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MANAGING UNCERTAINTY: BELIEFS ABOUT INTENTIONS AND THE RISE OF GREAT POWERS
 DAVID M. EDELSTEIN
 HIS ARTICLE ADDRESSES a simple, but important, question: how do be-liefs about other states� intentions affect the grand strategic choices that governments make? The answer to this question represents one of
 the fundamental disagreements between offensive and defensive realist schol-ars of international politics.1 For offensive realists, powerful states never know each other�s intentions with certainty, assume the worst about those intentions, and pursue competitive strategies toward each other based solely on assess-ments of relative capabilities. Many of the tragic outcomes of international politics�for example, security dilemmas and preventive wars�result from the worst-case assumptions necessitated by uncertainty about intentions. Like of-fensive realists, defensive realists believe that relative material capabilities are the most important variable in international politics, but they also maintain that beliefs about intentions can influence the behavior of states. Even power-ful states can cooperate with each other if they can credibly indicate their be-nign intentions. In this article, I offer an alternative argument about the role of beliefs about intentions in international politics and evaluate that argument
 David M. Edelstein is assistant professor at Georgetown University�s Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service. The author thanks Jasen Castillo, Alexander Downes, Lynn Eden, Tanisha Fazal, James Fearon, Charles Glaser, Erin Jenne, Seth Jones, Ronald Krebs, Keir Lieber, John Mearsheimer, Stephen Walt, and participants in seminars at the University of Chicago, Stan-ford University, and Harvard University for comments on earlier versions of this article. The author is also grateful to Harvard University�s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs and Stanford University�s Center for International Security and Cooperation for fi-nancial and institutional support.
 1. As opposed to offensive realists, �Defensive realists believe that a great deal depends on the severity of the security dilemma and the intentions of the actors, which leads these scholars to a position that is not only between the offensive realist and neoliberal camps but is also contingent, because prescriptions depend heavily on a diagnosis of the situation� (Robert Jervis, �Realism, Neoliberalism, and Cooperation: Understanding the Debate,� Inter-national Security 24, no. 1 [summer 1999]: 62). SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1 (autumn 2002): 1�40 Published by Frank Cass, London.
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2 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1
 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1 (autumn 2002): 2
 with empirical evidence. Better understanding of how beliefs about intentions influence state behavior not only will help adjudicate disputes within realist theory, but, far more importantly, will improve our understanding of how states weigh various factors when formulating their grand strategies.
 I argue that while future intentions are extraordinarily difficult to discern with confidence, uncertainty about intentions does not necessarily doom states to competitive relations. Instead, whether states pursue cooperative or com-petitive strategies in the face of uncertain intentions depends on two factors: how malleable through cooperation another state�s intentions appear to be and the possible short-term rewards of cooperation. While offensive realists con-clude that the possibility that intentions can change precludes cooperation be-tween states, I contend that it is precisely the possibility that intentions can change that sometimes leads states to pursue cooperative, rather than competi-tive, strategies. Unfortunately, I also conclude that although cooperation may generate short-term benefits, it usually fails to induce long-term benign inten-tions and it strengthens a potential adversary. States sometimes do not act as offensive realists predict, but often they would be better off if they did. Thus, my argument suggests that the causal mechanisms posited by offensive realists are incorrect while a critical dimension of the logic of defensive realism�that is, how states respond to uncertainty about intentions�is underdeveloped.
 Aside from its theoretical importance, this article also has important impli-cations for contemporary policy issues. The current debate in the United States over whether to engage with an emerging China is, in many ways, a debate over how to think about China�s future intentions. Advocates of engagement suggest that trade and cooperation with China will liberalize Chinese society and, thereby, generate more favorable Chinese future intentions. As President Bill Clinton put it, America is likely to have more influence on China�s future course �with an outstretched hand than with a clenched fist.�2 Similarly, Secre-tary of State Colin Powell suggests, �China is not an enemy, and our challenge is to keep it that way by enmeshing them in the rule of law, by exposing them to the powerful forces of a free enterprise system in democracy, so they can see that this is the proper direction in which to move.�3 Critics of engagement counter by pointing to the rapid growth in Chinese military capabilities com-bined with uncertain Chinese intentions and insist that the United States must concentrate instead on containing China.
 2. David E. Sanger, �Opening to China: New Realism Wins the Day,� New York Times, 20
 September 2000, A1; and William Jefferson Clinton, �China�s Opportunities, And Ours,� New York Times, 24 September 2000, D15.
 3. From Powell�s U.S. Senate confirmation hearing on 17 January 2001. Available on the U.S. State Department website at http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2001/443.htm.
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Beliefs about Intentions and the Rise of Great Powers 3
 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1 (autumn 2002): 3
 The debate over China policy is the latest reprise of a recurrent debate in in-ternational politics over whether to engage or contain rising powers with un-certain intentions.4 This article advances this debate by examining when uncer-tainty about intentions produces cooperative or competitive strategies and what the consequences of those strategic choices may be. By doing so, it con-tributes to the growing theoretical literature on the strategy of engagement�when it is likely to be attempted, when it is likely to succeed, and when it is likely to fail.5 Ultimately, I suggest that U.S. leaders should not have undue faith in their ability to induce benign Chinese intentions through cooperation. At the same time, though, overly competitive strategies may prematurely generate an acrimonious Sino-American relationship. In the conclusion, I return to the difficult trade-offs American leaders face in the coming decades. The article is divided into five parts. First, in the next section, I define key concepts and further explicate the puzzle I am examining. Second, I delineate two existing arguments on the role of beliefs about intentions in international politics. Third, I present my alternative argument. Fourth, to evaluate the com-peting arguments, I present brief historical case studies of how beliefs about intentions affected the strategies of great powers toward three emerging poten-tial threats�Bismarck�s Germany, interwar Germany, and the Soviet Union. Fifth, I conclude with implications for both theory and policy.
 DEFINITIONS AND THE PUZZLE
 STATE�S INTENTIONS refer to that state�s ambitions, how it is likely to act to achieve those ambitions, and the costs it will bear to realize those
 goals.6 When American leaders examine future Chinese intentions, they are concerned not only about China�s desire to reclaim Taiwan, but also the
 4. More generally, on the value of positive versus negative sanctions, see David A. Bald-win, �The Power of Positive Sanctions,� World Politics 24, no. 1 (October 1971): 19�38; James W. Davis Jr., Threats and Promises: The Pursuit of International Influence (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2000); and Janice Gross Stein, �Deterrence and Reassurance,� in Behavior, Society, and Nuclear War, vol. 2, ed. Philip E. Tetlock, Jo L. Husbands, Robert Jervis, Paul C. Stern, and Charles Tilly (New York: Oxford University Press, 1991), 9�72.
 5. On engagement, see Richard N. Haass and Meghan L. O�Sullivan, eds., Honey and Vine-gar: Incentives, Sanctions, and Foreign Policy (Washington: Brookings Institution, 2000). On the specific case of China, see Alastair Iain Johnston and Robert S. Ross, eds., Engaging China: The Management of an Emerging Power (London: Routledge, 1999); and Paul A. Papayoanou and Scott L. Kastner, �Sleeping with the (Potential) Enemy: Assessing the U.S. Policy of En-gagement with China,� Security Studies 9, nos. 1�2 (autumn 1999/winter 2000): 157�87.
 6. This is similar to Robert Jervis�s notion of �basic intentions.� See Robert Jervis, Percep-tion and Misperception in International Politics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976), 50. Using the example of the cold war, Jervis observes, �Thus while both the United States and the U.S.S.R. may have the same utopian intentions�to spread their domestic political systems
 A
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4 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1
 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1 (autumn 2002): 4
 lengths to which China might go to acquire it. In this article, I focus on the particularly challenging and important issue of how governments discern and respond to other states� long-term intentions to use military force. While states often offer credible signals of their intentions over the next days, weeks, or months, it is more difficult to discern how a state is likely to use force in the coming years and decades.
 Governments are �confident� about another state�s intentions when they believe that they know with near certainty what that state�s ambitions are, what it is willing to do to achieve its goals, and whether those intentions are likely to change. In theory, State A can reach three possible conclusions about the inten-tions of State B. First, State A can conclude with confidence that State B�s inten-tions are benign: State B either does not have ambitions that conflict with State A�s interests or State B intends on pursuing its interests through peaceful, dip-lomatic means.7 Second, State A can conclude with confidence that State B�s intentions are malign: State B harbors ambitions that conflict with State A�s interests and State B is willing to employ military force to realize those ambi-tions. Third and finally, State A can conclude that it is uncertain about State B�s intentions: State B�s ambitions, the means it will utilize to realize its goals, or both are unclear.8
 Confident beliefs about future intentions are desirable because they allow for better policy making.9 A government that can distinguish states with malign intentions from states with benign intentions can focus its military resources on those countries that have the capability and the desire to harm it and can
 throughout the world�they differ in their willingness to run risks and make sacrifices to further this goal and so have different basic intentions.�
 7 . Importantly, beliefs about intentions are, by definition, from the perspective of the perceiving state. In this article, references to �benign� or �malign� intentions carry no nor-mative connotation.
 8. Obviously, these three conclusions are ideal types. States can be more or less confident or uncertain.
 9. Of course, this is not the first study of the role of beliefs about intentions in interna-tional politics. Jervis�s work is of central importance: Jervis, The Logic of Images in International Politics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1970); and Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics. See also Stephen M. Walt, The Origins of Alliances (Ithaca: Cornell Univer-sity Press, 1987). For a �constructivist� argument involving beliefs about intentions, see Alexander Wendt, �Constructing International Politics,� International Security 20, no. 1 (sum-mer 1995): 78. Wendt notes that the United States perceives British nuclear weapons differ-ently than it perceives potential North Korean nuclear weapons even though both weapons pose a material threat to U.S. interests. Jervis makes a similar point about American and European attitudes toward each other. See Jervis, �Perceiving and Coping with Threat,� in Psychology and Deterrence, ed. Robert Jervis, Richard Ned Lebow, and Janice Gross Stein (Bal-timore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1985), 14. Finally, for a neoliberal institutionalist argument that institutional commitments can credibly communicate intentions, see Robert O. Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984).
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Beliefs about Intentions and the Rise of Great Powers 5
 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1 (autumn 2002): 5
 engage in mutually beneficial cooperation with those states with benign inten-tions even if they have significant capabilities. Uncertainty about intentions, on the other hand, increases the likelihood of misdirected policies. Faced with uncertainty, states may unnecessarily balance against a powerful state even though the state has benign intentions. In the familiar logic of the security di-lemma, uncertainty may compel even defensively minded states to compete when they are unable to communicate their benign intentions.10 By unnecessarily competing, not only do states waste an opportunity for cooperation, but they may also make themselves vulnerable to other states that do harbor malign intentions. This article seeks to explain how beliefs about others� intentions affect the strategic choices of states. In general, governments pursue predominately co-operative or competitive strategies toward each other. Cooperative strategies range from passive strategies, such as simply abstaining from balancing, to strategies that actively foster the growth of another state through economic or security relations. Among cooperative strategies are policies labeled as �en-gagement� or �appeasement.� Engagement is often defined as a strategy of using positive sanctions in the hopes of achieving peaceful relations or other objectives, while appeasement is a strategy of ceding demands to another state in order to placate and pacify it.11 Competitive strategies, on the other hand, include internal and external balancing, efforts to forestall another state�s growth, or, at an extreme, initiating war.
 Two caveats are in order. First, states commonly cooperate on a variety of mundane issues such as postal exchange, but I am concerned with cooperation that has consequences for the balance of power. Second, the dichotomy be-tween cooperative and competitive strategies is admittedly simplistic. As I ar-gue below, states frequently mix elements of cooperation with elements of
 10. See Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics, 58�113; Jervis, �Coopera-
 tion Under the Security Dilemma,� World Politics 30, no. 2 (January 1978): 167�214; and Charles L. Glaser, �The Security Dilemma Revisited,� World Politics 50, no. 1 (October 1997): 171�201.
 11. The definitions of both of these concepts are disputed. For a useful review, see Evan Resnick, �Defining Engagement,� Journal of International Affairs 54, no. 2 (spring 2001): 551�66. For a modified version of engagement, see Victor D. Cha, �Hawk Engagement and Pre-ventive Defense on the Korean Peninsula,� International Security 27, no. 1 (summer 2002): 40�78. On appeasement, see Gordon A. Craig and Alexander L. George, Force and Statecraft: Diplomatic Problems of Our Time, 2nd ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992); and Stephen R. Rock, Appeasement in International Politics (Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 2000). According to Craig and George (250), appeasement is �the reduction of tension be-tween [two states] by the methodical removal of the principal causes of conflict and dis-agreement between them.� For historical discussions of the British use of appeasement, see Paul Kennedy, Strategy and Diplomacy, 1870�1945 (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1983), 13�39; and Paul W. Schroeder, �Munich and the British Tradition,� Historical Journal 19, no. 1 (March 1976): 223�43.
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6 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1
 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1 (autumn 2002): 6
 competition in hedging strategies, but it is important to understand the condi-tions under which states are willing to cooperate at all with other powerful states despite uncertain intentions. Of course, the strategies states adopt are never simply the product of beliefs about intentions. Most importantly, governments assess the capability that other states will have to harm their interests in the future. States are naturally less worried about the intentions of others that they expect will not have the power to damage their interests and more concerned about states that might be able to successfully use military force against them. To control for the effect of relative capabilities, I delimit my analysis to cases of great powers formulat-ing strategies toward other great powers. This allows a tight focus on the criti-cal question of whether beliefs about intentions can mitigate the threat posed by capabilities.12
 THE REALIST DIVIDE
 Offensive Realism13
 According to offensive realists, states are almost always uncertain about each other�s intentions.14 Discerning the future intentions of other states is inher-ently difficult since it necessarily involves an �other minds problem.�15 Unlike tanks or airplanes, intentions cannot be counted using satellite imagery, and intentions change not in a factory but in the minds of leaders.
 Two specific problems preclude states from confidently concluding that other states� intentions are benign or malign. First, although there are many conceivable indicators of state intentions, none of them are sufficiently reliable
 12. Alternatively, one could examine cases of significant power asymmetry to see whether
 beliefs about intentions can exacerbate the threat posed by capabilities. American concern about �rogue states��relatively weak states that the U.S. considers to be threats�might be such cases.
 13. On the variations within realism, see Stephen G. Brooks, �Dueling Realisms,� Interna-tional Organization 51, no. 3 (summer 1997): 445�77. Also see John A. Vasquez, �The Realist Paradigm and Degenerative versus Progressive Research Programs: An Appraisal of Neotra-ditional Research on Waltz�s Balancing Proposition,� American Political Science Review 91, no.4 (December 1997): 899�912; and the responses in the same issue by Kenneth N. Waltz, Thomas J. Christensen and Jack Snyder, Colin Elman and Miriam Fendius Elman, Randall L. Schweller, and Stephen M. Walt. For one definition of realism and a critique of contempo-rary variants of realism, see Jeffrey W. Legro and Andrew Moravscik, �Is Anybody Still a Realist?� International Security 24, no. 2 (fall 1999): 5�55.
 14. See John J. Mearsheimer, �The False Promise of International Institutions,� Interna-tional Security 19, no. 3 (winter 1994/95): 10�11; Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Poli-tics (New York: Norton, 2001); and Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1979), 88�99, 116�28.
 15. See Martin Hollis and Steve Smith, Explaining and Understanding International Relations (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990), 171�76.
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Beliefs about Intentions and the Rise of Great Powers 7
 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1 (autumn 2002): 7
 to allow confident conclusions about intentions and they may, in fact, offer contradictory information about intentions. A state with a seemingly forebod-ing ideology may nonetheless offer conciliatory behavioral signals. For exam-ple, during the Second World War, American efforts to discern postwar Soviet intentions were complicated by the combination of an ideology that American leaders found abhorrent and occasional behavioral signals, such as at wartime conferences including Yalta, that Washington took to be encouraging.
 Second, even if a state could discern another state�s future intentions at any given moment, those intentions can change. Since intentions are essentially a belief, they can be altered at the whim of a state�s leadership. Shifting material power relations over time increase the probability that a state�s intentions will change. As countries become more or less powerful, their intentions�both their ambitions and how they are likely to act to achieve those ambitions�are likely to change. Finally, as a state analyzes the future intentions of another country, its vision is blurred by the possibility that its own interests and inten-tions may change unpredictably.
 For offensive realists, then, the dual problems of locating credible indicators of intentions and the ever-present possibility that intentions can change pre-clude states from reaching confident conclusions about each other�s intentions. In an anarchic, self-help international system, states have little choice but to assume the worst about uncertain intentions and act according to assessments of relative capabilities alone. As John Mearsheimer summarizes, �[I]ntentions are ultimately unknowable, so states worried about their survival must make worst-case assumptions about their rivals� intentions. Capabilities, however, not only can be measured but also determine whether or not a rival state is a serious threat. In short, great powers balance against capabilities, not inten-tions.�16 In the simple materialist logic of offensive realism, whether two states compete or cooperate is a function of their relative material power, and changes in strategy are driven by major shifts in relative capabilities.
 Defensive Realism
 While offensive realists quickly dismiss any significant role for beliefs about intentions, defensive realists acknowledge that although the balance of material capabilities remains the most critical variable in international politics, beliefs about intentions often also play a significant role. Most notably, Robert Jervis�s distinction between the deterrence and spiral models is fundamentally based
 16. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 45.
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8 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1
 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1 (autumn 2002): 8
 on the consequence of different beliefs about an adversary�s intentions.17 Con-flict arises in the deterrence model because states fail to respond adequately to the malign intentions of an adversary. In the spiral model, states do not neces-sarily have malign intentions, but provocative behavior, such as arming, gener-ates a spiral of hostility that can culminate in conflict. Elsewhere, in his seminal writing on the security dilemma, Jervis identifies offense-defense variables as one way in which states may be able to discern each other�s intentions.18 This work has spawned a large literature on the offense-defense balance and the ways in which the quality, not just the quantity, of certain weapons can affect how states perceive each other�s intentions and, consequently, how states in-teract with each other.19
 Another defensive realist, Stephen Walt, is credited with identifying per-ceived intentions as a significant element of threat. In his �balance of threat� framework, states perceive threats from not only material capabilities, but also geography, offensive capabilities, and perceived aggressive intentions.20 Many other defensive realists have posited that states respond not only to the capa-bilities and behavior of other states, but also to their motives.21
 For defensive realists, if states can discern benign intentions through certain indicators, such as offense-defense variables, then cooperation may be possible even among powerful states. Intentions are still hard to discern and coopera-
 17. Jervis�s first two books address two different aspects of the role of intentions. In The
 Logic of Images in International Relations, he examines how states attempt to communicate their intentions to other states. In Perception and Misperception in International Politics, he investigates how governments perceive the intentions of other states. On the spiral and deterrence mod-els, see Perception and Misperception in International Politics, 58�113.
 18. Jervis, �Cooperation Under the Security Dilemma,� 167�214. 19. On offense-defense variables, see Charles L. Glaser and Chaim Kaufman, �What Is
 the Offense-Defense Balance and How Can We Measure It?� International Security 22, no. 4 (spring 1998): 44�82; Sean M. Lynn-Jones, �Offense-Defense Theory and Its Critics,� Security Studies 4, no. 4 (summer 1995): 660�91; George Quester, Offense and Defense in the International System (New York: Wiley, 1977); Stephen Van Evera, Causes of War: The Structure of Power and the Roots of War (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1999); and Stephen Van Evera, �Offense, Defense, and the Causes of War,� International Security 22, no. 4 (spring 1998): 5�43. For a critical view of offense-defense theory, see Keir A. Lieber, �Grasping the Technological Peace: The Offense-Defense Balance and International Security,� International Security 25, no. 1 (summer 2000): 71�104.
 20. See Walt, The Origins of Alliances and Walt, Revolution and War (Ithaca: Cornell Univer-sity Press, 1997).
 21. See Charles L. Glaser, �Political Consequences of Military Strategy: Extending and Re-fining the Spiral Model,� World Politics 44, no. 4 (July 1992): 497�538; Charles L. Glaser, �Re-alists as Optimists: Cooperation as Self-Help,� International Security 19, no. 3 (winter 1994/95): 50�90; Glaser, �The Security Dilemma Revisited�; Andrew Kydd, �Game Theory and the Spiral Model,� World Politics 49, no. 3 (April 1997): 371�400; and Andrew Kydd, �Sheep in Sheep�s Clothing: Why Security Seekers Do Not Fight Each Other,� Security Studies 7, no. 1 (autumn 1997): 114�55.
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Beliefs about Intentions and the Rise of Great Powers 9
 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1 (autumn 2002): 9
 tion among powerful states is still difficult to achieve, but cooperation is pos-sible.
 AN ALTERNATIVE ARGUMENT: COOPERATION DESPITE UNCERTAINTY
 HE ALTERNATIVE argument I develop in this section addresses shortcom-ings in the two realist alternatives. First, the argument shares the offensive
 realist contention that intentions are difficult to discern with confidence, but disagrees with offensive realists on the implications of this uncertainty. While offensive realists argue that uncertainty about intentions leads to worst-case assumptions and competitive strategies, I demonstrate why cooperation is still possible even when long-term, future intentions are uncertain.
 Second, while defensive realists acknowledge that beliefs about intentions sometimes influence state behavior, they have done less to specify the condi-tions under which uncertainty about intentions is likely to lead to cooperation and when it is likely to lead to competition. For example, Jervis argues, �Unless the requirements for offense and defense differ in kind or amount, a status quo power will desire a military posture that resembles that of an aggressor. For this reason others cannot infer from its military forces and preparations whether the state is aggressive. States therefore tend to assume the worst. The other�s intentions must be considered to be coextensive with his capabilities.�22 Thus, for Jervis, unless states signal their benign intentions by acquiring what are clearly defensive weapons, �cooperation under the security dilemma� is extremely difficult to achieve. On the other hand, while Walt identifies the importance of perceptions of intentions in how states identify threats, he ex-plicitly eschews any effort to assess the independent impact of beliefs about intentions on state behavior.23 I improve on existing defensive realist argu-ments by explaining how and why the strategies states adopt vary in the face of uncertain intentions.
 HOW STATES ATTEMPT TO DISCERN EACH OTHER�S INTENTIONS
 States can reach confident conclusions about other powerful states� intentions, although it does not happen often. Governments rely on two general
 22. Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics, 65. 23. Walt, The Origins of Alliances, 26. For this critique of Walt, see Jeffrey A. Frieden, �Ac-
 tors and Preferences in International Relations,� in Strategic Choice and International Relations, ed. David A. Lake and Robert Powell (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999), 50�51.
 T
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 categories of indicators to judge each other�s intentions.24 First, they examine domestic political or social characteristics, such as ideology, political institu-tions, the personality of individual leaders, or social identity. For instance, gov-ernments expect states with similar or complementary ideologies to have be-nign intentions and states with ideologies fundamentally opposed to theirs to have malign intentions.25 Thus, one explanation of the finding that democra-cies tend not to fight each other focuses on the liberal ideology and institutions that undergird these states.26 Second, governments observe other states� be-havior�such as treaty commitments, arms procurements, or alliances�to see if it reveals anything about likely future behavior.27 For example, Andrew Kydd argues that Soviet arms control policy in the late 1980s fed American assess-ments of increasingly benign Soviet intentions.28 Alternatively, advocates of offense-defense theory contend that states can signal their intentions through the types of weapons they procure.
 Unfortunately, domestic characteristics and behavioral signals are of only limited value as indicators of intentions. For instance, a state�s ideology fre-quently allows only ambiguous predictions about that state�s intentions. Liberal democracies may be less prone to wars of aggression but more likely to engage in defensive warfare, and differentiating these motives ex ante may be impos-sible in any single case. Other domestic characteristics, such as the personality of an individual leader, are poor indicators of long-term intentions because they are prone to change.
 Behavioral signals are even more problematic. Signals are useful for gauging short-term crisis intentions, but the further into the future one goes, the more possible it is that a state will renege on a seemingly costly commitment. For
 24. For an invaluable discussion of how states might communicate their intentions, see Jervis, The Logic of Images in International Politics.
 25. For example, see John M. Owen IV, �Transnational Liberalism and U.S. Primacy,� In-ternational Security 26, no. 3 (winter 2001/2002): 117�52.
 26. For an introduction to the voluminous literature on the �democratic peace,� see Mi-chael E. Brown, Sean M. Lynn-Jones, and Steven E. Miller, eds., Debating the Democratic Peace (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1997); Michael W. Doyle, �Kant, Liberal Legacies, and Foreign Af-fairs,� pts. 1 and 2, Philosophy and Public Affairs 12, nos. 3-4 (summer/fall 1983): 205�54, 323�53; Michael W. Doyle, �Liberalism and World Politics,� American Political Science Review 80, no. 4 (December 1986): 1151�69; James Lee Ray, Democracy and International Conflict: An Evaluation of the Democratic Peace Proposition (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1995); and Bruce Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace: Principles for a Post�Cold War World (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993).
 27. On costly signals in international relations, see James D. Fearon, �Signaling Foreign Policy Interests: Tying Hands versus Sinking Costs,� Journal of Conflict Resolution 41, no. 1 (February 1997): 68�90; James D. Morrow, �Alliances, Credibility, and Peacetime Costs,� Journal of Conflict Resolution 38, no. 2 (June 1994): 270�97; and Robert Powell, In the Shadow of Power: States and Strategies in International Politics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999).
 28. Andrew Kydd, �Trust, Reassurance, and Cooperation,� International Organization 54, no. 2 (spring 2000): 325�57.
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 example, a state may signal its benign intentions by acceding to an arms con-trol agreement, but it may later decide to disregard the requirements of that treaty. States that take the original treaty accession as a signal of long-term in-tentions may later regret that interpretation.
 How, then, do states ever form confident beliefs about each other�s future intentions? The difficulty confronting governments is to make sense of a large quantity of poor quality indicators. To handle this challenge, governments as-sess a portfolio of the many available indicators rather than relying on any sin-gle keystone indicator. As an effective financial portfolio features many uncor-related sources of income, a well-designed intelligence portfolio is diversified and relies on many possible sources of information. When the components of this intelligence portfolio consistently point in one direction, governments are more likely to reach confident conclusions about another state�s intentions. When the portfolio offers contradictory or inconsistent information, then un-certainty about intentions will result.
 Conceptualizing the process of discerning intentions as the analysis of intel-ligence portfolios allows generalization about the process that states use to dis-cern intentions rather than trying to generalize about specific indicators. Theo-rists of international politics have often sought a master indicator of inten-tions�whether it be ideology or costly signals�that states rely upon to judge each other�s intentions. In fact, though, states focus not on one particular indi-cator of intentions, but instead attempt to interpret the array of information that is available to them. Although the components of portfolios are likely to vary from state to state, the process of looking for consistency among a variety of indicators is likely to be similar.
 Consistent portfolios are, however, uncommon, and, as a consequence, cer-tain beliefs about future intentions are equally uncommon. For sure, Canada worries little today about the long-term intentions of the United States; and, despite a history of animosity, France and Germany are no longer concerned about each other�s intentions. Both of these examples, however, include liberal democracies that shared a common cold war enemy. It is difficult, if not im-possible, to identify cases outside of the North Atlantic �security community� where states have reached confident beliefs about each other�s long-term future intentions, especially that those intentions were benign.29 Domestic characteristics and behavioral signals often contradict each other, different behavioral signals frequently indicate different intentions, social and political
 29. On security communities, see Karl W. Deutsch, Political Community and the North Atlan-
 tic Area: International Organization in the Light of Historical Experience (Princeton: Princeton Uni-versity Press, 1957); and Emmanuel Adler and Michael N. Barnett, eds., Security Communities (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998).
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 characteristics may be inconsistent, and the possibility of intentions changing is unavoidable. The necessary alignment of a multitude of possible indicators of intentions in an intelligence portfolio arises in some, but not many, cases.
 It is important, however, that confident beliefs about intentions are possi-ble, even if they are uncommon. If confident beliefs about intentions were impossible, then strategies designed to address others� long-term future inten-tions would be senseless. States would not expend energy and resources re-sponding to or trying to influence others� intentions if they could never know if their strategies had succeeded. Offensive realists would be correct: prudent state leaders would have little choice but to assume the worst about intentions and pursue competition. As I demonstrate in the next section, however, the possibility of concluding that a state has benign intentions often leads states to pursue cooperation in an attempt to induce favorable intentions.
 RESPONSES TO UNCERTAINTY ABOUT INTENTIONS
 In the infrequent case where states are confident that another state has either benign or malign intentions, formulating appropriate strategies is straightfor-ward. If State A confidently believes that State B has benign intentions, then State A pursues cooperative strategies aimed at capturing the potential benefits from cooperation and building a long-term trusting relationship. The risks of cooperation are low, and the benefits are potentially high. On the other hand, if State A confidently believes that State B has malign intentions and State B has the capability to harm State A�s interests, then State A employs predominantly competitive strategies meant both to balance and to deter State B.
 In the more common case when states are uncertain about each other�s in-tentions, does uncertainty invariably lead to competition or does it sometimes lead to cooperation? I contend that states are likely to adopt cooperative strategies toward countries despite uncertainty about intentions under two circumstances: (1) if a state�s intentions are perceived as malleable through cooperation; and (2) when strong short-term domestic or international pres-sures to cooperate are present. Even when these two factors are present, states rarely pursue purely cooperative strategies toward other powerful states. In-stead, they hedge their bets by continuing to compete to some extent in case the other state ultimately adopts malign intentions. Despite the tendency to hedge their bets, states do not simply assume the worst about intentions and this level of cooperation is directly contrary to the expectations of offensive realism.
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 MALLEABILITY
 Precisely because intentions can change, states sometimes adopt cooperative strategies in an effort to induce benign intentions. While many of the compo-nents of a state�s capabilities�natural resources, population, and indigenous industry�are difficult for an external actor to manipulate, intentions are sub-ject to influence and, therefore, are a more common target of statecraft. Put differently, states often view uncertainty not only as a risk, but also as an op-portunity.
 Underlying an effort to induce benign intentions through cooperation is a government�s theory about what is driving a state�s intentions. Governments must have an expectation that cooperation will affect whatever will cause an-other state to act either benignly or malignantly. The most common theory that governments hold is that malign intentions are generated by insecurity. Thus, cooperation can increase the probability of benign intentions if it makes a state more secure and, thereby, mutes any expansionist ambitions. By dem-onstrating one�s own benign intentions, a government hopes to convince an-other state that it can safely adopt similarly benign intentions. A second possi-ble theory is that malign intentions are more likely if the costs of aggression are low. Employing this logic, cooperation may induce benign intentions by gener-ating interdependence that raises the costs that a state would have to pay to realize its objectives through military force.30
 Not all states, however, employ cooperation to induce benign intentions. Only when a state�s intentions are thought to be malleable through coopera-tion will such strategies be adopted. Intentions are perceived as malleable when a state believes it has leverage to effect change in another state�s intentions at an acceptable level of risk. Governments determine the malleability of another country�s intentions by examining two factors. First, a state examines the means available to it to influence the state�s intentions. If the state can offer valuable economic, political, or security cooperation that will make the country more secure or raise the costs of aggressive behavior, then it is more likely to engage in cooperation. If, however, the state can offer nothing that will interest the other state, then prudent leaders will pursue competition. Second, even if a state believes that it has the means to influence another state�s intentions, it must also assess the risk�the potential costs of being ex-ploited versus the rewards of successful cooperation�of employing coopera-tive strategies. Risk is determined by two factors. First, cooperating with a state
 30. See Dale C. Copeland, �Economic Interdependence and War: A Theory of Trade Ex-
 pectations,� International Security 20, no. 4 (spring 1996): 5�41.
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 that is more powerful is riskier than cooperating with a state of equivalent or lesser capabilities.
 Second, the current and future structure of the international system affects the risk of pursuing cooperation. The risk of cooperative strategies is prohibi-tively high for the two great powers in bipolar systems. If one of the great powers in a bipolar system mistakenly cooperates with the other one, then there are no other great powers for the exploited state to rely on to bail it out. As a consequence, cooperation is rarely a response to uncertain intentions in bipolar systems. In multipolarity, the risk of attempting to shape intentions through cooperation is lower since there are other great powers to balance against a state whose intentions turn out to be malign. The potential rewards for cooperation are also higher in multipolarity since alliance patterns tend to be fluid and cooperation may be helpful in attracting great power allies. Impor-tantly, cooperation in multipolarity is relatively low risk, but not risk free: bal-ancing is often inefficient in multipolar systems and states may attempt to pass the balancing buck to other states if cooperation fails to induce benign inten-tions.31 Finally, in a unipolar world, the risk of cooperation for the single pole diminishes as the preponderance of the lone superpower increases.32 Confi-dent in its preponderant power, the single great power can pursue cooperation without incurring much risk of exploitation. Currently, the United States coop-erates with China confident that its preponderance is likely to continue for several decades and that its much greater relative power will protect it from Chinese attempts at exploiting cooperation. An offensive realist might counter that even if cooperation induces benign intentions, states will rarely know if cooperation has succeeded since reliable indicators are hard to come by and intentions can always change for the worse. Thus, to succeed, cooperation must induce not only benign intentions, but also a consistent portfolio of indicators of benign intentions that allows a state to confidently conclude that another state�s intentions are no longer uncertain.
 SHORT-TERM PRESSURES
 Governments value cooperation not only because it may induce benign inten-tions, but also because it promises domestic and international short-term re-
 31. On distinctions between bipolar and multipolar international systems, see John J.
 Mearsheimer, �Back to the Future: Instability in Europe after the Cold War,� International Security 15, no. 1 (summer 1990): 5�57; Stephen Van Evera, �Primed for Peace: Europe after the Cold War,� International Security 15, no. 3 (winter 1990/91): 7�58; and Kenneth N. Waltz, �The Stability of a Bipolar World,� Daedalus 3, no. 3 (summer 1964): 881�909.
 32. On unipolarity, see William C. Wohlforth, �The Stability of a Unipolar World,� Inter-national Security 24, no. 1 (summer 1999): 5�41.
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 wards that myopic state leaders find valuable. Domestically, decisionmakers in a variety of regime types face pressures to capture short-term benefits. In de-mocracies, leaders confront looming elections that may compel them to take advantage of short-term opportunities even if it introduces potential long-term dangers. Contemporary American cooperation with China is at least in part attributable to domestic pressures to capitalize on economic opportunities within China. Leaders in other types of regimes may have to deal with revolu-tion or domestic unrest if they do not reward their populations. Internationally, states often face short-term security threats that force them to cooperate with another state even if there is concern about that country�s uncertain long-term intentions. For example, during the Second World War, the short-term pres-sures of the war compelled the United States to lend significant aid to Moscow despite concerns about long-term Soviet intentions When short-term pressures to cooperate are absent, governments can concern themselves more with long-term intentions and uncertainty about those intentions is more likely to gener-ate competition. The influence of short-term pressures on how states respond to uncertainty about future intentions reveals an important trade-off implicit in much realist theory. On the one hand, realists argue that many alliances are simply �mar-riages of convenience,� necessitated by short-term international pressures. On the other hand, preventive war logic�states initiate wars now because of long-term concerns about both capabilities and intentions�is prominent in realist theorizing.33 Realists have not explained how states behave when the necessity of marriages of convenience and the precaution of preventive wars butt up against one another. In the empirical section of this article, I will demonstrate that leaders usually respond first to short-term imperatives and are often will-ing to cooperate even if long-term intentions are uncertain.
 THE CONSEQUENCES OF COOPERATION AND COMPETITION
 Unfortunately, although cooperation may produce short-term rewards, it gen-erally fails to induce benign long-term intentions. Cooperation is especially unlikely to generate benign intentions in a state that is increasing in power. As a state grows, its interests usually grow concomitantly and other states are unlikely to be able or willing to offer enough incentives to discourage it from aggressive future behavior.34 Some states do have benign future intentions, but
 33. On preventive war, see Dale C. Copeland, The Origins of Major War (Ithaca: Cornell
 University Press, 2000). 34. On the aggressive tendencies of rising powers, see Robert Gilpin, War and Change in
 World Politics (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1981); Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of
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 usually not because another state�s cooperative efforts have induced those in-tentions. When cooperation fails to induce benign intentions, it can be a dangerous strategy. Short-term cooperation has long-term consequences by, at a mini-mum, enabling a state to grow unhampered or, at a maximum, actually foster-ing the growth of a state. If that state turns out to have malign intentions, then other states may wish that they had competed from the outset. The potential benefits from cooperation create incentives for states with malign intentions to behave in ways that maintain uncertainty about their intentions and, thereby, prolong advantageous cooperation. Countries with malign intentions may en-gage in deception or offer contradictory indicators of their intentions in order to prolong the cooperation that makes them more powerful. Although coop-eration is rational for both states in the short-term, differential rates of long-term growth may enable a malign state to pursue more aggressive behavior in the future.
 Why, then, do governments not learn and abandon the use of cooperative strategies in the face of uncertain intentions? To begin with, as I have dis-cussed, governments confront an unenviable Catch-22: competitive strategies may protect a state�s long-term security, but a leader may be deposed or his state�s security may be threatened if he does not capture the short-term bene-fits of cooperation. Further, the alternative�assuming the worst and pursuing competitive strategies�is often not an attractive option. Some states do have benign intentions, and acting competitively may compel those states to shift their intentions in a malign direction. Had Great Britain pursued more com-petitive strategies toward the United States at the beginning of the twentieth century, this surely would have interfered with the process of Anglo-American rapprochement.35
 Competitive strategies are also expensive. In many cases, states may not be capable of forestalling the growth of another state (since state growth is often primarily driven by internal factors) or forming balancing alliances (if no alli-ance partners are available), and those competitive strategies that are available, such as preventive war or domestic resource mobilization, may be particularly costly. In sum, as Richard Betts warns, �Operationalizing worst-case analysis requires extraordinary expense; it risks being counterproductive if it is effective (by provoking enemy countermeasures or preemption), and it is likely to be
 Great Power Politics; and A. F. K. Organski and Jacek Kugler, The War Ledger (Chicago: Uni-versity of Chicago Press, 1980), 13�63.
 35. See Stephen R. Rock, �Anglo-U.S. Relations, 1845�1930: Did Shared Liberal Values and Democratic Institutions Keep the Peace?� in Paths to Peace: Is Democracy the Answer?, ed. Miriam Fendius Elman (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1997), 101�49.
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 ineffective because routinization will discredit it.�36 Although cooperation is risky, under certain conditions, states pursue the short-term benefits of coop-eration and gamble on inducing benign intentions rather than accepting the immediate costs of competition and guaranteeing long-term acrimony.
 In sum, my argument concurs with a central presumption of offensive real-ist theory�that is, that intentions are difficult to discern with confidence�but challenges the implication of that assumption.37 Uncertainty about intentions does not always lead to competition. The states of interwar Europe infamously cooperated with Germany despite uncertainty about its intentions, and the United States today continues to cooperate with an increasingly powerful China on a variety of economic and political issues despite uncertainty about Beijing�s future intentions. At the same time, the argument builds upon defen-sive realist arguments that suggest ways in which beliefs about intentions may affect decision making, but inadequately specify the factors that determine whether states cooperate or compete in response to uncertainty about inten-tions.
 EVALUATING THE ARGUMENTS: RISING GREAT POWERS AND BELIEFS ABOUT INTENTIONS
 UALITATIVE, HISTORICAL case studies are likely to be more helpful than quantitative analysis in adjudicating between the alternative arguments.
 Case study research allows careful examination of the beliefs and motives of decisionmakers, which are critical for evaluating the merits of these arguments. While my argument builds upon existing defensive realist arguments, the evi-dence supporting my argument will differ dramatically from evidence support-ing offensive realism. Thus, in this �three-cornered fight,� the true combatants are my alternative argument and offensive realism.38 Both my argument and
 36. Richard K. Betts, �Analysis, War, and Decision: Why Intelligence Failures are Inevita-
 ble,� World Politics 31, no. 1 (October 1978): 74. Also see Raymond L. Garthoff, �On Esti-mating and Imputing Intentions,� International Security 2, no. 3 (winter 1978): 22�24; and Robert Jervis, �Intelligence and Foreign Policy: A Review Essay,� International Security 11, no. 3 (winter 1986/87): 157�58.
 37. In �Dueling Realisms,� Stephen Brooks distinguishes between �possibilistic� and �probabilistic� realisms. My argument is distinct from Brooks�s notion of �probabilistic� realism. While his distinction is based on alternative views of material capabilities. A dis-agreement about the role of perceptions of intentions most critically distinguishes offensive realism from my own argument.
 38. On the concept of a three-cornered fight among contending theories and evidence, see Imre Lakatos, �Falsification and the Methodology of Research Programmes,� in Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge, ed. Imre Lakatos and Alan Musgrave (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970), 91�196.
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 offensive realism expect states to have difficulty discerning each other�s inten-tions, but I expect that cooperation may still occur despite uncertainty, while offensive realists expect worst-case assumptions and competitive strategies. More specifically, I expect cooperation to be more likely when facing uncer-tainty if a state�s intentions are perceived as malleable by cooperation and if there are short-term domestic or international pressures to cooperate. The logic and causal mechanisms of both of these arguments can be evaluated through careful historical case study analysis.
 Power transitions�when one state�s material capabilities are on a trajectory to overtake other states� capabilities�are the cases most likely to conform to offensive realist predictions and least likely to support my alternative argument. According to the logic of offensive realism, states should fear the growing ca-pabilities of rising powers, assume the worst about their intentions, act to fore-stall their growth before they reach their full potential, and sometimes launch preventive wars. If, even in these cases, states sometimes cooperate rather than compete, then that will indicate that the alternative argument I have proposed is likely to apply under other less challenging circumstances.
 I examine three cases of how states contemplated and responded to the in-tentions of emerging potential threats: Russian policy toward Bismarck�s Ger-many, French policy toward interwar Germany, and American policy toward the Soviet Union at the outset of the cold war. I choose these specific cases for three reasons. First, these cases feature variation in both the observing state�s beliefs about the rising power�s intentions and the strategies ultimately chosen by the observing state. Second, the cases feature three different observing gov-ernments and three different rising powers,39 which ensures that I am not sim-ply capturing something idiosyncratic about certain observing countries or rising powers. Finally, these cases have the added benefit of both historical importance and relevance to an important contemporary case.40 They involve three of the most important structural transformations of the last two centu-ries and reveal lessons for current and future American policy toward a rising China. Clearly, these cases alone are an insufficient basis for claiming general explanatory power for my theory, but if they accord with the logic and predic-tions of my argument, then this should encourage us to test the argument against a broader set of cases.
 39. Although Germany appears twice as the rising power, these are two different instances
 of a rising Germany. 40. On historical importance and contemporary relevance as criteria for case selection, see
 Stephen Van Evera, Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1997), 83�87.
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 RUSSIAN STRATEGY TOWARD GERMANY, 1871�90
 Germany�s emergence as a great power was clear after its 1871 unification, but the great powers of Europe remained uncertain about the new empire�s future intentions. As Benjamin Disraeli, the leader of the opposition Conservative party in Great Britain, summarized to the British parliament on 9 February 1871: �[The Franco-Prussian War] represents the German revolution, a greater political event than the French revolution.�You have a new world, new influ-ence at work, new and unknown objects and dangers with which to cope.�41
 Russia, in particular, had two concerns about future German intentions. First, St. Petersburg was unsure whether Bismarck planned any further territo-rial aggrandizement. Second, Russia was uncertain of Berlin�s stance in the continuous dispute between Russia and Austria-Hungary over the Balkans.
 Through the eyes of leaders in St. Petersburg, the portfolio of indicators of German intentions was mixed and, therefore, precluded confident beliefs. On the one hand, Russia and Germany shared a common monarchical ideology and distaste for French liberalism, and Tsar Alexander II had great admiration for his uncle, Kaiser Wilhelm I.42 On the other hand, German behavior sug-gested that the empire might have malign intentions. In 1875 the War-in-Sight crisis erupted over concern that Germany was contemplating a preemptive war against France in response to the French acquisition of horses suitable for bat-tle. German belligerence during the crisis elicited concern about future Ger-man intentions not only in Paris, but also in London and St. Petersburg.43 In 1878, Bismarck convened the Congress of Berlin to resolve the Russo-Turkish War, but the eventual settlement reached there most benefited Austria-Hungary and Britain at the expense of Russia and Turkey. In the wake of the
 41. Hansard�s Parliamentary Debates, third series, vol. 204 (London: Cornelius Buck, 1871),
 81�82. 42. See William L. Langer, European Alliances and Alignments, 1871�1890, 2nd ed. (New
 York: Vintage, 1964), 11. 43. For summaries of the War-in-Sight crisis and its implications, see E. Malcolm Carroll,
 Germany and the Great Powers (Hamden, Conn.: Archon Books, 1966), 110�27; Gordon A. Craig, Germany, 1866�1945 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1978), 108�10; Erich Eyck, Bismarck and the German Empire (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1950), 213�23; Joseph V. Fuller, �The War-Scare of 1875,� American Historical Review 24, no. 2 (January 1919): 196�226; Lothar Gall, Bismarck: The White Revolutionary, vol. 2: 1871�1898, trans. J. A. Underwood (London: Unwin Hyman, 1986), 46�47; George F. Kennan, The Decline of Bismarck�s European Order: Franco-Russian Relations, 1875�1890 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1979), 13�23; Langer, European Alliances and Alignments, 42�55; Allan Mitchell, The German Influence in France after 1870 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1979),124�30; Otto Pflanze, Bismarck and the Development of Germany, vol. 2 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990), 262�71; Winifred Taffs, �The War Scare of 1875 (I),� Slavonic Review 9, no. 26 (De-cember 1930): 335�49; Winifred Taffs, �The War Scare of 1875 (II),� Slavonic Review 9, no. 27 (March 1931): 632�49; and A. J. P. Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1954), 225�26.
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 Congress of Berlin, �The chief scapegoat�for the anger of the Russian public became Bismarck, the �honest broker� of the Berlin Congress�Russian ani-mosity became directed not at Britain, the chief competitor, but at a German power which had previously been regarded as a friend and ally.�44 Finally, per-haps the most troubling indication of German intentions for the Russians was the consummation of the Austro-German alliance in 1879. Although the alli-ance was designed to be secret, the Russians likely knew of its existence if not the specific details.45 Bismarck met with the Russian ambassador Peter Sabu-rov in the fall of 1879 to reassure him that Germany did not intend to support Austrian aggression in the Balkans, but St. Petersburg remained skeptical of German�s future behavior.
 Given this uncertainty about German intentions�favorable domestic char-acteristics counterbalanced by foreboding behavior�how did Russia behave toward Berlin? Contrary to offensive realist expectations, St. Petersburg did not simply assume the worst about German intentions and pursued predomi-nantly cooperative, rather than competitive, strategies. While competitive strategies, such as allying with France, would have guaranteed Russo-German antagonism and pushed Germany and Austria-Hungary together, cooperative strategies might encourage Germany to adopt pro-Russian intentions.
 Russia�s strategy was motivated by a simple theory: cooperation could in-duce benign German intentions by alleviating Bismarck�s security concerns. Consider an excerpt from Ambassador Saburov�s memorandum to St. Peters-burg in February 1880:
 Therefore�and I do not hesitate to say it�the most conclusive argu-ment which I have employed while talking with Prince Bismarck has been drawn from the uneasiness inspired in him by the possibility of a rapprochement between France and ourselves, and from the prospect of bringing to an end this nightmare which haunts him, at the price of loyal co-operation that Germany would afford us for the safe-guarding of our national interests. I have reason to believe that the Prince has grasped the whole import of this idea, and that he sincerely sticks to it, for he sees in it a serious pledge for the security of Germany herself!46
 In other words, Russia believed that German intentions were malleable through cooperation. By abstaining from anti-German alliances and cooperat-
 44. See Barbara Jelavich, A Century of Russian Foreign Policy, 1814�1914 (Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott Company, 1964), 183�86. In addition, see Carroll, Germany and the Great Powers, 154�55 and W. N. Medlicott, �Diplomatic Relations After the Congress of Berlin,� Slavonic Review 8, no. 22 (June 1929): 69.
 45. See Langer, European Alliances and Alignments, 191. 46. Peter Saburov, The Saburov Memoirs or Bismarck and Russia: Being Fresh Light on the League
 of the Three Emperors, 1881, trans. J. Y. Simpson (New York: Macmillan, 1929), 125.
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 ing with Germany, Russia could guarantee that Bismarck would not face his �cauchemar des coalitions��the nightmare of an anti-German coalition.47 Mean-while, multipolarity increased the rewards of having a German friend and si-multaneously reduced the risk of cooperation since other great powers (most importantly, France) would likely be available as allies if the effort to induce benign intentions failed. Finally, the continuous dispute with Austria-Hungary in the Balkans also introduced short-term international pressures to cooperate with Germany.
 Russian cooperation with Germany is reflected in agreements reached be-tween Berlin and St. Petersburg between 1873 and 1887. Each of these agree-ments tied Russia to Germany and signaled that Russia would not enter into an anti-German alliance with France. In 1873 Russia joined Germany and Austria-Hungary in the mostly symbolic League of the Three Emperors.48 Continuous bickering between Russia and Austria-Hungary precluded any more formal commitments between the three monarchical powers and doomed the League only two years later in 1875. The Dreikaiserbund was reborn in 1881, two years after the consummation of the Austro-German pact. The new alliance of the three emperors was more formal and called for consultation before any territo-rial alterations were made in the Balkans. For the Russians, the agreement was an important counterbalance to the Austro-German alliance and again tied Russia to Germany rather than to France. Once again, though, the League col-lapsed in 1887 following a tense and dangerous crisis in Bulgaria.49
 To fill the void left by the collapse of the Dreikaiserbund, the Reinsurance Treaty, the most significant agreement between Germany and Russia in this
 47. Bismarck�s fear of an anti-German coalition is evident in his Kissingen Dictate of 15
 June 1877. In the Kissingen Dictate, Bismarck summarized his goals: �not that of any acqui-sition of lands but that of an overall political situation in which all powers except France have need of us and are as far as possible kept from forming balancing coalitions against us by their relations with one another.� The central points of the Kissingen Dictate are ex-cerpted and translated in W. N. Medlicott and Dorothy K. Coveney, eds., Bismarck and Europe (New York: St. Martin�s, 1971), 102�3. Other useful essays on Bismarck and his realist phi-losophy include Hajo Holborn, �Bismarck�s Realpolitik,� Journal of the History of Ideas 21, no. 1 (January-March 1960): 84�98; Henry Kissinger, �The White Revolutionary: Reflections on Bismarck� Daedalus 97, no. 3 (summer 1968): 888�924; and Otto Pflanze, �Bismarck�s Real-politik,� in Imperial Germany, ed. James J. Sheehan (New York: New Viewpoints, 1976), 155�79.
 48. On the specific terms of the League of the Three Emperors, see William A. Gauld, �The �Dreikaiserbundnis� and the Eastern Question, 1871�6,� English Historical Review, no. 158 (April 1925): 212. On the formation of the League of the Three Emperors, see E. Malcolm Carroll, Germany and the Great Powers, 1866�1914, 100; Craig, Germany, 1866�1945, 104; and Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe, 219�20.
 49. On the collapse of the League of the Three Emperors, see Craig, Germany, 1866�1945, 131. On the negotiations over the Reinsurance Treaty, see Serge Goriainov, �The End of the Alliance of the Three Emperors,� American Historical Review 23, no. 2 (January 1918): 333�38 and Kennan, The Decline of Bismarck�s European Order, 317�20.
 Dow
 nloa
 ded
 by [
 Geo
 rget
 own
 Uni
 vers
 ity]
 at 0
 2:12
 10
 Aug
 ust 2
 015

Page 23
						

22 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1
 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1 (autumn 2002): 22
 era, followed in June 1887. The treaty, signed for an initial three-year period, committed Germany and Russia to maintain a policy of �benevolent neutral-ity� should the other power become involved in a war with a third great power.50 In addition, Germany recognized a Russian sphere of influence in Bulgaria and the Dardanelles.51 Through the Reinsurance Treaty, the Russians guaranteed that Bismarck would not face a Franco-Russian alliance and hoped that by doing so Germany would not abandon Russia entirely in favor of Aus-tria-Hungary.52
 The demise of Russo-German relations came with the German decision not to renew the Reinsurance Treaty in June 1890, only three months after Bis-marck�s resignation.53 Wilhelm II, who had acceded to the throne in 1888, and the new German chancellor, Leo Caprivi, were less enamored of Russia than Wilhelm I and Bismarck had been. As William Langer, a leading historian of this period, concludes, �[B]y refusing even to discuss the continuance of the old treaty relation they gave Russia every reason to think that a thorough-going revision of German international relations was intended.�54
 In 1890, Russia switched to a more competitive approach toward Germany that culminated in the Franco-Russian alliance of 1894. What changed in 1890 was Russian confidence in its capacity to affect German intentions through cooperation or, put differently, the means to influence German future
 50. An exception to this requirement was made for cases in which either contracting
 power started a war with France or Austria. 51. For the text of the Reinsurance Treaty, see Medlicott and Coveney, eds., Bismarck and
 Europe, 163�64. 52. On the use of alliances to try and shape and modify behavior, see Paul W. Schroeder,
 �Alliances, 1815�1945: Weapons of Power and Tools of Management,� in Historical Dimen-sions of National Security Problems, ed. Klaus Knorr (Lawrence, Kan.: University Press of Kan-sas, 1976), 227�62. The Reinsurance Treaty was not an alliance, but many of Schroeder�s observations still apply.
 53. Russo-German relations began to deteriorate shortly after the Reinsurance Treaty was signed. On 10 November 1887, the German government instructed the Reichsbank to stop using Russian securities as collateral. As expected, a virtually complete sell-off of Russian securities followed in the German exchange markets and the price of Russian securities plummeted. The so-called Lombardsverbot encouraged increased financial ties between Paris and St. Petersburg, laying the foundation for a stronger political relationship between the two countries. Otto Pflanze argues that the measure was directed by Bismarck in order to deprive St. Petersburg of the finances necessary to support an anticipated military build-up. See Pflanze, Bismarck and the Development of Germany, vol. 3, 269�70. George F. Kennan, on the other hand, attributes simple economic motives to the Lombardsverbot. See Kennan, The De-cline of Bismarck�s European Order, 342�44. On the effect of the Lombardsverbot on Franco-Russian relations, see Laurence B. Packard, �Russia and the Dual Alliance,� American Histori-cal Review 25, no. 3 (April 1920): 400 and Hans-Ulrich Wehler, The German Empire, 1871�1918 (Dover, N.H.: Berg, 1985), 190. On financial ties as the foundation for Franco-Russian politi-cal ties, see Frederick L. Schuman, War and Diplomacy in the French Republic: An Inquiry into Political Motivations and the Control of Foreign Policy (New York: Howard Fertig, 1969): 135�36.
 54. Langer, European Alliances and Alignments, 506.
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 behavior. For most of this period, Russian cooperation assured Germany that she would not face a Franco-Russian coalition, but, with the renunciation of the Reinsurance Treaty, the new German leadership signaled that it was not as concerned as Bismarck had been about an anti-German coalition. �The new chancellor�s views about our relations are very significant,� wrote the Tsar upon being informed by his foreign minister Nikolav Giers of the German decision to allow the Reinsurance Treaty to lapse, �It appears to me that Bis-marck was right when he said that the policy of the German Emperor would alter from the day when he, Bismarck, retired.�55 Absent any other leverage for inducing benign German intentions, Russia shifted to a more competitive strategy.
 Throughout this period, Bismarck recognized the value of maintaining un-certainty about German intentions and even demonstrating that they might be benign. After the War-in-Sight crisis, Lothar Gall notes that Bismarck realized that, �He must�make increased allowance for the mistrust and the fears that the emergence of the new power in central Europe had aroused in many quar-ters�[Germany] must try to avoid anything that might even remotely suggest to the most hypercritical observer intentions of an aggressive nature.�56 In February 1878, Bismarck delivered his famous �Honest Broker� speech to the German Reichstag.57 The chancellor declared that Germany�s goals in Europe were not self-aggrandizement, but rather to play the role of the �honest bro-ker� maintaining the European peace. By involving himself in diplomacy across Europe, such as at the Congress of Berlin, Bismarck would reveal the new empire�s peaceful intentions and its essential role in maintaining European stability. As David Calleo observes, �Success [of the Bismarckian alliance sys-tem] depended not only upon Germany�s remaining the balancing power in so many awkward triangles, but also upon convincing the rest of the world that Germany was a sated power.�58
 Whether or not Bismarck was genuinely �sated� and merely wanted to be the �honest broker� of Europe is difficult to conclude since Bismarck was forced out of office in March 1890. What is clear is that, up until 1890, Russia, Britain, and even France at times believed that Germany�s intentions were, at a
 55. See Goriainov, �The End of the Alliance of the Emperors,� 344; and Langer, European
 Alliances and Alignments, 502�3. 56. Gall, Bismarck: The White Revolutionary, vol. 2, 47. 57. The �honest broker� speech is translated and excerpted in Medlicott and Coveney,
 eds., Bismarck and Europe, 103�4. On the �honest broker� speech, see Gall, Bismarck: The White Revolutionary, vol. 2, 54; Langer, European Alliances and Alignments, 145; and Pflanze, Bismarck and the Development of Germany, vol. 2, 435.
 58. David Calleo, The German Problem Reconsidered: Germany and the World Order, 1870 to the Present (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1978), 11.
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 minimum, uncertain, and, in response, they pursued predominately coopera-tive, not competitive, strategies.59
 Offensive realists might respond that the absence of competition against Germany can be explained by the fact that Germany was not yet a �potential hegemon� in Europe. This argument, however, fails on two counts. First, there was no dramatic transition in the balance of power in 1890 that can explain the shift to competitive strategies, but there is salient new information that arrives about the malleability of German intentions.60 Second, to make this argument, realists must assume that states have little foresight, which cuts against their own preventive war arguments. The states of Europe, including Russia, had little doubt about Germany�s potential power (which was quickly becoming actual power), yet they opted primarily for cooperation rather than competi-tion with Germany. In fact, precisely because Germany�s potential power was so great yet so invulnerable to outside influence, Russia directed its policies at affecting German intentions, not capabilities.
 By convincing others of his uncertain intentions, Bismarck forestalled bal-ancing efforts against the newly formed empire until the Franco-Russian alli-ance of 1894. As realists fear, though, when the German leadership changed, German intentions (or at least the way that German leaders portrayed their intentions) appear also to have changed. Counterfactually, it is difficult to say whether earlier balancing against Germany might have affected the course of European diplomacy, but it is undeniable that efforts to induce long-term German intentions through cooperation failed.
 FRENCH STRATEGY TOWARD GERMANY, 1925�36
 Throughout most of the interwar period, French leaders were uncertain about both the extent of German revisionist ambitions and the means they would employ to realize those ambitions. While Paris was continually wary of Ger-man power and intentions, French strategies depended on the perceived mal-leability of German intentions and domestic and international pressures to cooperate. In the initial years after the war, French leaders were pessimistic about their ability to influence German intentions through cooperation. France
 59. On British and French strategy toward Germany, see David M. Edelstein, �Choosing
 Friends and Enemies: Perception of Intentions in International Politics,� chap. 3 (Ph.D. diss., University of Chicago, 2000).
 60. While German power was certainly increasing, there is no critical shift in the late 1880s that can explain a change in policy from cooperation to competition. For easily acces-sible capabilities data based on the �Correlates of War� Project, see D. Scott Bennett and Allen C. Stam III,� �Expected Utility Generation and Data Management Program� (EUGene) at http://www.eugenesoftware.org.
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 attempted to impose the harshest possible settlement on Germany, culminat-ing in the occupation of the Ruhr in 1923. The French government during this period was unimpressed that Weimar Germany was a democracy and pointed instead to historical and geographical realities. In fact, the most pessimistic French leaders believed there to be no uncertainty about German intentions. They were quite certain about the ultimately malign nature of German inten-tions. As French foreign minister Edouard Herriot predicted in 1924, �On the day that Germany finds herself strong enough to refuse to pay us she would inevitably bring about a new war.�61 Historian Anthony Adamthwaite agrees, noting that �Geography imposed a simple, harsh logic on French thinking. The greatest single external threat was Germany and after two wars in living mem-ory the French could not be other than firm in their insistence on security.�62
 Not all French leaders were, however, certain that German intentions were irremediably malign. By the mid-1920s, Paris�s hardline stance had succeeded only in bringing economic ruin to Germany and eliciting disfavor from Lon-don. A new, more liberal French government was certainly cognizant of the lessons of history, but they were also more optimistic that German intentions could be shaped through a policy of cooperation. French foreign minister Aris-tide Briande observed, �It would be insane to insist on eternal containment of a nation of sixty million people.� 63 According to Arnold Wolfers, for Briand, �To appease and satisfy the new democratic Germany required only that the Rightist policy of force, humiliation, and threats be replaced by a spirit of co-operation and friendliness.�64 Or, as the prominent French diplomat Philippe Berthelot wrote to Briand in 1923:
 It cannot be forgotten that if we are today the strongest and will remain so for another dozen years, in a period of from twenty to fifty years the weight of seventy million organized, hard-working men will end up by being heavier than that of thirty-eight million Frenchmen. If, then, we don�t try to create a German republic hostile to war, we are doomed. So far, instead of gaining ground with German democratic opinion, we ha-ven�t ceased to stir up hatred of ourselves.65
 61. Cited in Anne Orde, Great Britain and International Security, 1920�1926 (London: Royal
 Historical Society, 1978), 62. 62. Anthony Adamthwaite, France and the Coming of the Second World War, 1936�1939 (Lon-
 don: Frank Cass, 1979), 22. 63. Quoted in Maurice Baumont, The Origins of the Second World War (New Haven, Conn.:
 Yale University Press, 1969), 21. 64. Arnold Wolfers, Britain and France Between The Wars: Conflicting Strategies of Peace Since
 Versailles (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1940), 55�56. 65. Quoted in Richard D. Challener, �The French Foreign Office: The Era of Philippe
 Berthelot,� in The Diplomats, 1919�1939, ed. Gordon A. Craig and Felix Gilbert (Princeton:
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 This is hardly the statement of preventive war logic that many realists would expect!
 French liberals believed that German intentions, while uncertain, were also malleable. In terms of means, benign intentions could be induced by including Germany in an institutionalized European order, which would allay German concerns about her security and generate interdependence that would make another war costly for all sides. As for risk, the collective security system em-bedded in the League of Nations served as a hedge on French cooperative bets by ensuring that any German aggression would be met by a counterbalancing coalition. Not even the most liberal French leader was willing to abandon ef-forts completely to protect themselves against potential German aggression, and collective security was important protection. In addition, France devel-oped the Maginot Line of defenses during this period, but diplomacy with Germany was dominated by efforts at conciliation rather than competition. Solely competitive strategies potentially represented a greater risk to France than cooperative strategies. Not only was their domestic opposition to more competitive strategies, but competition would have displeased the British, who at the time were at least as skeptical of Paris as they were of Berlin.66
 The first and most significant evidence of French cooperation was its agreement to the Treaties of Locarno, signed in October 1925.67 The Locarno agreements consisted primarily of arbitration conventions between Germany and four of her neighbors�France, Belgium, Poland, and Czechoslovakia.68 England, France, Germany, Belgium, and Italy became guarantors of the ac-cords by agreeing to observe the demilitarization of the Rhineland, defend the existing borders between Germany and France and Germany and Belgium, and Princeton University Press, 1953), 77. Berthelot was the secretary general and ranking per-manent diplomat at the Quai d�Orsay.
 66. Erik Goldstein, �The Evolution of British Diplomatic Strategy for the Locarno Pact, 1924�1925,� in Diplomacy and World Power: Studies in British Foreign Policy, 1890�1950, ed. Mi-chael Dockrill and Brian McKercher (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 119. According to Goldstein, �On the one hand, France was Britain�s best potential military ally on the continent, with the bonds strengthened by the four years of wartime alliance. On the other hand, France was Britain�s centuries-old traditional rival, that now seemed to be at-tempting once again to exert its hegemony over Europe in the wake of Germany�s defeat. British attitudes toward France wavered between the policy requirements of these two posi-tions, and the British official mind remained very suspicious of French intentions.�
 67. In addition to Locarno, Briand met with Stresemann at Thoiry in November 1926 in an ill-fated attempt to reach a comprehensive solution to the reparations issue. The Thoiry conversations are covered in Jacques Nere, The Foreign Policy of France from 1914 to 1945 (Lon-don: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1974), 76�78; and Jon Jacobson, Locarno Diplomacy: Germany and the West, 1925�1929 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1972), 84�90.
 68. On the specifics of the Locarno agreements, see Jacobson, Locarno Diplomacy, 4. Trea-ties reprinted in William J. Newman, The Balance of Power in the Interwar Years, 1919�1939 (New York: Random House, 1968), 205�27.
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 assist any signatory who was the victim of a violation of the treaties. In addi-tion, Germany agreed to join the League of Nations. Historian F. S. Northedge concludes that the Locarno treaties �had psychological results in symbolising the ending of the cold war between victor and vanquished in western Europe, marking, as [British foreign minister Austen] Chamberlain said, the real divid-ing line between war and peace.�69 The most significant mandate of the Locarno treaties was the demilitariza-tion of the Rhineland. French military leaders were, however, reluctant to withdraw their forces from the Rhineland as long as German intentions were unclear. In March 1926�two months after the troop withdrawal had begun�Marshall Ferdinand Foch pleaded, �By abandoning the Rhine we will give Ger-many the ability to dominate and subjugate central Europe�beginning with Austria�Security, foreign policy, reparations will all collapse with [the Rhine-land withdrawal].�70 For French political leaders, however, cooperating in the demilitarization of the Rhineland appeared to be a superior option to compet-ing with Germany. First, if France had refused to withdraw from the Rhine-land, then Britain would not have agreed to the Locarno accords, which was essential to France both for guaranteeing its security and ensuring that repara-tions would eventually be paid. Second, demilitarizing the Rhineland was es-sential to the �spirit of Locarno.� On 10 September 1926, upon Germany�s entry into the League of Nations, Briand boldly declared, �Away with rifles, machine guns, and cannon! Make way for conciliation, arbitration, and peace.�71 For Briand and others, the surest way to peace was not by holding Germany down, but rather by welcoming her into the international commu-nity. Briand famously went as far as to advocate the creation of a union of European countries. A European union would �imply for Europe a general system of arbitration and security and progressive extension of the policy of international guarantees which was inaugurated at Locarno to the whole Euro-pean collectivity, until�particular agreements are integrated into a more gen-eral system.�72 The optimism of the Locarno era subsided with the election of 107 National Socialist candidates to the German Reichstag in September 1930 and the
 69. F. S. Northedge, The Troubled Giant: Britain Among the Great Powers, 1916�1939 (Lon-
 don: G. Bell, 1966), 267. 70. Foch to government, 8 March 1926. Quoted in Anthony Adamthwaite, Grandeur and
 Misery: France�s Bid for Power, 1914�1940 (New York: Arnold, 1995), 123. 71. Georges Suarez, Briand, sa Vie, son Oeuvre, vol. 6 (Paris: Plon, 1941�52), 197. Quoted in
 Sally Marks, The Illusion of Peace: International Relations in Europe, 1918�1933 (New York: St. Martin�s, 1976), 80.
 72. Memorandum by Briand, 17 May 1930. In Nere, The Foreign Policy of France from 1914 to 1945, 286.
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 proposal for an Austro-German customs union in March 1931.73 Despite these warnings and ominous indications that Germany was surreptitiously rebuilding its military capability, France did not pursue more competitive strategies until well into the 1930s.74
 French leaders no longer held out much hope of turning uncertain inten-tions into benign intentions, but short-term domestic and international factors still prevented them from pursuing either external or internal competitive strategies. Externally, few states were interested in allying with France, and more aggressively competing against Germany was likely to alienate at least one potential partner, Great Britain. Internally, France did not make a com-mitment to increasing its military capabilities until 1934 and did not actually begin any meaningful arming until two years after that.75 Between 1931 and 1935, French military spending remained relatively constant, varying in a range between 4.1 percent and 4.7 percent of French gross national product. In this same period, German military spending increased from only 1 percent of gross national product in 1931 to 8 percent in 1935.76
 Short-term domestic pressures impeded French rearmament.77 Whereas most of Europe had struggled through the great depression in the early 1930s, the depression hit France the hardest in the mid-1930s and large increases in military expenditure would have been difficult to sustain in the midst of an
 73. On the customs union, see F. G. Stambrook, �The German-Austrian Customs Union Project of 1931: A Study of German Methods and Motives,� in European Diplomacy between Two Wars, 1919�1939, ed. Hans W. Gatzke (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1972), 94�124.
 74. Ostensibly, the French army still had 340,000 soldiers compared to the legal limit of 100,000 German soldiers. See Robert J. Young, In Command of France: French Foreign Policy and Military Planning, 1933�1940 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1978), 36. This numerical disparity, however, may be somewhat misleading. French military intelligence argued that Germany was far more capable, but civilians discounted these assessments as motivated by the military�s self-interest in larger budgets. See Peter Jackson, France and the Nazi Menace: Intelligence and Policy Making, 1933�1939 (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000).
 75. See Edward W. Bennett, German Rearmament and the West, 1932�1933 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1979), 79. According to Bennett, reports of German rearmament appeared as early as December 1926.
 76. Statistics from Adamthwaite, France and the Coming of the Second World War, 164. R. J. Overy offers slightly different statistics, but with the same implication. According to Overy, French military expenditure varied in a range of 5.0�5.8 percent of national income between 1932 and 1935 while German military expenditure increased from 0.8 percent to 6.0 percent in the same period. R. J. Overy, The Origins of the Second World War, 2nd ed. (New York: Longman, 1998), 54. In addition, German gross national product was about a third larger than French gross national product in 1933, and while German gross national product grew by 5.0 percent between 1929 and 1938, French gross national product shrunk by 0.3 percent. See Paul Bairoch, �Europe�s Gross National Product, 1800�1975,� Journal of European Eco-nomic History 5, no. 2 (fall 1976): 295�96.
 77. On the sources of French military doctrine in this period, see Elizabeth Kier, Imagining War: French and British Military Doctrine between the Wars (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997); and Barry Posen, The Sources of Military Doctrine: France, Britain, and Germany between the World Wars (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1984).
 Dow
 nloa
 ded
 by [
 Geo
 rget
 own
 Uni
 vers
 ity]
 at 0
 2:12
 10
 Aug
 ust 2
 015

Page 30
						

Beliefs about Intentions and the Rise of Great Powers 29
 SECURITY STUDIES 12, no. 1 (autumn 2002): 29
 economic crisis. Further, while the French right supported French rearmament and a confrontational strategy with Germany, the French left still hoped that collective security and disarmament could succeed.78 Thus, as R. J. Overy summarizes, �Fears of financial crisis and political unrest held Britain and France back from a substantial effort at rearmament until 1938, and encour-aged both governments to explore the possibility of a settlement rather than run the risks of collapse at home.�79 In short, not only were there few competitive strategies available to France, but those that were available were unattractive for short-term reasons.
 France began to shift to a more competitive strategy in 1934 when the risk of continuing to pursue cooperation became too great. Following Hitler�s withdrawal from the disarmament conference in October 1933 and his de-mand in March 1934 that Germany be permitted a modern 300,000 man army with France�s army limited to the same size, French foreign minister Louis Barthou asserted that France could no longer passively accept German rear-mament and that France would seek to augment its security.80 Primarily, France�s efforts were directed at attracting allies including France, Great Brit-ain, and the Soviet Union and in forming a possible �Eastern Locarno� to pro-tect the young states to Germany�s east.81 A year later, when Hitler announced plans to institute conscription and develop an air force, France ratcheted up its efforts both to rearm internally and to attract potential allies.82 Finally, the German remilitarization of the Rhineland in March 1936 combined with rap-idly improving German capabilities dramatically increased the risk of coopera-tion and precluded any further efforts at Franco-German conciliation.83 France
 78. Adamthwaite, France and the Coming of the Second World War, 25�27. 79. Overy, The Origins of the Second World War, 62. 80. Adamthwaite, Grandeur and Misery, 193; Nere, The Foreign Policy of France from 1914 to
 1945, 128�30; Young, In Command of France, 52�57. 81. Although an �Eastern Locarno� was never consummated, the short-lived Stresa Front
 of France, Great Britain, and Italy was formed in April 1935 to demonstrate continuing sup-port for the Locarno accords. The Stresa Front collapsed in June 1935 with the signing of the Anglo-German Naval Agreement. On the French view of Stresa, see Nere, The Foreign Policy of France from 1914 to 1945, 153�54. On the Anglo-German naval agreement, see Bau-mont, The Origins of the Second World War, 136�37; Hines H. Hall III, �The Foreign Policy-Making Process in Britain, 1934�35, and the Origins of the Anglo-German Naval Agree-ment,� Historical Journal 19, no. 2 (June 1976): 496; and D. C. Watt, �The Anglo-German Naval Agreement of 1935: An Interim Judgment,� Journal of Modern History 28, no. 2 (March 1956): 155�75.
 82. Young, In Command of France, 87�88. 83. On French policy in response to the occupation of the Rhineland, see Maurice Bau-
 mont, �The Rhineland Crisis,� in Troubled Neighbors: Franco-British Relations in the Twentieth Century, ed. Neville H. Waites (London: Weidenfield, 1971); John C. Cairns, �March 7, 1936, Again: The View from Paris,� in European Diplomacy between Two Wars, 1919�1939, ed. Hans W. Gatzke (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1972), 172�92; J. T. Emmerson, The Rhineland Crisis, 7 March 1936 (London: Temple Smith, 1977); Nere, The Foreign Policy of France from 1914 to
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 still remained uncertain of the ultimate extent of German ambitions and the means that Hitler might employ, but the risk was too high to take any further chances on cooperation.84
 Interwar European diplomacy is one of the great tragedies of international relations history. As offensive realists expect, the multipolar system of Europe encouraged buckpassing: the states of Europe each tried to capture the advan-tages of cooperation while leaving any balancing to others.85 While buckpass-ing can explain the difficulty of forming external alliances, it fares less well at explaining the failure of France to rearm internally. Mearsheimer, for example, explicitly argues that buckpassers will continue to develop their own internal capabilities even as they attempt to pass the buck.86 He, therefore, cannot ex-plain why, in the face of growing German power, French leaders did not rearm earlier. My alternative argument identifies two motives that offensive realism does not recognize: (1) in the mid-late 1920s, the French decision to cooperate rather than compete was motivated by a belief that cooperation might induce favorable intentions; and (2) in the early-mid 1930s, short-term domestic and international imperatives precluded competition even when efforts to induce benign intentions had apparently failed. Importantly, even in the 1920s, French leaders hedged their bets by encouraging collective security arrangements, but, even so, French cooperation exceeded what offensive realists would expect.
 German leaders, meanwhile, recognized that by maintaining uncertainty about their intentions, they could continue to benefit from European coopera-tion. Weimar foreign minister Gustav Stresemann calculated that the most effective way to alleviate the pressures of the Treaty of Versailles was to indi-cate that German intentions were benign by, for example, signing on to the Locarno agreements.87 In a letter to the German crown prince about the Lo-carno conference, Streseman describes his strategy, finassieren, of accomplishing 1945, 189; George Sakwa, �The Franco-Polish Alliance and the Remilitarization of the Rhineland,� Historical Journal 16, no. 1 (March 1973): 125�46; and Stephen A. Schuker, �France and the Remilitarization of the Rhineland, 1936,� French Historical Studies 14, no. 3 (Spring 1986): 299�338.
 84. In particular, the failure of the League of Nations to respond to the German remilita-rization of the Rhineland signaled that France could not rely on anybody else for its security against a revisionist Germany.
 85. On the logic of buckpassing, see Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 267�333.
 86. Ibid., 158�59. 87. On Stresemann, see Hajo Holborn, �Diplomats and Diplomacy in the Early Weimar
 Republic� in The Diplomats, 1919�1939, ed. Gordon A. Craig and Felix Gilbert (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1953), 123�71; Annelise Thimme, �Stresemann and Locarno,� in European Diplomacy between Two Wars, 1919�1939, ed. Hans W. Gatzke (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1972), 73�93. On Stresemann�s motivations, see also Anthony Adamthwaite, Gran-deur and Misery, 120. For a critical assessment of Stresemann�s policies, see Hans W. Gatzke, Stresemann and the Rearmament of Germany (1954; New York: Norton, 1969).
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 through �finesse� and diplomacy in the 1920s what Germany could not yet accomplish through force.88
 In the 1930s Adolf Hitler repeatedly assuaged European fears by deceptively declaring his peaceful intentions in the midst of massive German rearmament. On 17 May 1933 Hitler disingenuously told the Reichstag, �Germany has only one desire, to be able to preserve her independence and defend her fron-tiers�Germany is prepared to agree to any solemn pact of nonaggression be-cause she does not think of attacking but only of acquiring security.� 89 Then, shortly after he announced the resumption of conscription and his plan to build an air force, Hitler again attempted to allay any fears, �What then could I wish more than peace and tranquility? But it is said that this is merely the de-sire of leaders, I can reply that if only the leaders and rulers desire peace, the nations themselves will never wish for war�Germany needs peace and desires peace.� 90 Hitler certainly appears to have recognized the value of maintaining uncertainty about his intentions, and even suggesting that he might have be-nign future plans.
 Would German aggression have been forestalled if France had more aggres-sively competed with Germany? While it is unlikely that France alone could have deterred Hitler from embarking on his European rampage, it is clear that France�s, and the more general European, efforts to induce benign German long-term intentions by integrating her into the international community failed miserably.
 U.S. STRATEGY TOWARD THE SOVIET UNION, 1944�46
 As the end of the Second World War approached, the United States faced the challenge of formulating a postwar strategy toward the Soviet Union. While Stalin had been America�s wartime ally, the Soviet Union represented the only nation that could individually pose a threat to American interests in the post-war era. The process of devising policies for dealing with the Soviet Union was
 88. The letter was written on 7 September 1925. See Gatzke, Stresemann and the Rearmament of Germany, 113�14; Robert Grathwol, �Gustav Stresemann: Reflections on His Foreign Pol-icy,� Journal of Modern History 45, no. 1 (March 1973): 52�70; and Thimme, �Stresemann and Locarno,� 83�85. According to Marshall M. Lee and Wolfgang Michalka, �Stresemann�s ultimate goal and hence that of German foreign policy itself went considerably beyond sim-ple revision of the Versailles system: he intended on the ruins of Versailles to reconstruct and even to expand the prewar Great Power position of the German Reich.� Marshall M. Lee and Wolfgang Michalka, German Foreign Policy, 1917�1933: Continuity or Break? (New York: Berg, 1987), 98. Grathwol has a more benign interpretation of Stresemann�s motives and intentions.
 89. Quoted in Michael I. Handel, The Diplomacy of Surprise: Hitler, Nixon, Sadat (Cambridge, Mass.: Center for International Affairs, 1981), 33.
 90. Quoted in ibid., 44.
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 complicated by inconsistent information about Soviet intentions. American leaders found Soviet communist ideology to be anathema, and the wartime marriage of convenience only interrupted the tense Soviet-American relations of the interwar period. In addition, some Soviet behavior during the war seemed to forewarn of ambitions to establish a postwar communist empire. For example, in Poland, Moscow endorsed a communist government based in Lublin that Washington and London considered illegitimate.91 By early Sep-tember 1944 the U.S. ambassador to Poland Averell Harriman wrote to Wash-ington, �[What] frightens me is that when a country begins to extend its influ-ence by strong arm methods beyond its borders under the guise of security it is difficult to see how a line can be drawn. Unless we take issue with the present policy there is every indication the Soviet Union will become a world bully wherever our interests are involved.�92 At the same time, however, Moscow offered some encouraging signals of its intentions. In October 1944 Stalin and Churchill met in Moscow and devised a plan to divide Eastern Europe after the war.93 After hearing of the successful meeting, Roosevelt wrote to Churchill that he was �most pleased to know that you are reaching a meeting of your two minds as to international politics in which, because of our present and future common efforts to prevent interna-tional wars, we are all interested.� 94
 91. The United States and Great Britain believed that the legitimate government was ex-
 iled in London. On the role of Poland in the Second World War, see George V. Kacewicz, Great Britain, the Soviet Union and the Polish Government in Exile, 1939�1945 (Boston: Nijhoff, 1979); R. C. Lukas, The Strange Allies: The United States and Poland, 1941�1945 (Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 1978); and Antony Polonsky, ed., The Great Powers and the Polish Question: A Documentary Study of Cold War Origins (London: Orbis Books, 1976).
 92. For Harriman�s views, see Harriman to Hopkins, 10 September 1944, Foreign Relations of the United States [hereinafter FRUS] 1944, vol. 4 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1966), 988�90; Harriman to Hull, 20 September 1944, ibid., 992�98.
 93. On the �spheres of influence� agreement, see Robert Dallek, Franklin D. Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy, 1932�1945 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1979), 479�80; War-ren F. Kimball, �Naked Reverse Right: Roosevelt, Churchill, and Eastern Europe from TOLSTOY to Yalta�and a Little Beyond,� Diplomatic History 9, no. 1 (winter 1985): 1�24; Deborah Welch Larson, Origins of Containment: A Psychological Explanation (Princeton: Prince-ton University Press, 1985): 107�12; Albert Reiss, �The Churchill-Stalin �Percentages� Agreement on the Balkans, Moscow, October 1944,� American Historical Review 83, no. 2 (April 1978): 368�87; Marc Trachtenberg, A Constructed Peace: The Making of the European Set-tlement, 1945�1963 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999), 5�6. For minutes of the meetings which produced the spheres of influence agreement, see Joseph M. Siracusa, �The Meaning of TOLSTOY: Churchill, Stalin, and the Balkans, Moscow, October 1944,� Diplo-matic History 3, no. 4 (fall 1979): 443�63.
 94. See Winston Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1953), 196�200; FRUS 1944, vol. 4, 1005�10; and Herbert Feis, Churchill, Roosevelt, and Stalin: The War They Waged and the Peace They Sought (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1957).
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 In February 1945 Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin convened at Yalta to ad-dress the continuing prosecution of the war and the postwar settlement.95 Churchill and Roosevelt eventually ceded a sphere of influence in Eastern Europe to Stalin in return for his agreement, through the Declaration on Lib-erated Europe, to allow democracy in the region.96 Like other wartime confer-ences, Yalta engendered optimism that, while the Soviets might desire a sphere of influence, their ambitions were limited to Eastern Europe. Harry Hopkins, an advisor to FDR at Yalta, reflects, �We really believed in our hearts that this was the dawn of a new day we had all been praying for. The Russians had proved that they could be reasonable and farseeing and there wasn�t any doubt in the minds of the President or any of us that we could live with them and get along with them peacefully for as far into the future as any of us could imag-ine.�97
 With the successful defeat of Germany and Japan, Soviet-American coop-eration was no longer essential and fundamental tensions between Washington and Moscow were free to reemerge. Yet, even after the war was over, the United States remained uncertain about ultimate Soviet intentions and did not immediately assume the worst about Soviet intentions.98 While Congressional Republicans were convinced that Soviet intentions were malign, others, like
 95. On Yalta, see Russell D. Buhite, Decisions at Yalta: An Appraisal of Summit Diplomacy
 (Wilmington, Del.: Scholarly Resources, 1986); Diane Shaver Clemens, Yalta (New York: Oxford University Press, 1970); Dallek, Franklin D. Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy, 506�25; Richard F. Fenno, The Yalta Conference (Boston: Heath, 1955); Jonathan L. Snell, ed., The Meaning of Yalta: Big Three Diplomacy and the New Balance of Power (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1956); Edward R. Stettinius, Roosevelt and the Russians: The Yalta Conference (Garden City: Doubleday, 1949); Athan Theoharis, �Roosevelt and Truman on Yalta: The Origins of the Cold War,� Political Science Quarterly 87, no. 2 (June 1972): 210�41.
 96. For an interesting exchange of notes between Stalin and Roosevelt on Poland, see �President Roosevelt�s Letter to Stalin, 6 February 1945, on the Acceptable Compromise Regarding the Composition of the Postwar Polish Government.� Available from the Cold War International History Project at http://cwihp.si.edu. Also see FRUS 1945, Yalta, 667�71, 677�81, 709, 711, 716�21, 726�28, 776�82, 786�91, 792�93, 803�7, 903, 905�7, 911, 938; Stettinius, Roosevelt and the Russians, 183, 270�71; and Dallek, Franklin D. Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy, 513�19. For the text of the Declaration on Liberated Europe, see FRUS 1945, Yalta, 971�73. For Roosevelt�s view of the Declaration, see John Lewis Gaddis, The United States and the Origins of the Cold War, 1941�1947 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1972), 163�73.
 97. Hopkins quoted in Dallek, Franklin D. Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy, 520. See Robert Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins (New York: Gosset and Dunlap, 1950), 869�70.
 98. On the split in Washington over future Soviet intentions, see Gaddis, The United States and the Origins of the Cold War, 273�80. Specifically, see two articles in the New York Times by James Reston: �Two Views in the Capital on U.S.-Russian Relations� (30 September 1945, E5); and �Washington Backs a �Hard Approach� to Russia� (14 October 1945, E3). Also see, Eduard Mark, �Charles E. Bohlen and the Acceptable Limits of Soviet Hegemony in Eastern Europe: A Memorandum of 18 October 1945,� Diplomatic History 3, no.2 (spring 1979): 201�13; and Robert L. Messer, �Paths Not Taken: The U.S. Department of State and Alternatives to Containment,� Diplomatic History 1, no. 4 (fall 1977): 297�319.
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 State Department analysts Charles Bohlen and Geroid Robinson, speculated, �It is by no means certain that Soviet intentions are set irrevocably in the pat-tern of expansion facilitated by revolution.�99 Unlike the previous cases examined in this article, uncertainty about Soviet intentions led the United States to pursue competitive strategies. In this case, not only were intentions perceived as uncertain, they also appeared to be un-malleable through cooperation. In late 1945 and early 1946, the United States concluded from Soviet behavior in Iran, Turkey, and Germany that allaying Soviet security concerns was beyond the means Washington was willing to consider: it would require granting the Soviets an empire beyond Eastern Europe.100
 In Iran, the Soviet Union was obligated by a 1942 treaty to withdraw its forces from Iran within six months of the formal end of the war (that is, by 3 March), but only did so on 20 May after the United Nations threatened ac-tion.101 Loy Henderson, director of the Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs at the State Department, observed that the Iran situation was �a test of the ability of the permanent members of the Security Council to cooperate with each other on a basis of respect for the sovereignty of smaller members of the United Nations.�102 The difficulty extracting the Soviets from Iran sug-gested that the cooperative means that the United States had previously em-ployed�granting the Soviets a sphere of influence in Eastern Europe�would no longer suffice to induce benign Soviet intentions.
 99. The Bohlen-Robinson report is reprinted in Diplomatic History 1, no. 4 (fall 1977): 389�
 99. The quotation is from 399. The report is central to Robert Messer�s analysis in �Paths Not Taken.�
 100. As Trachtenberg argues, �The Cold War did not develop out of the quarrel over eastern Europe. It was the dispute over Iran and Turkey that instead played the key role in triggering the conflict.� Trachtenberg, A Constructed Peace, 35.
 101. Useful reviews of the Iranian crisis of 1945�46 include Richard W. Cottam, Iran and the United States: A Cold War Case Study (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1988); Louise L�Estrange Fawcett, Iran and the Cold War: The Azerbaijan Crisis of 1946 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1992); James F. Goode, The United States and Iran, 1946�51: The Diplomacy of Neglect (New York: St. Martin�s, 1989); Gary R. Hess, �The Iranian Crisis of 1945�46 and the Cold War,� Political Science Quarterly 89, no. 1 (March 1974): 117�46; Bruce Robellet Kuniholm, The Origins of the Cold War in the Near East: Great Power Conflict and Diplo-macy in Iran, Turkey, and Greece (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980); Mark Hamilton Lytle, The Origins of the Iranian-American Alliance (London: Holmes and Meier, 1987); Fred H. Lawson, �The Iranian Crisis of 1945�1946 and the Spiral Model of International Conflict,� International Journal of Middle East Studies 21, no. 3 (August 1989): 307�26; Stephen L. McFarland, �A Peripheral View of the Origins of the Cold War: The Crisis in Iran, 1941�1947,� Diplomatic History 4, no. 4 (fall 1980): 333�51; and Richard Pfau, �Containment in Iran, 1946,� Diplomatic History 1, no. 4 (fall 1977): 359�72.
 102. Henderson to Byrnes, 11 December 1945. Quoted in Barry Rubin, The Great Powers in the Middle East, 1941�1947: The Road to the Cold War (London: Frank Cass, 1980), 169.
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 In Turkey, the United States objected to Stalin�s request at the Potsdam conference in the summer of 1945 to acquire a naval base in the Darda-nelles.103 A U.S. Army report argued, �Neither the United States or [sic] the British Empire can by the greatest stretch of the imagination be accused of expansionist or aggressive ambitions�Russia, however, has not yet proven that she is entirely without expansionist intentions.� 104 The dispute over Tur-key passed peacefully in the fall of 1946, but not before Soviet insistence on a base in the Dardanelles heightened U.S. concern about whether cooperation was still an option for shaping Soviet intentions.105 Finally, while Iran and Turkey were on the periphery of the emerging cold war conflict, Germany lay at its very center.106 At the Paris peace conference in April 1946, Secretary of State James Byrnes proposed a four-power treaty that would have guaranteed the demilitarization of Germany for twenty-five years.107 How the Soviets responded to the treaty represented a significant test of Soviet willingness to reach a cooperative solution to any postwar
 103. See Melvyn P. Leffler, A Preponderance of Power: National Security, the Truman Administra-
 tion, and the Cold War (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1992), 78. For the U.S. position on Turkey adopted at Potsdam, see FRUS 1945, Potsdam, vol. 2, 303�4, 313�14, 366�67.
 104. Quoted in Leffler, A Preponderance of Power, 78. From Expanded Draft of Letter from the Secretary of War to the Secretary of State, �U.S. Position re Soviet Proposals on Kiel Canal and Dardanelles,� 8 July 1945.
 105. On the strategic importance of Turkey, see Melvyn P. Leffler, �Strategy, Diplomacy, and the Cold War: The United States, Turkey, and NATO, 1945�1952,� Journal of American History 71, no. 4 (March 1985): 815; Rubin, The Great Powers in the Middle East, 1941�1947, 217; Gaddis, The United States and the Origins of the Cold War, 336�37; Leffler, A Preponderance of Power, 123�24. According to Leffler, �U.S. policymakers agreed that Soviet proposals were a ploy to secure bases in Turkey, take it over, and then gain control of Greece, the Middle East, and the Eastern Mediterranean. Once having sealed off these areas from the Western world, the Soviets would maneuver to achieve their goals in China and India.� There is sub-stantial historical disagreement over whether the United States and its allies overreacted to the Soviet request. Leffler suggests that the threat was exaggerated while Eduard Mark ar-gues that it was legitimate. See Eduard Mark, �The War Scare of 1946 and Its Conse-quences,� Diplomatic History 21, no. 3 (summer 1997): 383�416.
 106. On Germany, see Carolyn Woods Eisenberg, Drawing the Line: The American Decision to Divide Germany, 1944�1949 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996); John Gimbel, The American Occupation of Germany: Politics and the Military, 1945�1949 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1968); James McAllister, No Exit: America and the German Problem, 1943�1954 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2002); Walt W. Rostow, The Division of Europe After World War II: 1946 (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1981); and Trachtenberg, A Constructed Peace. Note that this was not the first time that the demilitarization of Germany had been proposed. The idea had previously been raised by Republican Senator Arthur Vandenburg in January 1945. At Yalta and throughout 1945, the idea periodically resurfaced but was never seriously considered.
 107. On Byrnes� thinking at Paris regarding the demilitarization of Germany, see Eduard Mark, �October or Thermidor? Interpretations of Stalinism and the Perception of Soviet Foreign Policy in the United States, 1927�1947,� American Historical Review 94, no. 4 (October 1989): 953 and Daniel Yergin, Shattered Peace: The Origins of the Cold War and the National Secu-rity State (Boston, Mass: Houghton Mifflin, 1977), 224�25. See also FRUS 1946, vol. 2, pp. 204, 267�68.
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 conflicts.108 Leading Republican Senator Arthur Vandenberg commented, �If and when Molotov finally refuses this offer, he will confess that he wants ex-pansion and not �security��Then moral conscience around the globe can face and assess the realities�and prepare for the consequences.�109 Ultimately, the Soviets did refuse the treaty, and, as a consequence, Washington�s faith in its ability to induce benign Soviet intentions through cooperation decreased.110 In addition to the lack of means, the emerging bipolar international system increased the risk of cooperating with the Soviet Union. While the United States did not fear that the Red Army was shortly going to overrun western Europe, the United States was under no illusion about the likely future capa-bilities of the Soviet Union.111 The United States recognized that the deci-mated countries of Western Europe were unlikely to be much help in fending off the Soviet Union if Stalin did pursue aggression. The potential risks of co-operating with the Soviet Union when no powerful allies were available forced Washington to remain in Europe and adopt a strategy of containment. Finally,
 108. On the treaty proposal, see FRUS 1946, vol. 2, 146, 166�73. The text of the treaty is
 available in FRUS 1946, vol. 2, 190�93. See Eisenberg, Drawing the Line, 228�29. More gener-ally on the view of Germany and Eastern Europe as a litmus test of Soviet intentions, see Leffler, A Preponderance of Power, 34.
 109. According to the New York Times (30 April 1946), an unidentified member of the U.S. delegation added, �If [the Russians] are sincere in their intentions toward the rest of the world, they must sign. If they are not and refuse to sign, it will make them appear an outlaw nation before the eyes of the world.� See also Bohlen to Byrnes, 28 April 1946, FRUS 1946, vol. 2, 146�47. For the Vandenberg quote, see Arthur H. Vandenberg, Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg, ed. Arthur H. Vandenberg Jr. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1952), 268 (emphasis in original)
 110. On reactions to the Soviet refusal delivered by Molotov on 9 July 1946, see Eisen-berg, Drawing the Line, 234�48 and U.S. Delegation Minutes of Thirty-Eighth Meeting of Council of Foreign Ministers, 9 July 1946, FRUS 1946, vol. 2, 843�47.
 111. According to Leffler, �Army intelligence, for example, estimated that it would take the Soviet Union fifteen years to overcome manpower losses, ten years to correct the defi-ciency in technicians, five to ten years to build a strategic air force, fifteen to twenty-five years to construct a navy, ten years to make the railway network suitable for military pur-poses, and three to ten years to develop atomic capabilities.� Leffler, A Preponderance of Power, 133�34. Warren Cohen observes that, �None of Truman�s advisors imagined a Soviet attack on the United States or Western Europe� (emphasis original). See Warren I. Cohen, The Cam-bridge History of American Foreign Relations, vol. 4, America in the Age of Soviet Power, 1945�1991 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 35. As late as 1947, George F. Kennan re-marked, �Remember that�as things stand today, it is not Russian military power which is threatening to us, it is Russian political power� (quoted in John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of Postwar American National Security Policy [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982], 40). On the Soviet postwar military, see Matthew A. Evangelista, �Stalin�s Postwar Army Reappraised,� International Security 7, no. 3 (winter 1982/83): 110�38. Also see the �Assessing the Soviet Threat to Western Europe� roundtable in Diplomatic His-tory 22, no 3 (summer 1998): 399�450. The roundtable includes: Phillip A. Karber and Jerald A. Combs, �The United States, NATO, and the Soviet Threat to Western Europe: Military Estimates and Policy Options, 1945�1963�; John S. Duffield, �Progress, Problems, and Prospects�; and Matthew Evangelista, �The �Soviet Threat�: Intentions, Capabilities, and Context.�
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 President Truman faced little short-term domestic or international pressure to cooperate with the communist Soviet Union. Had the United States pursued cooperative strategies rather than shifting to containment, would the cold war have been averted or at least muted? To an-swer this question requires difficult counterfactual analysis since the true extent of Stalin�s ambitions and the price he was willing to pay to achieve those goals remain unclear.112 What is clear, though is that by the summer of 1946, the decreasing means and increasing risk of cooperation compelled the United States to adopt containment in response to uncertain Soviet intentions. In this case, both offensive realism and my alternative argument make simi-lar predictions, but the causal mechanisms leading to those outcomes are dif-ferent. Offensive realists would expect the United States to have immediately assumed the worst about Soviet intentions and pursued competitive strategies. Alternatively, I predict that how Washington responded to uncertain Soviet intentions should have been determined by the perceived malleability of Soviet intentions and the short-term pressures to cooperate. In this case, by early 1946, Moscow indicated that reasonable cooperation was unlikely to induce benign intentions, the risk of such cooperation was high, and the short-term pressures to cooperate were low. As a consequence, the United States opted for competition rather than cooperation. Understanding international politics requires not only predicting the correct outcome, but also correctly explaining how states get to those outcomes.
 SUMMARY
 The evidence presented in the three cases contradicts the predictions of offen-sive realism and supports the expectations of the alternative argument I have proposed. First, as both offensive realism and my argument expect, these cases
 112. Post�cold war access to some Soviet archives has enabled a much better understand-
 ing of Soviet ambitions, but disagreement remains on the most critical questions. Notable recent studies of the cold war from the Soviet perspective are Caroline Kennedy-Pipe, Stalin�s Cold War: Soviet Strategies in Europe, 1943 to 1956 (New York: St. Martin�s, 1995); Vojtech Mastny, The Cold War and Soviet Insecurity: The Stalin Years (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996); Vladimir O. Pechatnov, �The Big Three After World War II: New Documents on Soviet Thinking about Post War Relations with the United States and Great Britain,� Cold War International History Project Working Paper, no. 13 (Washington, D.C.: Woodrow Wilson Center for Scholars, 1995); and Vladislav Zubok and Constantine Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin�s Cold War: From Stalin to Khrushchev (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1996). Also see John Lewis Gaddis, We Now Know: Rethinking Cold War History (Oxford: Clarendon, 1997); Robert Jervis, �Was the Cold War a Security Dilemma?� Journal of Cold War Studies 3, no. 1 (winter 2001): 36�60 and Douglas J. Macdonald, �Communist Bloc Expansion in the Early Cold War: Challenging Realism, Refuting Revisionism,� International Security 20, no. 2 (winter 1995/96): 152�88.
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 generally show that consistent portfolios of indicators of intentions and, there-fore, confident beliefs about intentions are uncommon. Second, only in the cold war case did the United States quickly resort to competition because co-operative means appeared unavailable and the risk was too high. In both of the German cases, the observing powers were willing to cooperate with Germany, although the Russians in the late nineteenth century much more so than the French in the interwar period. In none of the cases, though, did the observing state simply �assume the worst� about intentions and pursue competitive strategies. Instead, they weighed the evidence, considered the likely implica-tions of both cooperation and competition, analyzed the possibility of inducing benign intentions through cooperation, and evaluated the short-term pressures facing them. Finally, what were the consequences of cooperation? I contend that cooperation did not induce benign intentions in any of the cases, and, in at least the case of interwar Germany, cooperation was tragically misguided.
 UNCERTAINTY, RISK, AND OPPORTUNITY
 HE ARGUMENT and evidence offered in this article represent a challenge to offensive realist theory and a needed improvement in defensive realist
 theory. I have demonstrated that state responses to uncertainty about inten-tions vary. Precisely because intentions can change, states often focus their foreign policies on inducing benign intentions. When cooperation might suc-ceed in transforming uncertain intentions into benign intentions or when short-term pressures mitigate against competitive strategies, states are likely to find the gamble on cooperation more attractive than the acrimony guaranteed by competitive strategies.
 This is not entirely a happy story, however. Offensive realists are correct to note that intentions can and do change, and cooperation now usually has little impact on the long-term intentions of a great power. Further, when coopera-tion fails to alter a state�s intentions, it can be dangerous if a state with malign intentions is able to exploit cooperation to its benefit. Cooperation happens more often than offensive realists expect, but, in retrospect, it is often a poor strategic choice. If this is true, then why does cooperation continue? Simply, short-term pressures often make cooperation instrumentally rational for lead-ers even if it proves to be a poor long-term choice. Rather than taking the ef-fects of uncertainty for granted, international relations theorists must continue
 T
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 to examine how states manage their uncertainty about other states� future behavior and with what consequences.113 This article also has clear policy implications, most notably for the future of Sino-American relations. The debate between proponents of engagement and advocates of containment revolves around whether or not the United States has the ability to shape uncertain Chinese intentions in a benign direction.114 Proponents of engagement suggest that trade and interaction with China will both reduce Chinese insecurity and generate interdependence between the United States and China. Over time, Chinese society will liberalize, and both Chinese domestic characteristics and behavioral signals will allow Washington to conclude that China has benign intentions. The effects of growing Chinese capabilities will eventually be mitigated by confident beliefs that Chinese inten-tions are benign. Advocates of containment, mostly realists, counter that un-certainty about Chinese intentions is irresolvable. As a consequence, as Chi-nese military capabilities continue to grow, the United States has little choice but to pursue competitive strategies meant to balance and deter Beijing. Even if trade and cooperation might create interdependence and liberalize Chinese society, the United States can never be certain that Chinese intentions will re-main benign in the future. Understanding how past great powers have responded to uncertainty about each other�s intentions helps us predict how the United States is likely to be-have toward an emerging China and with what consequences. As long as Washington believes that it has cooperative means available to induce benign Chinese intentions and the level of risk is acceptable, the United States is likely to continue to pursue cooperative strategies toward China despite uncertainty about its intentions. Washington can do little to stunt Chinese growth, but it
 113. Randall Schweller offers a useful admonition: �[A]ccurate recognition of the rising
 power�s true nature on the part of the established states is a crucial step in the process of system management. Unfortunately, because the international environment is one of con-stant uncertainty and ambiguity regarding the intentions of others, this basic task, which may seem so simple in hindsight, is often botched with disastrous consequences in real time� (Randall L. Schweller, �Managing the Rise of Great Power: History and Theory� in Engaging China: The Management of an Emerging Power, ed. Alastair Iain Johnston and Robert S. Ross [London: Routledge, 1999], 25).
 114. The literature on contemporary Sino-American relations is voluminous. For a pessi-mistic perspective, see Richard Bernstein and Ross H. Munro, The Coming Conflict with China (New York: Knopf, 1997). For a more optimistic perspective, see Andrew J. Nathan and Robert S. Ross, The Great Wall and the Empty Fortress: China�s Search for Security (New York: Norton, 1997). Also, see the essays addressing China�s role in the post�cold war world in Michael E. Brown, Sean M. Lynn-Jones, and Steven E. Miller, eds., East Asian Security (Cam-bridge: MIT Press, 1996); Elizabeth Economy and Michael Oksenburg, eds., China Joins the World: Progress and Prospects (New York: Council on Foreign Relations Press, 1999); and Mi-chael E. Brown, Sean M. Lynn-Jones, and Steven E. Miller, eds., The Rise of China (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2000).
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 may be able to influence Chinese intentions. In addition, domestic economic pressures will compel American leaders to value the present benefits of coop-eration. If and when Chinese intentions appear less malleable through coop-eration�the means for cooperation disappear or the risk greatly increases�and/or domestic pressures subside, then the United States will likely shift to a more competitive strategy. While the United States currently can offer Beijing economic inducements such as membership in the World Trade Organization, in the future, the vehicles for cooperation may diminish if Beijing begins to make demands that are unacceptable in Washington. As for risk, if the interna-tional system evolves into a bipolar system with the United States and China as the two greatest powers, then the risk will become too large for cooperation to continue. History suggests that cooperation is not likely to succeed at inducing benign Chinese intentions. In fact, cooperation may be dangerous if it strengthens Beijing and better enables China to pursue ambitions that are contrary to American interests. Further, if Beijing has malign intentions, it is not likely to disclose those intentions until cooperation no longer benefits it. Unfortunately, many of the alternative, competitive strategies including balancing or preven-tive war are not much more attractive. They are likely to be costly in both po-litical and economic terms, and they would guarantee an acrimonious relation-ship between the United States and China. Late nineteenth-century Anglo-American relations suggest a valuable reminder that not all rising powers have malign intentions, and cooperation, rather than competition, can sometimes serve to cement international friendships. Herein lies a difficult trade-off: the certain acrimony of immediately competitive strategies or the long-shot gamble of inducing benign intentions. Faced with the choice between short-term re-wards and long-term risks, myopic American leaders are likely to take the short-term benefits and pass the long-term buck on to future leaders for as long as they can. Years from now, some of us may wish they made the oppo-site choice.
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