
 The Search for a Stephen M. Walt
 Science of Strtegy

 A Review Essay

 Peter Paret, editor, Makers of Modern Strategy: From Machiavelli to the Nuclear

 Age. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986.

 Like alchemists seek-
 ing a recipe for gold, men have long sought the key to success in war. Makers

 of Modern Strategy provides one account of that search. To update the original

 edition (first published in 1943), Peter Paret has assembled a diverse collection

 of essays on the evolution of military thought. The purpose of the book is

 clear; it is a "guide to strategic theory and to ideas on the use of organized

 violence" from the 16th century to the present.1 Although some of the ideas

 in this book are those of "civilian strategists," Makers of Modern Strategy is

 primarily concerned with the writings of professional military officers and

 the strategic beliefs of professional military organizations. As such, it pro-

 vides an excellent window into the historical evolution of the military mind.

 Ideally, a survey of military thought should perform two tasks. The first

 is descriptive: what did different strategists do or say, and why? The second

 task is evaluative: to what extent did influential ideas on strategy (and the

 policies they inspired) make sense? This second task is where the real payoff
 lies; did these ideas help lead to victory, or did they pave the road to national

 disaster? Were they based on a rigorous analysis of appropriate evidence, or

 on myths, distortions, and dubious logic? This type of critical assessment is

 essential, if we prefer to learn from others' mistakes rather than our own.

 As a survey of modern strategic thought, Makers of Modern Strategy remains

 a valuable collection. Most of the original chapters have been replaced by

 I would like to thank the following individuals for their comments on earlier versions of this
 essay: Joshua Epstein, Robert Johnson, Helene Madonick, John Mearsheimer, and Jack Weiss.
 I am also grateful to Eliot Cohen and David A. Petraeus for discussing several of these issues
 with me.

 Stephen M. Walt is Assistant Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University, and
 is presently a Resident Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.

 1. See Peter Paret, "Introduction," in Peter Paret, ed., Makers of Modern Strategy: From Machiavelli
 to the Nuclear Age (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986), p. 5.

 International Security, Summer 1987 (Vol. 12, No. 1)
 ? 1987 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College and of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
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 essays incorporating recent research, and new selections on nuclear strategy,

 conventional warfare, and revolutionary conflict help bring the story up to

 date. The various essays are for the most part clearly written and well

 researched, and each is accompanied by a bibliography of additional sources.

 Thus as an introduction to the intellectual history of modern warfare, the

 volume is a worthy successor to the original edition.

 As an evaluation of these men and their ideas, however, the book is less

 satisfying. Despite their belief that studying the past will yield lessons for

 the future, Paret and company do not devote much effort to identifying what

 those lessons might be. This is partly a problem of design; because Paret

 gave the various authors considerable latitude in preparing their chapters,

 drawing systematic conclusions from their disparate contributions is difficult.

 After 28 chapters and more than 800 pages, covering nearly 400 years of

 history, a careful synthesis was surely in order. Unfortunately, although the

 concluding essay by Gordon Craig and Felix Gilbert contains a number of

 wise observations, it does not go much beyond Clausewitz's well-known

 dictum that military policy be controlled by political leaders in the service of

 political objectives.

 This lack of synthesis is regrettable, because the book contains several

 themes worthy of more systematic treatment. Indeed, viewed as a whole,

 Makers of Modern Strategy is a powerful but veiled indictment of much of its

 subject. (Ironically, the same problems affect the book itself, a point I shall

 return to later.) What are these themes, and why are they important?

 Is Strategy a Science?

 Perhaps the dominant theme of this book is the quest for a "science of

 strategy." This aspiration is not difficult to fathom. Given that national sur-

 vival may hinge on the ability to deter or win wars, the value of discovering

 enduring principles of strategic success is obvious. What does such an effort
 require?

 In the broadest sense, the strategist's task is to formulate a "theory" ex-

 plaining how a state can ensure its security and further other interests.

 Strategy relates ends and means; it identifies the steps that should be taken

 to achieve a specified objective.2 Ideally, strategy should be based on empir-

 2. This conception of strategy is derived from: Carl von Clausewitz, On War, ed. Michael
 Howard and Peter Paret (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976), pp. 142-144; Basil H.
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 ically grounded hypotheses supported by appropriate evidence. Although

 this ideal is never fully achieved, the more that strategic guidance is informed

 by an accurate appraisal of physical constraints, technological capacities, and

 social and political processes (e.g., the sources of military power, the endur-

 ing characteristics of the international system, etc.), the more likely it is to

 succeed. In principle, therefore, the development of strategy should be

 viewed as a scientific enterprise, where success depends on creativity, ex-

 pertise, and the systematic analysis of many complex issues.3

 As Makers of Modern Strategy reveals, the quest for a "science of strategy"

 has been widespread. For example, Felix Gilbert describes Machiavelli's ef-

 forts as a search for "principles valid for the military organizations of all

 states and all times," and R.R. Palmer credits him with making "the study

 of war a social science. 4 In the same way, the seventeenth century strategist

 Raimondo Montecuccoli sought to elaborate "basic rules . . . [like those] on

 which every science is based. "5 Vauban, Guibert, and Bulow shared similar

 aspirations, and the quest for enduring "laws of war" reached its apotheosis

 in Jomini, who claimed that he had discovered the "invariable scientific
 principles" by which "all strategy is controlled. "6 Although Mahan's theses

 on seapower or Douhet's prophecies on airpower were narrower in scope,

 they show the same desire to formulate general laws that would determine

 the outcome of war.7

 Liddell Hart, Strategy, 2nd ed. (New York: Praeger, 1967), pp. 335-336; Barry R. Posen, The
 Sources of Military Doctrine (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1984); and Bernard Brodie, "Strategy
 as a Science," World Politics, Vol. 1, No. 4 (1949). Strategy is thus a "policy science" in the
 manner described by Alexander George and Richard Smoke in Deterrence in American Foreign
 Policy: Theory and Practice (New York: Columbia University Press, 1974), pp. 617-25.
 3. I am using the term "strategy" broadly, to refer to all levels of military thought (i.e., tactics,
 operations, military strategy, and grand strategy) as well as the tasks of weapons acquisition
 and defense management. There are important distinctions between each of these aspects of
 security policy, but careful analysis is crucial to success in each one. The best general cannot
 win if he lacks effective means to fight (e.g., an army with adequate equipment, cohesion, and
 training) just as a well-prepared army can lose if it is poorly led.
 4. See Felix Gilbert, "Machiavelli: The Renaissance of the Art of War," and R.R. Palmer, "Fred-
 erick the Great, Guibert, Bulow: From Dynastic to National War," in Paret, Makers of Modern
 Strategy, pp. 30, 91. It should be noted that Gilbert argues that Machiavelli's effort in this
 direction was misguided.

 5. Montecuccoli also wrote that "[H]aving considered the entire range of world history, I dare
 to say that I have not found a single notable military exploit which would not fit in with these
 rules." Quoted in Gunther E. Rothenberg, "Maurice of Nassau, Gustavus Adolphus, Raimondo
 Montecuccoli, and the 'Military Revolution' of the Seventeenth Century," in Paret, Makers of
 Modern Strategy, p. 63.
 6. Antoine-Henri Jomini, quoted in John Shy, "Jomini," in Paret, Makers of Modern Strategy, p.
 146.

 7. Commodore Stephen Luce, President of the Naval War College and the man who brought
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 Did these efforts succeed? Although the authors in this collection generally

 treat their subjects gently, Makers of Modern Strategy ultimately delivers a

 harsh verdict. This is the second theme that runs throughout the book: the

 great strategists of the past were often guilty of rather elementary errors. For

 example, Felix Gilbert shows that Machiavelli's reliance on Roman military

 history led him to misread several important trends of his own time, most

 notably the impact of firearms and artillery.8 Whatever Vauban's skill at

 siegecraft and fortification, he also endorsed Louis XIV's fruitless quest for
 hegemony, thereby helping bankrupt the most powerful state in Europe.

 Similarly, for all his innovations and martial virtues, Frederick the Great's

 leadership very nearly brought Prussia to ruin.9 When judging Napoleon

 (whom Jomini revered and whom Martin Van Creveld has called "the most

 competent human being who ever lived"), we should not forget Clausewitz's

 warning that "the effects of genius show not so much in novel forms of

 action as in the ultimate success of the whole."10 By this standard Napoleon

 was a colossal failure: his "achievement" was the death of several million

 Frenchmen, the occupation of his country by three foreign armies, the res-

 toration of the Bourbons, a century of British dominance, and his own

 ignominious exile. This sort of "competence" makes mediocrity look good.

 The record of German strategists is equally poor: although some have praised

 their "genius for war,""1 all they achieved was defeat in two world wars, the

 deaths of millions, and the permanent division of their country.

 These are simply the more dramatic failures; there is no shortage of lesser

 errors. Robert E. Lee emerges from Russell Weigley's account as less accom-

 plished a general than is often believed. Although Lee's quest for "decisive

 Mahan out of the pilothouse and into the library, believed that "naval history abounds in
 materials whereon to erect a science . . . a mass of facts amply sufficient for the formation of
 [scientific] laws or principles." Quoted in Philip Crowl, "Alfred Thayer Mahan: The Naval
 Historian," in Paret, Makers of Modern Strategy, p. 449.
 8. See Gilbert, "Machiavelli," pp. 28-29.
 9. See Lynn Montross, War Through the Ages (New York: Harper Bros., 1960), pp. 399-403. It
 should be noted that Frederick learned from his early difficulties, and eventually adopted a
 cautious, defensive strategy better suited to Prussia's limited capabilities. As Clausewitz put it:
 "What is really admirable is [Frederick's] wisdom: pursuing a major objective with limited
 resources, he did not try to undertake anything beyond his strength, but always just enough to
 get him what he wanted. . . . His whole conduct of war, therefore, shows an element of
 restrained strength...." See On War, p. 179.
 10. See Martin Van Creveld, Command in War (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1985), p.
 64; and Clausewitz, On War, p. 177.
 11. See, for example, Trevor N. Dupuy, A Genius for War: The German Army and General Staff,
 1807-1945 (Fairfax: Hero Books, 1984).
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 victories" was not without some justification, such victories remained elusive

 and the effort hastened the Confederacy's defeat. Thus Lee's brilliance on

 the battlefield could not overcome the deficiencies of his strategic vision.12

 Douglas Porch's essay on the French theorists of colonial warfare is even less

 flattering to its subjects. Far from performing careful analyses of the strategic

 problems they faced, these writers created little more than ill-conceived

 propaganda intended to minimize civilian interference in their activities

 abroad.13 In sum, as a survey of what strategists wrote and generals did,
 Makers of Modern Strategy is less the story of their accomplishments than a

 record of their recurring failures.

 Why Is Strategy so Difficult?

 Why are strategists so often wrong? Part of the problem, of course, lies in

 the inherent difficulty of the enterprise. Devising effective strategic guidance

 is a demanding task, given the number of factors that must be weighed and

 the uncertainties decision-makers inevitably face. And we enjoy the advan-

 tage of hindsight in judging their efforts. One is therefore inclined to be

 forgiving, aware that no strategy will work in all circumstances.

 Yet the poor quality of strategic thought is not due solely to the complexity

 of the subject. More important is the fact that, in their quest for "laws of

 war," most writers on strategy have confused the scientific product (logically

 related propositions valid across time and space) with the scientific process

 (critical inquiry based on logic and a systematic treatment of evidence). In

 short, although many of these writers made "scientific" claims, they failed

 to follow scientific methods.

 Makers of Modern Strategy reveals that this confusion was common. For

 example, Philip Crowl's essay on Mahan shows that the great "evangelist of

 12. Given the South's inferior manpower, Lee's search for Napoleonic victories was unwise.
 Even when Lee was victorious, he lost more men than he could afford. See Russell Weigley,
 "American Strategy from Its Beginnings through the First World War," in Paret, Makers of Modern
 Strategy, pp. 424-429.
 13. For example, Hubert Lyautey described the colonial army as "an organization on the march,"
 which brought social and economic benefits to the native population. As Porch points out, this
 "hearts and minds" strategy "was more a public-relations exercise with the French people than
 a workable military formula. . . ." See Douglas Porch, "Bugeaud, Gallieni, Lyautey: The Devel-
 opment of French Colonial Warfare," in Paret, Makers of Modern Strategy, pp. 390-394. There is
 an analogy here to the U.S. experience in Vietnam: "nation-building" in South Vietnam can be
 seen as the U.S. equivalent of the French mission civilisatrice. See George T. Herring, America's
 Longest War: The U.S. and Vietnam, 1950-1975 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1979), pp. 56-67.
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 seapower" was at best a bad scholar and at worst a bit of a fraud (i.e., Mahan
 apparently believed evidence should be ignored if it did not conform to one's

 pet theories).14 John Shy's analysis of Jomini suggests a similar verdict, given
 Jomini's reluctance to consider cases that did not fit his own principles of

 strategy.15 As for the airpower theorists like Douhet or the devotees of
 offensive warfare prior to World War I, their fondness for particular weapons

 or doctrines led them to rely on wildly optimistic assumptions, questionable

 evidence, and deliberate distortions to defend their ideas.16

 By contrast, the more successful strategic scholars did not make this basic

 mistake. Although both Clausewitz and Hans Delbruck were skeptical of
 simplistic "scientific" formulas, they believed that systematic, critical inquiry

 was essential to a proper understanding of war. And if their insights have

 proven more enduring-especially true of Clausewitz-it is partly because

 their methods more closely approximated the scientific ideal.17

 These problems were not simply theoretical, as several essays in this

 volume show clearly. Michael Geyer's chapter on Germany brilliantly dissects

 the logical contradictions within German strategy in both world wars. For

 example, having risked a world war in 1914 to preserve their social and

 political positions, the German elite was forced to "democratize" the army
 in order to continue the war. In other words, the requirements of modern

 14. As Crowl recounts, "In his presidential address to the American Historical Association in
 1902, Mahan baldly asserted that written history should consist of the 'artistic grouping of
 subordinate details around a central idea'; that some facts 'were not worth the evident trouble'
 of searching them out; that the scholar's 'passion for certainty may lapse into incapacity for
 decision'; and that 'facts must be massed as well as troops' and kept subordinate to the 'central
 feature."' See Crowl, "Mahan," in Paret, Makers of Modern Strategy, p. 454.
 15. See Shy, "Jomini," pp. 173-175.
 16. A classic example of biased "analysis" is French General Ferdinand Foch's argument that
 the machine gun would make offensive warfare easier. In his words: "any improvement in
 firearms is ultimately bound to add strength to the offensive.... Nothing is easier than to give
 a mathematical demonstration of that truth." Foch goes on to argue that if two thousand men
 attacked one thousand, each armed with rifles that could be fired once a minute, then the
 "balance in favor of the attacker" was one thousand bullets per minute. But if each side had
 guns firing ten times per minute, the "advantage to the attacker" would grow to ten thousand
 bullets per minute. Among other things, Foch's "analysis" ignored the possibility that the
 defenders could take cover and fire from prepared positions. See Theodore Ropp, War in the
 Modern World, rev. ed. (New York: Collier, 1962), p. 218. For an analysis of Douhet that exposes
 some equally striking errors, see Bernard Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age (Princeton: Princeton
 University Press, 1959), Chapter 3.
 17. See Peter Paret, "Clausewitz," pp. 190-191, 193-194; and Gordon L. Craig, "Delbruck: The
 Military Historian," especially pp. 332-338, 343, 353. Among other things, Craig shows that
 Delbruck's rigorous analysis of past military campaigns probably qualifies him as the first
 "systems analyst" of war.
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 war forced them to make the same political adjustments they had gone to

 war to avoid. Indeed, by the end of the war, German strategic thought had

 degenerated into Ludendorff's simplistic formula: "We hack a hole [into the

 front]. The rest comes on its own."'18 Similarly, D. Clayton James's analysis
 of Japanese strategy in World War II shows that it emerged from a prepos-

 terous blend of wishful thinking, myths, and contradictory premises.19 Thus

 we need not look far to find cases of distorted analysis and faulty strategy

 leading directly to national disaster.

 Yet the question remains: why does this occur? Why do strategists make

 such obvious errors with such damaging results? Is the subject matter too

 hard, or are more fundamental forces at work?

 WHY STRATEGIC THOUGHT IS NOT SCIENTIFIC

 The complexity of most strategic issues is not the only reason why strategy

 is so often wrong. Equally important are the presence of significant barriers

 to systematic inquiry in this field.20

 In the sciences, progress is encouraged by the free exchange of ideas and

 information, and by sustained efforts to criticize and refine existing knowl-

 edge. Critical evaluation is thus the key to scientific progress. By contrast,

 the evaluation of strategy is often poor, which permits errors to survive

 uncorrected.21 Two main obstacles should be noted.

 18. See Michael Geyer, "German Strategy in the Age of Machine Warfare," in Paret, Makers of
 Modern Strategy, pp. 529-530, 534, 552. This theme is also emphasized in the writings of Fritz
 Fischer, notably Germany's Aims in the First World War (New York: Norton, 1967); and in Michael
 Gordon, "Domestic Conflict and the Origins of the First World War: The British and German
 Cases," Journal of Modern History, Vol. 46 (June 1974). For a critique of this interpretation, see
 David E. Kaiser, "Germany and the Origins of the First World War," Journal of Modern History,
 Vol. 55 (September 1983).
 19. To mention a few of Japan's more obvious errors: (1) the Japanese concluded that expansion
 into Southeast Asia required an attack on the Philippines (which made war with the U.S. likely)
 even though the Philippines were of limited strategic value to Japan; (2) they convinced them-
 selves that the U.S. would not fight all-out after Pearl Harbor; and (3) they believed that
 expansion was necessary because their home islands were vulnerable to blockade, but they
 neither explained how an overseas empire would solve this problem nor took adequate steps to
 prepare for anti-submarine warfare. See D. Clayton James, "American and Japanese Strategies
 in the Pacific War," in Paret, Makers of Modern Strategy, especially pp. 703-708; Fujiwara Akira,
 "The Role of the Japanese Army," and Asao Sadao, "The Japanese Navy and the United States,"
 both in Dorothy Borg and Shumpei Okamoto, eds., Pearl Harbor as History: Japanese-American
 Relations, 1931-1941 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1973); and Saburo lenaga, The Pacific
 War, 1931-1945 (New York: Pantheon, 1978), pp. 137-142.
 20. The discussion in this section is informed by Stephen Van Evera, "Causes of War" (Ph.D.
 dissertation, University of California, J3erkeley, 1984), Chapters 7, 9, and 10.
 21. This is not to say that evaluation never occurs, but there is a difference between merely
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 The first barrier is secrecy. States conceal a great deal of information about

 their military capabilities or strategic plans, to prevent enemies from exploit-

 ing this knowledge. Although the need for secrecy is obvious, it prevents

 potential critics from obtaining the information needed to evaluate current

 programs or to suggest alternatives.

 Second, and even more important, strategy evolves in an intensely political

 realm. In particular, the groups that play the largest role in shaping strategic

 thought (e.g., the military services, defense contractors, and so-called "de-

 fense intellectuals") also have a large stake in the conclusions that are drawn.

 Naturally, they are unlikely to favor strategic proposals that undermine their

 own positions. Efforts to silence or discredit their critics will be common as

 well, even when such critics are correct. Far from being a "free exchange of

 ideas," therefore, debates on strategy are heavily influenced by the political

 and organizational interests of the participants. In other words, much of the

 strategic community has a greater interest in defending their positions than

 in pursuing truth.22

 These two obstacles reinforce each other. Because information is scarce,

 opportunities to engage in willful distortion are common. Moreover, the

 actors with the greatest stake in these issues are usually the ones with the

 greatest control over current information.23 Evaluation by outsiders (who are

 more likely to criticize the prevailing wisdom or to suggest alternative ap-

 proaches) can be discouraged simply by denying them access to relevant

 information.

 In addition, the military community can promote self-serving ideas through

 a variety of direct and indirect means. Because these organizations control
 large resources, they can promote analysis that favors their interests. Re-

 search that might undermine their positions will be discouraged, or simply

 criticizing past decisions and attempting to derive systematic lessons from historical experience.
 Strategic policy often receives extensive criticism, especially after defeat in war. Yet such criticism
 is not always systematic or objective (e.g., participants rarely acknowledge mistakes) and often
 fails to produce lasting and cumulative knowledge.
 22. This problem is hardly confined to the field of strategy. See Hans J. Morgenthau, Truth and
 Power: Essays of a Decade, 1960-1970 (New York: Praeger, 1970), especially pp. 14-15.
 23. This problem has increased over time, as the technological complexity of modern warfare
 has led to greater specialization within all areas of military planning. Because it is impossible
 for anyone to master more than a small area of expertise, policymakers must rely upon expert
 advice. The problem, of course, is that experts are likely to favor solutions with which they are
 most familiar and that enhance their own influence. For an insightful examination of this
 problem, see Hans J. Morgenthau, "Modern Science and Political Power," in Morgenthau, Truth
 and Power.
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 not funded at all. Potential critics are also deterred by the fear of being

 ostracized. We should not underestimate these social and political pressures;

 few of us would welcome being entirely excluded from the "respectable"

 strategic studies community. If one values being part of an active policy

 community (which can bring invitations to conferences, increased access to

 important journals, offers to perform consulting work, and greater access to

 research funding), then one's willingness to criticize the prevailing wisdom

 probably declines.24 For all of these reasons, therefore, strategic thought does
 not evolve in a scientific fashion.25

 The "politicization of strategy" takes many forms. The following discussion

 describes some of the ways that political and organizational interests distort

 the development of strategic thought.

 INTERSERVICE RIVALRY. The clearest example of how self-interest interferes

 with strategy is the tendency for different branches of the armed services to

 emphasize their own importance at the expense of their bureaucratic rivals.26

 In other words, those charged with developing strategic ideas within the

 individual services are rarely "objective" scholars; their job is to ensure that

 their service's interests are promoted. Thus Mahan (a Navy captain) saw

 seapower alone as the key to empire, and Air Force officers like Billy Mitchell,

 Hugh Trenchard, and Curtis LeMay argued that airpower would provide the

 essential component of victory. In the early 1950s, the battle between Air

 Force advocates of the B-36 and Navy supporters of the "Supercarrier" did

 not result from a serious analytical dispute (neither side had a compelling

 argument) but was driven by their competition for budget shares.27 Organi-

 zational interests also help explain why the U.S. Air Force has traditionally

 24. It should be emphasized that this problem is not the result of an active conspiracy to
 suppress alternative views. Instead, it results from the natural tendencies of organizations and
 individuals. Few organizations will actively support research that undermines their positions,
 and conference sponsors and consulting firms will naturally tend to seek the participation of
 analysts whose views are generally compatible with their own. The result, however, is the same:
 those who wish to be actively involved must remain within the accepted consensus.
 25. This analysis obviously rests on an idealistic image of "science." The scientific community
 often resists new and unproven ideas, there are bureaucratic impediments to certain lines of
 inquiry (e.g., it is more difficult to obtain funding for radical, untried approaches), and individual
 researchers may falsify results for personal gain. Nonetheless, the scientific community penalizes
 such actions much more readily than the strategic studies community does.
 26. For a good discussion of this problem see Morton H. Halperin, Bureaucratic Politics and
 Foreign Policy (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1974), Chapter 3.
 27. See Paul Y. Hammond, "Supercarriers and B-36 Bombers: Appropriations, Strategy, and
 Politics," in Harold Stein, ed., Americayz Civil-Military Decisions: A Book of Case Studies (Birming-
 ham: University of Alabama Press, 1963).
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 favored counterforce targeting (i.e., counterforce strategies encourage end-

 less increases in the size and capability of one's forces; the requirements for

 a countervalue strategy are both smaller and less sensitive to the opponent's

 responses). Even more revealing is the fact that the U.S. Navy briefly ad-

 vocated "finite deterrence" in the late 1950s, in order to counter Air Force

 dominance of U.S. nuclear weapons policy.28 It is equally unsurprising that

 Secretary of the Navy John Lehman has been the leading promoter of the

 "Maritime Strategy" (in order to justify a 600-ship fleet) or that the U.S.

 Army's own doctrinal preferences (such as its interest in "limited wars")

 reflect its commitment to large conventional ground forces.29 Because the

 political stakes in strategic policy are considerable, the temptation to skew

 strategy in the direction of organizational interests can be quite powerful.30

 OPPOSITION TO INNOVATION. The "politicization of strategy" can also be

 seen in the military community's hostility to innovations that threaten tra-

 ditional roles and missions. Not all innovations make sense, of course, but

 most organizations resist change even when the evidence for it is strong.

 Innovation undermines the status and authority of the current leadership

 (whose expertise lies in familiar ideas and techniques), and challenges emo-

 tional attachments to particular weapons and doctrines. In the extreme case,

 innovation may threaten the survival of the organization itself, if it implies

 that the organization's mission has become obsolete. Examples of this prob-

 lem are numerous: most militaries ignored the implications of the machine

 gun, clung to the horse cavalry despite its obvious obsolescence, and resisted

 the introduction of armor and airpower as independent forces.31 The shift

 28. The Polaris program gave the Navy a survivable nuclear force that was perfect for counter-
 value retaliation, while the Air Force was concentrating on counterforce missions. Thus their
 doctrinal preferences followed directly from each service's organizational interests. See David
 Alan Rosenberg, "The Origins of Overkill: Nuclear Weapons and American Strategy, 1945-
 1960," International Security, Vol. 7, No. 4 (1983), especially pp. 52-53, 55-60.
 29. As Samuel P. Huntington has written: "Army espousal of limited war [in the 1950s] was
 primarily a reaction to the New Look and the threat which it posed to the Army's missions."
 See his classic The Common Defense: Strategic Programs in National Politics (New York: Columbia
 University Press, 1961), p. 345 and passim. It is no coincidence that the Army helped lead the
 revolt against "massive retaliation" and that two Army generals, Maxwell Taylor and James
 Gavin, produced influential critiques of this doctrine. See General Maxwell Taylor, The Uncertain
 Trumpet (New York: Harper and Row, 1959); and General James Gavin, War and Peace in the
 Space Age (New York: Harper, 1958).
 30. See Huntington, Common Defense, especially Chapter 28; and Halperin, Bureaucratic Politics
 and Foreign Policy, Chapter 3.
 31. On these examples, see: John Ellis, The Social History of the Machine Gun (New York: Pantheon,
 1975); Edward L. Katzenbach, "The Horse Cavalry in the Twentieth Century," in Robert Art
 and Kenneth N. Waltz, eds., The Use of Force: International Politics and Foreign Policy, rev. ed.
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 from the battleship to the aircraft carrier was made reluctantly as well. In

 the absence of definitive evidence (usually produced only by war) and some-

 times in spite of it, military organizations will cling to familiar ideas and

 doctrines. This may be appropriate in some circumstances, but this general

 tendency is another manifestation of the unscientific character of strategic

 thought.

 HOSTILITY TO CRITICAL EVALUATION. The reluctance to innovate is one

 aspect of a larger phenomenon-namely, the military community's hostility

 to critical evaluation and outside interference. (Of course, the military com-

 munity is hardly unique in this regard.)32 This resistance is not hard to

 understand: outside evaluation can expose organizational weaknesses and

 errors by the leadership, and may interfere with traditional roles and mis-

 sions. Thus when Ivan Bloch challenged the pre-World War I "cult of the

 offensive," his analysis was ignored or dismissed by the military establish-

 ments of Europe. Moreover, this occurred despite considerable empirical

 evidence supporting Bloch's findings.33

 This problem may be even worse in wartime. Ironically, although the

 importance of accurate evaluation increases during a war, efforts to challenge

 existing policy may be resisted even more strongly. During World War I, for

 example, those who tried to criticize existing strategy were condemned as

 traitors, as Lord Lansdowne in Britain, Giulio Douhet in Italy, and Hans

 Delbruck in Germany all discovered.34 Moreover, political leaders like Lloyd

 (Lanham, Md.: University Press of America, 1983); and Brian Bond and Martin Alexander,
 "Liddell-Hart and De Gaulle: The Doctrines of Limited Liability and Mobile Defense," in Paret,
 Makers of Modern Strategy.
 32. The tendency for organizations to resist efforts to evaluate performance is a basic principle
 of organization theory. See Aaron Wildavsky, "The Self-Evaluating Organization," Public Ad-
 ministration Review, Vol. 32, No. 5 (1972).
 33. On the skepticism with which Bloch's analysis was received, see Michael Howard, "Men
 Against Fire: The Doctrine of the Offensive in 1914," especially pp. 511-512; Walter Pintner,
 "Russian Military Thought: The Western Model and the Shadow of Suvorov," pp. 365-366, both
 in Paret, Makers of Modern Strategy; Geoffrey Blainey, The Causes of War (New York: Norton,
 1973), pp. 209-213; and T.H.E. Travers, "Technology, Tactics, and Morale: Jean de Bloch, the
 Boer War, and British Military Theory, 1900-1914," Journal of Modern History, Vol. 51, No. 2

 (1979).
 34. Both Lansdowne and Delbruck were vehemently criticized for advocating a negotiated
 settlement. See Gordon Craig, "The Political Leader as Strategist," p. 488; and "Delbruck: The
 Military Historian," p. 348, both in Paret, Makers of Modern Strategy. Giulio Douhet was court-
 martialed and imprisoned for sending a member of the Italian Cabinet a highly critical memo-
 randum on Italian military policy, although his conviction was reversed after the war. See
 Edward Warner, "Douhet, Mitchell, Seversky: Theories of Air Warfare," in Edward Mead Earle,
 ed., Makers of Modern Strategy: Military Thought from Machiavelli to Hitler (Princeton: Princeton
 University Press, 1943), p. 488. The same problem occurred in the U.S. during the Vietnam
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 George faced considerable military resistance to their suggestions, even when

 their ideas were well founded.35

 Nor does this problem vanish when the war is over, which makes efforts

 to learn from past mistakes more difficult. Postwar evaluation will be biased

 as well, because participants will defend their previous decisions and their

 current interests by ensuring that only the "correct" lessons are drawn. After

 World War I, for example, pro-military forces in Germany "explained" Ger-

 many's sudden collapse by claiming that they had been "stabbed in the

 back." The "stab in the back" (dolchstoss) theory put the blame for Germany's

 defeat on "traitors" within German society (e.g., the Social Democrats) rather

 than on the real culprits, the German Army.36 During World War II, the

 laudable (and unusual) decision to conduct an objective evaluation of stra-

 tegic bombing (which led to the creation of the U.S. Strategic Bombing

 Survey) was subsequently undermined by bureaucratic disputes and a re-

 curring debate over the validity of the Survey's findings.37 The same phe-

 nomenon occurred after Vietnam, most visibly in General William West-

 moreland's unsuccessful effort to sue CBS News over a documentary report

 War; even serious scholarly critics of the war were accused of lacking patriotism. On this general
 problem, see Fred C. Ikle, Every War Must End (New York: Columbia University Press, 1971),
 Chapter 4.
 35. For example, the Royal Navy adopted the convoy system only after intense pressure by
 Lloyd George, because convoying was contrary to Mahanian doctrines and because it tied Navy
 commanders to "unglorious" escort duty. The convoy system proved to be a dramatic success,
 and enabled England to survive the German blockade. See Arthur J. Marder, From Dreadnought
 to Scapa Flow: The Royal Navy in the Fisher Era, 1904-1919, Volume 4, 1917: The Year of Crisis
 (London: Oxford University Press, 1969), Chapters 6 and 10. On Lloyd George's general reluc-
 tance to confront Britain's military leaders, see Craig, "Political Leader as Strategist," pp. 488-
 489.
 36. See Hajo Holborn, A History of Modern Germany 1840-1945 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
 1969), pp. 578, 600, 622, 612; and Alfred A. Vagts, A History of Militarism, rev. ed. (New York:
 Free Press, 1959), pp. 275-276. Among the victors, efforts to assess wartime performance were
 also resisted, most notably in a heated debate over the distortion of casualty figures on the
 Western Front. See Brodie, War and Politics, p. 19; Winston S. Churchill, The World Crisis (New
 York: Scribner's, 1931); and Lord Sydenham of Combe et al., The World Crisis by Winston Churchill:
 A Criticism (London: Hutchinson, 1928).
 37. The idea of the Survey originated with the Army Air Force in 1943, in part to obtain lessons
 from the European theater that could be used in the war against Japan. As the Survey took
 shape, however, military commanders become increasingly concerned that its results support
 their organizational interests. Among other things, portions of the Survey were the object of
 intense disputes between the Navy and the Air Force, in which both sought to receive the lion's
 share of credit. See David MacIsaac, Strategic Bombing in World War II: The Story of the U.S.
 Strategic Bombing Survey (New York: Garland Publishing, 1976), pp. 21-22, 40-41, 119-133, 141-
 143, 147-151, 162-163; and his chapter in Makers of Modern Strategy entitled "Voices from the
 Central Blue: The Air Power Theorists," especially pp. 635-637. For a brief summary of the
 Strategic Bombing Survey, see Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age, Chapter 4.
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 that he had deliberately distorted intelligence estimates during the war.38

 And it is hardly surprising that the predominant U.S. Army interpretation

 of Vietnam focuses on civilian mistakes (of which there were many) rather

 than on its own strategic or tactical errors.39 These examples all reveal the

 tendency for political or organizational interests to affect the ways that stra-

 tegic lessons are learned.

 Finally, hostility to evaluation also affects the more mundane issues of

 defense management and weapons development. For example, Secretary of

 Defense Robert McNamara's efforts to impose more systematic analysis on

 Defense Department decision-making were strongly opposed by the military

 services, and remain controversial more than twenty years later.40 Further-

 more, even when evaluation is conducted, participants may concentrate on

 keeping their programs alive rather than on estimating their actual worth.

 38. Westmoreland eventually dropped the suit before the trial was completed.
 39. For example, the U.S. Army has assiduously promoted Colonel Harry G. Summers, Jr.'s
 book, On Strategy: A Critical Analysis of the Vietnam War (Novato: Presidio Press, 1982). A draft
 of On Strategy was reviewed by officials at the Army War College and at the Pentagon prior to
 publication, and copies were issued to every student at the Army Command and General Staff
 College and at the Army War College. Summers makes two key arguments. First, he challenges
 the emphasis placed on counterinsurgency, arguing that Vietnam was primarily a conventional
 war that could have been won with conventional means. Second, he argues that politicians
 failed to set clear strategic goals, imposed improper restrictions on military operations, and
 failed to mobilize public support for the war (e.g., by declaring war or mobilizing the reserves).
 Summers's criticisms of the Army itself are quite limited. His main complaint is that they failed
 to convince the politicians to fight the war correctly. It is not surprising that Summers's argu-
 ments are popular in the Army; he defends the Army's traditional emphasis on large-scale
 conventional operations and places most of the blame for the defeat on the civilians. One writer
 terms Summers one of the "two most influential current revisionists" on Vietnam, and another
 argues that "the impact of [his] writings cannot be overstated." See Bob Buzzanco, "The Amer-
 ican Military's Rationale Against the Vietnam War," Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 101, No. 4
 (1986), p. 560; and Major David A. Petraeus, "The American Military and the Lessons of
 Vietnam" (Ph.D. dissertation, Princeton University, 1987). For a more critical (and less popular)
 view, see Major Andrew F. Krepinevich, The Army and Vietnam (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
 University Press, 1986). For a polemical defense of the military's role in Vietnam, far less
 sophisticated than Summers, see Admiral U.S.G. Sharp, Strategy for Defeat (San Rafael: Presidio
 Press, 1978).
 40. Favorable appraisals of McNamara's actions as Secretary of Defense may be found in Alain
 Enthoven and K. Wayne Smith, How Much is Enough?: Shaping the Defense Program, 1961-1969
 (New York: Harper and Row, 1971); and William W. Kaufmann, The McNamara Strategy (New
 York: Harper and Row, 1964). See also Ralph Sanders, The Politics of Defense Analysis (New York:
 Dunellen, 1973). Critical assessments may be found in Eliot C. Cohen, "Systems Paralysis," The
 American Spectator, November 1980; and Edward N. Luttwak, The Pentagon and the Art of War
 (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1984), pp. 269-272 and passim. The military's hostility to
 McNamara is nicely revealed in: General Curtis E. Lemay with Major Dale 0. Smith, America is
 in Danger (New York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1968); and General Thomas D. White, "Strategy and
 the Defense Intellectuals," Saturday Evening Post, May 4, 1963, p. 10.
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 Thus supporters of the Sergeant York anti-aircraft gun conducted tests de-

 signed to exaggerate the gun's effectiveness, and scientists working on the

 Strategic Defense Initiative have been encouraged to exaggerate their prog-

 ress (in what one participant called "a series of sleazy stunts") in order to

 sustain political support for the program.41 Predictably, those who blow the
 whistle on these activities may be penalized or fired, even when their anal-

 yses are in fact correct.A2 Such practices are merely another way that the
 evaluation of important strategic questions can be distorted or impeded.

 THE EVALUATION OF STRATEGIC THINKERS. Finally, the politicization of strat-

 egy may explain why some strategists enjoyed a popularity disproportionate

 to their insights or accuracy. For example, after analyzing Jomini's many

 errors, John Shy points out that he was also the most influential military

 writer of the past two centuries.43 By contrast, although Clausewitz is cor-

 rectly viewed as a far more penetrating thinker, Peter Paret concludes that

 "we find little evidence that soldiers and governments have made use of

 [Clausewitz's] theories."44 This raises an important question: why was the

 lesser writer more influential? The case of Mahan prompts a similar query:

 if his methods were flawed, his world-view "dated," and his "major impulse

 ... simply to produce an argument for more naval building,"45 then why is
 he regarded as anything more than an articulate propagandist? In separate

 chapters, Paret and Shy suggest that part of the explanation lies in the

 simplicity and clarity one finds in Jomini or Mahan, and which is notably

 41. On the Sergeant York, see Comptroller General of the United States, Production of Some
 Major Weapons Systems Began with Only Limited Operational Test and Evaluation Results (Washington:
 U.S. General Accounting Office, 1985), pp. 15-17, 31-32, 40-41; and John A. Adam, "The
 Sergeant York Gun: A massive misfire," IEEE Spectrum, February 1987. On efforts to exaggerate
 progress on the Strategic Defense Initiative, see William J. Broad, "Science Showmanship: a
 Deep 'Star Wars' Rift," The New York Times, December 16, 1985, pp. Al, B12; and Douglas Waller,
 James Bruce, and Douglas Cook, "SDI: Progress and Challenges," A Staff Report to Senators
 William Proximire, J. Bennett Johnson, and Lawton Chiles (Washington, D.C.: March 1986),
 especially pp. 1-3, 22, 48-51. For a good general discussion of how analytic distortions and
 propaganda are used to promote unpromising weaponry, see Herbert York, Race to Oblivion: A
 Participant's View of the Arms Race (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1970).
 42. Thus F. Ernest Fitzgerald, a Pentagon budget analyst, was fired for telling Congress about
 cost overruns on the C5-A aircraft. Fitzgerald successfully sued the Defense Department to
 regain his job. Similarly, when former Assistant Secretary of Defense Lawrence J. Korb publicly
 criticized current defense budget priorities, pressure from Navy officials led Korb's employer,
 the Raytheon Corporation, to fire him. See "Navy Official Censured: Sought to Silence Critic,"
 The New York Times, November 27, 1986, p. Dl. These and other examples confirm the bureau-
 cratic adage "to get along, go along."
 43. See Shy, "Jomini," pp. 144, 159-163, 176-185.
 44. Paret, "Clausewitz," in Paret, Makers of Modern Strategy, p. 211.
 45. This appraisal is that of Walter Millis, quoted in Crowl, "Mahan," p. 468.
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 absent in Clausewitz.46 But they also note a more important factor: Jomini

 "reduced the problem of war to the professional concerns of the military

 commander," and gave soldiers "good arguments against strict subordination

 to political authority."47 Clausewitz, on the other hand, called for military

 action to be guided by political ends and controlled by the political leadership.

 In short, Jomini told the military what it wanted to hear; Clausewitz's mes-

 sage was much more problematic.48

 What does all this have to do with strategy? Two things, primarily. First,

 developing effective strategic guidance requires an accurate assessment of

 many different phenomena, including small-unit tactics, weapons character-

 istics, battlefield operations, and international politics. Second, and more

 important, the process by which nations attempt to understand these phe-

 nomena is deeply flawed. This is because those charged with developing

 strategy do not treat the subject in an unbiased and scientific fashion. As a

 result, the task of evaluating the diverse components of strategic thought is

 often done poorly or not at all.

 THE INFLUENCE OF CIVILIANS ON STRATEGY

 Several caveats should be noted at this point. The degree to which the

 organizational interests of the military community distort the development

 of strategy is a complex question, and cannot be resolved in a short review.

 (Indeed, one wishes that Makers of Modern Strategy had included a chapter

 on this topic.) I am not arguing that the military community is never inno-

 vative, that it never performs accurate analysis, that its members are less

 honest or competent than their opponents, or that they promote war to

 promote their own careers.49 My argument is simply that the military com-

 46. Jomini clearly understood the importance of packaging one's ideas cleverly, a topic he dealt
 with in several of his writings. As Shy puts it, "There is in Jomini . . . an important element of
 pure salesmanship: he knew what his readers wanted and he gave it to them." See Shy, "Jomini,"
 pp. 162-163.
 47. See Shy, "Jomini," pp. 161, 167.
 48. It is also worth noting that Clausewitz's message was often distorted by his readers. In
 particular, his warnings that defense was the stronger form of war and that political factors
 should take precedence were often ignored by the military theorists who studied him. See Paret,
 "Clausewitz," especially pp. 200-201, 211-212.
 49. The literature on militarism and the "military-industrial complex" is enormous and all too
 often polemical. A useful short survey is V.R. Berghahn, Militarism: The History of an International
 Debate, 1861-1979 (New York: St. Martin's, 1982). The classic argument that professional mili-
 taries exert a benevolent influence is Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State (Cambridge:
 Harvard University Press, 1957). See also Richard K. Betts, Soldiers, Statesmen, and Cold War

 Crises (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1977). For a negative assessment, see Vagts, History
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 munity does have its own parochial interests, and that these interests affect

 the ways that important strategic issues are treated.

 Nor am I suggesting that civilians are better strategists, or that they do not

 impose biases of their own. As Gordon Craig's essay on "The Political Leader

 as Strategist" shows, the performance of civilians can be equally haphazard.50

 Several problems should be noted in particular. First, critics of the military

 often rely on analyses that are just as biased as those of their opponents. For

 example, B.H. Liddell-Hart's views on the feasibility of blitzkrieg seem to

 have been based on his attitudes toward the British General Staff, rather

 than on an independent assessment of the strategy's merits.51 More recent
 examples would include the uncritical promotion of the "nuclear winter"

 hypothesis by anti-nuclear groups (despite considerable doubt of its scientific

 accuracy) or the widespread but naive belief that arms reductions always

 reduce the risk of war.52 The tendency for some critics of U.S. foreign policy

 to downplay the abuses of leftist dictators like Pol Pot, Ho Chi Minh, or

 Fidel Castro reflects the same type of preordained assessment.53 Thus civil-

 ians also allow political biases to distort the analysis of strategic issues.

 Second, civilians often interfere in military analysis in counterproductive

 ways. In the 1930s, for example, British estimates of German military strength

 tended to reflect the policy preferences of Britain's political leaders rather

 than an objective analysis of the evidence.54 And in the 1950s, the discovery

 of Militarism. For a rebuttal of several naive criticisms of the strategic studies community, see
 Colin S. Gray, Strategic Studies: A Critical Appraisal (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1982),
 Chapters 4-7. It should be noted that Gray's analysis does not address many of the issues I am
 discussing here.
 50. See Gordon Craig, "The Political Leader as Strategist," especially his remarks on Hitler and
 Churchill. Although both Hitler and Churchill were capable of flashes of insight on military
 matters, they were also prone to impetuous, ill-conceived ideas and were notoriously reluctant
 to accept professional military advice. Other examples reinforce this point. Joseph Stalin's
 performance as a military leader was generally poor: his purges decimated the Red Army's
 General Staff and he suffered a nervous breakdown after the Nazi attack in 1941. Although he
 later recovered, the Soviet victory in World War II was achieved in spite of his leadership, not
 because of it. Similarly, Anthony Eden's management of the Suez Crisis of 1956 was woefully
 inept, and the civilians who guided U.S. strategy during the Vietnam War hardly deserve high
 marks. Thus, the evidence that civilians are invariably better strategists is weak.
 51. In the 1930s, Liddell Hart revised his views on the feasibility of blitzkrieg in order to justify
 abandoning Britain's "continental Commitment." See John J. Mearsheimer, Liddell Hart and the
 Meaning of History (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, forthcoming).
 52. See Russell Seitz, "'Nuclear Winter' Melts Down," The National Initerest, No. 5 (1986).
 53. See, for example, Noam Chomsky and Edward S. Herman, After the Cataclysm: Post War
 Indochina and the Reconstruction of Imperial Ideology (Boston: South End Press, 1979).
 54. Advocates of appeasement exaggerated German military strength to make accommodation
 seem necessary. Once it became clear that Britain had to resist, German capabilities were

This content downloaded from 81.152.81.62 on Wed, 10 Oct 2018 17:40:13 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms

Colette Austin




 International Security | 156

 that a Rand Corporation analyst had completed a study on surrender led

 U.S. Senator Richard Russell to sponsor a resolution prohibiting federal

 funding for such "unpatriotic" activity.55 Thus military organizations are not

 the only obstacle to objective analysis.

 If the military's strategic outlook is distorted by its organizational interests,

 the impact of civilians is often marred by simple ignorance. Civilians usually

 lack adequate expertise in military affairs, and may make inappropriate stra-

 tegic choices as a result. During the Vietnam War, for example, the belief

 that bombing raids could be orchestrated to communicate subtle diplomatic

 messages (an idea drawn from the work of Thomas Schelling and applied to

 Vietnam by civilians) ignored the impressive operational obstacles to con-

 ducting such finely tuned operations.56 Similarly, civilian actions during the

 Cuban missile crisis (as well as several other nuclear alerts) revealed their

 basic ignorance of important military realities.57 This problem has probably

 grown worse since then; indeed, a number of writers have recently argued

 that top civilian officials remain poorly informed about the operational details

 of U.S. nuclear weapons policy.58

 Once again, this is partly a function of secrecy. The military is understand-

 ably reluctant to volunteer information on this topic, and detailed analyses

 of subjects like nuclear strategy have only recently begun to appear in the

 unclassified literature.59 Among other things, this suggests that the notion

 downplayed to make resistance appear feasible. See Wesley Wark, The Ultimate Enemy: British
 Intelligence and Nazi Germany, 1933-1939 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1985).
 55. The study was authored by Paul Kecskemeti and published as Strategic Surrender: The Politics
 of Victory and Defeat (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1958). During the Senate furor, the
 Rand Corporation defended the study by claiming (incorrectly) that it examined how the U.S.
 could more effectively obtain the surrender of its enemies. On these events, see James E. King,
 "Strategic Surrender: The Senate Debate and the Book," World Politics, Vol. 11, No. 3 (1959).
 56. See Wallace J. Thies, When Governments Collide: Coercion and Diplomacy in the Vietnam Conflict,
 1964-1968 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1980).
 57. See Scott D. Sagan, "Nuclear Alerts and Crisis Management," International Security, Vol. 9,
 No. 4 (Spring 1985).
 58. On this point, see Strobe Talbott, Deadly Gambits: The Reagan Administration and the Stalemate
 in Arms Control (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1984), pp. 237, 250, 263, 273-274; and Daniel Ford,
 The Button (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1985), pp. 89-93.
 59. Among the relevant works are: Robert C. Aldridge, First Strike!: The Pentagon's Strategy for
 Nuclear War (Boston: South End Press, 1983); Desmond Ball and Jeffrey Richelson, eds., Strategic
 Nuclear Targeting (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1986); Desmond Ball, Can Nuclear War Be
 Controlled?, Adelphi Paper No. 163 (London: International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1981);
 Bruce G. Blair, Strategic Command and Control (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1985);
 Paul Bracken, The Command and Control of Nuclear Forces (New Haven: Yale University Press,
 1983); and Ashton B. Carter, John D. Steinbruner, and Charles A. Zraket, eds., Managing Nuclear
 Operations (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1987). In retrospect, virtually all of the
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 that civilian authorities could manage a nuclear crisis (let alone a nuclear

 war) intelligently should be viewed with some skepticism. It also means that

 analysts working outside official channels are at an inherent disadvantage

 when attempting to evaluate current policy.

 Civilian ignorance affects more mundane issues as well. For example,

 because the civilians who designed the Defense Department's system of

 personnel replacement did not appreciate the importance of unit cohesion,

 the system may sacrifice actual fighting power in order to maximize economic

 "efficiency."60 Similarly, the actual effectiveness of high-tech weaponry may

 be far less than civilians expect, given the likely responses of soldiers forced

 to use such weapons in combat.61 These examples illustrate how ignorance

 of military realities may lead civilians to adopt policies that are counterpro-

 ductive at best and positively harmful at worst.

 In sum, the organizational interests of the professional military community

 are not the only barrier to a scientific analysis of strategic issues. On the

 whole, however, most of the political obstacles to a serious analysis of strat-

 egy tend to favor military interests. As I noted earlier, those with the greatest

 stake in strategic issues are also those with the greatest ability to shape the

 debate. Members of the "military-industrial complex" (e.g., the professional

 military, defense contractors, and the staffs of defense-related "think tanks")

 enjoy enormous prestige as experts on military issues, they have better access

 to current information, and they are both better organized and more lavishly

 financed than most of their critics. It is therefore not surprising that most of

 the figures examined in Makers of Modern Strategy were military officers, or

 that members of the professional defense community tend to dominate the

 field of strategic studies today. It is worth noting, for example, that the most

 prominent "civilian strategists" in the U.S. defense community did their most

 important work while on the DoD payroll.62 Although disagreements are

 early unclassified literature on nuclear strategy (e.g., the works of Brodie, Kahn, Schelling,
 Wohlstetter, and others) contains very little hard information about Soviet or American capa-
 bilities or doctrines.
 60. See Luttwak, Pentagon and the Art of War, pp. 144-145.
 61. For example, some civilian analysts have argued that precision-guided munitions will enable
 territorial militias to defend Western Europe against a Soviet armored assault. But as James
 Fallows points out, soldiers firing these weapons must stand partly exposed while guiding the
 missile to its target. One may doubt whether a typical militia would be willing or able to perform
 this task. See James Fallows, National Defense (New York: Vintage, 1982), pp. 22-23.
 62. A list of former Rand Corporation employees reads like a "who's who" of "civilian strate-
 gists," including: Bernard Brodie, Thomas Schelling, William W. Kaufmann, Albert Wohlstetter,
 Herman Kahn, Alain Enthoven, Fred C. Ikle, James Schlesinger, and Andrew Marshall. The
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 common and often intense, the amount of consensus within this community
 is equally striking.

 Two areas of consensus stand out. As several of the essays in Makers of

 Modern Strategy reveal, most military strategists have strongly preferred of-

 fensive military doctrines.63 Offensive doctrines make sense for some states

 in some circumstances, but military organizations tend to favor them for

 organizational reasons as well. As a result, military writers rarely advocate

 defensive or purely deterrent strategies, even when they would be more

 appropriate.64 Thus the defense programs of both superpowers are biased
 towards offensive action, despite powerful arguments in both cases for more

 defensively oriented approaches.65

 Rand Corporation, of course, was created and funded by the U.S. Air Force. For an engaging
 survey of these men and their influence, see Fred Kaplan, Wizards of Armageddon (New York:
 Simon & Schuster, 1983). In addition, influential writers like Colin Gray, Donald Brennan, and
 Edward Luttwak have also been dependent on support from the military-industrial complex
 throughout their careers, either at "think tanks" like the Hudson Institute or the Center for
 Strategic and International Studies, or as private consultants.
 63. See Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age, pp. 42-43, 174-175.
 64. This subject has become the focus of an intense debate, focusing in particular on the effects
 of offensive doctrines on the outbreak of World War I. On the general effects of offensive
 doctrines, see Robert Jervis, "Cooperation Under the Security Dilemma," World Poliltics, Vol.
 30, No. 2 (1978); Van Evera, "Causes of War," Chapter 3; and George Quester, Offense and
 Defense in the International System (New York: John Wiley, 1977). For a critique of this literature,
 see Jack S. Levy, "The Offensive/Defensive Balance in Military Technology: A Theoretical and
 Historical Analysis," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 28, No. 2 (1984). On the tendency for
 military organizations to prefer offensive doctrines, see Jack Snyder, The Ideology of the Offensive:
 Military Decisionmaking and the Disasters of 1914 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1984); and
 Posen, Sources of Military Doctrine, pp. 47-51. On the "cult of the offensive" in World War I, see
 Stephen Van Evera, "The Cult of the Offensive and the Origins of the First World War," and
 Jack Snyder, "Civil-Military Relations and the Cult of the Offensive," both in International
 Security, Vol. 9, No. 1 (Summer 1984); and Van Evera, "Why Cooperation Failed in 1914," World
 Politics, Vol. 38, No. 1 (1985). The best critique of these arguments is Scott D. Sagan, "1914
 Revisited: Allies, Offense, and Instability," International Security, Vol. 11, No. 2 (1986). See also
 Jack Snyder and Scott D. Sagan, "Correspondence: The Origins of Offense and the Consequences
 of Counterforce," International Security, Vol. 11, No. 3 (Winter 1986-1987); and David E. Kaiser,
 "Deterrence or National Interest?: Reflections on the Origins of Wars," Orbis, Vol. 30, No. 1
 (1986).
 65. On the historical roots of the Soviet preference for the offensive, see Rice, "The Making of
 Soviet Strategy," in Paret, Makers of Modern Strategy. For a good critique of Soviet strategy, see
 Richard Ned Lebow, "The Soviet Offensive in Europe: The Schlieffen Plan Revisited?," Inter-
 national Security, Vol. 9, No. 4 (Spring 1985). The offensive bias in current U.S. strategy can be
 seen in the following programs: (1) the increase in U.S. naval forces intended for offensive
 operations against the USSR; (2) the improvements in hard-target capability produced by de-
 ployment of the MX and Trident D-5 missiles; (3) the "Deep-Strike" and "Follow-On Forces
 Attack" (FOFA) missions being incorporated into Air Force doctrine; and (4) the Strategic Defense
 Initiative, which would enhance the offensive potential of U.S. strategic forces by providing a
 defense against Soviet missiles that survived a U.S. first strike. On these points, see Joshua M.
 Epstein, The 1988 Defense Budget (Washington: Brookings Institution, forthcoming).
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 The other prominent bias is the tendency to view strategy and national

 security as a purely military problem. Clausewitz warned that "there can be

 no question of a purely military evaluation of a great strategic issue, nor of a

 purely military scheme to solve it," but his advice has rarely been followed.66

 To note but a few examples: Napoleon's failure was due primarily to a political

 blunder; he failed to recognize that his aggressive acts would unite the rest

 of Europe against him. An equally narrow view of strategy prevailed in

 Wilhelmine Germany, where the solution to all strategic problems (both real

 and imagined) was viewed as a function of military means alone.67 The U.S.

 involvement in Vietnam was justified by a series of dubious political beliefs,

 and defeat was due more to political factors than to an inability to win on

 the battlefield.68 Egypt achieved surprise in the Yom Kippur War because
 Israeli intelligence ignored political factors (e.g., Sadat's need to break the

 stalemate in the Sinai) when estimating Egyptian intentions.69 In the same

 way, the Israeli invasion of Lebanon was a military success but a strategic

 66. Carl von Clausewitz, Two Letters on Strategy, quoted in Paret, "Clausewitz," p. 200.
 67. Thus Gunther Rothenberg criticizes Germany's "serious, perhaps fatal reliance on military
 schemes alone," and Michael Geyer shows in great detail that German strategists after Bismarck
 sought purely military solutions to the growing set of problems Germany faced. Fearing a long
 war against several opponents, the German strategists devised a military strategy for a short,
 decisive victory (the Schlieffen Plan) even though it made the war they least wanted to fight
 (e.g., a war against France, Russia, and Britain combined) more likely. An alternative approach
 (exemplified in the foreign policy of Bismarck) would have sought to weaken the Anglo-Russo-
 French entente by avoiding a naval rivalry with Britain and by seeking to exacerbate the colonial
 rivalries between Germany's potential opponents. See Rothenberg, "Moltke and Schlieffen and
 the Doctrine of Strategic Envelopment," p. 316 and passim; and Geyer, "German Strategy in
 the Age of Machine Warfare," pp. 531-533, 551.
 68. In particular, U.S. involvement was inspired by fears of a Sino-Soviet bloc (shown to be
 false as early as 1962) and by the belief that a U.S. withdrawal from Indochina would cause
 other U.S. allies to "bandwagon" towards the USSR. For critiques of American strategy in the
 Vietnam War, see John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment (New York: Oxford University
 Press, 1981), Chapter 8; and the references cited in footnote 39. For evidence that bandwagoning
 behavior is unlikely, see Stephen M. Walt, The Origins of Alliances (Ithaca: Cornell University
 Press, 1987), Chapters 2 and 5. Also useful is Andrew Mack, "Why Big Nations Lose Small
 Wars: The Politics of Asymmetric Conflict," in Klaus Knorr, ed., Power, Strategy, and Security
 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1983).
 69. In particular, the Israelis assumed that because the Egyptians could not gain air superiority
 over the Sinai (and thus could not expect to win the war), they would not attack. The military
 calculation, though optimistic, was essentially correct. But this analysis ignored the intense
 political pressures that impelled Sadat towards war, and the enormous political benefits that
 even an unsuccessful campaign would produce. See Janice Gross Stein, "The View From Jeru-
 salem," in Robert Jervis, Richard Ned Lebow, and Janice Gross Stein, eds., Psychology and
 Deterrence (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1985); and Avi Shlaim, "Failures in
 National Intelligence Estimates: The Case of the Yom Kippur War," World Politics, Vol. 28, No.
 3 (1976).
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 disaster, because political factors were ignored or dismissed.70 Finally, this

 tendency is especially prevalent in the field of nuclear strategy, where vital

 political questions-such as the U.S. ability to deter Soviet aggression-are

 believed to hinge on arcane indices of strategic capability which many polit-

 ical leaders may not even understand.71 These examples all reveal the durable

 and dangerous tendency to view major strategic questions solely in military

 terms.

 An Assessment

 Ironically, although the need to learn from history and the importance of

 politics are emphasized throughout, Makers of Modern Strategy itself reflects

 some of the problems that have impeded the development of strategy as a

 whole.

 THE PROBLEM OF EVALUATION

 The first problem is the familiar need to evaluate. A number of the authors

 in this volume seem reluctant to offer a critical judgment; we are told what

 was said and done, but not if it made any sense. For example, Michael

 Howard provides a graceful summary of the "cult of the offensive" that

 emerged prior to World War I, but he does not explore its origins or effects

 in much detail. His chapter thus adds little to the growing theoretical debate

 70. Among other things, the Israelis overestimated the reliability of their Lebanese ally, Bashir
 Gemayel, and underestimated Syria's ability to recover (with Soviet help) after the invasion.
 The Israelis also miscalculated the effects of the siege of Beirut on U.S. support and on public
 opinion in Israel itself. The Lebanon War also illustrates the military's tendency to oppose
 outside interference. In particular, General Ariel Sharon, the architect of the Lebanon fiasco,
 apparently misinformed the Israeli Cabinet regarding the scope and aims of the operation. See
 Ze'ev Schiff and Ehud Ya'ari, Israel's Lebanon War (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1984).
 71. An example of this type of dubious strategic reasoning is Edward Luttwak's assertion that
 "the state of the American-Soviet intercontinental nuclear balance is the basic index, the Dow-
 Jones, of world politics. Directly or through sometimes subtle hopes and fears it shapes much
 of what American and Soviet leaders feel free to do in world affairs." See Luttwak, "Delusions
 of Soviet Weakness," Commentary, Vol. 79, No. 1 (1985). Luttwak does not explain how this
 works (either directly or otherwise), and he provides no evidence to support this far-reaching
 claim. For good critiques of this type of reasoning, see Warner Schilling, "U.S. Strategic Concepts
 in the 1970s: The Search for Sufficiently Equivalent Countervailing Parity," International Security,
 Vol. 6, No. 2 (Fall 1981); Michael Salman, Kevin Sullivan, and Stephen Van Evera, "Analysis or
 Propaganda?: Measuring America's Strategic Nuclear Capability, 1969-84," in Lynn Eden and
 Steven E. Miller, eds., Understanding the Arms Control Debate (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
 forthcoming); and Richard K. Betts, "A Nuclear Golden Age?: The Balance Before Parity,'
 International Security, Vol. 11, No. 3 (Winter 1986-87).
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 on this issue.72 Similarly, Condoleeza Rice's otherwise informative account

 of Soviet military thought does not examine the merits of Soviet views on

 modern war. Is the Soviet military's fondness for preemption, their belief in

 the virtues of the offensive, and their occasionally cavalier attitude regarding

 nuclear weapons correct? The question is surely pertinent, given that wide-

 spread claim that Soviet military strategy is superior to our own.73

 This same problem mars Lawrence Freedman's chapter on nuclear strategy.

 It is a useful survey of many divergent views, but Freedman does not indicate

 which writers obeyed the accepted canons of logic and evidence and which

 did not. At a minimum, exposing the myths and distortions that pervade

 the nuclear debate would be a welcome addition to the literature.74 Michael

 Carver's chapter on conventional war is equally unevaluative. Carver sum-

 marizes the works of writers like B.H. Liddell-Hart, Andre Beaufre, and

 Maxwell Taylor, but barely addresses their strengths or weaknesses. Fur-

 thermore, his account of recent conventional conflicts is purely descriptive

 and occasionally misleading.75 Finally, the exercise is not used to draw any

 conclusions about the role of conventional forces in the nuclear age. Given

 the renewed attention that the problems of conventional warfare have begun

 to receive, Carver's failure to address these issues is regrettable.76

 72. See the references in footnote 64.
 73. For examples and a critique, see Donald Hanson, "Is Soviet Doctrine Superior?," International
 Security, Vol. 7, No. 3 (Winter 1982/83).
 74. For examples of how nuclear strategy can be critically assessed, see Robert Jervis, The Illogic
 of American Nuclear Strategy (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1984); John Steinbruner and Thomas
 Garwin, "Strategic Vulnerability: The Balance between Prudence and Paranoia," International
 Security, Vol. 1, No. 1 (Summer 1976); and Salman, Sullivan, and Van Evera, "Analysis or
 Propaganda?"
 75. For example, Carver's brief discussion of the Suez War-begun by Britain and France in
 collusion with Israel-attempts to place the blame primarily on Egypt. In describing the Israeli
 decision to attack, he writes that "with the departure of the British from their Suez Canal base
 in 1955, it became clear that Egypt was preparing for military operations against Israel." Michael
 Carver, "Conventional Warfare in the Nuclear Age," in Paret, Makers of Modern Strategy, p. 791,
 emphasis added. Carver provides no source for this statement, which contradicts most accounts
 of the Suez War. See for example: Michael Brecher, Decisions in Israel's Foreign Policy (New Haven:
 Yale University Press, 1975); Kennett Love, Suez: The Twice-Fought War (New York: McGraw-
 Hill, 1969); and Hugh Thomas, Suez (New York: Harper and Row, 1966). On the military aspects
 of the war, see Trevor N. Dupuy, Elusive Victory: The Arab-Israeli Wars (New York: Harper and
 Row, 1980).
 76. Renewed interest in conventional warfare takes two main forms. The first area of interest
 is the effort to "raise the conventional threshold" by improving NATO's conventional capabili-
 ties. This goal has attracted support across the political spectrum, although there is considerable
 disagreement regarding how to achieve it. For various proposals, see General Bernard Rogers,
 "The Atlantic Alliance: Prescriptions for a Difficult Decade," Foreign Affairs, Vol. 60, No. 4 (1982),
 pp. 1150-53; McGeorge Bundy et al., "Nuclear Weapons and the Atlantic Alliance," Foreign

This content downloaded from 81.152.81.62 on Wed, 10 Oct 2018 17:40:13 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms

Colette Austin




 International Security 1 162

 To be sure, many of the authors in this volume treat their subjects less

 gingerly. John Shy's chapter on Jomini is superb, as is his chapter on revo-

 lutionary warfare. The selections on Mahan, Clausewitz, and the German

 strategists provide stimulating analyses as well. Edward Mead Earle's essay

 on "The Economic Foundations of Military Power," a holdover from the

 original edition, is both an erudite summary and a thorough critique. Thus

 there are numerous examples of critical evaluation in this book.

 Yet even when a critical assessment is provided, one is occasionally left

 hungry for more. For example, Gordon Craig's portrait of Delbruck is too

 kind to its subject. Craig correctly praises Delbruck's analytical rigor and his

 criticisms of German strategy during World War I, but he fails to mention

 Delbruck's active support for German imperialism before the war. The omis-

 sion is important, because it obscures the degree to which militarist ideas

 dominated German academic circles.77 And as a final example, although

 Clayton James provides an excellent analysis of Japan's strategic errors in

 World War II, he does not subject American strategy to equal scrutiny. He

 notes that American policy in the Far East was based on the "misperception

 of special friendship" between China and America, and that Roosevelt's

 confidence in Chiang Kai-Shek's leadership was an "illusion."78 But James

 does not explore the implications of these facts. Although he suggests that

 America's vital interests were not threatened by Japanese expansion (contrary

 to popular myth, America's only significant Far East trading partner was

 Japan itself), he does not draw the obvious conclusion: the U.S. effort to

 oppose Japan-which placed the U.S. on the road to Pearl Harbor-was

 Affairs, Vol. 60, No. 3 (1982); Report of the European Security Study, Strengthening Conventional
 Deterrence in Europe: Proposals for the 1980s (New York: St. Martins, 1983); and Alternative Defence
 Commission, Defence Without the Bomb (New York: Taylor and Francis, 1983). Second, there is a
 renewed interest in the problems of "low-intensity conflict" in the Third World. See Sam C.
 Sarkesian and William L. Scully, U.S. Policy and Low-Intensity Conflict (New Brunswick: Trans-
 action Books, 1981); Eliot A. Cohen, "Constraints on America's Conduct of Small Wars," Inter-
 national Security, Vol. 9, No. 2 (Fall 1984); Eliot A. Cohen "Distant Battles: Modern War in the
 Third World," International Security, Vol. 10, No. 4 (Spring 1986); and Stephen T. Hosmer,
 "Constraints on U.S. Strategy in Third World Conflicts," Rand Report R-3208-AF (Santa Monica:
 Rand Corporation, 1985).
 77. On this point, see Ludwig Dehio, Germany and World Politics in the Twentieth Century (New
 York: Norton, 1959), especially pp. 45-50; and Hans Kohn, The Mind of Germany (New York:
 Harper Torchbooks, 1965), Chapter 11, especially pp. 292-294, 302-303. Interestingly, Craig
 provides an excellent account of how the German academic community was pressured and
 manipulated during the Wilhelmine era in his Germany 1866-1945 (London: Oxford University
 Press, 1978), pp. 199-206.
 78. See James, "American and Japanese Strategies," p. 709.
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 more an act of philanthropy than a strategic necessity.79 Examining the stra-

 tegic decisions that we often regard as inevitable would have made this and

 other chapters even more instructive.

 THE NEGLECTED ROLE OF POLITICS

 The second problem is the tendency to view strategy and security solely in

 military terms. As Paret acknowledges in his introduction, the definition of

 strategy that informs this volume is limited to military concerns. To be sure,

 several selections do examine broader issues (e.g., Earle's chapter on the role

 of economics, Maurice Matloff's account of allied strategy in Europe during

 World War II, and Franz Neumann and Mark von Hagen's study of Marx

 and Engels). Moreover, the reader is reminded frequently that political aims

 are important. Yet the book is primarily concerned with the "ideas of soldiers

 and civilians . . . on the most effective application of their society's military

 resources."80 By adopting this traditional focus on strategy, Paret and com-

 pany passed up a golden opportunity to show how a broader conception of

 strategy might yield important new insights.

 This problem is most evident in what was left out. With the obvious

 exception of Clausewitz, Makers of Modern Strategy generally ignores those

 strategists who emphasized the limitations of military power as a source of

 security, as well as those who emphasized other instruments. Perhaps un-

 consciously, the selection of topics thus reinforces the prevailing notion that

 national security rests almost entirely on military force. For example, there

 is no discussion of Thucydides, who was supremely aware of both the value

 of military power and the dangers of using it unwisely.8' Even more surpris-
 ing, the book devotes four chapters (and one-sixth of its pages) to German

 strategists from Moltke to Hitler, but contains only a handful of brief refer-

 ences to Bismarck. This is a major oversight, given that Bismarck was perhaps

 the single most gifted politico-military strategist in modern history. In less

 than a decade under this guidance, Prussia overturned the balance of power

 in Europe through three successful wars, each fought against only one other

 79. For a provocative argument along these lines, see Bruce Russett, No Clear and Present Danger:
 A Skeptical View of the U.S. Entry into World War II (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1972), Chapter
 3, especially pp. 58-62.
 80. Paret, "Introduction," p. 4.
 81. Admittedly, Thucydides lies outside the time period examined in Makers of Modern Strategy.
 But that hardly seems a sufficient reason to exclude one of the most insightful analysts of war

 and international politics. In my judgment, it is a powerful argument for broadening the
 temporal scope of the book.
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 opponent. Not a bad record, and one due primarily to Bismarck's acute atten-

 tion to the political side of strategy. Moreover, there is little or no discussion

 of logistics, the problems of command and control, or the role of economics

 in modern warfare. (Earle's chapter on "The Economic Foundations of Mili-

 tary Power" ends with Friedrich List, a nineteenth-century economist.) Thus,

 Makers of Modern Strategy leaves the impact of industrial and post-industrial

 economies on strategy largely untouched. Given the contemporary role of

 the military-industrial complex and the recurring debate over the strategic

 implications of international interdependence, this is an unfortunate omis-

 sion.

 Finally, what of men like George C. Marshall, George F. Kennan, and

 Ernest Bevin? If success is our standard, they should rank high among the

 ranks of strategic thinkers. After all, these men helped create the security

 arrangements that have enabled the industrial democracies to enjoy unprec-

 edented security at low cost for four decades. Although military power (and

 especially nuclear weapons) have played a major role, economic and political

 instruments were also essential, a fact that these men and their associates

 clearly appreciated.82

 An analysis of figures like these, together with an examination of dissenters

 who were vindicated by events (e.g., Ivan Bloch), and an essay exploring

 how some states defend their interests without widespread military adven-

 tures (e.g., Sweden) would have reinforced a central lesson of this book.

 That lesson is that military prowess may be an essential part of national

 security, but it is by no means the entire story.

 Conclusion

 As a record of what strategists have said and done (and of the errors they

 have made), Makers of Modern Strategy remains a valuable collection. Its

 weaknesses are the ones that have marred the development of strategy itself:

 a reluctance to perform thorough evaluation and a tendency to ignore the

 nonmilitary elements of security.

 82. For an entertaining popular account of the men behind these events, see Evan Thomas and
 Walter Isaacson, The Wise Men: Six Friends and the World They Made (New York: Simon & Schuster,
 1986). See also Gaddis, Strategies of Containment, especially Chapter 2; and Alan K. Henrikson,
 "The Creation of the North Atlantic Alliance, 1948-1952," Naval War College Review, Vol. 33, No.
 3 (1980). On the role of Bevin, see,Alan Bullock, Ernest Bevin: Foreign Secretary (New York:
 Norton, 1983).
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 Of course, these criticisms are somewhat unfair; I regret that they did not

 write a different book, but the one they produced has many virtues. It

 remains the best single guide to the history of strategic thought, but a

 completely satisfactory account of this process is still missing. So long as that

 gap remains unfilled (and so long as political interests continue to intrude),

 progress towards a "science of strategy" will remain slow and uncertain at

 best.
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