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the end of the Cold War has brought us to the "the end of history."
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any in the West seem to believe that “perpetual peace”
among the great powers is finally at hand. The end of the
Cold War, so the argument goes, marked a sea change in how
grear powers interact with one another. We have entered a world in
which there is little chance that the major powers will engage each other
in security competition, much less war, which has become an obsolescent
enterprise, In the words of one famous author, the end of the Cold War
has brought us to the "the end of history.™
This perspective suggests that great powers no longer view each other as
poiential military rivals, but instead as menibers of a family of nations, GO‘(;H
members of what is sometimes called the “international community.” The Sdh
prospects for cooperation are abundant in this promising new world, a oF
world which is likely to bring increased prosperity and peace to all the great LL
powers. Even a few adherents of realism, a school of thought that has his- MHS{
torically held pessimistic views about the prospedts for peace among the
great powers, appear 10 have bought into the reigning optimism, as reflect- 0.F
ed in an article from the mid-1990s thiled "Realists as Opiimists.™?
Alas, the claim that security competition and war between the great

powers have been purged from the international system is wrong, Indeed,
there s much evidence thai the promise of everlasting peace among the
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“The possibility of a clash between China and the United States over
Taiwan is hardly remote. This is not to say that such a war is likely, but the
possibility reminds us that the threat of great-power war has not
disappeared.” This was written in 2001 mind you pre Israel lobby.
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2 THE TRAGEDY OF GREAT POWER POLITICS
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greal powers was stillborn. Consider, for example, that even though the
Soviet threal has disappeared, the United States siill maintains about one
hundred thousand troops in Ewrope and roughly the same number in
Northeast Asia. It does so becaw

Wi

it recognizes that dangerous rivalries

probably emerge among the major powers in these regions if U.S.
troops were withdrawn., Morcover, almost every European state, includ-
.}'\ ing the United Kingdom and France, still harbors deep-seated, albein

-9 mquted, fears that a Germany unchecked by American power might
.»4’":: behave aggressively; fear of Japan in Northeast Asia is probably even more
\?‘J:"u';ﬁ -I"T\_!En'llnd. and it is certainly more frequently ex pn.'w:'dﬁTI nally, the possi-
bility of a clash between China and the United States over Taiwan is hard-

Iy n-rno:g,]'rhis is not 1o say that such a war is likely, but the possibility
L reminds us that the threat of great-power war has not disappeared. w1

* fes The sad fact is that international politics has always been a ruthless and
a‘ﬂ\ég\s dangerous business, and it is likely to remain that way. Although the
5‘d intensity of their competition waxes and wanes, great powers fear each

other and always compete with each other for power. The ovcrndmg goal

‘k;.?- L,UI cach state is 1o maximize its share of world power. which means gain-
ing power at the expense “of other states. But great powers do not merely
strive to be the strongest of all the great powers, although that is a wel-
<come outcome. Their ultimate aim is to be the hegemon—ithat is, the only
great power in the system. h{M@,{’ ﬁP‘ iﬁgs ‘l.l f’

There are no status quo powers in the international system, save for
the occasional hegemon that wamnts to maintain its dominating position
over potential rivals, Great powers are rarely content with the current dis-
tribution of power; on the contrary, they face a constant incemive to
change it in their favor. Tln.y almost a|wa‘p'$ have revisionist intentions,
and they will use force 1o “alter the ha!ana o[ power if they think it can be
done at a reasonable price.’ At times, the costs and risks of trying 1o shift
the balance of power are 100 great, forcing great powers to wait for more
favorable circumstances. Bui the desire for more power does not go away.
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likely o achieve global hegemony, however, the world is condemned o
perpelual great-power competition,
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A Chinese plowing bull bucking the Yoke placed on its back by the great
western powers was an inevitability.
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Although it Is depressing 1o realize than great powers might think and
ool ACT this way, it behooves us to see the world as it Is, not as we would like it
(JLH to be. For example, one of the key foreign policy issues facing the United
States is the question of how China will behave If its rapid economic
growth continues and effectively turns China into a giant Hong Kong,
Many Americans believe that if China is demoeratic and enmeshed in the
global capltalist system, it will not act aggressively; instead it will be con.
tent with the status quo in Northeast Asia. According to this logic, the
United States should engage China in order to promaote the latter’s inte-
gration into the world economy, a policy that also se¢ks to encourage
China's transition to democracy. If engagement succeeds, the United
States can work with a wealthy and democratic China to promote peace
around the globe. & T0 'al\'. Free ‘G“Me" E‘V\Slaue—-mmi‘

Unfortunately, a policy of engagement is doomed 1o fail. If China
becomes an economic powerhouse it will almost certainly translate its
economic might inte military might and make a run at deminating
Northeast Asia. Whether China is democratic and deeply enmeshed in the
global economy or autocratic and autarkic will have little effect on s
behavior, because democracies care about _secu_rhf as much as non-
democracies do, and hegemony is the best way_io_r any state to guarantee
its own survival. Of course, neither its neighbors nor the United States
would stand idly by while China gained increasing increments of power.
Instead, they would seek 1o contain China, probably by trying 1o form a
balancing coalition. The result would be an intense security competition
between China and its rivals, with the ever-present da nger of great-power
war hanging over them. In short, China and the United States are des-
tined o be adversaries as China’s power gmws.?\f,

Y
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OFFENSIVE REALISM

T his book offers a realist theory of internationa)

politics thar ¢k
the prevailing optimism nallenges

about relations amy
ke ong the great powe
enterprise involves three particular lasks ’ i i
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To qualify as a great power, a state must have sufficient military assets to
put up a serious fight in an all-out conventional war against the most
powerful state in the world. The candidate need not have the capability to
defeat the leading state, but it must have some
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The theory focuses on l.he great powers because these states have the
largest impact on what happens in international politics.* The fortunes of
all states—great powers and smaller powers alike—are determined prima-
rily by the decisions and actions of those with the greatest capability. For
example, politics in almost every region of the world were deeply influ-
enced by the competition between the Soviet Union and the United States
between 1945 and 1990. The two world wars that preceded the Cold War
had a similar effect on regional politics around the world. Each of these
conflicts was a great-power rivalry, and each cast a long shadow over
every part of the globe.
r Great powers are determined largely on the basis of their relative mili-
u tary capabxlny To qualify as a great power, a state must have sufficient s 'c"
m]lltary assets to put up a serious fight in an all-out conventional war C:\:
against ‘the most powerful state in the world.® The candidate need not Poswnd
have the capability to defeat the leading state, but it must have some rea- "U“‘Hﬁ

<
sonable prospect of turning the conflict into a war of attrition that leaves £ awven)

the dominant state seriously weakened, even if that dominant state ulti- tas

N

mately wins the war. war. In the nuclear ‘age great puwcrs must have a nuclear
deterrent that can survive a nuclear strike agamst it, as well as formidable

conventional forces. In the unl]kely event that one state gained nuclear
superiority over all of its rivals, it would be so powerful that it would be
the only great power in the system. The balance of conventional forces
would be largely irrc]evan%a nuclear hegemon were to emerge.
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reasonable prospect of turning the conflict into a war of attrition that
leaves ivert the dominant state seriously weakened, even if that dominant
state ultimately wins the war.”
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My assumption in regards as to why England didn’t engage in hard
imperialism (hot war) to dominate Europe is because they mastered soft
power via labor arbitrage & the civic shaping of native populations into
rootless cosmopolitanism.

@ THE TRAGEDY DOF GREAT POWER POLITICS

My second task in this hook is to show that the theory iells us a lo
about the Wisiory of iIntemailonal pollilcs, The ultimate test of any theary
is how well it explains events in the real world, so 1 go o considerable
Tengths 1o test my arguments against the historical record. Specifically, the

focus is om great-power  relations from  the start of the French




Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars in 1792 uniil the end of the twenti.
cth century” Much attention is paid 1o the European great powers
because they dominated world politics for most of the past two hundred
years. Indeed, until Japan and the United States achieved great-power sta.
tus in 1895 and 1398, respectively, Europe was home to all of the world’s
great powers. Nevertheless, the book also indudes substantial discussion
of the politics of Northeast Asia, especially regarding imperial Japan
between 1895 and 1945 and China in the 1990s. The United States also
figures prominenily in my cffons o test offensive realism against past

evenis,

Some of the important historical puzzles that [ attempt to shed light on
include the following:

1) What accounts for the three longest and bloodiest wars in mod-
emn history—the French Revolutionary and Mapoleonic Wars
{1792-1815), World War I (1914-18), and World War IT {1939—45)—
conflicts that involved all of the major powers in the system?

2) What accounts for the long periods of relative peace in Europe
between 1816 and 1852, 1871 and 1913, and especially 1945 and

. 1990, during the Cold War? Qmuﬁ&
3) Why did the United Kingdom, which was by far the wealthiest
" state in the world during the mid-nineteenth century, not build a
powerful military and try to dominate Europe? In other words,
why did it behave differenily from Napoleonic France, Wilhelmine
Germany, Nazi Germany, and the Soviet Union, ;1] of which trans-
lated their economic might into military might and strove for
European hegemony? D I.p\bma\' i L SD{):&.. ?ow‘e{

4) Why was Bismarckian Germany (1862-90) especially aggressive

bepween 1862 and 1870, fighting two wars with other Breal powers
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Replying to @Slavetoprayer1

The island kingdom borrowed from every country of
the Continent its skill in special branches of industry,
and planted them on English soil, under the protection

of her customs system.
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Interesting questions that he hopes to answer =

-

Introduction T

and one war with a minor power, but hardly aggressive at all from
1871 until 1890, when it fought no wars and generally sought to
maintain the European status quo? TD End NQHDMILNH?

5) Why did the United Kingdom, France, and Russia form a balanc-
ing coalition against Wilhelmine Germany before World War I, but
fail 1o organize an effective alliance 1o contain Nazi Germany?

&) Why did Japan and the states of Western Europe join forces with ‘S H
the United States againsi the Soviet Union in the early years of u" I'Ul
the Cold War, even though the United States emerged from World UL‘IB
War I with the most powerful economy in the world and a
nuclear menopaly? AMEN1C4 {;‘ﬂor‘wﬁw&f Mdpifed fran

7) What explains the commitment of American troops to Eurape
and Northeast Asia during the twentieth century? For example,
why did the United States wait until April 1217 to join World War I,
rather than enter the war when it broke out in August 19147 For
that matter, why did the United States not send troops 1w Europe
before 1914 to prevent the outbreak of war? Similiarly, why did
the United States not balance against Nazi Germany in the 1930s
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outbreak of World War 1?7

8) Why did the United States and the Soviet Union continue build-
ing up their nuclear arsenals after each had acquired a secure sec-
ond-strike capability against the other? A world in which both
sides have an “assured destruction” capability is generally consid-
ered 10 be stable and its nuclear balance difficult to overturn, yet
both superpowers spent billions of dollars and rubles trying 1o

gain a first-strike advantage. -j'bwj
WRE MR RS farangio,

Third, T use the theory to make predictions about great-power politics
in the twenty-first century. This effort may strike some readers as foolhardy.
because the study of international relations, like the other social sciences.
rests on a shakier theoretical foundation than that of the natural sciences.
Maoreaver, political phenomena are highly complex: hence, precise politi-
cal predictions are impassible without theoretical wols that are superior o
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"our security is tied to the stake other nations have in the prosperity of

staying free and open and working with others, not working against them...
With the end of the cold war, it has become possible to construct a Europe
that is increasingly united by a shared commitment

/
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comprehend their surroundings. Some are aware of it and some are not,

some admit it and some do not: but there is no escaping the fact that we

could not makg sense of the complex world around us without simplify- K

ing theories. AThe Clinton administration’s foreign policy rhetoric, for Clhten

example, was heavily informed by the three main liberal theores of 4%

international relations: 1) the claim that prosperous and m@mtcally%:“

interdependent states are unlikely 1o fight each other, 2) the ¢laim that »

democracies do mot fight each other, and 3) the claim that international r el

institutions enable states to avol(_i wiar and concentrate instead on bui]d-[‘-

ing cooperative relationshipsy Dlng SQF{.W@PMJ& ;')rzf:- a
Consider how Clinton and company justified expanding the member- l‘.T?r\-::"iﬂ't

ship of the North Atlantic Treary Organization (NATO) in the mid-1990s, &

President Clinton maimained that one of the chief goals of expansion was o

“locking in democracy’s gains in Central Europe,” because “democracies io.sa- s

resolve their differences peaccfully.” He also argued that the United States & ™7

should foster an Jopen trading system, " because “our security is tied to the

stake other nations have in the prosperity of staying free and open and

working with others, not working against them.”* Strobe Talbott, Clinton's

Oxford classmate and deputy secretary of state, made the same claims for

NATO enlargement: “With the end of the cold war, it has become possible

to construct a Europe that is increasingly united by a shared commitment

Lo open societies and open markets.” Moving the borders of NATO east-
ward, he maintained, would help “to solidify the national consensus for g

7

democratic and market reforms” that already existed in states like Hungary

and Poland and thus enhance the prospects for peace in the region.i# i
In the same spirit, Secretary of State Madeleine Albright praised ,ﬁ

NATO's founders by saying that “[t]heir basic achievement was 10 begin

the construction of the . . . network of rule-based institutions and bll}

arrangements that keep the peace,” “But that achievement is not com-

plete.” she warned, and *our dmllen&- today is to finish the post-war con-

struction project . . . [and] expand the area of the world in which

American interests and values will thrive.”1
These examples demonstrate that general theories about how the
world works play an important role in how policymakers identily the ends

~
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to open societies and open markets." Moving the borders of NATO east-
ward, he maintained, would help "to solidify the national consensus for
democratic and market reforms"t]heir basic achievement was to begin the
construction of the network of rule-based instutions” RBIO
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Other seminal realist works worth skimming
4 N
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Politics
o /
O 0 3 O 13 hi 1,462 2
Future Citizen @) @Slavetoprayer1 - Jun 15

Where the realists diverge from one another.
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All three of these realist giants critique some aspect of liberalism in
their writings. For example, both Carr and Waltz take issue with the
liberal claim that economic interdependence enhances the prospects for

peace.'” More generally, Carr and Morgenthau frequently criticize liberals
_ for holding utopian views of politics which, if followed, would lead states

QO 3 0 Q s 278
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maintenance of a liberal economic order that allows for free economic
exchange among states.Such an order makes states more prosperous,
thereby bolstering peace,because prosperous

states are more economically satisfied and satisfied states are more peace
ful... a world without war

[ TRUS W s K he Wotowina bF FEOMOM. N

16 THE TRAGEDY OF GREAT POWER POLITICS {\

Anglo ditvimals dewonite ‘Auhorimrisn’ Aggro

states in the imernational system, Good states pursue conperative policies

and hardly ever stan wars on their own, whereas bad states cause con-
EIi-EI\ with other states and are prone to use force to get their way.?® Thus,
the key to prace is to populate the world with good states.

Third, liberals believe thai caleulations abowt power matter little for
explaining the behavior of good s1ates. Other kinds of political and eco-
nomic calculations matter more, although the form of those caleulations 3
varies from theory 1o theory, as will become apparent below, Bad states
might be motivated by the desire 10 gain power at the expense of other
states, but that is only because they are misguided. In an ideal world,
lewn.- there are only good states, power would be largely irrelevant. -

Among the various theories found under the big tent of liberalism, the N
three main ones mentioned earlier are particularly influential. The first
argues that high levels of economic interdependence among states make
them unlikely to fight each other.?" The taproot of stability, according 1o
this theory, is the creation and maintenance of a liberal economic order A

that allows for free economic exchange among states, Such an order makes =
15 states more prosperous, thereby bolstering peace, because prosperous
] - states are more em:mmlcall: satisfied and satisfied states are more peace-
x"j Jul._Many wars are waged 1o gain or preserve wealth, but states have much
'(\ less motive to initate war if they are already wealthy, Furthermore,
E“ ) F wealthy states with interdependent economies stand 1o become less pros-
U,P* » perous if they fight each other, since they are biting the hand that feeds
.1" them. Once states establish extensive economic ties, in shon, they a.\'t_:id
war and can concentrate instead on accumulating wealth .Cb}ﬁum?h bly

The second, democratic peace theory, claims that democracies do not

TCL A

L - e TE —
A 7 g0 to war against other democracies.? Thus, a world containing only

efdd democratic states would be a world without war, The argument here is

Q‘_-r W Pot that democracies are less warlike than non-demaocracies. but rather
-"",b“’\ that democracies do not fight among themselves, There are a variety of
explanations for the democratic peace, but little agreement as 1o which
one is correct. Liberal thinkers do agree, however, that democratic peace
theory offers a direct challenge o realism and provides a powerlul recipe

for peace.
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These rules are not imposed on states by some leviathan, but are
negotiated by states, which agree to abide by the rules they created
because itis in their interest to do so. institutions or rules can
fundamentally change state behavior.

g’%“’\m%ew MR Mini o berrat C@O?j
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Finally, some liberals maintain that international institutions enhance

~

the prospects for cooperation among states and thus significantly reduce
the likelihood of war.2® Institutions are not independent political entities
that sit above states and force them to behave in acceptable ways. Instead,
institutions are sets of rules that stipulate the ways in which states shou!d e
cooperate and compete “with each other. They prescribe acceptable Inrms/ Lhat,
of state behavior and proscribe unacceptable kinds of behavior. These/

rules are not imposed on states by some leviathan, but are negonated by

states, which agree to abide by the rules they created because it is in their

interest to do so. Liberals claim that these institutions or rules can funda-
e, —
mentally change state behavior. Institutions, so the argument goes, can

discourage states from calculating self-interest on the basis of how their

every move affects their relative power position, and thus they push states

away from war and promote peace.# Nd—u)orK #ﬁ' Nq{_‘. 0’/‘.6
\_ A Dwwrse Dewo Crdw )
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Institutions, so the argument goes, can discourage states from calculating
self-interest on the basis of how their every move affects their relative
power position, and thus they push states away tom war and promote
peace.
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Realists focus mainly on great powers because these states dominate and
shape international politics and they also cause the deadliest wars,
realists believe that the behavior of great powers is influenced mainly by
their external environment




Realism |

In contrast to liberals, realists are pessimists when it comes to internation-
al politics. Realists agree that creating a peaceful world would be desirable,
but they see no easy way to escape the harsh world of security competi-
tion and war. Creating a peaceful world is surely an attractive idea, but it
is not a practical one. “Realism,” as Carr notes, “tends to emphasize the
irresistible strength of existing forces and the inevitable character of exist-
ing tendencies, and to insist that the highest wisdom lies in accepting, and
adapting oneself to these forces and these tendencics.”1W4H0n 4.“&‘4,
This gloomy view of international relations is based on three core
beliefs. First, realists, like liberals, treat states as the principal actors in
world politics. Realists focus mainly on great powers, however, because
these states dominate and shape international politics and they also cause
the deadliest wars. Second, realists believe that the behavior of great pow-
ers is influenced mainly by their external environment, not by their inter-
nal characteristics. The structure of the international system, which all
states must deal with, largely shapes their foreign policies.
not in draw sharp distinclions between “gand* amd «v 1o

Realists tend
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“The structure of the international system, which all states must deal with,
largely shapes their foreign policies.”
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"In the future world the misuse of power as implied in the term 'power
politics' must not be the controlling factor in international relations." FDR
“in a world where freedom, not tyranny, is on the march,the cynical
calculus of pure power politics simply does not compute”Clinton

-

Inroduction 23

an mking. The thet
ox with examples
probably the mast well-known examph : becal

quent campaign against balance-of -power i during and
afver World War 1. Yer Wilson is hardly unique. and his successars
quently echioed his views, In the final year of World War IL for example.,

Franklin Delano Roosevell declared, "In the future world the misuse of

view. proclaiming that “in a workd whe

tyranny, is on e march, the cynical caboulus of pure power p : |
does no compute. I i ill-suited 80 a new era” He sounded the same
—_—

theme when delending NATO expansion in 1997, arguing that the charge

tha this policy might isolare Russia was based on the mistaken belief “that

the great power territorial politics of the 20th centisry will dominate the 214

n.cnluli'." Instead, Climon emphaskzed his bell hcr
interest, as well as shared values, will compel coun

ness in more construcive ways . . . and will compel

\_
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“Itisill suited to a new era... enlightened self-interest, as well as shared
values, will compel countries to define their greatness in more constructive
ways ... and will compel us to cooperate.” - Bill Clinton
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“Because Americans dislike realpolitik, public discourse about foreign
policy in the United States is usually couched in the language of
liberalism.”
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tween good and bad states, of course,

Liberal theorists do distin

democracies with market economies as
ke this perspective

and they usually identify libe
the mast worthy, No surprisingly, A
becase it identifies the United State

benevalent force in worl

d potential rivals as misguided or malevolent

tics and portrays its real
troublemakers. Predictably, thi
auended the downfall of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold Wr.
When the “evil empire” collapsed, many Americans (and Europeans) con-
uded that globe and that world peace
‘would soon break out. This optimism was based largely on the belief that
demacratic America is a virtuous state. If other states emulated the United
States, therefore, the world would be papulated by good states, and this
conflig!

ing fueled the cuphoria that

of

could only mean the end of
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Human & industrial capital & the subsidizing of Russian rail @

-

-

Changes in the relative wealth of France and Germany during the hun-
dred vears alter Waterloo largely account for the shift in military power
berween them. As s clear from Table 3.2, Framce was considerably
wealthier than Prussia from 1816 umil the late 18605, when Otto von
Bismarck transformed Prussia inte Germany. In fact, Germany first gained
an edge over France in steel production in 1870, the year that the Franco-
Prussian War broke out.™ From that point until the start of World War L
the wealth gap between France and Germany steadily widened in the lat-
ter’s favor. By 1913, Germany was roughly three times as wealthy as
France. K Prodactive |\idustriq)

This marked change in'the relative wealth of France and Germany was
due in part to the fact that Germany industrialized more rapidly than
France In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The main
icant shilt in the size of their respective popu-

cause, however, was a signi
lations. which illustrates how changes in wealth also capiure changes in
population. The dana in Table 3.2 show that France had abouwt a 2.5:1
advaniage in population over Prussia in 1830, but that by 1913 Germany
had gained roughly a 1.7:1 population advantage over France. This demo-
graphic flip-flop was the result of two factors, The French birthrate in the
nineteenth century was l'i]""ﬂlllll'f' low, while the German birthrate was

Cafital

Russia’s position in the balance of wealth declined sharply over the
seventy-five years following Napoleon's defeat (see Table 3.3), mainly
because Russia industrialized much more slowly than did the United
Kingdom, France, and Germanyfl-lussia's lack of industrial might had
important military consequences. For example, in the two decades before
‘World War I, Russia could not afford to build large railroad networks in its
western regions, which made it difficult for Russia to mobilize and move
its armies rapidly to the Russo-German border. Germany, on the other
hand, had a well-developed railroad system, so it could move its forces
quickly to that same border,Jro rectify that asymmetry, France, which was
allied with Russia against Germany, subsidized the building of Russian

railroads.#* In essence, by the eve of World War I, Russia was a semi-

industrialized state about to go to war against a highly industrialized
Germany.*
Not surprisingly, Russia’s war economy could not support its army'’s

needs. Rifle production was so woeful that in 1915, “only part of the army
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The city of London didn’t raise a large standing army because it didn’t suit

th

eir standing as maritime minders.
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Key graphs of relative European “wealth”
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TABLE 31

Indicators of British and Russian Wealth and Population, I830-1913

190 180 1ss0 1900 1913 ‘
| GNP (billions of doflars)
United Kingdom T s T
Rists N

Retatie share o Europeat wealth (percent)

Cniced Kingdom n s 2w ¥ m
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Unived Kingdom Z ns s ma e

Iromsteel producion (thousands of tons)
United Kingdom o0 80
Russia 190 ¥50 asn 2201 4925
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Relative share of world manufacturing output (percent)

United Kingdom 95 19s 228 s 16

Russia 56 70 76 a8 52

Total industrial poteraial (United Kingdom ine 1900 = 100}
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Russia 13 158 243 ars s B HM M W s U0e (s b0 IR0 WIS DD I 19 i
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Papulation (millions)
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The red army was able to mobilize their wartime economy to out produce
Germany.

/ 80 THE TRAGEDY OF GREAT POWER POLITICS \

Despite Germany's profound advantage in latent power, the Soviet war
economy amazingly outproduced the German war economy over the
course of the war and helped shift the balance of power in the Red Army's
favor. As described catlier, the Soviet Union produced 2.2 times as many
tanks as Germany and 1.3 times as many airplanes between 1941 and
1945 [What is most astonishing is that the Soviets even outproduced the
Germans in the early years of the war, when German control of Soviet ter-
ritory was at its peak and the Allied bombing campaign was having barely
any effect on the German war economy.\The Soviet Union, for example,
produced 24,446 tanks in 1942; Germany produced 9.200. The ratio of
artillery picces for 1942 was 127,000 to 12,000 in the Soviets’ favor.*® This
asymmetry in weapons production eventually led to a significant Soviet
advaniage in the balance of ground forces. When Germany invaded the
Soviet Union in June 1941, the Soviets had a slight advantage in number
of divisions—211:199—the key indicator of military strength. By January
1945, however, there were 473 Soviet divisions and only 276 German divi-
sions, and the average Red Army division was far better equipped with
weapons and vehicles than the average Wehrmacht division.s?

How did the Soviet Union manage to produce so much more weaponry
than a far wealthier Nazi Germany? One possible answer is that the Soviet
Union spent a larger percentage of its available wealth on the military
than did the Third Reich. But in fact Germany devoted a slightly larger
percentage of its national income to defense than did the Soviet Union.
The German advantage in defense spending over the Soviets in 1942, for
example, was 63 to 61 percent; in 1943 it was 70 to 61 percent.” The
Allies’ strategic bombing campaign might well have hurt German war pro-




duction in the last months of the war, but as noted above, the Soviet
Union was turning out greater numbers of weapons than Germany long
before the bombing campaign began 10 have any significant effect on
‘German output. The Soviet effort was also helped by the U.S. Lend-Lease
program, although that aid accounts for only a small percentage of Soviet
output.” frm» main reason that the Soviet Union produced so many more
weapons than Germany is that the Soviets did a much better job of ration-
alizing their economy 10 meet the demands of total war. In particular, the

Wealth and Power 81

soviet (and American) economy was far better organized than the
German economy for mass producing weaponry.”?)
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“For sound strategic reasons, states build different kinds of military
establishments, and they expend different amounts of their wealth on
their fighting forces. Moreover, states distill military power from wealth at
varying levels of efficiency.”

e N

82 THE TRAGEDY OF GREAT POWER POLITICS

said 10 a British visitor in 1911, “Excuse my saying so, but the few divi-
sions you could put into the field could make no appreciable difference,”7
In short, the United Kingdom was not as powerful as either France or
Germany during the forty-four years before World War I, even though it
was wealthier than France for that entire period, and wealthier than
Germany for roughly three-quarters of that time (see Table 3.3).

It should be apparent that there are sometimes important differences in
how wealth and power are distributed among the great powers, but that
those incongruities are not caused by states passing up opportunities to
maximize their share of world power. For sound strategic reasons, states
build different kinds of military establishments, and they expend different
amounts of their wealth on their fighting forces. Moreover, states distill
military power from wealth at varying levels of efficiency. All of these
considerations affect the balance of power.

Thus, although wealth is the foundation of military mighu, it is impossi-
ble to simply equate wealth with military might. It is necessary to come
up with separate indicators of military power; the next chapter takes on

this task. T .
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the most powerful states possess the most formidable armies.measuring
the balance of land power by itself should provide a rough but sound
indicator of the relative might of rival great powers.large bodies of water
profoundly limit the power-projection capabilities of land forces
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The Primacy

of Land Power

ower in international politics is largely a product of the military
P forces that a state possesses, Greal powers, however, can acquire
different kinds of fighting forces, and how much of each kind they
buy has important implications for the balance of power. This chapter ana- Lllw,&
lyzes the four Lypes of military power among which states choose—inde- _?
pendent_sea power, sirategic airpower, land power, and nuglear vas '-'p_“-...
weapons—1o determine how 1o weigh them against each other and come | Faimil
up with a useful measure of power. ©+ Pt
I make two main points in the discussion below. First, land power is the
dominant form of military power in the modern world. A state’s POWEr is
largely embedded in its army and the air and naval forces that support
those ground forces, Simply put. the most powerful states possess the most
formidable armies. Therefore, measuring the balance of land power by itself
should provide a rough but sound indicator of the relative might of rival
Ereat powers, ===
Second, large bodies of water profoundly limit the POwer-projection /
capabilities of land forces. When opposing armies must cross a large

cxpanse of water such as the Atlantic Ocean or the English Channel 1o

attack each other, neither army is likely 10 have much offensive capability

against is rival, regardless of the size and quality of the opposing armies.
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