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1. Introduction

Although there are many types of rela-
tionship and interaction between and

among nations, very few of them leave the
sort of ’trace’ which makes them vulner-
able to systematic observation. To ’get at’
indicators of interdependence, interpene-
tration, hostility, cooperation, threats, or
political distance phenomena, for example,
is a costly and time-consuming enterprise
whose results might turn out to be either
methodologically unreliable or theoreti-

cally uninteresting. But one type of inter-
nation relationship which leaves a rela-
tively reliable trace and which is full of

theoretical implications is the formal alli-
ance. It is, therefore, surprising that we
have seldom gone beyond the anecdotal
treatment of a very few such relationships,
or the intuitive generalization about some
larger, but indefinite, number of them.’
Aware of the manageability of the prob-

lem and interested in the theoretical

possibilities, we have undertaken - as

part of a larger study - to provide a
quantitative description of written alli-
ances between 1815 and 1939. In this

paper we attempt to identify all known
written alliances consummated between
the Congress of Vienna and the outbreak
of World War II between and among
sovereign national states.2 For each, we
will identify the signatories, specify the
effective dates, and classify the type of
commitment undertaken. In addition, we
will aggregate the results in such a fashion
as to permit appraisal of their significance
both to the international system and to the

diplomatic history of the nations them-

selves. Finally, we will describe as com-
pletely as is possible and necessary the
coding and classifying procedures, such
that others might either replicate the data-
making operation, or, at least, know ex-
plicitly wherein their understanding and
our results differ.

2. The basic sources of information,
Since our need was for a classified cata-

log of formal alliances that did not, to

our knowledge, exist, the problem was to
identify the sources from which such in-
formation could be compiled for the 125-
year period under investigation. Basically,
two types of sources are available. The

preferable one, because there is more rele-
vant information in a single volume, is

the sort of compilation prepared by the
League of Nations Secretariat, the United
Nations in more recent times, and the
foreign ministries of the major powers.3
The other type is the historical mono-

graph ; it may be partly dependent on the
above-mentioned compilations, but usu-
ally has had to turn to the more elusive
and fugitive archival materials.

For the period which concerns us here,
two sources of the first type gave us a
fair start; one was the League of Nations’
Treaty Series and the other was Great
Britain’s British and Foreign State Papers
series. The former, of course, was of no
use for the first 100 years which we covered,
and the latter turned out, therefore, to be
quite valuable. Since such listings and
treaty texts are generally prepared and
published shortly after the year or years
to be covered, their one major failing is
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the absence of secret treaties whose exis-

tence only comes to light years or decades
later.4 Though these are the major omis-
sions, other treaties do occasionally fail of
inclusion because - in the case of the

League or the United Nations - they
were not formally registered with the

organization by their signatories, or - in
the case of national catalogs - the docu-
ment was either considered insignificant
to the compiling nation or was acciden-
tally overlooked by those gathering such
texts. Despite such omissions, however,
a large proportion of the texts of the

treaties included in our study were found
in the British series and in the League
volumes. The balance of the texts were

located either in the compilations of other
national governments or in the mono-

graphs and other secondary sources which
we will describe in a moment.
The other major shortcoming, peculiar

to the nature of their task, was the absence
of regular information as to the termina-
tion date of any given inter-nation agree-
ment : the time at which it was either

formally abrogated or effectively negated
or superseded. While dates of formal

termination or abrogation Were often

found in subsequent volumes of govern-
mental or international collections, in-
formal but equally effective terminations
wex e not listed. For example, the German-
Polish neutrality pact of 1934 must be
considered as void following the German
attack on ils treaty partner in 1939, and
the Italian-Albanian defense pact of 1927
cannot be thought of as effective beyond
the Italian invasion of 1939. Or, to take
a more ambiguous case, only a close

scrutiny of the specialized monographs
would have revealed that the Root-

Takahira agreement of 1908 had been

effectively nullified within a year, as

America’s Far Eastern policy took a much
more consciously aggressive form.

Turning, then, to these crucial secon-
dary sources, it may be said that we sub-

jected them to an informal sort of content

analysis. That is, we had first to decide
on a sampling among them which assured
that we had, for any given spatio-temporal
setting, a representation of all relevant

points of view; whether the bias be gen-
erated by nationality or theoretical pre-
dilection, it had to be considered. But as

important as representativeness might be,
our overriding concern had to be with

accuracy and reliability. Now the social
scientist might well argue that no objec-
tive criteria for such screening exist, and
in the strict operational sense the charge
is correct. But whatever we may think of
the historian’s craft, it values accuracy.
A study may omit information whose
absence the theorist deplores, and it may
often fail to provide full comparative in-
formation, but whatever ’facts’ are in-

cluded have a very high likelihood of

being accurate. The sociology of the

discipline, of course, sees to that; and
where is the social scientist who would

spurn data merely because their reliability
rests on high inter-subjective agreements
In sum, we are persuaded that almost all
of the available and relevant sources (in
English, French, German, Italian, or

Spanish) have been (a) consulted,
(b) screened carefully, and (c) interpreted
correctly, as to the facts of a given case.
Those upon which we relied most heavily
are included in Appendix I, arranged
according to the treaty with which they
are concerned.

3. Codifying the treaties
As we intimated in the Introduction,

there were four characteristics of all formal
alliances in the 1815-1939 period which
needed to be ascertained. First, were at
least two of the alliance partners qualified,
independent nation-members of the inter-
national system? Second, were the opera-
tive clauses of the treaty such as to identi-

fy it as a defense, neutrality, or entente
commitment? Third, what were its effec-
tive dates? And fourth, how ’serious’ was
the commitment undertaken by the signa-
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tories ? Let us describe briefly the coding
criteria and procedures which we used in
ascertaining these alliance characteristics.

Political status of signatories : Inasmuch
as these alliance data were gathered in
order to test certain hypotheses regarding
correlations with the occurrence of inter-
national war, and since no war was classi-
fied as international unless at least one

combatant on each side was an independ-
ent nation-member of the international

system, there was no theoretical purpose
in identifying alliances that were not also
inter-national. Though the procedure for
identifying nations and their appearance
in or disappearance from the system is

outlined and justified elsewhere (Singer
and Small, 1966a) we can summarize
it here by noting that, to qualify as a

nation, a political entity not only had to
have all the traditional earmarks of nation-

hood, but had to satisfy two other require-
ments as well: (a) a population exceeding
half a million and (b) de facto diplomatic
recognition from the two nations that
come closest to being the international

community’s legitimizers during the period
under investigation: Britain and France.
Actually, the procedures were slightly
more complex for the post-1920 period and
are reported more fully in the aforemen-
tioned paper, but they need not concern
us here.

In Table 1, then, are shown all the

political entities which meet our popula-
tion and recognition criteria and hence

qualify as members of the international
system. Recognizing that until rather

recent times, however, ’the’ system may
not have been sufficiently interdependent
to be treated as a single collectivity, we
divided the pre-1920 system into two

parts: the central or European system and
the peripheral system. This selection of
World War I as a watershed, after which
the interdependence of the system justi-
fies elimination of our distinction, is

plausible enough, but neither we nor others

have yet devised a valid and reliable in-
dex of interdependence, although work on
one is under way.6
Table I shows, therefore, not only the

date at which each nation qualified as a
total system member and the date of

disappearance from the list (if prior to

World War II), but the date at which
it met the somewhat more stringent
requirements for membership in the cen-
tral system as well. Note, too, the letter
code indicating the event which led to

qualification as a total system member:
a - crossed population threshold; b -
recognized by both legitimizers; and c -
released from de facto dependence. If no
letter code appears, the entity had already
qualified by the 1815 or 1920 opening date.

Table 1. Composition of total (1815-1939) and
central (1815-1919) systems
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Qualification key:
a - crossed population threshold
b - recognized by legitimizers
c - released from de facto dependence
All others had qualified at, or prior to, the
1815 or 1920 dates.

The first requirement, then, was that at
least two of the signatories to a treaty or
pact which might be included had to be
independent nations by our definition.
This screening rule, of course, immediately
eliminated hundreds of treaties which,
while of interest to others, had no bearing
on the theoretical needs of this study.

Nature of the treaty commitment: Since
our concern is not with all treaties among
independent nations, but only certain
treaties of alliance, our next problem was
to screen out those which did not fall

within these confines. Our first require-
ment here was that the commitment be
in the form of a written, formal agreement.
Let it be clear at the outset, however, that
we do not assume that all meaningful
bonds between nations are expressed by, or
codified in, written treaties; nor do we
imply that the only - or even the most -
significant coalition is the formal alliance. 7
We merely suggest that the formal treaty
of alliance is an extremely common mode
by which nations join together and divide
in pursuing their self-defined interests,
and that as such it is worth systematic
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examination. It should also be recognized
that each nation’s commitment to its
alliance partners is an individual case,
with sincerity and meaningfulness a vary-
ing thing. But, as Section 5 clearly demon-
strates, there is little evidence that alliance

obligations are either undertaken casually
or forgotten when the specified contin-

gency arises.

Turning, then, to the nature of the

obligation, we classified bilateral and
multilateral treaties of alliance on the
basis of their operative clauses (rein-
forced always by the historians’ consensus)
into three classes, depending upon the

response required in certain specified
contingencies. Labelled as defense pacts,
neutrality or non-aggression pacts, and

ententes, the general obligation criteria
were as follows:

I. Defense Pact: Intervene militarily
on the side of any treaty partner
that is attacked militarily.

II. Neutrality and Non-Aggression
Pact: Remain militarily neutral if

any co-signatory is attacked. (The
neutrality pact is usually more

specific than the more sweeping
non-aggression pact.)

III. Entente: Consult and/or cooperate
in a crisis, including armed attack.

Certain additional coding rules were
followed. First, we did not classify the

pact on the basis of events which followed
its coming into force; even though the
signatories may be said to have reinter-
preted the text via verbal, diplomatic, or
military behavior, the classification was

strictly in terms of the original, formal
treaty commitment. For example, even

though the Anglo-French entente of 1904
had taken on the effect of a defense pact
in 1914, it was treated only as the limited
territorial understanding which it was

during those ten years. Second, we did not
permit overlapping membership to en-

large the alliance size; that is, if C were

allied with A and B in one pact and with
D and E in another, A, B, D, and E were
not classified as allies of another. Third,
alliances which were made during war-
time or within three months prior to war
were not included; this coding rule might
not be appropriate to all research in-

quiries, but, given our interest in the
extent to which alliances predicted to war,
it was the only reasonable one to use. The
effect of this rule was to exclude alliances
which were made when the probability of
war had approached ’certainty’, thus

contaminating the assumed independence
between the two observations which were
to be correlated. Thus, a few such treaties
as the Russian-French neutrality pact of
1859 and the Soviet-German Non-Agres-
sion pact of 1939 were excluded.

Finally, a rather large class of treaties
was excluded because they did not reflect,
in any appreciable fashion, the coalitions
and divisions in the system. Among these
were (a) collective security agreements
such as the League Covenant and the
United Nations Charter; (b) charters and
constitutions of such quasi-global inter-
national organizations as the Universal
Postal Union, or the International Labor
Organization; (c) treaties of guarantee to
which all relevant powers registered their
assent, such as the Belgian Neutrality
Agreement of 1839, the Washington Con-
ference Treaties of 1921-22, and the Lo-
carno Pact of 1925 ; (d) agreements limited
to general rules of behavior, such as the
Kellogg-Briand Pact and the Geneva Con-
ventions ; and (e) unilateral guarantees,
such as the United States commitment to
the protection of the Isthmus of Panama
in 1903.

Effective dates of the alliance: Having
spelled out the procedures for identifying
the participants and their commitments
relevant to the treaties which interest us

here, the next problem was that of pinning
down the beginning and end of the period
during which the defined nations were
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under the defined obligations to their

alliance partners. The effective date of

inception, of course, poses few difficulties.
In those very few cases where the text

itself (or associated documents and an-
nexes) does not specify when the agree-
ment takes effect, the date of the formal
signing is the one we use. Normally, the
following sort of phrase is found: ’The

present agreement will enter into force
as soon as all the ratifications have been

deposited.’
As to termination, however, the matter

is more complicated. In many cases, of

course, the text itself stipulates a termi-
nation date which may or may not be
conditional. For example, article 6 of the
Soviet-German Non-Aggression Pact of

1939 (which we did not include) provides,
unprophetically, that ’the present treaty
is concluded for a period of ten years, with
the proviso that, in so far as one of the
High Contracting Parties does not de-
nounce it one year prior to the expiration
of this period, the validity of this treaty
shall automatically be extended for another
five years’. Our rule, then, was to use the
termination date specified in the agree-
ment itself, unless: (a) formal abrogation
occurred first; (b) the treaty was formally
renewed or extended; (c) informal abro-
gation occurred via explicitly recognized
violation of the commitments, or via the
assumption of new and incompatible
obligations by one or more signatories.

In all cases of ambiguity, we again fell
back on the consensus among the historians
with special expertise in the particular
time-place setting. And in a few cases of
disagreement, an alternative date with

question mark is included in Table 2.

The empirical results : To this point, we
have identified our basic data sources and
outlined the procedures by which we
selected and classified the alliance treaties
and their signatories, the commitments

they undertook, and the duration of those
commitments. What sort of empirical

results flow from applying these coding
rules to our basic information sources?
In Table 2, these results are presented in
chronological order; for the 82 nations
which existed at any time during the 1815-
1939 period, there were 112 formal agree-
ments which met our criteria of alliance
commitment. The reader will also note
that a number of the members of pre-1920
alliances are marked by an asterisk. This
indicates that the nation qualified by our
criteria as a member of the total inter-
national system, but did not meet our

requirements for membership in what we
call the ’central system’.

Table 2. Inter-nation alliances, 1815-1939, with
commitment class and dates
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Note: As pointed out on page 000, alliances
consummated during, or within three months
prior to, a nation’s involvement in war were
not included. Hence the omission of the two
World War periods.

1. Classes of alliance are I-Defense Pact;
2-Neutrality and Non-Aggression Pact;
3-Entente.

2. Inception dates show month and year, but
termination dates cannot be ascertained
with the same precision; where no consen-
sus exists for that date, an alternate year ( ?)
is also shown.

3. Comma between dates indicates temporary
break in the alliance.

4. One asterisk * indicates that nation belongs
to peripheral system only.

5. Two asterisks ** indicate that nation qua-
lified for system membership after joining
alliance.

6. Three asterisks *** indicate that the same
nations negotiated a new alliance of an-
other class, effective this date.

7. Brackets indicate that one or more bilat-
eral alliances were merged in a new and
larger grouping.

Turning now from the total listing of
inter-nation alliances of the three types
noted, let us look briefly at the distribution

of alliances by type, system, and signatory
status. As to the latter category, reference
is to the simple major-minor dichotomy
agreed upon by almost all historians of the
periods under review.8 As Table 3 indi-
cates, almost all alliances during our 125-
year period were accounted for by the
central system. Moreover, a large pro-

portion of them was also accounted for

by the major powers, especially as regards
the entente, or class III alliance. That is,
30 of the 46 defense pacts in the total

system, twenty-eight of the 41 neutrality
or non-aggression pacts, and all of the
ententes included at least one major
power. And if, as in Table 4, we divide
our results into nineteenth and twentieth

century periods, the distributions are

basically the same, but with the minor
powers showing even less alliance activity
in the earlier period.

4. Annual alliance aggregation
Although the data already presented

should be of considerable value, they
provide little help to the student of histor-
ical fluctuations and trends. Thus, in this
section we provide data on a number of
alliance aggregation variables, presented
year by year, and under the total system
rubric (Table 5) as well as under that
of the central system alone (Table 6).
Two rather simple and straightforward

measures of alliance aggregation are used
for computing each year’s index. On the
left hand side of the two Tables are five
columns showing the percentage of the

system’s nations which are in one or more
alliances of a given class during that year:

Table 3. Distribution of international alliances by system, class, and composition

(* indicates that the number includes up to 3 alliances which were counted two or three times
reflecting inclusion in more than one composition group.)
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Table 4. Distribution of alliances by century, system, class and composition

(* indicates that the number includes up to 3 alliances which were counted two or three times
reflecting inclusion in more than one composition group.)

Table 5. Annual alliance aggregation in total international system, 1815-1939
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Notes:
1. Column headings at left indicate percentage of nations having one or more alliances of the

specified class in that year.
2. Column headings on right indicate the alliance involvement index (AII) for specified type

of nations and specified classes of alliances.

(a) percentage of all members in any class
of alliance; (b) percentage of all members
in a defense pact; (c) percentage of major
powers in any class of alliance; (d) percen-
tage of major powers in a defense pact;
and (e) percentage of major powers in any

class of alliance with one or more minor

powers.
The nine columns on the right hand side

show what we call the Alliance Involve-
ment Index, and this figure is computed for
different types of nations and different
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Notes:
1. Column headings at left indicate percentage of nations having one or more alliances of the

specified class in that year.
2. Column headings on right indicate the alliance involvement index (AII) for specified type of

nations and specified classes of alliances.

classes of alliance by dividing the number
of national alliance commitments of the

specified class by the number of nations
of the specified type in the system that
year. Thus, the AII score ranges from
zero for several classes in quite a few years,
to a high of 671 for majors allied with
minors in any class of central system com-
mitment during the three years prior to
World War II. To put it differently, when
the AII is equal to 100, there are as many
alliance commitments of a given class as
there are nations of the specified type.
The figure is nothing but an artificial
index designed to provide a standardized
score, so that trends and shifts in alliance
involvement in the central and total sys-
tems may be readily discerned.
As to the usefulness of these two sets

of alliance aggregation indicators, several
possibilities come to mind. For validation
purposes and in order to develop a fuller
description of the international system
and its changes over time, one might com-
pare these scores with measures of such
other systemic properties as trade, mail,
migration, diplomatic representation, dip-
lomatic communication, exchange of mili-
tary missions, and so forth. The objective
here would be to compare a number of

different, and more or less independent,
measures of the webs and links and bonds
within the system as they rise and/or
fall over time.

Alliance aggregation may also be exam-
ined in its role as either a dependent or an
independent variable. That is, its fluctua-
tions might be correlated with fluctuations
in phenomena that allegedly ’cause’ or

are ’caused’ by alliance bonds: war, inter-
nal upheaval, ideological or territorial

cleavages within the system, technological
diffusion, or other structural or cultural
attributes of the system. In the study of

which this paper is a small part, our

concern is with the ways in which alliance

aggregation, alone and in conjunction with
other national and systemic phenomena,
correlates with war, status shifts, conflict
management and the like.

5. Partnership in war : A simple performance
index

As indicated above, our major purpose
in gathering these alliance data was to
examine some of the relationships between
alliance involvement and configurations
on the one hand, and the frequency,
severity, and magnitude of war, on the
other. Central to our theoretical formula-

tion, and perhaps equally crucial to other
users of these alliance data, is the assump-
tion that alliances do in fact impose
constraints and obligations upon their
adherents which would not have existed, or
would have been much weaker, had the
alliance not existed. Is there any evidence
that the assumption is correct?

In order to test the assumption for the
nations and period under examination, a
variety of complex and time-consuming
ex-post-facto experiments come to mind.
One approach to such an experiment
would focus on the motivations, expec-
tations, and perceptions of the decision-
makers who participate in the alliance-

negotiating process. The other would focus
on the correlation between the specific
obligations assumed and the execution of
those obligations when and if the stated

contingency arose. Although a detailed
examination along either of these lines is
feasible, we are not persuaded that it is

necessary - or, at least, deserving of high
priority at this stage. Thus, we followed
a more modest strategy with the conse-

quences indicated below.
If alliance commitments reflect both a
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congruence of interests among the signa-
tories and a constraint on their future
freedom of action, it would seem reason-
able to expect that, when an alliance
member gets into war, the behavior of its

partners would be something other than
random. That is, alliance partners would
be expected to fight alongside one another
more often than non-partners, and against
one another less often than others. Has

this, in fact, been the case? a
In order to offer a tentative answer

to the question, we developed a primitive
measure of performance in the event of
war. The first step was to identify all

possible performance opportunities open
to all alliance partners during the entice
125-year period. By performance opportu-
nity, we do not mean the opportunity to
fulfill the specific commitment described
in the treaty when the specific contin-
gency described in that treaty arose.

Rather, we refer to only one class of

contingency (any alliance partner getting
involved in any one of the forty-one inter-
national wars which occurred during the
period), and three types of possible be-
havior by the warring nation’s allies: fight
alongside the ally, remain militarily
neutral, or fight against the partner.9 The
scoring rules were as follows: for each war,
the behavior of each alliance partner was
classified as A (aided militarily), N (re-
mained militarily neutral) or 0 (opposed
militarily). Thus, in the case of a simple
bilateral alliance, if both partners fought
on the same side, we entered a 2 along-
side the A row, and nothing in the N or
O rows; if they fought on opposite sides,
we entered 2 in the 0 row, and nothing
in the A or N rows; and if one remained
neutral while the other fought, we scored
2 for N. To take a more complex case, if

there were 6 partners, and two fought
alongside one another, three remained

neutral, and one joined in aiding the ene-
my, the scoring was: A = 2, N = 3, and
0 = 1. To illustrate, in the case of the

Triple Alliance in 1914, Austria and

Germany contributed 2 A’s, and Italy
contributed an N. And if, as was the case
in the Anti-Comintern Pact of 1936,
partners became involved in two separate
wars ( Japan versus China in 1937 and
Germany versus the Allies in 1939), two
separate sets of performance opportunity
were coded. In sum, the highest possible
performance score was a case in which
all members fought on the same side, and
the lowest was one in which half fought on
one side and half fought on the other.

Now, in order to make statements of
relative performance, it was necessary to

score the performance not only of alliance
members, but of the general population of
system members, allied or not. To provide
this benchmark information, the same

simple scoring procedure was used. We
again referred to our compilation of all 41
international wars and their participants,
and scored an A for each nation fighting
on the more numerous side, an 0 for
each nation fighting on the less numerous
side, and an N for all other nations in the
system. And, as will be evident below,
these computations for both the allied
nations and the general system member-
ship were run for three different popula-
tions : the total international system, the
central system only, and, in our most

selective sample, major powers only. The
results are shown in Tables 7 through 11.

Looking first at the results of our effort
to establish a norm or benchmark, we
examined all nations in all wars for the

period, and found the distribution indi-
cated in Table 7. In 1744 war performance
opportunities open to all members of

the total system, 5 percent of the actions

Table 7. War performance of all nations, allied or
not, 1815-1945
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are accounted for by nations on the more
numerous side aiding one another mili-
tarily, 4 percent by nations on the other
side, with 91 percent of the war perform-
ance opportunities taken up by non-
participation or military neutrality. If we

restrict our examination to the central

system only, there were 777 such opportu-
nities, with 6 percent going to mutual

military aid on each side, and 88 percent
of the actions being those of neutrality.
And if we then concentrate on a still
smaller sample and look only at the major
powers, we find that there were 127 oppor-
tunities, of which 20 percent were military
aid on one side, 12 on the other, and a
relatively low 68 percent remaining neu-
tral. The thing to note is the symmetry
of all three distributions. That is, whether
we examine all members of the inter-
national system, central system members

only, or major powers alone, the percen-
tage who fought on either side is remark-
ably similar, with the neutral role being
the one most frequently taken. Given the
fact that 26 of the 41 wars were bilateral

ones, the former figures need not surprise
us. Furthermore, as Table 8 shows, the
same pattern holds for the nineteenth

century alone. One interesting point here

is that major powers in both centuries
show the lowest propensity to remain

neutral, and the central system members
fall in the middle position as regards
neutrality in war.
Having seen the performance distri-

butions for all nations, allied or not, we
now have a benchmark against which
the performance of nations with specific

alliance obligations may be measured.
As Table 9 makes abundantly clear,

Table 9. War performance of allied nations only,
1815-1945

alliance commitments do indeed make a
difference. That is, the percentage of
actions in military support of one’s allies
rises from 5 to 23 for the total system, from
6 to 20 for central system members, and
from 20 to 33 for major powers. Con-
versely, the percentage of non-warring,
neutral actions drops from 91 to 74 for
the total system, from 88 to 76 for central

system nations, and from 68 to 62 for the
major powers. The drop in percentage
of actions against an ally drops less dra-

matically but quite consistently, from 4 to
3, 6 to 4, and 12 to 5 respectively.

For a more detailed breakdown of the

performance of allies when a partner gets
into war, we can turn to Tables 10 and 11.
Here we note that if a time lag is allowed,
it has a decided effect; if alliance partners
are given not only the active life of the

treaty commitment, but an extra three

years to perform, their likelihood of

coming to the military support of the ally,
or former ally, rises consistently, while the
likelihood of remaining neutral drops
comparably. On the other hand, with the
single exception of class I (defense pacts)
among central system members, the pro-
pensity to fight against one’s ally also rises.
In other words, with more time, the

probability of an alliance member or

ex-member getting into war on either side
goes up.

Returning, however, to our central

concern, these two Tables further confirm
the hypothesis that alliance commitments
are meaningful and that they help in-

fluence the behavior of the signatories.
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Table 10. War performance of allied nations, by alliance class, 1815-1945,
during life of alliance

Table 11. War performance of allied nations, by alliance class, 1815-1945,
during or within three years after life of alliance

That is, if we look at the figures for de-
fense pact members (class I), we find
that nations with such commitments are
more likely to come to the defense of their
partners than nations with commitments
to remain neutral (class II) or merely
consult, as in an entente (class III). Like-
wise, we find that nations with neutrality
commitments are more likely to remain
neutral than signatories to defense pact
or ententes.

If we combine these specific results

with the more general pattern found in
our comparison between nations belonging
to alliances and the population of nations
as a whole, it is perfectly evident that our
original assumption is a fully justified
one. That is, nations with alliances do, in
a systematic and predictable fashion,
behave differently from the general popu-
lation of nations during the period under
consideration. We are not, of course,

saying that every alliance commitment
was honored; even without the lengthy
and complex process essential to a more
specific measure of alliance performance,
it is evident that many such commitments
were not honored. But the consistent
and regular difference between the war
performance of alliance signatories and all

others makes it clear that the alliance
commitment is indeed a meaningful one.

6. Inter-correlations among indicators
Another procedure that is often used

to ascertain whether or not a given index
or measure is meaningful and valid is to
examine the extent to which several more
or less independent measures rise and fall
together. If, over time, these indicators
do show - via the Pearson product-mo-
ment correlation, or a comparable statistic
- a high degree of co-variation, we are rel-
atively justified in assuming that they tap
essentially the same phenomenon. To what
extent, then, do our various alliance aggre-
gation indicators reveal such co-variation?

In Table 12, we show the r values, or
correlation coefficients, among our gross
alliance aggregation measures, and it is
clear at a glance that when any of them
is high, the others are high, and vice-
versa. That is, the coefficient may range
from zero to one, and the closer to one it

is, the higher the co-variation. How close
to one the figure must be in order to be
considered statistically significant, is a

function of the number of observation
made of each particular pair of indicators.
With 120 (1815-1914, 1920-39) pairs of
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observations, the laws of probability tell us
that the likelihood of any of these figures
coming out higher than .25 is less than
one in a hundred; thus, any r value which
is higher than .25 (the decimal point is

omitted in the Tables) is italicized to indi-
cate that it is statistically significant at the
.01 level.10 For both the central and total

systems, every correlation is, therefore, one
which had a very low probability of

occurring by chance alone; in other words,
when the percentage of nations in any

class of alliance is high, the figure for those
in defense pacts or for majors allied with
minors in any class is also high, and when
one of these is low, the others are also low.

In Table 13, the same type of informa-
tion is shown, but for the alliance involve-
ment indicators (AII) primarily. Here we
again see that, with a few exceptions
noted below, when the ratio between
alliance commitments and the number of
nations capable of having the specific
class of alliance commitment is high for

Table 12. Co-variation for alliance aggregation indicators for total and central systems
(N = 120: r > .25 at .01 level)

Table 13. Co-variation of alliance activity and aggregation indicators for total and central systems
(N = 120; r = .25 at .01 level)
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one commitment class or nation type, it is
also high for the others.
Note that defense pacts and alliances of

any class show a high co-variation, and
that both of these correlate strongly with
the two other aggregation indicators;
and since the two shown here are revealed
in Table 12 as correlating significantly
with the other three, it can safely be as-
sumed that all five of the percentage
aggregation scores will co-vary strongly
with the two AII scores mentioned above.
On the other hand, there are several

pairs of indicators that have no consistent
relationship to one another, and even

(in the total system) a few which show
statistically significant negative correla-
tions. Dealing with the latter first, we see
that as the alliance involvement indicator
for defense pacts among any and all nations

goes up, those for neutrality pacts among
all, or among majors only, tend to go down.
Likewise there is an inverse correlation
between major power neutrality pact
activity and the percentage of all nations
in defense pacts. This lack of positive
relationship is further borne out by the
fact that most of the weak or almost
non-existent correlations are found in the

neutrality pact or entente rows or columns,

for both the total and central system.
Depending upon one’s theoretical interests,
one could examine these intercorrelation
Tables in combination with the annual
distributions of the several alliance meas-
ures (Tables 5 and 6) and, with these two
sets of figures alone, test a number of

hypotheses regarding alliance involvement.
7. Summary and interpretation
We have tried here to provide a single

reliable source of certain alliance data for
a relatively long, as well as theoretically
intriguing, period in the life of the inter-
national system. By the consistent applica-
tion of explicit coding rules, we have
converted a scattered welter of non-

systematic information into scientifically
useful data. It is, of course, our conviction
that such alliance data may be of real
value in either the dependent or indepen-
dent variable role. Conversely, we have
not made any serious effort here so to use
our results; we have not sought to predict
either from, or to, these data beyond the
modest but necessary exercise in evalu-

ating the ’seriousness’ of formal alliance
commitments.
On the other hand, a few fairly obvious

patterns show up quite clearly, and, rather
than leave these modest but interesting
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regularities implicit, we should like to

close the paper with a brief and tentative
discussion of them. The pattern which
stands out most clearly (but which remains
to be operationalized) is the changing
type, composition, and duration of alli-

ances during various periods in our 125-
year span. Simply put, there seem to

be three discernible periods, each re-

flecting different and characteristic alliance
patterns.
The first period might be thought of as

spanning the years 1815 through 1878.

It was characterized by a relatively high
degree of stability, measured in terms of
the number of battle casualties sustained
in war or the number of nation months

spent in war. That is, if we look at Table
14 and compare this period with our two
other periods for these two variables, an
impressive difference appears, especially
if we consider the number of years em-

braced.

Table 14. Magnitude and severity of war for three
different time periods, 1815-1945

(Figures adapted from Singer,
Small and Kraft, 1965)

We might say that this period marked
the heyday of the balance of power.
Defense pacts among central system mem-
bers were few (6) and brief (average
duration 4.3 years), and they were by and
large entered into in response to a given
potential disturbance of the Concert and
its settlement. More interesting, perhaps,
was the lateral mobility of the major
powers. For example, England left the

Quadruple Alliance in 1840 in order to
join the conservative courts against French
ambitions in the Middle East; Austria
broke away from the Holy Alliance in

1853 and lined up with France and

England against her traditional ally, the
Czar; and both Austria and Germany
effectively destroyed the Three Emperors’
League in 1878 by failing to support
Russia after her victory over Turkey,
lining up with France and England at

the Berlin Conference. In all of these

cases, the powers maintained their new
commitments just long enough to counter
the perceived threat to the European state
system, and then returned to the more
flexible entente arrangements with their
traditional and ’natural’ allies.
The other dominant pattern of the

period was the modest role allowed to the
minor powers. Outside of Turkey (whose
status was essentially an intermediate one),
none of them were involved in any of the

temporary coalitions within the central

system. Nor were they found with any
frequency in the more long-term class III
alliances.

If the 1815-78 period can be charac-
terized as the prime of the balance of

power mechanism, the next forty years
clearly mark its passage into atrophy.
Though less than two-thirds as long, the
years between 1879 and 1919 saw twice
as many nation months of war and more
than ten times as many battle deaths
due to such armed conflict. Conceivably
there is some causal relationship between
these outcomes and the sharp changes in
alliance activity. Class I alliances not

only involve more nations, but they last
considerably longer. The major powers
deprive themselves of lateral mobility to
a considerable extent through the devel-
opment of quasi-permanent defense com-
mitments, and only Italy among the major
powers actually deserts (in 1902) one set
of partners. Even this exceptional case

is not a complete switch inasmuch as the
Italians renewed their alliance with the
Central powers, and thus maintained a
foot in both camps.

Finally, as the more stable multipolar
system gradually evolved into a rigid
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bipolar one, some smaller nations found
themselves increasingly involved. And

rather than contributing to the system’s
stability, they gave up whatever flexibility
they might have enjoyed, and sought
security or aggrandizement under the

wing of either of the alliance blocs. In

sum, the major powers - for reasons which
go well beyond the limits of this paper -
seemed to give greater attention to their
immediate and long-run security needs,
and less attention to the effect of their
behavior on the system as a whole. They
contracted defensive alliances early and
adhered to them with impressive rigidity.
If the central system powers were indeed

already on the road to permanent bipolar
cleavage, they certainly did little of a

self-correcting nature to reverse the trend.
If one is tempted, however, to attribute

World War I to the failure of the major
powers to adhere to the balance of power
rules (insofar as preservation of the alli-

ances took priority over preservation of

the system), our third period offers grounds
for real hesitation. This 20-year span
culminating in the catastrophe of World
War II showed some sharply different
alliance configurations, yet the net result
was essentially the same. Through 1938,
the major powers eschewed the early and
lasting defense pact, with the Franco-

Russian treaty of 1935 a single exception,
lasting only four years at that. Rather,
they returned to the mid-nineteenth cen-
tury pattern of high lateral mobility,
moving in and out of ententes at a high
rate. This period also saw frequent use
of the neutrality and non-aggression pact.
But, whereas the prior century had seen
these class II agreements consummated for
brief periods of emergencies in order to
protect an exposed or vulnerable flank,
the inter-war period saw them entered
into well before they might be dictated by
military necessity, and perpetuated well
beyond any specific crisis. Moreover, they
were often entered into with little regard
for the strategic realities of the time, or

baldly violated by such major powers as
Germany and Russia in 1939 and 1940.

This period also saw a shift in minor
power behavior, with the growing appear-
ance of regional arrangements of all three
classes, especially in the Balkans. These
treaties were seldom directed toward
either a major power or an outside area;
their purpose was by and large modest
and proximate.

In conclusion, we note that all three of
the posited periods differed markedly
from one another in regard to the alliance
patterns which emerged, yet none was

exactly free of war. In other words, we
find no obvious and consistent co-variation
between alliance activity and war, even
though each period is distinct in both

regards. We are, however, persuaded that
a meaningful relationship might be found,
but only as the consequence of a more
detailed and systematic inquiry than the
one outlined here. In subsequent papers,
we intend to explore the alliance-war

relationship, and our major purpose here
was to provide the operational data
without which any rigorous correlational
investigation remains impossible.

APPENDIX I - SOURCES OF
ALLIANCE INFORMATION

Note: For each of the 112 treaties of
alliance which met our coding criteria,
we list the signatories and month and year
of inception, followed by the sources most
heavily utilized. The first source listed
contains the treaty text, except for alli-
ance numbers 8, 12, 15 and 53, for which
full texts were unavailable; subsequent
sources were used for classifying the alli-
ance commitment, further identifying the
signatories, confirming date of inception
and ascertaining effective date of termina-
tion, and interpreting both the commit-
ment and its fulfillment. Only the author’s
name and year of publication is used for
identification here, with full citations
found in the References; BFS and L refer
to British Foreign and State Papers and the



24

League of Nations’ Treaty Series respec-
tively, our two most heavily used sources.

1. Austria, Baden, Bavaria, Hanover,
Hesse-Electoral, Hesse-Grand Ducal,
Mecklenberg-Schwerin, Prussia, Sax-
ony, Wurttemberg; 6/15
BFS, 2, p. 114; Albrecht-Carri6
(1958), 128-30; Friedjung (1912),
132; Hallberg (1955), 19; Steefel
(1932), 260-61; Taylor (1954),
43-44, 155-58, 166.

2. Austria, England, France, Prussia,
Russia; 11/15
BFS, 3, pp. 273-80; BFS, 6, pp.
14-15; Albrecht-Carrie (1958),
25; Artz (1934) 168-70; Bour-
quin (1954), 245, 271; Kissinger
(1957), 312; Phillips (1920), 259;
Pirenne (1949), 380.

3. England, France, Russia; 7/27
BFS, 14, p. 633-39; Driault

(1925), 461-65; Lobanov-Ros-

tovsky (1954), 50-51; Ward (Ed.)
II (1923), 100-03.

4. Russia, Turkey; 7/33
BFS, 20, p. 1176-80; Albrecht-
Carrié (1958), 52, 55; Lobanov-
Rostovsky (1954), 72-74, 80;
Marriot (1917), 215-18; Mosely
(1934), 105; Puryear (1935), 84-
92, 105; Webster II (1951),
554-55, 671-72.

5. Austria, Prussia, Russia; 10/33
Martens (Ed.), IV, Part 1 (1878),

. 447-49; Hallberg (1955), 49-50;
Henderson (1947), 154-55; Lo-
banov-Rostovsky (1954), 105,
106-07, 123; Taylor (1954),
30,61; Webster (1934), 156.

6. England, France, Portugal, Spain;
4/34
BFS, 22, p. 125-42; Albrecht-

Carrié (1958), 57; Droz (1959),
347; Guyot (1926), 220-21, 288-
89 ; Seton-Watson (1938), 244-46;
Ward II (1923), 179-81, 191-92,
195-98.

7. Austria, England, Prussia, Russia,
Turkey; 7/40
BFS, 29, pp. 703-05.

8. England, Russia; 6/44
Henderson (1947), 4; Lobanov-

Rostovsky (1954), 85, 152-53;
Puryear (1931), 255; Temperly
(1936), 256.

9. Austria, Modena; 12/47
BFS, 36, p. 1169.

10. Austria, Parma; 1851
BFS, 36, p. 1171.

11. France, Sardinia; 1/59
Cavour (1926), 311-15.

12. Modena, Parma, Tuscany; 1859
King, II (1899), 95.

13. Ecuador, Peru; 1860
BFS, 50, p. 1086; Galvez, II

(1919), 110.
14. England, France, Spain; 10/61

BFS, 61, p. 63; Dawson (1935),
241-43.

15. Prussia, Russia; 2/63
Brandenburg, III (1932), 231-32;
Lobanov-Rostovsky (1954), 225.

16. Colombia, Ecuador; 1/64
BFS, 63, p. 261.

17. Baden, Prussia; 8/66
BFS, 56, p. 1037.

18. Prussia, Wurttemberg; 8/66
BFS, 56, p. 1141.

19. Bavaria, Prussia; 8/66
BFS, 56, p. 1043.

20. Bolivia, Peru; 2/73
BFS, 70, pp. 214-16.

21. Austria, Germany, Russia; 10/73
Pribram, II (1920), 185-87; Al-
brecht-Carri6 (1958), 176; Langer
(1931), 162-65; Lee (1934), 123;
Seton-Watson, R. W. ( 1935), 533.

22. Austria, Russia; 1/77
Pribram, II (1920), 191-204;
Albrecht-Carrie (1958), 172;
Rupp (1941), 531-35; Taylor
(1954), 247.

23. England, Turkey; 6/78
BFS, 69, p. 744; Coolidge (1917),
147-48; Knaplund (1935), 133-

38 ; Lee (1934), 164; Seton-
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Watson, R. W. (1935), 519-20;
Taylor (1954), 268.

24. Austria, Germany, Italy, 10/79, 5/82
Pribram, I (1920), 65-69, 75,
104-14, 150-63, 216-19, 221-35,
244-59; Albertini, I (1957), 351-
47 ; Croce (1929), 273-75; Schmitt
(1930), 410-18; Taylor (1958),
439.

25. Austria, Germany, Italy, Rumania;
10/83
Pribram, I (1920), 79-85, 85-88,
162-73, 174-80, 202-15 261-73;
Albertini, I (1957), 575-81;
Langer (1931), 334; Renouvin

(1928), 318-20; Schmitt (1930),
429-31.

26. Austria, Germany, Russia; 6/81
Pribram, I (1920), 37-41, 91-93;
Goriainov (1918), 330; Langer
( 1931 ), 415-17; Renouvin (1954),
33-34; Seton-Watson, R. W.

(1955), 175.

27. Austria, Serbia; 6/81
Pribram, I (1920), 135-41; Al-

bertini, I (1957), 138; Langer
(1951), 307; Protitch, (1909), 841.

28. Germany, Russia; 6/87
Pribram, I ( 1920), 274-78; Bran-
denburg (1933), 27-31; Fuller

(1922), 318-19, 322; Langer
(1931), 498-503.

29. Austria, England, Italy; 12/87
Pribram, I (1920), 94-97, 124-33;
Albrecht-Carri6 (1958), 221; Pen-
son (1943), 130; Taylor (1954)

30. Austria, Italy, Spain; 5/87
Pribram, I (1920), 116-23, 142-
46 ; Becker (1926), 702-03; Mous-
set (1923), 76-77.

31. France, Russia; 8/91
Pribram, I (1920), 206-09, 214-
18.

32. China, Russia; 5/96
Price (1933), 101-02; Morse

(1918), 415N.
33. Japan, Russia; 6/96

Rockhill (1904), 430-32, 433;
Dallin (1949), 75-76; Seton-

Watson (1955), 213-14; Taylor
(1954), 418.

34. Austria, Russia; 5/97
Pribram, I (1920), 184-85,
236-39; Fay, I (1928), 397-99;
Schmitt (1937), 244; Nintchitch
(1937), 223-28.

35. England, Portugal; 10/99
British Documents, I (1927), 93-
94.

36. France, Italy; 12/00
Pribram, II (1920), 240-57; Bar-
low (1940), 362, 399; Croce

(1929), 273-78; Schmitt (1930),
410-18.

37. England, Japan; 1/02
BFS, 95, p. 83-84; BFS, 98, p.
136-38; BFS, 104, p. 173-74.

38. England, France; 4/04
British Documents, II (1927),
374-95; Albertini, I (1952), 174;
Anderson (1930), 401-02; Barlow
(1940), 398-99; Taylor (1954),
439, 471-73.

39. France, Spain; 10/04
Documents Diplomatiques Franfais,
V (1934), 428-32; Albertini, I

(1952), 174; Anderson (1930),
372-73; BFS, 100, p. 933-34;
Mousset (1923), 158-59; Taylor
(1954), 439.

40. England, Spain; 5/07
BFS, 100, p. 970-71.

41. France, Japan; 6/07
Doc. Dip. Fr., XI (1934), 42-43.

42. Japan, Russia; 7/07
Price (1933), 107-08, 117

43. England, Russia; 8/07
BFS, 100, p. 555-60.

44. Japan, United States; 10/08
Foreign Relations of the United
States 1908, 510-11; Bartlett

(1956), 477; Davids (1960), 59;
Griswold (1962), 131.

45. Italy, Russia; 10/09
Albertini, I (1952), 308.

46. Bulgaria, Serbia; 3/12
Gueshoff (1915), 112-27; Al-

brecht-Carri6 (1958), 283-84;
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Drossos (1929), 121; Helmreich

(1938), 341; Lamouche (1928),
143-48; Taylor (1954), 490.

47. Bulgaria, Greece; 5/12
Gueshoff (1915), 127-30; Al-

brecht-Carri6 (1958), 283-84;
Drossos (1929), 121; Helmreich

(1938), 341; Lamouche (1928),
143-48; Taylor (1954), 490.

48. Greece, Serbia; 6/13
Driault, V (1925), 115-17, 172;
Albrecht-Carri6 (1958), 284-85;
Frangulis, I (1926), 150; Schmitt
(1930), 449-50; Taylor (1954),
496-97.

49. Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia; 8/20
L, 6, p. 211-13; L, 13, p. 232-35;
L, 87, p. 309; L, 96, p. 309.

50. Czechoslovakia, Rumania; 4/21
L, 6, p. 217; L, 18, p. 82; L,
54, p. 253; L, 94, p. 53.

51. Rumania, Yugoslavia; 6/21
L, 54, p. 257, 213.

52. Czechoslovakia, Rumania, Yugo-
slavia ; 2/33
BFS, 136, p. 630-32.

53. Belgium, France; 9/20
Albrecht-Carri6 (1958), 505-06;
Miller (1951), 181-84; Wullus

(1944), 223, 260-63.
54. France, Poland; 2/21

L, 19, p. 12; Albrecht-Carri6

(1958), 506; Seton-Watson, H.
(1962), 307; Wheeler-Bennett

(1948), 284-86.
55. Poland, Rumania; 3/21 1

L, 7, p. 79; L, 60, p. 161; L,
115, p. 171.

56. Afghanistan, Turkey; 3/21
BFS, 118, pp. 10-11; BFS, 130,
p. 369; BFS, 141, p. 682.

57. Persia, Turkey; 4/26
BFS, 136, p. 948; L, 106, p. 247.

58. Afghanistan, Persia; 11/27
L, 107, p. 445.

59. Afghanistan, Iraq, Persia, Turkey;
9/37

L, 190, p. 21.

60. Austria, Czechoslovakia; 12/21
L, 9, p. 248; L, 78, p. 437.

61. Estonia, Latvia; 11/23
L, 28, p. 82.

62. Czechoslovakia, France; 1/24
L, 23, p. 164; L, 54, p. 359.

63. Italy, Yugoslavia; 1/24
L, 24, p. 33; Macartney (1938),
108-09; Seton-Watson, H. (1962),
372; Villari (1956), 49-50.

64. Czechoslovakia, Italy; 7/24
L, 26, p. 22; Macartney (1938),
195-96; Villari (1956), 198; Von-
racek (1937), 330-31.

65. Russia, Turkey; 12/25
BFS, 139, p. 721; L, 153, p. 366;
L, 157, p. 353.

66. Germany, Russia; 4/26
Beloff, I (1947), 63; Klein (1952),
145-47.

67. France, Rumania; 6/26
L, 58, p. 225; L, 197, p. 392.

68. Afghanistan, Russia; 8/26
BFS, 125, p. 2; L, 157, p. 371; L,
177, p. 467.

69. Lithuania, Russia; 9/26
L, 60, p. 145; L, 125, p. 255; L,
186, p. 267.

70. Italy, Rumania; 9/26
L, 67, p. 393; Macartney (1938),
195-96; Villari (1956), 198; Von-
racek (1937), 330-31.

71. Albania, Italy; 11/26
L, 60, p. 15 ; L, 69, p. 341.

72. France, Yugoslavia; 1/27
BFS, 141, pp. 1018-19; L, 68,
p. 373; L, 182, p. 149.

73. Hungary, Italy; 4/27
BFS, 127, pp. 737-40.

74. Persia, Russia; 10/27
L, 112, p. 275.

75. Greece, Rumania; 3/28
L, 108, p. 187.

76. Greece, Turkey; 10/30
L, 125, p. 9; L, 156, p. 65.

77. Rumania, Turkey; 10/33
L, 165, p. 273.

78. Turkey, Yugoslavia; 11/33
L, 161, p. 229.
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79. Greece, Rumania, Turkey, Yugo-
slavia ; 2/34

Geshkoff (1940), 300-02.
80. Italy, Turkey; 5/28

BFS’, 129, p. 763; Kilil (1959),
68-69; Lenczowski (1952), 182-

83 ; Lewis ( 1955), 114-15.
81. Greece, Italy; 9/28

BFS, 129, p. 675-80.
82. Hungary, Turkey; 1/29

BFS, 130, p. 819.
83. Bulgaria, Turkey; 3/29

BFS, 136, p. 927; L, 114, p. 400.
84. Bulgaria, Greece, Rumania, Turkey,

Yugoslavia; 7/38
Livian (1940), 177.

85. France, Turkey; 2/30
BFS, 132, p. 777.

86. England, Iraq; 1932
BFS, 132, pp. 280-84.

87. Finland, Russia; 1/32
L, 155, p. 325; L, 157, p. 393.

88. Latvia, Russia; 2/32
L, 148, p. 113, 119.

89. Estonia, Russia; 5/32
L, 131, p. 297; L, 150, p. 87.

90. Poland, Russia; 7/32
L, 136, p. 41.

91. France, Russia; 11/32
L, 157, p. 411; L, 167, p. 395.

92. England, France, Germany, Italy;
6/33
Villari (1937), 107.

93. Italy, Russia; 9/33
BFS, 136, p. 948.

94. Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia,
Finland, Mexico, Panama, Para-

guay, Uruguay; 10/33
L, 163, p. 393.

95. Germany, Poland; 1/34
Gantenbein (Ed.), (1948), 999-

1000.

96. Austria, Hungary, Italy; 3/34
L, 154, p. 285.

97. Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania; 8/34
L, 154, p. 93.

98. France, Italy; 4/35
Triepel (Ed.), XXX (1935), 644-
45.

99. Czechoslovakia, Russia; 5/35
L, 159, p. 347.

100. Mongolia, Russia; 3/36
Friters (1949), 143-44.

101. Egypt, England; 10/36
BFS, 140, pp. 179-82.

102. Germany, Italy, Japan; 11 /36, 11 /37
Gantenbein (Ed.), (1948), 988-91.

103. Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Do-
minican Republic, Ecuador, El Sal-
vador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras,
Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Para-
guay, Peru, United States, Uruguay,
Venezuela; 12/36

Gantenbein (Ed.), ( 1950), 772-73.
104. Italy, Yugoslavia; 3/37

Livian (1940), 171-73.
105. Arabia, Yemen; 4/37

BFS, 141, pp. 1272-75.
106. China, Russia; 8/37

L, 181, p. 101.
107. Portugal, Spain; 3/39

BFS, 143, pp. 673-75.
108. France, Germany; 12/38

BFS, 142, p. 573-74.
109. Germany, Italy; 5/39

Wiskemann (1949), 350-52.
110. Denmark, Germany; 5/39

L, 197, p. 37.
111. Estonia, Germany; 6/39

L, 198, p. 49.
112. Germany, Latvia; 6/39

L, 198, p. 105.

NOTES

* This paper is part of a larger study on the Correlates of War, supported by the Carnegie
Corporation of New York and the Center for Research on Conflict Resolution at the University
of Michigan. We are indebted to George L. Kraft and Bernard Mennis for their assistance in the
early stages of data-making.

1 Among the more theoretical efforts, several stand out: Gulick (1955), Kaplan (1957), Langer
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(1931), Liska (1962), and Rosecrance (1963). Soviet treaty patterns (including those of alliance)
have been treated quantitatively by Slusser and Triska (1959).

2 Our specific purpose was to test certain hypotheses concerning the relationship between
alliance aggregation and polarization in the system, on the one hand, and various indices of the
frequency, severity, and magnitude of war, on the other. One such study is in press (Singer and
Small, 1966b), and another is under way.

3 A systematic analysis of all treaties, conventions, agreements, etc. which are reported in the
U.N. Treaty Series is now under way at the University of Washington under the direction of
Peter Rohn.

4 As a matter of fact, the text of the Franco-Belgian agreement of 1920 remains apparently
unpublished in the open sources to this day.

5 Among the discussions of this issue are Feigl (1956), Gottschalk (1963), Greenwood (1945),
Kaplan (1964), Nagel (1960), and Naroll (1962).

6 It has been suggested by Karl W. Deutsch that two dimensions will be critical in the construc-
tion of such an index: (a) the quantity of transactions of varying types; and (b) the extent to which
events in one region or nation ’produce’ corresponding events in another.

7 For example, Rumania was still allied with the Central Powers in 1914 as a consequence of an
1883 treaty which had been faithfully renewed on several occasions; yet her declaration of neutral-
ity then and her participation on the side of the Entente in 1916 should have surprised no one.
Likewise, the wartime Franco-Soviet pact was still in effect in 1947, yet France was clearly in the
anti-Soviet camp by then.

8 Although the distinction may be too primitive for many theoretical purposes and not too
readily operationalized, diplomatic historians have found it quite useful for centuries. Moreover,
despite the invisibility of their criteria, they show near-unaminity in the classification results.
Thus, our major powers and the dates during which they enjoyed that status are as follows:

Austria-Hungary, 1815-1918
Prussia or Germany, 1815-1918, 1925-45
Russia, 1815-1918, 1922-45
France, 1815-1940
Britain, 1815-1945
Japan, 1895-1945
United States, 1899-1945
Italy, 1860-1943

9 The data on these wars, plus the coding rules, are in Singer, Small, and Kraft (1965) and
should be available in published form in late 1966.

10 Since our data represent a complete universe rather than a sub-sample thereof, some might
quarrel with our use of the notion of ’statistical significance’. In that case, it could be assumed
that the r value which satisfies the .01 criterion is the threshold below which our correlations

may be thought of as too weak to be taken seriously.
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SUMMARY

Although students of world politics have come increasingly to speak of their empirical
domain as a social system, little effort has gone into the systematic observation and
measurement of its formal or informal structure. One structural attribute of the inter-

national system which leaves a definite trace and is therefore readily measurable, is that
of alliance patterns. This paper examines all written (peacetime only) alliances among


