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Because of its great-power and realist orientation, the theoretical
literature on international alliances and alignments fails to pro-
vide an adequate basis for understanding the alignment behavior
or broader security policies of contemporary Third World states.
Focusing on the trade-offs political leaders make among domestic
and international goals, this article arques that in these states,
choices between external alliances and internal military prepara-
tions as alternative security strategies are often determined more
by domestic political and economic considerations than by sys-
temic structures and threats. Although the focus here is on Third
World countries, this argument also has important but neglected

implications for the great powers of the past.

Although it is now conventional to speak of the “long peace”
since 1945, this peace has largely been confined to the great
powers while the rest of the world continues to be enguifed by
violent conflict. International war, which for centuries has been
concentrated in the hands of the great powers, has for the last
half-century gradually been shifting toward the Third World.
The end of the Cold War, which some hoped might reverse this
process, seems only to have accelerated it.! These trends are now
reflected in the theoretical literature on international conflict
and security. Whereas many Northern-oriented scholars have
begun to direct their attention toward theories of cooperation
and peace, focusing on topics such as the absence of war be-
tween democracies, and writing books entitled The Long Peace
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and Retreat from Doomsday: The Obsolescence of Major War, South-
ern-oriented international theorists still focus on the reality of
internal and external conflict.2

If we are to have any hope of reversing this intensification
of warfare, we must better understand the sources of Third
World conflict and security policy in a changing global system.
In this article we focus on one integral piece of this puzzle—
international alliances and alignments, which play a central role
in Third World conflict and security policy just as they have for
the great powers for centuries. In spite of the importance of
Third World alliances, neither the literatures on alliance theory
nor that on Third World security has much to say about their
distinctive features.

The alliance literature, though theoretically sophisticated in
many respects, is characterized by two features that limit its con-
tribution to our understanding of Third World alliances and
alignments. One is a substantive focus on the great powers; the
other is a realist analytic perspective that emphasizes the exter-
nal security interests of states and downplays the importance of
domestic factors. As we shall argue, this external orientation
contrasts sharply with the literature on conflict and security
policy in Third World, which emphasizes the internal sources of
security threats and foreign policy in the Third World. Much of
the Third World security literature, on the other hand, is country
or region specific, lacks a general theoretical orientation, and
fails to build on some useful insights in the traditional alliance
literature. To the extent that it deals with alliances and align-
ments, it often focuses on alliance policy in a bipolar world
dominated by the United States and the Soviet Union and says
relatively little about alliances between weaker states.?

The great-power and realist orientation of the “mainstream”
alliance literature and the limited theoretical breadth of much of
the Third World security literature require us to draw insights
from both if we are to understand more fully the dynamics of
Third World conflict behavior in general and alignment behav-
ior in particular. Our aim is to construct a conceptual framework
for the analysis of alliance behavior that is more relevant to the
Third World experience. We begin with a brief elaboration of the
great-power and realist biases in the alliance literature and the
limitations they impose for our understanding of Third World
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security policy.* We then explore the role of external alliances
and alignments in Third World security policy through a theo-
retical framework that emphasizes both the domestic and inter-
national interests of Third World regimes; the internal and
external threats to those interests; and the positive and negative
trade-offs among these different interests. We conclude with a
discussion of the potential impact of the decline of the Cold War
on Third World security. Although our focus is primarily on the
role of alliances and alignments in Third World security policy
in the contemporary era, we will note that many of our theoreti-
cal arguments have important but generally neglected implica-
tions for the great powers of the past.5

THE ALLIANCE LITERATURE

Although international war has been shifting away from the
great powers, the focus of the theoretical study of war and peace
has been much slower to change, and a great-power orientation
still defines most of the literature on international conflict. As
Holsti argues, “Our organizing concepts, theories of interna-
tional relations, strategic analyses, and explorations of systemic
change . . . are based, explicitly or implicitly, on the patterns of
European and Cold War history. Yet, since 1945, most wars have
not initially involved the great powers.”¢ This great-power ori-
entation derives from the Eurocentric focus of Western interna-
tional theory, the Rankean conception of European history as
the history of the great powers, the great-power bias in balance
of power theory and its longstanding preeminence in the field,
and the influence of the Cold War and analogous European ex-
periences on American academic thought.? It has facilitated the
analysis of many aspects of international relations, but it has
impeded theoretical progress in the study of Third World con-
flict behavior and security policy.

Another aspect of traditional alliance theory that limits its
relevance to contemporary Third World behavior is its strong
realist orientation and emphasis on the primacy of external
security interests and the constant threats to those interests in an
anarchic international system. Thucydides, for example, argues
that mutual fear of a third party is the only solid basis on which
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an alliance can be formed and sustaiqed, 'and Liska argues that
“Alliances are against, and only derivatively for, someone or
something.”® In the face of external threats, states seck alliances
for the primary purpose of enhanqng their effective military
capabilities through combination with o’thers.. o
This “capability aggregation model” of alh.ances is mherenc:
in the longstanding balance of power hy;?othesm that states, an
particularly great powers, balance 'a.gamst stronger states ﬂ:o
prevent them from attaining a position of dominance in the
system,’ and historically bids for hegemony have alwla;ys bet;n
opposed by blocking coalitions of other great powers.'® But the
most militarily powerful actors are not always the greatest threats,
and an alternative hypothesisis that states balance against tl}x:eats
rather than against power per seand that under some conditions
states (particularly weaker states) band?vagon with stronger
states rather than ally against them." In ellther. case, the empha-
sis is still on military power and security interests and the
external threats to those interests and not on d.omest:c factor‘s.
Although there has been a surge of i1-1tere_st in the .domesm‘:
sources of security policy in the theoretical literature in the Iasf
few years,'? this is only beginning to affect the study of alli-
ances.”? o . —
The great-power and realist biases in the t!moretx_cal itera
ture on alliances and alignments leave it relatively sﬂer.\t con-
cerning Third World alliances in general or.hc.)w state-society re;
lations in particular might give rise_ to dlStll’}CthtlE patterns o
alignment behavior. Although there is a growing literature t_hat
argues that unit-level attributes—notabljf democracy—are im-
portant for understanding; conflict and alignment patterns, our
interest in state-society relations focuses on hovy they both In.mt
the security choices available to Third Wor_ld elites and provide
a motivational basis for establishing an alha_nce. We attempt to
show how the domestic political economy influences thhca]
leaders” formulation of state interests in genex:al and_t?lelr con-
ception of security in particular, how it constrains p.ohtxca_l lead-
ers’ access {0 societal resources, and how it creates mcs-:ntlv.es to
secure needed resources through exterr;al a]ignmen:s in spite of
lliance concessions and risks of entrapment. o
COSHI};eaIl?ore we begin this discussion, it will be useful to distin-
guish our approach from the argument recently advanced by
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David. Although David also examines the domestic sources of
Third World alignments, he focuses more narrowly on the
domestic political interests of the elite in power and minimizes
the impact of economic variables. He argues that states engage
in “omnibalancing” against both external and internal threats
and highlights “omnibalancing’s emphasis on aligning to resist
threats rather than on aligning with the better provider.”4

Although we agree that noneconomic political factors may

be important,'® we give primary emphasis to the domestic po-
litical economy and to the interaction effects of econornic and
political variables. Internal economic weaknesses influence alli-
ance choices directly by denying the state the economic re-
sources necessary for a strategy of internal mobilization. They
also influence alliance choices indirectly by reducing the level of
domestic political support for the regime in power and impos-
ing political constraints on further domestic sacrifices. In both
cases there is an incentive for political leaders to ally with an
economically more powerful state that might provide scarce
resources, which, in turn, might help resolve internal economic
and political problems.

One can find numerous cases that fit each of these causal se-
quences, but our argument is that the most frequent threats to
the domestic security of Third World elites tend to originate in
weaknesses in the domestic political economy rather than in
more narrowly defined and autonomously generated political
threats. Although David provides a strong argument that
Mengistu’s decision in the 1970s to align Ethiopia with the
Soviet Union rather than with the United States was based on
political rather than economic criteria, he is less convincing that
Sadat’s decision to ally with the United States was also made for
political rather than economic reasons.’ We are sympathetic to
David’s overall claim that dombstic threats represent an impor-
tant source of external alignments, but we broaden our focus to
include dynamics rooted in the domestic political economy.

THE DEFINITION OF STATE INTERESTS

The realist assumption that states have a hierarchy of goals and
that external security needs dominate, whatever its validity for
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the great powers of the past, is more questionable in the contem-
porary Third World. It has become commonplace among those
who study Third World politics that political leaders tend to
perceive the central threats to state security as deriving more
from domestic than from foreign sources.” These leaders not
only give primacy to domestic interests over external security
interests but even conceive of security primarily in domestic
terms. Jackson and Rosberg observe that the principle of sover-
eignty affords many Third World states a measure of external
security that they wholly lack in their domestic systems. The
ability of many Third World political elites to enjoy even a
modest amount of domestic stability is so limited that Rothstein
concludes that for Third World states “the concern for political
stability always prevails over a concern for economic develop-
ment”.13
Situations do arise, of course, in which militarily weak
states face immediate and serious threats to their territorial
integrity from more powerful neighbors, and they may have no
choice but to respond to such threats through external alliances
or internal military preparations. In this sense the traditional
realist assumption that external security is a prerequisite for the
achievement of all other objectives may be true.
" Itis important to distinguish, however, between the mag-
nitude and the likelihood of security threats. Threats to territo-
rial integrity are very high in magnitude but relatively rare, even
for smaller states.” Threats to other security interests such as the
maintenance of a regional balance of power are greater in fre-
quency but lesser in magnitude. These goals, which tend to
dominate Western security thinking, are generally less compel-
ling for Third World states, where leaders face enormous re-
source gaps and serious threats to social welfare and domestic
political stability. We agree with Ayoob that in many cases
“where external threats do exist they often attain saliency pri-
marily because of the insecurities and conflicts that abound
within Third World states.”
The relative importance of external and internal threats is
a function of several different factors. One is the strength of the
state relative to society. Buzan focuses on the state’s “sociopo-
litical cohesiveness” and distinguishes between “strong” and
“weak” states in terms of the degree of political legitimacy.
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Weak states lack any robustness, are highly permeable, face
tremendous domestic threats, and therefore cannot give priority
to any but the most direct, serious, and immediate external
threats. The relative importance of external and internal goals,
as well as the threats to those goals, may be reversed for strong
states.?!

Thus because state survival in the Third World is rarely at
stake whereas governmental stability and survival frequently
are, because state decisionmakers generally attend to immedjiate
threats first, and because their risk orientations toward threats
involving high values but low probabilities vary considerably,
it is problematic to assume that external security goals will be
given priority in the foreign policy calculations of Third World
states. The relative priority of external security objectives and
domestic goals will vary under different conditions for different
states. The hierarchy of state goals and the trade-offs among
them must not be defined a priori, but must instead be seen as
an important question for empirical investigation.

Although we have spoken in terms of the dichotomy of
external and internal goals of states, we must recognize thateach
of these may consist of several different dimensions. On the
domestic side we can distinguish among the goals of social
welfare, economic development, and domestic political stability
{(which in turn can be broken down into the stability of state
structures and the stability of a particular regime in power).
Although these domestic interests are closely interconnected
and can easily be aggregated and contrasted with external inter-
ests, for some theoretical purposes it is useful to distinguish
among these domestic interests and to recognize that they may
not always be mutually reinforcing.

L)

KEY TRADE-OFFS AMONG COMPETING INTERESTS

The theoretical literature has always recognized that alliances
involve costs and risks as well as benefits and that there are
alternative means for meeting external security threats. Balance
of' power theorists often note that states can rely on internal
mllita-ry preparations or external alliances.?? Alliances provide
security guarantees and can be formed quickly in response to an
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external threat but they involve some loss of autonomy and
some risks of entrapment and abandonment, whereas internal
means are more costly in economic terms. Only rarely, how-'e.ver,
do these theorists explore the critical question of the condltxon?g
under which a state pursues one strategy rather than anotl'-w:r.
Scholars have recently initiated more rigorous studies of cnhFal
trade-offs between competing interests and betweerll alternative
strategies for achieving those interests. In particular,.m the formal
theoretical literature there has been some discussion of trade-
offs between the goals of security and autonomy and those
between the strategies of internal mobilization and external
alliance.?* - _
Although these studies have begun to integrate internal
budgetary constraints into their models of the. trade-o:ifs be-
tween internal military buildups and intenfatlonz}l alliances,
they generally ignore the domestic poI.itical dimension of these
strategic choices and the unique constraints affecting Third World
states. The domestic implications of the loss of autonomy gen-
erated by external alignments® may be especially high for Third
World states with a historical tradition of external dependenc.e
and with tenuous claims to domestic authority, particularly if
the alignment concessions are perceived to .inﬁ-ir.\ge on the
sovereignty of the state and if these concessions }nvolve tIEe
presence of foreign troops or interference in their domestic
political affairs.2 . .
States can often avoid the costs incurred by external allf-
ances by relying on a strategy that involves the internal mobi-
lization of military resources. This avoids the loss of autonomy
and the risks of abandonment and entrapment involved in
external alliances, but it may involve other costs. The extraction
of resources for armaments may provide short-term military
security, but at the cost of weakening the long-term strex}gﬂ\ of
the economy and therefore the long-term military pot-entlal and
security of the state.”” Moreover, some societies may simply lack
the resources to support a military establishment adequate to
deal with their security threats.® Military spending also can
reduce a state’s ability to satisfy important domestic welfare
goals, which may in turn generate social discont_ent and under-
mine domestic political support for the regime in power.
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EXTERNAL ALLIANCES AND THE QUEST FOR
RESOURCES

The discussion to this point has focused on variables that influ-
ence state choices between alliances and armaments as alterna-
tive strategies for dealing with external security threats. But
political leaders form external alliances or alignments for an-
other reason besides the security guarantees that they provide:
namely, to secure resources that they urgently need to deal with
pressing internal problems and to reinforce their own hold on
positions of political power. Allies often provide economic
resources that benefit the economy as a whole or certain sup-
porters of the regime in power, or military resources that can be
used for internal as well as external security purposes.?® The
importance of alliances as a source of economic resources, military
equipment, and—particularly in earlier times—manpower® is
generally ignored by a literature that derives from the European
great-power experience and that conceives of alliances exchy-
sively in terms of the external security guarantees they provide.
The resource-securing function of external alignments is par-
ticularly important for Third World leaders and its neglectin the
theoretical alliance literature is a serious ornission.

The role of external allies in providing critically needed
ECOnomic resources suggests that relatively well-endowed great
powersare particularly desirable as alignment partners for Third
World states. This is not always true, however, and economi-
cally well-endowed regional actors may also be sought as allies
quite independently of the security guarantees that they might
provide, as illustrated by Egypt’s turn to the oil-rich Gulf states
in 19733 Moreover, the economic benefits of an alignment with
a great power might be offset by domestic political costs gener-
ated by the perception of excessive alignment concessions or of
a historical tradition of exploitation by and dependence on the
external power (see our subsequent discussion of the case. of
Jordan).

Although the alignment concessions required to secure ex-
ternal resources—whether to deal with external or internal
threats—may be substantial, a strategy of internal military
mobilization of resources can be even more costly (as well as
much slower). It diverts resources from important social welfare
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and economic development goals, and the inabi!ity to satisfy
these goals at some minimal level can genera'fe so¢_:1al dlscont;l::t
and undermine political support for the.reglme in power. tle
unwillingness to choose between these highly valued butf c:ls y
goals often leads to the simultaneous pursu’x’t3 2of several of them,
which only accentuates the "resourcg gap- IFI -order to tlmnll-
mize the resource gap without causing a sa?cnﬁc.e of multiple
and costly domestic political and economic objectives, state
officials have incentives to rely on external ah-gnments and the
resources they provide rathe;r than on costly internal efforts to
ith external security threats.
deal'l‘:vh;lsleestrategic choigs are all the more difficuit because
many Third World regimes are held togetl‘le_r by a narrow base
of political support and by tenuous coalitions tha? are ofzen
secured less by a mobilizing ideology than b.y material benefits
that can be delivered by state managers.® This f.urther sharpens
the tension between the national secur‘ity, social welfare, and
domestic political interests of many regimes. A.!tho:ugh delfensle
spending frequently placates the:- military, which is nea‘rl'y a;
ways a critical coalition partner, it can ‘also lessen the a‘Pl ity o
the regime to maintain its basis of political support by dwerhpgl
resources that might otherwise be use_d. to distribute fmanc:-a
rewards and privileges to other coahhf_:m member::,. Tl.le%t is,
extraction processes, far from strengthemng_ the state’s nuhtatx"y
power against foreign challenge:_'s, might .qulcken the
government’s demise at the hand of its own society.

State leaders’ interest in forming external alignments to
secure badly needed resources for both internal and external
goals is reinforced by the fact that those leaders do not always
have direct and immediate access to all of society’s resources.
The realist conception of an autonomous state that can mobilize
the material resources of society in a fﬂcthless rftannef-“. is as
inappropriate a characterization for secuntY.studxes asitis f:(;
studies of foreign economic policy.® State ofﬁa'cfls are constrain
in their efforts to satisfy their external and mten}al goals by
budgetary limitations and by political and economic structures
that limit their access to societal resources.

The extent to which political leaders have access to the
resources of society (or can bargain for them at a reaso.nable
political cost) is a function of the strength of the state relative to

e
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society. But even supposedly strong states can face substantial
societal constraints. In his study of Israeli and Egyptian align-
ments, for example, Barnett argues that a primary motivational
basis for each of these supposedly strong states” decision to ally
with its superpower patrons was the societal constraints on the
state’s access to the means of war. This was particularly true
during the post-1967 period, when government leaders were
pinched between a highly charged international environment
and an increasingly unforgiving domestic environment.?
Because effective military power is a function of the state’s

ability to extract economic resources from society and to use
them for productive military purposes, and because states differ
in their extractive and mobilizing capabilities, the attempt to
measure this dimension of state strength in society facilitates the
construction of more valid indicators of a country’s effective
military strength.” It is important to recognize, however, that

military capability and the resources on which it is based are not

unidimensional entities. We must distinguish in particular be-

tween men, money, and material as distinct components of

societal resources that underlie military power and potential *®
State extractive capacities vary across these components, and the
domestic costs to political leaders for access to these resources
also vary. Each of these factors affects state choices between self-
reliance and reliance on others for security needs.

Itis well recognized that most Third World states have little
infrastructural capacity and therefore have few policy instru-
ments to penetrate and extract resources from society.® There-
fore, most Third World leaders tend to rely on indirect methods
of resource extraction. Indirect methods offer a dual advantage:
they not only are less visible, and therefore less likely to generate
societal resistance, but because they are also regressive they are
less likely to go against the interests of the dominant classes, In
general, revenue extraction is one of the most controversial and
politically explosive issues confronting Third World leaders,
and a too concerted effort can easily undercut the government’s
foundations.

The state’s production of armaments is constrained princi-
pally by the country’s economic structure. The only countries
that have achieved self-sufficiency in the production of most
major weapons systems are those with a large GNP, an expan-
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sive industrial base, and numerous high-technology 1r;dusmh5;s.“°
Although many Third World governme.nts would prefer to vg
an independent arms production capacity anq there:b.y pr_es;rv
their autonomy, this goal is constrained 1?y aninsufficient ;n uis-
trial base, the inability to achieve the desn'ed‘ economies 0 scha; e;;
and a lack of appropriate technology, -all in an age in v(;f cd
military technology has become increasingly sophisticated an
expegilt;iugh the societal constraints on tl'_ie ability of Third
World states to mobilize money and material are wgll rec;lg-
nized, their impact on the mobilization of manpower is equally
important but frequently ignored. States often a]low. economic
and domestic political considerations to affect the social compo-
sition of their military establishments. T1_1e¥ may exempt cell-:am
elements of the population from conscription in order to a o'v;
them to remain in economically productive sectors, or tt})‘ avtcnt
alienating politically influential groups, rim.d only whent ig ?] E
is confident of its hold on power is it w1ll.1ng to allo.w s.ual r ble
nate classes access to instruments of coercion 'that m1ght sol
used for rebellion. Thus there tends to bea dl‘rect positive re a:
tionship between the state’s legitimacy and its ab.:l-lty to c:ond
script widely.*! Because of the low levels‘ of legmmacfyt }elm e
political stability of many Third World regimes, most of thes
states avoid mass conscription and rely instead on an ai\m:y
drawn from individuals that have demonstrated .the1r loysfu ty 3
the state, either through kinship ties or patron-client relations.
Note that this argument applies to some of _the great powters
in previous eras as well as to contemporary_'I.'lurfi World-sta ei
Although Prussia is a classic case of a militarized socn.alt.y i
which domestic welfare is sacrificed for tl_1e sake of Fhe mi 111t.ary
power of the state, Howard notes that Km‘s’g l':‘re@erfcl_c William
1(1713-1740) organized the Prussian army v?nth infinite ca;e htio
impose the least possible strain on the fragile economy 0 b ?
lands.”® A century later the fear of the revoluhonary.potexll 1af
of mass armies, and the conviction that t.he Napoleonic style of
warfare was more conducive to overturning the states systt;m ot
Europe than to preserving it, were the primary reasons w egta
the end of the Napoleonic Wars most great powers revert1 0
the eighteenth-century pattern of ”.anstocrahc officers and ;)I:E—
serving professional troops kept isolated from the rest of the

1ot T
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community.”* That is, the army was seen as an instrument of
the dominant class for the maintenance of social order as much
as a Clausewitzian instrument of national policy.
These economic and political constraints on the state’s mo-
bilization of societal resources can be a powerful incentive to
make alignment concessions to others in return for military
support for dealing with both internal and external threats to
state security and political stability. The domestic political
economy structures the strategic opportunities available to state
leaders, and thereby shapes the trade-offs between a policy of
internal mobilization and strategic alliances. Because most
advanced industrial democracies have higher capacities and
therefore face fewer societal constraints than do Third World
states, they are better able to consider an internal mobilization
policy should they perceive that a strategic alliance might come
at tremendous cost to their autonomy. Conversely, because most
Third World states have neither the legitimacy, the infrastruc-
ture, nor policy instruments, they will often be more willing to
rely on external allies (and to accept a degree of dependence)
than to divert scarce internal resources into the military sector.
One can find numerous examples that fit our emphasis on
the resource-providing function of international alliances and
alignments. One is the alignment behavior of Jordan’s King
Abdullah before 1951. As the head of an Arab state that had no
major cities, natural resources, or national identity, and whose
very existence was the strategic invention of the British Empire
to serve British interests, Abdullah attempted to maintain his
domestic stability and regional legitimacy by relying on his
strategic importance to Britain and the financial resources that
he could extract on that basis. Although Abdullah could not do
without Britain's financial assistance, he could do without the
stigma that accompanied an Arab leader who was too closely
associated with an imperial power. He attempted to mitigate his
perceived dependence on Britain by constructing alignments
with other Arab states in general and establishing his credentials
as leader of the pan-Arab movement in particular. Abudallah’s
complex alignment patterns were designed primarily to increase
the flow of material resources to the regime for domestic sur-
vival and secondarily to increase his domestic and regional
ideological standing, He perceived no short- or mediumterm



32 Alliance Formation and Third World Security

external threat to the state (even Israel was not perceived asan
immediate threat), and consequex}tly a 1-'eahst emplllasi:: o;
capability aggregation and balanc.mg agamst Extﬁg? ;c ee:ian
misrepresents the motivations behind King Abdullah’s foreig
polier? ia. As a weak state
A similar story holds for post-1945 Syria. As a Sl
that was both highly penetrated by other states a.nc_i hal.unt958 ty
domestic instability, the ruling Ba’ath Party’s deas;on in1 bo
form the United Arab Republic with E gYpt was driven more by
domestic than international threats. It is best understoc;\d as a
desperate move by the Ba‘ath to avoid the prospects of having |
to form a coaliion with domestic rivals. As :":ieale argues, “it was
... the Ba’ath’s [domestic] weakness. ... w‘l'uch caused it to press
with special urgency for a formal link with Egypt. . . A umc;S
with Egypt seemed to the party the means _whereby it cmtxh
triumph over its local rivals and propagate its doctrine to te
whole Arab World.”# Fears of external dependence were 01:' -
weighed by the relative gains it would make over domestic

rivals.

ADDITIONAL THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS |

This discussion of the domestic sources of'internan?ional align-
 ments and alliances has some important.lmphcatlons for the
relative-gains debate in international .relauPns t.heory. Wh.eréfas
structural realists argue that states aim pnrn.::u:ﬂy to maximize
gains relative to adversaries and that tI'us_posmc-mal_onfenta;}on
impedes international cooperation, neo_hberzjtl mshhlmona ists
argue that states are concerned primarily w1th abso utfe gains
and that this facilitates cooperation. Much of this debate ocuses
on the international structural conditions that shat;i>oenssgte incen-
i i e or facilitate interstate cooperation. :
twes‘:’ggtlir: pn?iising in this debate is the; acknowledgment o_f 3
domestic dimension, particularly for Third World states.. Tt;}u;
World political leaders, we argue, are more conce:l'r}ed]mt. the
impact of international outcomes on their own poh.hca gainsl or
losses relative to their domestic rivais than with e1the_r re atnir:ei
or absolute gains on the international level: B'ecause Thlrél :Vror d
leaders frequently give primacy to domestic interests and threa
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to those interests, under conditions of particularly severe inter-
nal threats they may be willing to enter into international ar-
rangements that leave them worse off relative to other foreign
actors but better off relative to domestic actors. This was clearly
evident in Syria’s decision to enter into a union with Egypt, but
the extent to which this pattern can be generalized to other Third
World states or to other statesis an empirical question that needs
to be investigated.
A similar argument can be applied to Krasner’s modified

realist hypothesis that the New International Economic Crder
Tepresents an attempt by Third World political leaders to in-
crease their power vis-a-vis the West.® Krasner argues that these
leaders prefer authoritative over market mechanisms because of
vulnerability of the latter to economic fluctuations in the world

economy; that is, Third World leaders atternpt to increase their
resource base by drawing on international sources to better their
domestic position. The critical but unstated assumption here is
that the threats to which Third World leaders are vulnerable are
the domestic, not foreign, threats that are unleashed by changes

in the world economy. Qur hypothesis—which remains to be

tested empirically—is that the demand by Third World deci-

sionmakers for the NIEO may be motivated more by an interest
in securing their position and power against domestic rivals
than in increasing their power relative to the West. Third World
leaders may be interested in positional considerations and rela-
tive gains, but with respect to domestic rivals rather than foreign
ones.

It is important to note that our emphasis on the domestic
constraints on the security choices available to Third World
states does not imply that those constraints are entirely internal
in origin. The underlying sources of these constraints on Third
World states derive to some extent from the colonial experience
and from the nature of the capitalist world-economy. In other
words, the structure of the international system, and the incor-
poration of the Third World state within that structure of au-
thority, have limited the ranges of strategic choices available to
Third World leaders in general and largely precluded an inter-
nal mobilization policy in particular. Therefore, when faced
with severe external threats Third World states are more likely
than are their First World counterparts to “bypass bargaining
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to placate domestic groups, might be more vulnerable to threats
from society and less able to maintain their positions of power
and prevent domestic conflict and violence. Anotheris that state
leaders will face greater pressure to accommodate their socie-
ties, and that this process might finally generate greater legiti-
macy and establish a tighter state-society compact. In the long

run, this might help to decrease the frequency and salience of
internal security threats.

CONCLUSION

We reject the realist assumption that international alliances and
alignments are formed primarily in response to external security
threats. We argue instead that an explanation of alliance forma-
tion and of the trade-offs states make between internal military
preparations and external alliances must inclade the domesticas
well as foreign policy goals of state leaders and the domestic
political and particularly economic constraints that limit their
freedom of action.

This is especially true of Third World states, where the
legitimacy of the regime is often tenuous, where salient security
threats are often domestic in origin, and where threats to eco-
nomic subsistence and domestic political stability are usually
severe. The ability of political leaders to build up their arma-
ments is often seriously constrained by inadequate resources, by
competing demands on those scarce resources imposed by the
needs of social welfare and economic development, by limits on
the access of state officials to the resources of society, and by
political pressures on regimes with a precarious base of domes-
tic support. Political constraints against extensive conscription
are even greater. These domestic and international conditions
Create strong incentives for Third World politicalleaders to form

external alignments to secure urgently needed economic and
military resources to promote domestic goals, respond to exter-
nal and internal security threats, and consolidate their domestic
political positions.

This picture of the sources of international alliances and
alignments in the Third World departs in Significant ways from
the capability aggregation model advanced by realist theory. It
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raises serious questions as to whether theories of alliance forma-
tion developed for the great powers and modeled on the recent
European experience can be directly applied to the contempo-
rary Third World. But it also raises questions about the validity
of the capability aggregation model of alliance formation for the
European great powers themselves—especially in the early stages
of state formation in the first few centuries of the modemn sys-
tem, but also during the last two centuries.® Political scientists
have finally begun to catch up with historians in recognizing the
influence of domestic political and socioeconomic variables on
military preparedness, imperial expansion, and the outbreak of
war! and it is time that same sensitivity to domestic factors
begins to inform theoretical and empirical research on alliances
and alignments.”
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