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Preface

In today’s global anarchy, states may choose any measurement to
maintain the national secunty. Forming alliances to balance potential
threats are regarded as an effective approach. The origin of an alliance is
thus a very important theme for international scholars and there have been
vast writings on this topic since a few decades ago. However, little
attention has been paid on a state’s preferences to bilateral alliance or
multilateral one, although this has become a intensively debated topic
among rationalists (neo—realism and neo—liberalism) and construetivism.
Certainly, rationalists and constructivism have their own merits, vet they
also have their own weaknesses. The former encounters an expected-
utility bias, while the latter over-weights the role of social factors. After
examining merits and weaknesses of the prevailing rationalists and
constructivist arguments, A new argument embedded in political
psychology is introduced — a prospect—threat alliance model — to account
for the variation in the great power alliance strategy.

This paper argues that the alliance is a cooperative behavior between
states. But unitary actors in a self-help international system, states prefer
solving their problems and dealing with threats by themselves. Yel, state in
the origins of alliance will face different level of risk. That is, when states
face external threats, and have to choose alliance strategy. they usually
have two alternatives: bilateral or multilateral alliance strategy. Bilateral

alliance means forging an alliance with only another state, while
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multilateral alliance means aligning with multiple ones. The hest outcome
for multilateral alliance is to get multiple military aid and support {rom
multiple allies. However, a state in a multiple alliance will also incur
multiple military and political constraints. For a stronger state, multiple
constraints mean more obligations to weaker allies. For a weaker state,
multiple constraints mean more bosses to follow and the potential risks of
abandonment. In contrast, if a state forms a bilateral alliance, it may not
get as much military support for its security as does in a multilateral
alliance. A state also faces fewer political and military constraints compared
to a multilateral alliance. The variance between the best and worst outcomes
in a bilateral alliance is smaller than in a multilateral alliance.
Consequently, the risk of forming hilateral alliances 1s also lower than
joining multilateral alliances. Based on the above mentioned arguments, the
paper can initiate the following propositions: First, if states face a high
level of threat, they are placed in a domain of losses and they are more
likely to choose a multilateral alliance strategy with strong commitments 1o
avoid further losses in security. Second, if states face a low level of threat,
they are placed in a domain of gains and they are more likely to choose a
bilateral alliance strategy with weak commitments to pursue gains in
security. This theoretical model is different from that in previous alliance
theories, it helps explain the decision—making of states that choose
alliances given uncertain conditions and limited expected utility.

In order 1o test the core hypothesis, this paper conducls within—case
comparison by process—tracing methods to examine the United States Asia
alliance strategy in postwar Asia ( 1945—1977 ) . After World War I,

the victory against Japan made the US one of the dominant powers in the
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Asia—Pacific. Aecording to the prospect—threat alliance model, therefore,
the United States was in a domain of gains in Asia because of the weak
threats from the Soviet Union and China after the war. The model predicts
that the United States should take less risky hehavior to pursue more gains
rather than more risky behavior to avoid losses in Asia. For the United States
the further gains in Asia meant further control of the key offshore islands in
the strategic chain of the “defensive perimeter” . Given its preponderance
of power, forming bilateral alliances was the first strategic choice for the US
o exerl control withoul constraining its freedom of action. However, the
outhreak of the Korean War in 1930 shook the power equilibrium in Asia.
The status quo before the Korean War was challenged and, consequently,
the United States was placed in a domain of losses. On the one hand, the
United States had to send troops to the Korean peninsula to prevent
communist expansion. On the other hand, the United States changed its
previous anti—-multilateralism attitude to pursue a “Pacific Pact”™ with other
non—communist states lo prevent further losses to communist expansion in
the region. But it failed because of rejections from its potential allies.
Consequently, the United States failed to form the Pacifie Pact as it desired.
Instead, the United States built bilateral alhances with the Philippines and
Japan as well as a loose alliance in 1951 to strengthen its control of the
strategic island chains in the Pacific. After the Vietminh achieved a series of
military victories against France in 1954, the United States once again
proposed a NATO-type alliance. the “united action” ., with Britain,
France, and other Asian countries to block the imminent communist threat
in Southeast Asia. The US failed again hecause of opposition from Britain

who did not share similar threat perceptions about communism.
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Consequently, the United States built a series of hilateral alliances and the
loosely organized SEATO in the 1950s when the communist threats
decreased after the Geneva Conference. After the Nixon Doctrine was
announced in 1969, the United States started its stralegic retreat {rom
Southeast Asia. Although the US officially claimed to keep its commitments
in Asia, including SEATO, its attitude toward SEATO became passive al
best. In 1977, SEATO was officially disbanded due to its long—term
impotency in regional security.

This paper has made the following theoretical contributions: firstly,
the model created in this paper complements the existing the origing of
alliance theoryv. Secondly, the model helps bridge rationalism and
constructivism from a psychological perspective and makes good the
deficiencies of existing arguments in the study of alliance formation.
Finally, based on a comprehensive analysis on risk, and dual attributes
of alliance strategy, the model improves the aceuracy of alliance hehavior,

widens the scope of use, and enhances utility.
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