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Stephen Martin Walt, currently serving as the Robert and Renee Belfer Professor of international relations at the Harvard Kennedy School, is a well-qualified scholar to address forming policies of alliances due to his academic training and his engagement with influential figures in International Relations (IR), including Hans Morgenthau and Kenneth Waltz. Being a member of the realism school, Walt contributed to the emergence of the neorealism approaches. 
Walt’s Origins of Alliance book is an important contribution to understanding the behaviors of the state in forging alliances with other states or superpowers alike. He was motivated to write The Origins of Alliances by a desire to reconcile discrepancies he observed between scholarly theories related to balancing powers among academics and balancing threats among policymakers. The book is considered a theoretical exploration of alliance formation that seeks to enhance our understanding of alignment by proposing a framework that emphasizes perceived threats, rather than sheer power, as central to a state’s decisions. 
The book was written during the Cold War between the US and the Soviet Union, when many academic scholars tried to understand how the relationship was shaped between those two blocs. Walt found that there are several anomalies when applying theories and practices on different regions, such as the Middle East (Walt 1990, p.10). His balancing of threat theory aimed to reformulate the theory of balance of powers, where “In anarchy, states form alliances to protect themselves.” (Walt 1990, p.11) The survival of the state in this system is influenced by geographic proximity, offensive power, and perceived intentions and risks.  
With extended analysis of policies adopted in Middle East region from Baghdad Pact in1955 to Egypt-Israel peace treaty in 1979, Walt (1990) counter the US basic National Security policy formulated in the National security Council in 1953 which stated, “If our allies were uncertain about our ability or will to counter Soviet aggression, they would be strongly tempted to adopt a neutralist position.” (p17). He argued that power is not the main motive for states to ally but usually “states ally to balance against threats … that is affected by geographic proximity, offensive capabilities, and perceived intention.” (p.19) Therefore, the US needs to fully understand the different scopes that govern states’ behaviors related to perceived threat. 
Furthermore, He argued that ideological similarity is not a driving factor of states’ alignment, but in fact, it might be factored to compete. Ideological alliance is best described as behavioral alignment. Unlike liberal and monarchical states, Walt (1990) argued that regimes of a single leader are rarely allied together because of two reasons; first, “all member regimes will find their autonomy threatened by the other members of the same movement” (Walt 1987, p.56). Second, ideological quarrels are likely to be surfaced “because each faction can defend its own actions only by portraying rivals as traitors or heretics.” (Walt 1990, p.57) He concluded that alliances based on ideology are unlikely to survive. 
Walt (1990) further argued that foreign aids or political penetration have little or no effect on states to form alignments “neither is an effective way to gain leverage except under very unusual conditions.” (p.19) Walt (1990) found that weak states are free riders on the assistances with no value to the superpowers “the asymmetry of motivation will favor recipients.” (p.65) while political penetration for strong states eliminates their motivation to support the superpowers states “the target regime will probably react negatively toward the state directing the campaign.” (Walt 1990, p.69) 
Well understanding the problems facing states in forming alliances, Walt’s analysis of different political systems in the region of the Middle East in the bipolar system, persuasively argues about two states’ choices to balance the threats or bandwagon the threats. By testing different theories, including Balancing of power, ideological alignment, and the influence of foreign aid or political penetration, Walt formulates his theory of balancing of threats. Identifying the limitations and strengths of these theories in the Middle East, Walt provides a clear framework applicable to various global alliance patterns. He offered a robust framework for analyzing the level of threats that encompasses factors such as geographic proximity, offensive capabilities, and perceived intentions. 
Walt’s argument is structured systematically, combining theoretical exploration with empirical evidence to build and support his thesis. He introduced six hypotheses: the first tested balancing policies against aggregated power, geographic proximities, offensive capabilities, perceived intentions, and after wartime categories. The second hypothesis tested bandwagon against the same previous categories. The third was comparing the balancing vs bandwagon within previous categories. The fourth hypothesis tested ideology in forming alliances. The fifth hypothesis tested foreign aid in forming alliances, and the sixth hypothesis tested political penetration in forming alliances. 
 His introduction chapter highlighted the gap in understanding the formation of alliances among academic scholars and policymaker viewpoints. He identified the problem of why states choose specific allies and what factors drive the alliances formation. The second chapter set the theoretical structure by examining the weaknesses and strengths of the existing theories. Walt argued that the existing theories failed to explain crucial aspects related to the perceive of threat. He introduced his theory of balancing of thread, in which he incorporated factors like geographic proximity, offensive capabilities, and perceived intentions, alongside power as driving factors for forging alliances. 
Empirical evidence is provided in chapters 3 and 4 by a detailed analysis of the Middle East region from 1955to 1979, where various alliances were formed and shifted among the states of the region. Walt evaluated thirty-six bilateral and multilateral alliances and alignments involving eighty-six national decisions and tested them across various theories, and concluded that states ally against perceived threats rather than power alone 
In the comparative analysis chapters (5,6, and 7), Walt compared his theory of balancing the threat against the competing theories. He concluded that states prefer balancing threat to bandwagon “bandwagoning is more often the response of weak states, it is most unlikely to alter the global balance of power in any significant way.” (Walt 1990, p.290) Most states tend to balance even when there is a significant threat. 
In the policy implication section, Walt concluded that the balance of threat theory is more simplistic to explain and understand different events, rather than focusing on the aggregate material capabilities. “The principal concept that informs balance of threat theory is threat, which consists of aggregate power, proximity, offensive capability, and perceived intentions.” (Walt 1990, p.464). States are acting against the risks they are exposed to in their region rather than the influence of the superpowers.
Walt found that ideological similarity has no significant for forming alliances because “states are usually willing to ignore ideological considerations when strict fidelity to them would be costly or dangerous.” (p.338) furthermore, he found that financial aids or political influence could not create reliable ally “The evidence confirms that focusing on foreign aid or penetration alone usually does not explain much about how states choose their allies.” (p.409). He rebutted the misconception that governs the US foreign policy. 
While Walt’s balance of threat theory offers significant advancements over traditional alliance theories, it has some weaknesses. One of the weaknesses is the selection of the Middle East region as a case study. Most of the Middle East states in the case study emerged from the anti-colonialism in which most of the Western powers were the colonizers. So, it is natural to antagonize the colonial powers represented by the West and the US and align with their rivals based on “the enemy of my enemy is my friend,” which explains the balancing trend in Walt’s theory. 
Furthermore, as a consequence of colonialization, most of the nation-states that emerged from the Middle East states were based on military coups and run by military personnel. The existence of military ideologies within those states complicated the means of forming alliances, as he explained, “pan-Arabism led to conflict because it required its members to give up their privileged positions at home and subordinate themselves to a foreign elite.” (p. 339) Thus, each Arab state representator constituted a threat to other states in the region despite the similarity of the Arab tongue, heritage, and culture.
However, Walt’s argument provides a strong, detailed alternative farmwork to the balancing of power theory by incorporating new factors like geographical proximity, perceived intention, and offensive capabilities. Geographic proximity plays critical role in balancing the threat where states are more sensitive to balancing regional powers rather than distant power “geographic proximity is an important factor in determining which threats will prompt states to seek allies” (Walt 1990, p. 260) regional actors are more sensitive to their regional neighbor distribution of capabilities than to the superpower capabilities “states are more sensitive to threats that are nearby than to dangers from far away.” (Walt 1990, p. 455) Geographic proximity sets the level of the threat the state is facing. He emphasizes that only an enormous shift in power structure, i.e., moving from bipolar to unipolar, would alter the regional powers’ commitments in IR: “only an enormous shift in this balance will lead regional powers to alter their international commitments significantly” (Walt 1990, p.290).
Perceived intention is the sole criterion for a state to choose between superpowers. On international structure, Walts (1990) find that states aligned with the less aggressive superpower (p.278). Because intention is hard to be predicted, Walt concluded that balancing rather than bandwaging “will thus be viewed as the safer response [for state] when intentions cannot be reliably determined.” (p.291) where bandwaging is only used when weak state thinks that “such a step will moderate [other state] aggressive intentions.” (Walt 1990, p.286) Bandwagon is aimed to appease aggressive state. 
Finally, offensive capability is a crucial factor for forging alliances. Walt (1990) defines offensive capability as “the ability to threaten the sovereignty or territorial integrity of another state at an acceptable cost.” (p.45) Such capability incentivizes other states to balance the threat. While states of negligible offensive capabilities do not constitute threats and “do not inspired others to ally against [it]” (Walt 1990, p.280), States with great offensive capabilities “caused others to form a more powerful coalition in response.” (Walt 1990, p.440) Balancing policies increase when the offensive capabilities of other states increase.
 By using the logic and critical analysis of the real-world policy implications for a wide variety of alliances over a long period of time, Walt provides an empirical foundation to his balancing of threat theory. The wide range of resources, including historical records, scholarly works, and elite testimony, ensured his comprehensive arguments.
Furthermore, Walt’s theory of balancing of threat is a great contribution to the realism school, where he bridges the gaps between Morgenthau’s classical realism, which emphasizes human nature and the role of the individuals, and Waltz’s structural realism, which emphasizes the systemic level and the anarchic structure of the international system as factors for driving policies. He was successful in integrating both elements of state interpretation of threats with the constraints of system structures.
The tone of the book is pure academic and intended to address critical issues in international politics concerning scholars, policymakers, and students of IR. Walt carefully evaluates competing theories and presents his own hypotheses with scholarly accuracy, using case studies and historical evidence to support his claims. This approach reinforces the book’s credibility as a serious discipline contribution to international relations theories.
Walt’s Original of Alliances is a great contribution to the discipline of IR because it encourages critical thinking and accurate analytics approaches, especially for scholars aiming to refine theoretical frameworks or improve policy outcomes. He invites readers to engage with his work critically rather than presenting his conclusions as definitive or unassailable, which makes his book a constructive contribution to ongoing debates in international relations.
 Conclusion: 
Walt’s Original of alliances book provided an alternative explanation for International Relations, which was governed by the balance of power theory, in which states seek alliances to protect themselves in an anarchic system. He rebutted the significant factors that drive states to form alliances, such as aggregated power, ideology, or foreign aid. He proposes the balancing of threat as a reformulated theory for states to form alliances to encounter geographic proximity, offensive powers, and perceived intentions risks. Walt was successful in bridging the gap between academic scholars’ balance of power and statesmen’s balancing threat policies in IR. The book is a valuable discipline contribution that simply explains states’ relations within the world structure based on perceived threat. The book is so significant for scholars, policymakers, and students of political science, as it encourages them to further study and analyze the factors that contribute to the rise of threats and incentivize states to form alliances. The book established a basis for understanding states’ relationships from different perspectives outside of the regular political scope. 
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