the state align? Fifth, are elites divided
 over the issue of whether to devote scarce resources to defend interests in the

 periphery or the core?
 When elites are fragmented, it is highly unlikely that the state will be able to

 construct a coherent and effective balancing strategy. Some elites will want to
 balance against one threat, whereas others will want to balance against an-
 other; some will want to invest resources to defend interests in the core, yet
 others will want to protect interests in the periphery. Moreover, the political
 costs and policy risks of balancing increase when elites are fragmented. On the
 one hand, any firm decision will be publicly criticized by opposition elites as
 too costly and misguided. On the other hand, bargaining efforts to appease op-
 position groups and thereby gain policy consensus will typically result in inco-
 herent half measures, in which some parts of the state's balancing strategy
 contradict other parts of it, such that the risk of policy failure increases dramat-
 ically. Hence, effective balancing behavior is most likely when elites agree on
 the target of balancing (i.e., which state presents the greatest threat) and where
 best to devote scarce military resources.55

 Elite Fragmentation and Overexpansion versus Underbalancing

 The argument presented here-that elite fragmentation contributes to under-
 balancing-appears to contradict Jack Snyder's claim that elite fragmentation

 54. Mattei Dogan and John Higley, "Elites, Crises, and Regimes in Comparative Analysis," in
 Dogan and Higley, eds., Elites, Crises, and the Origins of Regimes (Lanham, Md.: Rowman and Lit-
 tlefield, 1998), p. 18. See also Jaroslaw Piekalkiewicz and Alfred Wayne Penn, Politics of Ideocracy
 (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1995).
 55. Among democracies, there should be a strong relationship between the degree of social cohe-
 sion and that of elite cohesion; the latter mirroring the former.
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 leads to overexpansionist grand strategies. In his view, governments that rep-
 resent a narrow set of societal interests have incentives to cater to the military
 (by spending more on defense) and provoke rally effects (by overinflating in-
 ternational threats). When elites are disunited, therefore, the result is not paral-
 ysis but rather expansionist logrolls.5"

 Two points are essential here. First, overexpansion and overbalancing are
 different types of behaviors, and so it is logical that elite fragmentation can
 cause both overexpansion and underbalancing. Expansion is motivated by
 greed and profit; it is a power-maximizing, predatory policy to revise the exist-
 ing order. Balancing behavior, in contrast, is motivated by the desire to keep
 what one has; it is a security-maximizing policy to avoid losses and maintain
 the status quo."7 Expansion is a relatively easy sell because it promises to in-
 crease the size of the pie and make everyone better off. Balancing is a costly
 policy that will, at best, maintain the existing pie and, more likely, dramatically
 shrink it for most citizens, because it requires ratcheting up taxation and
 switching from butter to guns. Thus, unless the target is unambiguously
 known to be an insatiable predator, many elites and the public will see balanc-
 ing as a self-defeating policy that risks unnecessary arms racing and possibly a
 bloody war.

 Second, Snyder's theory is underspecified and pertains only to constitu-
 tional oligarchies, not emerging democracies. A primary determinant for
 whether elite fragmentation leads to overexpansion or underbalancing is the
 pattern of democratic transition, that is: (1) whether the transition from a non-
 democratic regime (either totalitarian or authoritarian) is to a constitutional (or
 liberal) oligarchy or to a restricted or full democracy; and (2) whether the tran-
 sition to democracy drastically changes the underlying constellation of con-
 tending political and social forces.

 Overexpansion through elite logrolling can occur only when a majority of
 elite groups favor expansion in different geographic areas. These are excep-
 tional cases, however. Typically, a bargaining process among competing elite
 groups will generate blocking coalitions, resulting in policy inertia or the
 adoption of unfocused half measures or both."8 In general, such policies offer
 elites the benefit of low domestic costs (e.g., no increased taxes) but carry the
 risk of policy failure (namely, underreacting to threats and opportunities).

 In the transition from an authoritarian or a totalitarian regime to a liberal or

 56. See Snyder, Myths of Empire, pp. 6-7.
 57. See Schweller, Deadly Imbalances, pp. 19-26.
 58. See Tsebelis, Veto Players.
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 constitutional oligarchy, the dominant classes and the old ruling elites still con-
 trol the state apparatus, but they must now compete for mass allies against
 newly mobilized groups. In this highly politicized atmosphere of mass politics,
 elites will be tempted, in varying degrees, to mobilize the masses through
 nationalist propaganda designed to whip up support for predatory expansion.
 These jingoistic appeals to militarism and nationalism, when combined with
 a weak central authority, an entrenched military, unstable coalitions, and
 logrolling-type bargaining among elites, unleash an impassioned hyper-
 nationalism among the mass public, which then becomes an uncontrollable
 force for recklessly expansionist foreign policies with a high risk of war.

 This is the theory put forth by Edward Mansfield and Jack Snyder to explain
 their statistical finding that democratizing states are more likely to fight wars
 than are states that have not undergone a regime change."s The problem with
 their discussion of historical cases, however, is that it focuses on Palmerston's

 Britain, Napoleon III's Second Empire, Wilhelmine Germany, Imperial Japan,
 and present-day Serbia and Croatia. These are not democratizing states but
 rather liberal or constitutional oligarchies. As Dietrich Rueschemeyer, Evelyne
 Stephens, and John Stephens point out: "If participation is limited to a few (as
 in mid-nineteenth-century Britain), the regime may be liberal because issues
 are openly discussed or because state action is limited by solid individual
 rights, but it remains an oligarchic regime; one cannot speak of democracy. If
 the state apparatus is not made responsible [to the elected parliament] (as in
 the Germany of Bismarck and Wilhelm II), the most inclusive system of suf-
 frage and the best protection of civil rights are not sufficient to create a 'rule of
 the people' in any meaningful sense."6"

 Logrolling among elites within liberal oligarchies typically engenders overly
 expansionist policies because the participants at the bargaining table are exclu-
 sively or overwhelmingly members of the old ruling classes (e.g., the landed
 elite, the military, the bureaucracies, imperial interest groups, and other con-
 servative elites from the dominant classes). This should come as no surprise
 because liberal oligarchies are, by definition, regimes in which the state appa-
 ratus is not responsible to the parliament. Hence, the interests and views of the
 subordinate classes have little effect on the decisionmaking process, regardless
 of whether the regime allows mass participation.6'

 59. Mansfield and Snyder, "Democratization and the Danger of War."
 60. Dietrich Rueschemeyer, Evelyne Stephens, and John Stephens, Capitalist Development and De-
 mocracy (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992), pp. 43-44.
 61. For example, logrolling in Wilhelmine Germany, an exemplary case in Mansfield and Snyder's
 theoretical discussion of how democratization leads to war, was done by old economic and politi-
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 Returning to the cases of Wilhelmine Germany, Second Empire France, Im-
 perial Japan, and Victorian England, the key question is: who was and was not
 invited to the bargaining table? Political agents of the subordinate classes were
 conspicuously absent in Germany and France because the liberal movement
 could not overcome preindustrial cleavages within the middle classes; as such,
 liberal hegemony and the inclusion of the working classes within a competi-
 tive political process had yet to be established in these countries. In Imperial
 Japan, a council of military elder statesmen decided who would govern. As for
 Britain, it cannot even be called a democratizing state until the Second Reform
 Act passed in 1867, giving the vote to one in three males. Indeed, only after
 World War I did all male citizens twenty-one years or older and females thirty
 and over who met residency requirements have the right to vote. In all these
 cases, the power brokers were the same economic and political elites that had
 represented the dominant classes prior to the move toward democracy. Still in
 power but threatened by social change and mass participation, the old elites
 tried with varying success to create a nationalist frenzy for expansion.

 Whether the masses actually bought into the elite-driven myths of empire is
 debatable. History shows that subordinate classes, especially the working
 classes, are not so easily duped. That liberal oligarchies have indeed overex-
 panded is not evidence that the masses actually supported any of the brands of
 rash imperialism that were being peddled by the ruling elites. After all, liberal
 oligarchies, by definition, can do any fool thing they choose to without the
 public's support (which is not to say that they would be wise to do so or have
 typically acted as if they were completely unconstrained by their publics). Nor
 is the argument supported, much less proven, by the observation that, once
 war came, the masses volunteered to fight. Presented a fait accompli to either
 fight or surrender, most citizens will naturally rally around the flag and fight;
 this is not proof, however, that the median voter was brainwashed by elite pro-
 paganda or that he or she mindlessly supported reckless expansion.

 For all these reasons, the claim that democratizing states are the most war
 prone is misleading. What Mansfield and Snyder show, instead, is that liberal
 oligarchies, not emerging democracies, exhibit the peculiar domestic politics
 that are most conducive to overexpansion. Their cases are of states that had
 adopted some of the formal trappings of democracy; the new democratic insti-

 cal elites representing the established interests of the Junkers, Industrialists, Navy League, and
 Pan-German groups. The economic and class interests of the newly enfranchised masses from the
 working and middle classes were nowhere to be found.
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 tutions, however, did not rest on the power of formerly excluded classes but
 rather on the dominant influence of agrarian elites, the military, the govern-
 ment bureaucracy, or a hegemonic party. What, then, are the characteristic do-
 mestic dynamics and external behaviors of democratizing states?

 If the dominant elites remain heavily represented after the initial installation
 of a restricted or full democracy, the new democratic elites and their allies
 among the previously excluded classes will be especially wary of strengthen-
 ing the military (e.g., France during the period 1877 to 1898). In these situa-
 tions, there will be high levels of elite dissensus, elite fragmentation, and
 government or even regime instability.

 Assuming that the primary goal of most elites is to gain or maintain political
 office, intense interparty competition will generate universal appeals to subor-
 dinate classes based on material improvements; that is, butter over guns will
 be the most politically expedient choice for both old and new elites. It can be
 further expected that an energized, if not militant, labor movement will find
 natural allies among new elites in the liberal party. This labor-liberal union will
 work against defense spending, urging the state, instead, to take more respon-
 sibility for guaranteeing full employment, a more equitable distribution of
 goods and services, more equal opportunity, and greater security against the
 hazards of illness and old age. In cases, such as Latin America, where the mid-
 dle class needed the working class to succeed in the transition to democracy,
 there is an even more powerful bias against military spending and expansionist
 foreign policies.12

 When the middle class is highly fragmented or hyperfractionalized, how-
 ever, democratization unleashes unmanageable societal and political polariza-
 tion. The inability of the middle class to consolidate itself subverts any hope of
 a liberal stabilization by means of Lib-Labism-the mobilization of labor
 through an alliance with the liberal establishment."6 Indeed, the presence or
 absence of Lib-Labism is what distinguishes liberal and aliberal democratiza-
 tion processes. In democratizing aliberal societies, it is because labor was shut
 out of the political process prior to reform that trade unions were forced to cre-

 62. In those rare cases where the power of the once-dominant classes has been so marginalized
 that the old rulers no longer pose a serious threat to the new regime, pro-democratic elites may be
 able to support the military without fear of a breakdown in the democratizing process. Balance of
 power theory should make fairly accurate predictions about the behavior of these states in re-
 sponse to external threats (e.g., France, 1899-1913).
 63. Gregory M. Luebbert, Liberalism, Fascism, or Social Democracy: Social Classes and the Political Ori-
 gins of Regimes in Interwar Europe (New York: Oxford University Press, 1991).
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 ate coherent organizations with centralized leadership; and it was this organi-
 zational strength that enabled trade unions to penetrate the lives and
 consciousness of the working classes. In contrast, where a consolidated middle
 class had already established the hegemony of liberalism and Lib-Labism, the
 working classes remained politically weak and disorganized. Thus, when de-
 mocratization finally eliminated the traditional barriers to working-class
 power in aliberal societies, the new balance of class power derailed the liberal
 democratic experiment. A powerful labor movement and disunited middle
 class prohibited the building of alliances across the middle and working
 classes and led, instead, to a corporatist solution, either social democracy or
 fascism.

 This pattern is well illustrated in interwar Europe. According to Gregory
 Luebbert's structuralist theory of regime change, only the relatively mature lib-
 eral democracies (Britain, France, and Switzerland) were capable of surviving
 not just the Great War but also the subsequent interwar crises."4 The triumph
 of markets over politics, the co-optation of labor, and right-center dominance
 enabled liberal democracies to muddle through these crises despite extremely
 fragmented elites and polarized societies. In contrast, the democratizing re-
 gimes of their aliberal neighbors were too fragile to withstand these shocks,
 and they were replaced by either the hegemony of the working class (social de-
 mocracy) or its total destruction under brutally centralized regimes that put a
 premium on the extractive capacity of the state (fascism). Social democracy
 emerged where urban socialism attracted the support of the family peasantry
 (Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Norway, and Sweden), which solidified the politi-
 cal dominance of the working class and the subordination of markets to poli-
 tics; these states demonstrably underbalanced. Where this process did not
 occur (Germany, Italy, and Spain), fascism arose, crushing the labor movement
 and harnessing the working class to the state; these countries overexpanded.

 In sum, when there is a highly fragmented middle class within a competitive
 political process that includes labor, elite fragmentation will push in the direc-
 tion of underbalancing behavior and policy paralysis."6 Thus, although regime
 survival in liberal democracies during the interwar period remained strong,
 their capacity to forge coherent and effective balancing strategies in response
 to dangerous external threats proved dangerously weak. This point is elabo-
 rated upon in the case studies of interwar Britain and France.

 64. Ibid.

 65. Moreover, as discussed above, elite fragmentation will lead to underbalancing in cases of de-
 mocratizing states where the old elites retain enough power to derail the transition.
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 Case Studies: The Underbalancing of Interwar Britain and France

 This section presents two case studies: British and French grand strategies
 prior to World War II. These cases may be seen as "crucial" ones for the theory
 because they "have come to define, or at least to exemplify, a concept or theo-
 retical outcome,""'' namely, underbalancing behavior. For two reasons, how-
 ever, they are not "easy" or "extreme" cases for the theory. First, the values of
 two of the independent/intervening variables-regime vulnerability and so-
 cial cohesion-are relatively low when compared with "most likely" cases,
 such as late Qing China, late Tokugawa Japan, Moghul India, and Austria-
 Hungary.~' Second, they are "most likely" or "easy" cases for realist balance of
 power theory in that they involve two great powers directly threatened by an-
 other unmistakably aggressive great power-one that they had just fought
 against in a bloody life-and-death struggle a mere twenty years prior. If
 Hitlerite Germany is not a threat to be balanced against, what would qualify as
 one? Thus, by considering only great powers under conditions of clear threats
 to their survival, the cases challenge balance of power in its own bailiwick, so
 to speak.

 BRITAIN: A DOMESTIC CLIMATE FOR APPEASEMENT

 Interwar British defense policies provide an exemplary case of poor strategic
 adjustment in the form of overly cooperative behavior in response to an in-
 creasingly threatening external environment. Indeed, as Andrew Roberts
 notes, between "1920 and 1938, British defense spending was consistently less
 than 5 per cent of national income per annum-less than at any time before or
 since; and this at a time when Britain's imperial commitments had almost
 reached their maximum historic extent.""' To borrow Arnold Wolfers's meta-

 phor, the house was unmistakably on fire, and yet the British did not rush to
 exit as if compelled by an irresistible force."'' Britain's policy of appeasement
 (accompanied by its commitment to "peaceful change," "limited liability," di-
 plomacy, disarmament, and unilateral arms limitation under the aegis of the
 Ten Years' Rule of 1919) prior to World War II is all the more puzzling because
 it was so distinctly different from the balance of power doctrine Britain had

 66. John Gerring, Social Science Methodology: A Critical Framework (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
 sity Press, 2001), p. 219.
 67. I am grateful to one of the anonymous reviewers for pointing this out.
 68. Andrew Roberts, "Hitler's England: What If Germany Had Invaded Britain in May 1940?" in
 Ferguson, Virtual History, p. 284.
 69. Wolfers, Discord and Collaboration, pp. 13-16.
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 adhered to prior to 1914. Why did interwar British elites so consciously reject
 balance of power as a mode of behavior when, objectively speaking, Anglo-
 German antagonism was much more marked in the 1930s than before World
 War I?

 The key to understanding British foreign policy during the interwar period
 is to recognize the trade-off between internal and external stability. More pre-
 cisely, British elites refused to put at risk their ability to stabilize the domestic
 political system in exchange for enhanced external security. Accordingly, Brit-
 ish policy toward the outside world was circumscribed by the imperative-
 overwhelmingly supported by policy elites of all parties, captains of industry,
 and public opinion-that foreign and security policies must not interfere with
 the primary goal of safeguarding the viability and efficiency of Britain's
 sociopolitical system; this required Britain's complete freedom of action to
 develop internally as its elites saw fit.

 In practice, this meant a rejection of the "old" balance of power strategy,
 which would have put British domestic policy at the mercy of alliance politics.
 Specifically, British elites were not prepared to give France (or Belgium or
 Soviet Russia) a say in British domestic disputes by including the French
 (or any other ally) in joint military staff talks or coordinated rearmament
 measures. Determined to maintain its isolation from the continent and its non-

 aligned strategy, the British government formulated a two-track, appeasement-
 cum-rearmament strategy. Limited rearmament, which focused solely on
 strengthening the Royal Air Force and air defenses against a bomber attack
 from Germany, would support the primary strategy of appeasement, which
 centered on disarmament talks and negotiations (mostly bilateral) for peaceful
 change. As Gustav Schmidt argues, "British policy in the fields of security, ar-
 maments and foreign affairs in the 1930s may be seen ... as motivated by a
 fear of destabilization of the domestic status quo, which led . .. to a greater
 willingness to accept changes in the international status quo .... [It] was linked
 to the expectation that the relative autonomy of decision-making in all ques-
 tions relevant to the development of British society and politics had to be up-
 held."'7 The articulation of this guiding principle corresponded with, and was
 in response to, the social unrest and protest that arose during Britain's transi-
 tion from a wartime to a peacetime economy in the 1920s, when the govern-
 ment was also forced to set priorities to check inflation caused by the cost of

 70. Gustav Schmidt, The Politics and Economics of Appeasement: British Foreign Policy in the 1930s
 (Hamburg, Germany: Berg, 1986), pp. 25-26, 28.
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 war. Thus, Stanley Baldwin maintained in 1936: "In the postwar years we had
 to choose between . . . a policy of disarmament, social reform and latterly
 financial rehabilitation and ... a heavy expenditure on armaments. Under a
 powerful impulse for development every government of every party elected
 for the former."7'

 The primacy of sociopolitical stabilization over rearmament and external
 security persisted despite mounting evidence of the "German peril" and even
 after the annulment of the Ten Years' Rule-a document prepared by the
 Finance Committee of the British cabinet in August 1919 and made self-
 perpetuating in 1928. The Ten Years' Rule "stipulated that British defense
 forces should formulate their armament programs based on the assumption
 that Britain would not be engaged in a major war for the next decade"; it was
 annulled in 1932.72 Indeed, the Defense Requirements Committee's 1935
 guideline, which pronounced the DRC's assumption that the urgent and im-
 mediate need for Britain to achieve greater security took precedence over
 financial considerations, was never implemented. British policy did not adjust
 in response to a dramatically changed strategic environment because elites
 were paralyzed by the threat of social unrest and fears that the domestic politi-
 cal system could not stand the strains of rearmament. Once again, Schmidt ex-
 plains: "'Security policy' was still subject to the directive that Britain could
 rather afford to take risks over the defence issue than run the risk of dividing
 the country along class lines. This maxim put into practice the crucial lesson
 drawn from political experience since the turn of the century; namely, that
 trade unions had learnt how to exert pressure through industrial action in key
 industries (mining, railways, shipping). Governments in any case preferred
 'willing co-operation' to 'industrial conscription' but hesitated in enforcing ac-
 celerated rearmament because they feared granting concessions to labour in re-
 lated-issue areas." Throughout the 1930s, trade unions remained profoundly
 suspicious of national rearmament because of the danger of industrial con-
 scription. Thus, as Schmitt further notes: "Against this backdrop, the rearma-
 ment campaign, justified on foreign policy grounds, seemed risky even when

 71. Stanley Baldwin, 11 March 1936, cab. 28-83, p. 295, as quoted in ibid., p. 228.
 72. Michael L. Roi, Alternative to Appeasement: Sir Robert Vansittart and Alliance Diplomacy, 1934-
 1937 (Westport, Conn.: Praeger, 1997), p. 5. As Gustav Schmitt notes about the annulment in 1934:
 "By consenting to the chief of staff's demand for the abrogation of the Ten Years' Rule only on con-
 dition that, firstly, hopes of disarmament negotiations in Geneva would not thereby be torpedoed
 and that, secondly, the economic crisis would be taken into consideration, the cabinet reinforced
 the tenet that avoidance of domestic political risks must take precedence over security risks
 abroad." Schmitt, The Politics and Economics of Appeasement, p. 229.
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 individual, influential union leaders ([Ernest] Bevin and [Walter McLennan]

 Citrine) made it known that, in their opinion, 'collective security' demanded
 considerable efforts for rearmament in Britain, regardless of which govern-
 ment was in power."73

 Labor's preference for social legislation was the primary obstacle to military
 spending, but not the only one. The economic dislocations caused by World
 War I and the Great Depression gave rise to popular demands among the mid-
 dle class for expenditures on social programs, making military spending ex-
 tremely unpopular among the general public and, therefore, politically
 unfeasible. Arguably the most famous example of the popularity of pacifism in
 Britain occurred in February 1933, when the celebrated Oxford Union, after
 heated debate, sustained the motion by a vote of 275 to 153: "That this House
 will in no circumstances fight for its King and Country."74 Driven by these do-
 mestic constraints on British security policy, total expenditures for all three ser-
 vices accounted for roughly 10 percent of the national budget in 1933-a paltry
 sum when compared with the 30 percent figure prior to World War I.

 The British case may be conveniently, if somewhat arbitrarily, divided
 into two periods: January 1933-February 1936 and March 1936-March 1939.
 Throughout both periods, British domestic politics were fragmented among
 the three major parties (Labour, Conservative, and Liberal) and competing
 elite factions within those parties. The level of British fragmentation was not
 uncharacteristic of democratic systems in "normal" times. Prior to Nazi Ger-
 many's remilitarization of the Rhineland on March 7, 1936, however, British
 elite fragmentation was accompanied by an overwhelming consensus among
 elites and the public for appeasement. Isolationists on the Right, pacifists on
 the Left, and pro-League enthusiasts at the Center all supported, for various
 and not entirely compatible reasons, conciliation of the revisionist dictators
 through the machinery of collective security as against a more proactive
 balancing policy of rearmament and defensive alliances (see Table 1).

 Conservatives, who dominated the government, supported limited re-
 armament, focusing on bombers and air defense, to ensure British security-
 defensive measures that would not be useful as contributions to European and
 French security. Their preferred grand strategy was one of Fortress Britain as
 against Britain's traditional "balancer" role vis-Ti-vis the continent. In contrast,

 73. Schmitt, The Politics and Economics of Appeasement, p. 254.
 74. Quoted in R.J.Q. Adams, British Politics and Foreign Policy in the Age of Appeasement, 1935-39
 (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1993), p. 9.
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 Table 1. British Elite Views on Grand Strategy, January 1933-February 1936

 Elite Groups Grand Strategy

 Mass of Conservatives (Stanley Passive appeasement; limited liability; armed
 Baldwin, Anthony Eden, Neville forces for national defense to promote British
 Chamberlain) isolationism and neutrality

 Winston Churchill Conservatives Arms and allies against Germany

 Labour Disarmament and international conciliation; "yes"
 to limited armaments for the League of Nations
 and collective security; "no" to armed forces for
 national defense

 Liberals Strongly pro-League of Nations; opposed to
 rearmament and British neutrality in Southern
 and Eastern Europe; strongly opposed to
 economic nationalism

 Lloyd George Liberals Active appeasement; determined pursuit of
 settlement with Germany

 Policy Outcome: Elite Consensus for Appeasement

 left-wing parties supported a more internationalist, multilateral grand strategy
 centered on the "rule of law" and collective security. Yet, they consistently
 denied the government the necessary means for Britain to play a leading role
 in a system of collective security based on "peace through strength."

 These aspects of the British case underscore two points: (1) elite consensus
 regarding policy preferences is not necessarily accompanied by a similar con-
 sensus on grand strategy or elite cohesion, and (2) elite consensus is not a
 sufficient condition for appropriate balancing behavior. Consensus among
 elites and the masses may form in support of an alternative policy to balancing
 (e.g., appeasement and conciliation of the threat). In this case, an overly coop-
 erative strategy with respect to Germany arose because it was a common de-
 nominator among elites-one that promised the least domestic political costs
 but high policy risks of failure.

 After the Rhineland crisis, policy consensus for appeasement among British
 elites was replaced by an intense but unevenly matched political struggle. A
 new consensus arose among elites regarding the external environment: Ger-
 many was seen as the primary threat to British security and, in response, a
 more proactive policy had to be undertaken. British elites, however, divided
 into two camps: (1) those who supported the government's policy of appease-
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 ment, but who now favored active over passive appeasement and limited rear-
 mament for British defense,75 and (2) those who favored Winston Churchill's

 Grand Alliance proposal for an offensive-defensive alliance among France,
 Britain, and the Soviet Union, supported by staff arrangements and the moral
 backing of the League of Nations (see Table 2).

 Churchill's supporters, referred to elsewhere as the "anti-appeasers,"7"' be-
 lieved that German aggression could be deterred only by an Anglo-Soviet mili-
 tary alliance. Thus, Robert Boothby, Churchill's close friend, confided to Lloyd
 George in late 1938: "There is no doubt whatever that [Foreign Minister
 Joachim von] Ribbentrop told Hitler that the British government was much
 more concerned about class interests than national interests; and that unless

 and until direct political and military contacts were established between
 the British and the Russians, he could rest assured that the British government
 did not mean business."77 Although they were badly outnumbered, the "anti-
 appeasers," whose members included Leopold Amery, Clement Atlee,
 Boothby, Churchill, Hugh Dalton, Anthony Eden, Lloyd George, Harold
 Macmillan, Harold Nicolson, Archibald Sinclair, and Maj. Gen. Sir Edward
 Spears, might have been predicted to carry the day because they were far more
 talented and eloquent politicians than Neville Chamberlain's supporters. They
 did not triumph over the appeasers, however, partly because they were hope-
 lessly fragmented politically and could not-or, more accurately, would
 not-form a united front in opposition to Chamberlain, whose supporters in-
 cluded the mass of Conservatives, old isolationists on the Right, Liberal and
 Labour pacifists, and a few Nazi sympathizers. Churchill's problem was that
 his supporters from the extreme right wing of the Tories refused to become po-
 litically intimate with Labour. Likewise, Labour's leadership worried about
 upsetting its own supporters by mingling with Tories. Moreover, within the

 75. William R. Rock defines the difference between these two forms of appeasement in the follow-
 ing terms: "[Passive appeasement] involves the impromptu and piecemeal sanctioning of an ad-
 versary's advance--by means of armament amassing treaty violation, or the development of
 economic and ideological spheres of interest-to a more powerful position in an area where the
 appeasing power has vital interests .... [Active appeasement] begins with a sympathetic hearing
 for the concrete grievances and demands laid down by a potentially or actively aggressive adver-
 sary, perhaps even with an invitation to formulate and state grievances or demands more clearly,
 and proceeds through negotiation towards the satisfaction of the demands." Rock, British Appease-
 ment in the 1930s (New York: W.W. Norton, 1977), p. 25.
 76. Neville Thompson, The Anti-appeasers: Conservative Opposition to Appeasement in the 1930s (Ox-
 ford: Oxford University Press, 1971); and Louise Grace Shaw, The British Political Elite and the Soviet
 Union, 1937-1939 (London: Frank Cass, 2003), chap. 4.
 77. Quoted in Shaw, The British Political Elite and the Soviet Union, p. 82.
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 Table 2. Two Competing British Grand Strategies, March 1936-March 1939

 Elite Groups: The Appeasers Grand Strategy: Chamberlain Appeasement

 Mass of Conservatives Active appeasement; limited liability on the
 Tory Isolationists continent; rearmament for national defense of
 Nazi sympathizers the homeland and the empire
 Labour and Liberal pacifists

 Elite Groups: The Anti-appeasers Grand Strategy: Churchillian Deterrence

 Mass of Labour (Clement Attlee, Armed coercive League of Nations to resist the
 Harold Macmillan) aggressors and impose disarmament on
 Right-wing Tories Germany; Grand Alliance with Russia and
 Lloyd George Liberals France to encircle Germany; commitment to

 defend Eastern and Southern Europe

 Policy Outcome: Underbalancing

 Conservative Party, Eden "had no intention of voluntarily subordinating him-
 self to Churchill ... and, without him, the prospect of a substantial Conserva-
 tive secession disappeared."'"

 Thus, appeasement and "the spirit of Munich," in which Adolf Hitler was
 portrayed as a mere pan-German who could be satisfied by negotiated settle-
 ments that put Germans living in other countries back in Germany, shaped
 British grand strategy up until Hitler's seizure of the rest of Czechoslovakia in
 March 1939. In the years 1937-39, the treasury, Chamberlain, and his col-
 leagues (Sir John Simon and Sir Thomas Inskip) continued to hope beyond rea-
 son that an international settlement could be reached. Defying the warnings of
 the British Foreign Office and military, they succeeded in delaying broad and
 prudent rearmament in favor of the so-called Inskip Doctrine, which advo-
 cated staying the "appeasement" course through limited rearmament coupled
 with more active efforts at peaceful preventive diplomacy.79

 Yet, the question arises: if Churchill and opposition parties shifted their posi-
 tion to favor balancing, what prevented the governing party from doing so?
 The answer is that Chamberlain and the right wing of the Conservative Party
 had compelling political and social reasons to remain committed to appease-

 78. R.A.C. Parker, "Alternatives to Appeasement," in Patrick Finney, ed., The Origins of the Second
 World War (London: Arnold, 1997), p. 219.
 79. For details on the Inskip Report of March 1938, see Robert Paul Shay, British Rearmament in the
 Thirties: Politics and Profits (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1977), pp. 190-191.
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 ment. A peaceful solution to Europe's problems would strengthen Chamber-
 lain's position with the party at large, checking rivals such as Eden and further
 isolating Churchill. In addition, with the election year of 1940 drawing nearer,
 the avoidance of war would not only sustain but enhance the Conservative
 Party's appeal in the country at large. More important still, Chamberlain and
 the governing party feared that another war of attrition, like that of 1914-18,
 would result in a dramatic shift in the domestic social order toward the work-

 ing class. As Paul Kennedy points out: "Already the Labour Party spokesmen
 and trade unions were making it clear that, if war came, the price for their
 full-hearted support would be the 'conscription of wealth' as well as man-
 power, and the nationalization of certain key industries. Churchill, Eden and
 their friends might have been willing to pay this price; but there was little sign
 that Chamberlain, or many industrialists, or most of the Conservative Party,
 were. As Oliver Stanley, the President of the Board of Trade, put it to an ac-
 quaintance in September 1938,' . . . whether we win or lose [a war], it will be
 the end of everything we stand for."'1

 FRANCE: A DOMESTIC CLIMATE FOR HALF MEASURES AND MUDDLING THROUGH

 Like Britain, France during the interwar period represents a prototypical case
 of underreaction to an extremely dangerous external environment. In a mere
 twenty-two years, France went from hegemonic grandeur to humiliating de-
 feat. The primary cause of French decline was that, while Germany rearmed,
 France was wholly distracted by internal troubles. French society was ex-
 tremely fragmented by deep and wide ideological and class divisions, and
 these conflicts were played out in a weak political system that encouraged in-
 decisive and muddled leadership. As David Thompson noted about French
 democracy during the Third Republic: "If the function of democratic govern-
 ment is to be a mirror or a photographic negative-reflecting or reproducing
 accurately the conflicts of social and political forces-the Republic worked
 well enough. If the function of democratic government is something more pos-
 itive than this . . . it worked less well."81
 The French government exhibited extreme regime instability, witnessing an

 astounding thirty-five changes in prime ministers between 1918 and 1940, and

 80. Paul M. Kennedy, The Realities behind Diplomacy: Background Influences on British External Policy,
 1865-1980 (London: Fontana, 1981), p. 298.
 81. David Thompson, Democracy in France: The Third and Fourth Republics, 2d ed. (London: Oxford
 University Press, 1952), p. 171.
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 twenty-four changes of ministry between 1930 and 1940. With the exception of
 the Communists, France also lacked strong, disciplined parties, though there
 was no shortage of them. As the Socialist leader Leon Blum once lamented
 prior to becoming France's prime minister on June 4, 1936, "Ah, if only there
 were political parties in France and if these parties had an organization and
 doctrine."82 The result was a political system dominated by personalities with
 only loose and shifting party allegiances.

 In addition to France's vulnerable and unstable ruling regimes and highly
 fragmented society, French elites made different and contradictory assess-
 ments about the degree of threat in the external environment. One faction,
 dubbed the "optimists" by the historian Rene Girault, saw Hitler as a buffoon
 with a penchant for swaggering but who would, nonetheless, act rationally as
 long as the British and French insisted on normal negotiations. A second fac-
 tion, dubbed the "realists," maintained that Hitler had expansive ambitions
 that would be tamed only by the threat of war from an overwhelmingly pow-
 erful countercoalition of states aligned against Germany. A third faction, the
 "pessimists," agreed with the realists that the optimists were underestimating
 the extent of Hitler's revisionist goals and his willingness to risk war to
 achieve them. But they, unlike the realists, supported Hitler's expansionist
 aims in Central and Eastern Europe at the expense of Poland, Czechoslovakia,
 and the Soviet Union, believing that these gains would satisfy Hitler and
 thereby preserve a separate peace in the West.83

 In the absence of any elite consensus on the nature of the external threat, it is
 not surprising that French leaders could not agree on a policy to confront it.
 Given Germany's overwhelming population and industrial advantages,
 France would not be able to defeat Germany on its own after the remilitariza-
 tion of the Rhineland in 1936, which brought to a close the era of Versailles.84
 Yet, elites were hopelessly divided along ideological lines over the question of
 with whom France should ally. The Communists demanded that France be
 ready to fight in an alliance with the Soviet Union against Germany. Socialists
 and most others in the noncommunist Left, however, insisted that war should

 be out of the question and held firm in their belief that there were peacefully

 82. Quoted in Anthony Adamthwaite, France and the Coining of the Second World War, 1936-1939
 (London: Frank Cass, 1977), p. 10.
 83. Ernest R. May, Strange Victory: Hitler's Conquest of France (New York: Hill and Wang, 2000),
 p. 150.
 84. For the details and ramifications, see James Thomas Emmerson, The Rhineland Crisis, 7 March
 1936: A Study in Multilateral Diplomacy (Ames: Iowa State University Press, 1977).
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 negotiable solutions to all foreign policy problems. Attributing the outbreak of
 World War I to tight alliances and balance of power politics, they supported
 the League of Nations and collective security as the only legitimate instrument
 to maintain international order and prevent another disastrous war. The Cen-
 ter in France supported traditional military alliances with Italy, Poland, and
 the Little Entente against Germany, but it would not honor its commitments to
 these allies without British support. The British, however, consistently claimed
 that they had no interests in Eastern Europe and were perfectly happy to see
 the entire area fall under German, rather than Soviet, control. This led to a per-
 verse chain reaction, whereby Poland, for instance, would not balance against
 Germany without French support, and the French would not support Poland
 without British support.8"

 Meanwhile, the Right, whose slogans were "better Hitler than Blum" and
 "better Hitler than Stalin," wanted to balance with Germany against the Soviet
 Union and its "communist conspiracy of International Jewry," which they saw
 as the most dangerous threat to French values and way of life. Finally, "radi-
 cals and others in the center divided three ways. Some sided with the pacifist
 socialists. Some sided with the right. Some, however, said that France had to
 uphold the alliance treaties and, if necessary, go to war.""8 Paralyzed by elite
 fragmentation, France proved politically incapable of choosing sides and forg-
 ing a reliable and internally consistent alliance system. Thus, when war came,
 France, having sold out its allies in the East and clinging to a reluctant ally in
 Britain, found itself fighting essentially alone against Germany.

 In summary, shaped by the inherent weaknesses of French society and the
 fragility and fragmentation of its political system, the French response to the
 German challenge was an incoherent series of half measures and indecisive
 muddling through. French grand strategy, if it can be called that, rested on a
 combination of contradictory policies that included elements of balancing,
 buck-passing, bandwagoning, and appeasement-a grand strategy best de-
 scribed by the foolhardy maxim that "half a Maginot line is better than none."
 And so, by 1938, France still had no great power allies and was devoting a pal-
 try 8.2 percent of national income to military expenditures."7 Incredibly, "from

 85. See Anna M. Cienciala, Poland and the Western Powers, 1938-1939: A Study in the Interdependence
 of Eastern and Western Europe (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1968); and Roman Debicki, For-
 eign Policy of Poland, 1919-1939: From the Rebirth of the Polish Republic to World War II (London: Pall
 Mall, 1962).
 86. May, Strange Victory, p. 154.
 87. According to the Correlates of War data set, France's percentage share of military expenditures
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 1935 through 1938, the Italians spent more on their armed forces in actual dol-
 lars than did the French."" The dismal failure of the French high command
 and the ministry of armaments to train and equip the French army has been
 well documented elsewhere and need not be repeated here.89 What was argu-
 ably more responsible for the French defeat but has been less emphasized in
 the literature was the lack of patriotism and fighting spirit among the French
 population. As an astute observer-one who had regular and confidential
 meetings with the leading French statesmen and military elites prior to and
 during the war-wrote in 1942:

 Something more serious than a shortage of indispensable arms afflicted the
 French Army. Something was amiss. At a juncture most critical for the fate of
 France the army was no longer the source of inspiration and strength it had al-
 ways been to the nation. This time it did not rejuvenate patriotism. "If only the
 civilians hold firm." That is what [the political cartoonist Jean-Louis] Forain
 quoted Verdun's defenders as saying in the last war. The phrase would have
 been meaningless in 1939 and 1940. The Army was the epitome of a nation cut
 to its depth by political and social quarrels. Of course there had been reconcili-
 ation as the war drew nearer and nearer. But the passionate element in individ-
 uals often seemed to be kept in reserve for tasks other than fighting the
 enemy.9"

 In the end, as a U.S. diplomat keenly remarked, French interwar policy was
 not that of a "statesman but the policy of an undertaker.""9 This insight is con-

 among the European great powers was a mere 5.6 in 1938, and 3.7 in 1939. By contrast, France held
 a 19.3 percent share of military expenditures among European great powers in 1910 and an 18.7
 percent share in 1914. See Dale C. Copeland, The Origins of Major War (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell Univer-
 sity Press, 2000), pp. 250-252.
 88. Williamson Murray, "Armored Warfare: The British, French, and German Experiences," in
 Murray and Alan R. Millett, eds., Military Innovation in the Interwar Period (New York: Cambridge
 University Press, 1996), p. 13. See also MacGregor Knox, Mussolini Unleashed, 1939-1941 (New
 York: Cambridge University Press, 1982), pp. 294-295.
 89. For a brief but extraordinarily detailed account of the inadequacies of French military prepara-
 tions prior to 1940, see Pertinax, The Grave Diggers of France: Gamelin, Daladier, Reynaud, Pdtain, and
 Laval (New York: Howard Fertig, 1968 [19421), pp. 20-33. For more recent accounts, see Murray
 and Millet, Military Innovation in the Interwar Period; and May, Strange Victory. For the most charita-
 ble account of French military preparations, see R.H.S. Stolfi, "Equipment for Victory in France in
 1940," History, Vol. 52, No. 183 (February 1970), pp. 1-20.
 90. Pertinax, The Grave Diggers of France, p. 33. Lord Wolseley made a similar observation about the
 British public during the Victorian era: "The people of England lack the public spirit that would
 cause them to support the burden of an army and a navy of a strength commensurate with our du-
 ties and responsibilities." Quoted in John R. Ferris, "'The Greatest Power on Earth': Great Britain
 in the 1920s," International History Review, Vol. 13, No. 4 (November 1991), p. 732.
 91. Quoted in Anthony Adamthwaite, Grandeur and Misery: France's Bid for Power in Europe,
 1914-1940 (London: Arnold, 1995), p. 228.
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 sistent with the arguments presented in this article: confronted by a serious
 threat, incoherent states that suffer from deep social and political divisions
 have a greater propensity to adopt "undertaker" grand strategies than to act in
 accordance with balance of power theory.

 Conclusion

 Despite the historical frequency of underbalancing, little has been written on
 the subject. Indeed, Geoffrey Blainey's memorable observation that for "every
 thousand pages published on the causes of wars there is less than one page
 directly on the causes of peace" could have been made with equal veracity
 about overreactions to threats as opposed to underreactions to them.92 Library
 shelves are filled with books on the causes and dangers of exaggerating
 threats, ranging from studies of domestic politics to bureaucratic politics, to
 political psychology, to organization theory. By comparison, there have been
 few studies at any level of analysis or from any theoretical perspective that di-
 rectly explain why states have with some, if not equal, regularity underesti-
 mated dangers to their survival.

 There may be some cognitive or normative bias at work here. Consider, for
 instance, that there is a commonly used word, paranoia, for the unwarranted
 fear that people are, in some way, "out to get you" or are planning to do
 one harm. I suspect that just as many people are afflicted with the opposite
 psychosis: the delusion that everyone loves you when, in fact, they do not even
 like you. Yet, we do not have a familiar word for this phenomenon. Indeed, I
 am unaware of any word that describes this pathology (hubris and over-
 confidence come close, but they plainly define something other than what I
 have described).

 That noted, international relations theory does have a frequently used
 phrase for the pathology of states' underestimation of threats to their survival,
 the so-called Munich analogy. The term is used, however, in a disparaging way
 by theorists to ridicule those who employ it. The central claim is that the
 naivet6 associated with Munich and the outbreak of World War II has become
 an overused and inappropriate analogy because few leaders are as evil and un-
 appeasable as Adolf Hitler. Thus, the analogy either mistakenly causes leaders

 92. Geoffrey Blainey, The Causes of War, 3d ed. (New York: Free Press, 1988), p. 3.

This content downloaded from 81.152.81.62 on Wed, 10 Oct 2018 19:38:33 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms

Colette Austin




 Unanswered Threats 199

 to adopt hawkish and overly competitive policies or is deliberately used by
 leaders to justify such policies and mislead the public.

 A more compelling explanation for the paucity of studies on underreactions
 to threats, however, is the tendency of theories to reflect contemporary issues
 as well as the desire of theorists and journals to provide society with policy-
 relevant theories that may help resolve or manage urgent security problems.
 Thus, born in the atomic age with its new balance of terror and an ongoing
 Cold War, the field of security studies has naturally produced theories of and
 prescriptions for national security that have had little to say about-and are, in
 fact, heavily biased against warnings of-the dangers of underreacting to or
 underestimating threats. After all, the nuclear revolution was not about over-
 kill but, as Thomas Schelling pointed out, speed of kill and mutual kill."3 Given
 the apocalyptic consequences of miscalculation, accidents, or inadvertent nu-
 clear war, small wonder that theorists were more concerned about overreact-

 ing to threats than underresponding to them. At a time when all of humankind
 could be wiped out in less than twenty-five minutes, theorists may be excused
 for stressing the benefits of caution under conditions of uncertainty and erring
 on the side of inferring from ambiguous actions overly benign assessments of
 the opponent's intentions. The overwhelming fear was that a crisis "might un-
 leash forces of an essentially military nature that overwhelm the political pro-
 cess and bring on a war that nobody wants. Many important conclusions about
 the risk of nuclear war, and thus about the political meaning of nuclear forces,
 rest on this fundamental idea."94

 Now that the Cold War is over, we can begin to redress these biases in the
 literature. In that spirit, I have offered a domestic politics model to explain
 why threatened states often fail to adjust in a prudent and coherent way to
 dangerous changes in their strategic environment. The model fits nicely with
 recent realist studies on imperial under- and overstretch. Specifically, it is con-
 sistent with Fareed Zakaria's analysis of U.S. foreign policy from 1865 to 1889,
 when, he claims, the United States had the national power and opportunity to
 expand but failed to do so because it lacked sufficient state power (i.e., the
 state was weak relative to society).95 Zakaria claims that the United States did

 93. Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and Influence (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1967),
 chap. 1.
 94. Marc Trachtenberg, "The Meaning of Mobilization in 1914," International Security, Vol. 15, No. 3
 (Winter 1990/91), p. 120.
 95. Zakaria, From Wealth to Power, pp. 44-89.
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 not take advantage of opportunities in its environment to expand because it
 lacked the institutional state strength to harness resources from society that
 were needed to do so. I am making a similar argument with respect to balanc-
 ing rather than expansion: incoherent, fragmented states are unwilling and un-
 able to balance against potentially dangerous threats because elites view the
 domestic risks as too high, and they are unable to mobilize the required re-
 sources from a divided society.

 The arguments presented here also suggest that elite fragmentation and dis-
 agreement within a competitive political process, which Jack Snyder cites as an
 explanation for overexpansionist policies, are more likely to produce under-
 balancing than overbalancing behavior among threatened incoherent states.9'
 This is because a balancing strategy carries certain political costs and risks with
 few, if any, compensating short-term political gains, and because the strategic
 environment is always somewhat uncertain. Consequently, logrolling among
 fragmented elites within threatened states is more likely to generate overly
 cautious responses to threats than overreactions to them. This dynamic
 captures the underreaction of democratic states to the rise of Nazi Germany
 during the interwar period."' In addition to elite fragmentation, I have sug-
 gested some basic domestic-level variables that regularly intervene to thwart
 balance of power predictions.

 The main problem with balance of power theory is that it assumes "constant
 mobilization capacity," that is, that all states have a similar ability to extract re-
 sources from their society, such that aggregate national resources may be
 equated with actual state power and global influence."' This simplifying as-

 96. Snyder, Myths of Empire.
 97. Relatedly, Deborah W. Larson offers an institutional argument to explain why small states in
 Eastern and Central Europe cracked under Hitler's pressure rather than balancing against it. See
 Larson, "Bandwagoning Images in American Foreign Policy: Myth or Reality?" in Jervis and
 Snyder, Dominoes and Bandwagons, chap. 4. For historical details of the various cases, see Joseph
 Rothschild, East Central Europe between the Wars (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1974).
 98. For a discussion of the assumption of constant mobilization capability and systemic theory, see
 Andrew Moravcsik, "Introduction: Integrating International and Domestic Theories of Interna-
 tional Bargaining," in Peter B. Evans, Harold K. Jacobson, and Robert D. Putnam, eds.,
 Double-Edged Diplomacy: International Bargaining and Domestic Politics (Berkeley: University of Cali-
 fornia Press, 1993), pp. 10-11. For correctives, see Azar and Moon, "Legitimacy, Integration, and
 Policy Capacity"; Michael Barnett, "High Politics Is Low Politics: The Domestic and Systemic
 Sources of Israeli Security Policy, 1967-1977," World Politics, Vol. 43, No. 4 (July 1990), p. 561; Ste-
 ven R. David, "Explaining Third World Alignment," World Politics, Vol. 43, No. 2 (January 1991),
 pp. 223-256; Klaus Knorr, The War Potential of Nations (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
 1956), p. 198; Alan C. Lamborn, The Price of Powoer: Risk and Foreign Policy in Britain, France, and Ger-
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 sumption ignores the trade-off between internal and external stability. Conse-
 quently, incoherent states, whether great powers or small ones, often cannot
 balance against threats as the theory predicts because they are constrained by
 domestic political considerations.

 many (Boston: Unwin Hyman, 1991); Michael Mastanduno, David A. Lake, and G. John Ikenberry,
 "Toward a Realist Theory of State Action," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 33, No. 4 (December
 1989), pp. 457-474; John Mueller, Quiet Cataclysm: Reflections on the Recent Transformation of World
 Politics (New York: HarperCollins, 1995), chap. 2; A.EK. Organski and Jacek Kugler, The War Ledger
 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980); and Zakaria, From Wealth to Power.
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