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CHAPTER 2: M LI TARI SM

H6. War is nore |ikely when professional mlitaries have
| arge influence on national security policy and on
civilian perceptions of foreign affairs.

. MLITARI ES AND WAR

This chapter argues that professional mlitaries foster
policies and m sperceptions that raise the risk of war. The
classic anti-mlitary argunment that "mlitaries |live by war,
hence they prefer war, hence they start wars" is wong.
However, mlitaries do cause war as an unwanted side-effect of
their efforts to protect their organi zational interests. For
organi zational reasons mlitaries favor mlitary doctrines and
force postures that raise the risk of war; hence war is nore
likely if mlitaries shape defense policies, even if they
prefer peace. More inportantly, mlitaries also infuse
society with organizationally self-serving nyths that have the
unwant ed effect of persuading society that war is expedient.
Mlitaries purvey these nyths to persuade society to grant
t hem si ze, wealth, autonony, and prestige--not to provoke war.
Yet these nyths al so support argunments for war; hence
societies infused with mlitary propaganda will be warlike,
even if their mlitaries prefer peace.

Thus mlitaries are both unwarlike and war-causi ng.
They have no innate preference for war, but they create
conditions for war by the policies they back and the ideas
t hey purvey.

In this view mlitaries are governed by the | aws of
organi zational survival. Like all organizations they nust
sell thenselves to their environment if they hope to endure
and prosper. They cause war because they have | arge influence
on national security policies and perceptions, and because
their organi zational interests are served if civilians adopt
policies and perceptions that harm peace. War is not their
goal, but it is their result.

Mlitaries purvey eight principal war-causing
nm sperceptions. They exaggerate other states' hostility,
painting a world of hostile adversaries and unreliable allies.
They exaggerate the tendency of states to bandwagon with
t hreat eni ng powers and underestimate states' tendency to
bal ance agai nst threats; hence they underestinmate the
sel f-defeating nature of belligerent policies. They portray a
worl d of easy conquest, understating the obstacles to
aggressi on; hence they exaggerate the insecurity of their own
state and the feasibility of gaining security by aggressive
action. They exaggerate the size of first-nove advantages and
wi ndows of opportunity and vulnerability; hence they
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exaggerate the benefits of starting preenptive or preventive
wars. They exaggerate the benefits of conquest--the strategic
and econom c val ue of enpire--while underestinmating the
problens that come with victory. They underestimte the
econom c, political, and psychol ogical costs of war. In
peacetinme they tend toward pessim sm about the likely results
of possible future wars, but in wartime they tend toward fal se
optimsm |eading themto favor prolonging |ost or stal emated
war s.

These ideas all exaggerate the inportance or useful ness
of mlitary force. Mlitaries produce force; hence their
organi zational sales pitch stresses the need for force, the
utility of force, the cheapness of force, and the benefits of

using force. |t exaggerates both the nunber of problenms that
only mlitary force can solve, and the ability of force to
solve them It also understates the costs and risks of using
force.

Mlitaries seek to persuade civilians to buy force, not
to use it. But selling force to civilians requires persuadi ng
them that they can use force, or mght need to use it. This
creates a climate for civilians to decide that they can or
must use it. As a result, states come to believe that
incentives to fight are larger than in fact they are.

Mlitaries cause war in three ways. Most inportantly,
the mlitary's nessage can persuade civilians that war or war-
ri sking policies are expedient, leading the civilians to risk
or launch war. W/l helmne Germany illustrates this scenario.

Secondly, a mlitary can conme to believe its own argunments
after hearing themrepeated to civilians, persuading itself to
advocate war.* This is the "Dbl owback" scenario: the
mlitary's arguments bl ow back into the organization, making
it victimof its own propaganda. W/ hel m ne Germany and
i mperial Japan both illustrate.? Thirdly, mlitaries can
persuade their governments to adopt offensive and preenptive
mlitary doctrines and force postures. Mlitaries prefer such
doctrines and postures but they raise the risk of war. The
continental European powers before 1914 illustrate; the Soviet

' In this scenario the military beconmes a war | obby, but

only after inmbibing its own myths. Since nyths are the

t aproot cause at work, not an innate mlitary interest in war,
this scenario does not fit the classical anti-mlitary
argument, outlined below, which posits a mlitary interest in
war .

2 Another path to war is also possible: mlitaries m ght
i nfuse a younger generation with mlitarist myths, leading it
to start wars after it assunes power in later years. Nazi
Germany illustrates if we believe that W hel m ne-era
mlitarist propaganda shaped the thinking of Nazi |eaders and
t heir supporters.



mlitary also illustrates.?

Hence undue mlitary influence causes both dangerous
percepti ons and dangerous policies, although the perception
dangers seemthe larger of the two types.

What states are prone to militarisnP* States whose
mlitaries live apart from society as a separate culture are
nore prone, since nutual isolation fosters sour civil-mlitary
relations that animate mlitaries to purvey nmilitarism
States that grant their mlitaries broad autonony are nore
prone, since autononous mlitaries are nore likely to devel op
separate cultures. Societies that are uni mbued with the
dangers of mlitarismare nore prone, since know edge of the
danger can inoculate both mlitary and civilian against it.
Societies with norns and | egal barriers that proscribe
mlitary involvenment in politics are less prone to mlitarism

Denmocracies are less prone to mlitarismbecause nmilitari st
myt hs can be chall enged and weeded out in a denocracy's free
mar ket pl ace of ideas. Great powers and isol ated powers are
nore prone, since the mlitaries of |esser powers and powers
with strong allies gain |less by purveying mlitarist myths.
States that face large security threats are nore prone to
mlitarism since they will have |arger, nore prestigious
mlitaries that are better able to domi nate the civilian
sphere. States whose civilian publics are ignorant of
mlitary affairs are nore prone to mlitarism because their
civilians nmore quickly accept mlitarist nyths.

Virulent mlitarismis rare because these conditions
are rare. Many societies have been touched by | ow grade
mlitarism including pre-1914 Austria-Hungary, Russia,

Tur key, Serbia, and France; and interwar Hungary. O her
possi bl e cases include interwar Pol and; nodern South Africa,

® | outline the dangers of such doctrines and postures in
St ephen Van Evera, Causes of War: Power and the Roots of
Conflict (lthaca: Cornell University Press, 1999), chapters 3

and 6.

4

use "mlitarism' to denote situations where
mlitaries play a large role in shaping civilian ideas about
security policy, and use this role to inmbue society with ideas
t hat enphasi ze the necessity and utility of mlitary force.
Thi s conmbi nes common usages, which denote ideas that glorify
the utility of force, or the predom nance of the mlitary in
politics or public mnd. On definitions of mlitarism see

Vol ker R. Berghahn, Mlitarism The History of An

| nternational Debate, 1861-1979 (New York: St. Martin's,
1982): 2-3. Surveying witings on mlitarismis ibid. A
review of other issues in civil-mlitary relations is Peter
Feaver, "Civil-Mlitary Relations,” in Nelson W Pol sby, ed.
Annual Review of Political Science, vol. 2, 1999 (Palo Alto:

Annual Revi ews, 1999): 211-242.



Chile, Brazil, Argentina, and Pakistan; and Paraguay in the
1860s. The United States arguably suffered mldly from
mlitarismin the early Cold War. But only W/ hel m ne Germany
and inperial Japan have suffered full-blown cases of
mlitarism

Hence mlitarismtheory explains only a few cases. It
cannot explain nmost wars through the ages. It says little
about warfare before the industrial revolution, since
professional mlitaries with distinct organizational interests
only appeared when the industrial age arrived, bringing a far
sharper division of labor. And it says little about the nany
nodern conflicts involving states that suffer little or no
mlitarism

But the theory explains a great deal about the behavior
of Wl hel mne Germany and inperial Japan, so it says a great
deal about the origins of World War | and the Pacific half of
World War I1. Thus the theory has good expl anatory power. |t
covers few cases but it explains a | ot about those cases. Two
of these cases--the world wars--are of great historica
inportance. If mlitarismtheory holds water it al so hol ds
the key to these wars and thus to nmuch recent history.

An ol der anti-mlitary argunment has cl ai med that
mlitaries favor war because war serves their organi zati onal

interests. In this viewmlitaries have an innate preference
for war even without ingesting their own propaganda; hence
they often | obby for war. For exanple, Alexis de Tocqueville

argued in 1835 that mlitaries want war because war satisfies
their organizational inmpulse to grow. Oficers seek
pronotions, he said; pronotions cone when the mlitary grows;
the mlitary grows when wars occur; hence mlitary officers
favor war.> Joseph Schunpeter simlarly argued in a nuch-read
1919 essay that professional mlitaries favor war because
warfare justifies their existence and supports their budgets.®
Warfare was made | argely obsolete by the com ng of
capitalism he clained, and only self-serving pressure for war
by professional mlitaries kept war going. "Created by wars
that required it, the [mlitary] machi ne now created the wars
it required."’ And in 1934 Ascher Henkin echoed Schunpeter,

® Alexis de Tocqueville, "On War, Society, and the

Mlitary," in Leon Branson and George W Goethals, eds., War:
Studies from Psychol ogy, Soci ol ogy, Anthropol ogy, rev. ed.
(New York: Basic Books, 1968): 329-344 at 331-332.

® Joseph Schunpeter, |nperialismand Social Classes (New
York: New Anmerican Library, 1974): 23-54.

7

Schunpeter, lnperialism 25. Schunpeter also clained
that mlitaries have warlike instincts and habits that remain
froma precapitalist age when war served nore purpose. |bid.:
24, 33, 38, 64-65.




noting that enduring peace would nmake mlitaries usel ess and
claimng that this triggered a "clanor for war on the part of
the military man."®

This classical anti-mlitary argument was sometines
heard before 1914 (vis Tocqueville), but it flourished
especially after World War | because many postwar observers
saw that Europe's mlitaries had a role of sone kind in
causing the war. The classical anti-mlitary argunent seened
to explain this role so it won w de support.

Yet it fails on two points. First, there is no
evidence that mlitaries profit as organizations from war or
believe they profit fromwar. Mre typical is the Russian
Czari st officer who conpl ai ned that war "spoils the armes,"
and the U. S. naval officers who thought the U.S. Civil War
"ruined the navy."® The nptive that the classical argunent
posits is absent.

Second, there is no clear evidence that mlitaries in
nost countries are nore hawkish than civilians. No worl dw de
survey of mlitary input to decisions for war has been done,
so we cannot be sure on this point. But ny back-of-the-
envel ope accounting suggests that nodern mlitaries are not
t he consistent hawks that the classical anti-mlitary view
suggests. Mlitaries have been sonmewhat nore hawki sh than
civilians,' but this greater hawki shness seens expl ai ned by

8 Ascher Henkin, Must We Have War? An Inquiry into the
Causes of WAr and the Methods of its Prevention (Boston: Bruce
Hurmphries Inc., 1934): 25, 103. David G bbs recently restated
this view, arguing that warfare "justifies the continued
exi stence of the mlitary" and so "creates a bureaucratic
pressure for conflict and even war." David N. G bbs, "The
M litary-Industrial Conplex, Sectoral Conflict, and the Study
of U S. Foreign Policy," in Ronald W Cox, ed., Business and
the State in International Relations (Boulder, CO Westview,
1996): 41-56 at 46. Bernard Brodie has franed a rel ated
argument, suggesting that mlitaries are biased toward using
force because force-prone people self-select into mlitary
careers, and because the training and pronotion of mlitary
officers stresses martial virtues. Bernard Brodie, War and

Politics (New York: Macm |l an, 1973): 479-81, 486-7, 490-93.

® Sanuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State: The
Theory and Politics of Civil-Mlitary Relations (Canbridge:
Harvard University Press, 1957): 609.

10

Samuel Huntington oppositely clains that mlitaries
have been nore dovish than civilians. Huntington, Soldier and

the State: 68-70, 113-124. Neither of us rest our claimon a
conplete survey of mlitary inputs to national decision-
maki ng, and such a survey woul d be useful.



6

cases where mlitaries in mlitarized states inbi bed and acted
on their own propaganda--that is, by cases of bl owback. These
cases include WI hel mne Germany, Austria-Hungary, Serbia,
Russi a, Turkey and perhaps France before 1914; and i nperi al
Japan before 1941.' |n all these cases the mlitary pressed

1 gpecifically, Prussian and German officers pushed

Bi smarck al nost continually for preventive wars during his
tenure as Chancel |l or (1862-1890). Jack Snyder, The |deol ogy
of the Ofensive: Mlitary Decision Making and the Disasters
of 1914 (lIthaca: Cornell University Press, 1984): 122. After
Bi smarck's ouster German officers pushed German civilians for
war in 1905, 1909, 1912, and finally with success in 1914.

Ri chard Ned Lebow, "W ndows of Opportunity: Do States Junp
Through ThenP?" [nternational Security, Vol. 9, No. 1 (Sunmmer
1984): 147-186 at 160. From 1906 to 1914 Austrian officers
steadily pressed for war against Serbia and perhaps Italy.
Samuel R WIlianmson, Jr., Austria-Hungary and the Origins of
the First World War (New York: St. Martin's, 1991): 131, 133,
137, 152, 155, 208; Gerhard Ritter, The Sword and the Scepter:
The Problemof Mlitarismin Germany, 4 vols. (Coral Gables:
University of Mam Press, 1969-1973): 2:227-239; and Nornman
Stone, "Austria-Hungary," in Ernest R My, ed., Know ng One's
Enem es: Intelligence Assessnment Before the Two World Wars
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986): 37-61 at 39.
Russi an officers pushed Russian civilians for war in 1912 and
1914. On 1912 see Ernest R My, "Cabinet, Tsar, Kaiser:
Three Approaches to Assessnent,” in May, Knowing One's

Enem es: 11-36 at 20. On 1914 see, e.g., Bernadotte E.
Schmtt, The Com ng of the WAr, 1914, 2 vols. (New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1930), 2:31n: the American charge in
Moscow reported the Russian arny "clamoring for war" in the
m dst of the 1914 July crisis. French officers viewed war
with favor before 1914, one declaring that "it will be a
beautiful war that will deliver all the captives of
Germanism" L.C F. Turner, Oigins of the First World War
(London: Edward Arnold, 1970): 53, quoting La France
Mlitaire. The insubordinate head of Serbian mlitary

intelligence, Col. Dragutin DimtreviE, hel ped organize the
June 1914 assassination of Austrian Archduke Franz Ferdi nand,
triggering a war that Dinmtrevi E believed inevitable and
desirable. James Joll, The Origins of the First World War
(London: Longman, 1984): 72-75. The Panturkist officer Enver
Pasha led the Otoman enpire into World War | with dreans of
uniting the whole Turkish east under Ottoman rule. Efraim
Karsch and I nari Karsch, Enpires of the Sand: The Struggle for
Mastery in the Mddle East, 1789-1923 (Canbridge: Harvard
University Press, 1999): 105-112. Japanese officers pushed
civilians for war against China in 1894, against Russia in
1904, against China in the 1930s, and agai nst the United
States in the 1940s. Huntington, Soldier and the State: 130;




civilians for war, but in all the mlitary was unusually
active in shaping civilian perceptions and may wel |l have

i mbibed its own nmessage. |f so, these cases offer no evidence
of an innate mlitary preference for war; instead they only
show that mlitaries can taint their own perceptions. Hence

t hese cases should be set aside. And if they are, the greater
hawki shness of mlitaries disappears. The renmaining cases
show civilians and mlitaries thinking in simlar ways about
deci sions for war. Some cases show mlitaries pressing
civilians for war, as in Israel before the 1956 and 1967 wars,
and in Egypt and Jordan before 1967.'* But these are bal anced
by cases where mlitary | eaders sought to restrain nore

hawki sh civiliansi as in Nazi Germany, Missolini's Italy, and
interwar Finland.* And the U.S. nmilitary has been no nore
hawki sh than U.S. civilians in the years since Wrld War .

and on 1904, lan Nish, The Origins of the Russo-Japanese War
(London: Longman, 1985): 193-94; also 11, 156, 176.

12

The Israeli mlitary was markedly nore hawki sh than

| sraeli civilians before the 1956 and 1967 wars. Donald Neff,
Warriors for Jerusalem The Six Days That Changed the M ddle
East (New York: Sinmon & Schuster, 1984): 183; M chael Handel
Israel's Political-Mlitary Doctrine (Canbridge: Harvard
University, Center for International Affairs, Occasional
Papers No. 30, 1973): 28, 32; and Walter Laqueur, The Road to
War 1967 (London: Weidenfeld and Nicol son, 1968): 124, 126,
141. The Egyptian and Jordanian mlitaries |ikew se pressed
reluctant civilians for war in 1967. Laqueur, Road to War:
101; Neff, Warriors for Jerusalem: 139; and David Kinche and
Dan Bawl ey, The Si x-Day War (New York: Stein & Day, 1971):
105, 111.

13

The German mlitary was strikingly nore dovish than
Germany's Nazi civilian | eaders during the run-up to World War
1. Robert J. ONeill, The German Arny and the Nazi Party,
1933-1939 (New York: Janes H. Heineman, 1966): 134-35, 156-59,
162-63; and Huntington, Soldier and the State, pp. 114-116.
Finl and's Marshall Mannerhei m struggled to pull Finnish
civilians back fromwar in 1939. WIlliamH Trotter, A Frozen
Hell: The Russo-Finnish Wnter War of 1939-1940 (Chapel Hill
NC. Al gonquin, 1991): 20-21. Italy's Chief of the General
Staff, General Badoglio, fruitlessly advised Miussolini against
war in 1940. P.MH Bell, The Oigins of the Second World War

in Europe (London: Longnan, 1986): 187. And the Sovi et
mlitary | eadership opposed the Soviet intervention in

Af ghani stan. Greg Cashman, What Causes WAr? An Introduction
to Theories of International Conflict (New York: Lexington
Books, 1993): 96.

4 On the period 1945-1972 see Richard K. Betts, Soldiers
Statesnen, and Cold War Crises (Canbridge: Harvard University




Overall, no clear pattern of innate mlitary hawki shness
ener ges.

This evidence refutes the specific causal clains of the
classical argunent. But the classical argument's general
claim-that mlitaries deserve |arge blanme for causing several
maj or nodern wars--is correct. Mlitaries cause war not
because war serves their interests, but because the postures
and doctrines they favor and the ideas they purvey raise the
ri sk of war.

In sum then, mlitarismtheory identifies three paths
to war: militaries can persuade civilians to favor war; they
can persuade thenmselves to favor war; and they can favor
mlitary force postures and doctrines that cause war. A
fourth path, in which mlitaries outright favor war w thout
any sel f-persuasion, is often alleged but seens invalid.

The theory of mlitarism suggests a general theory of
war and inperialism This theory turns Schunpeter on his
head. Schunpeter argued that capitalismis peaceful; war and
i nperialismare sustained under capitalismby mlitaries that
survive as anachronisms from former times. But organi zation
t heory suggests that mlitarismis a new problemthat arrived
with capitalism?® Capitalismcreated industrialism (goes the
argument); industrialismcreated the division of |abor; and
t he division of |abor created specialized bureaucratic
organi zations, including specialized professional mlitaries
and attendi ng dangers that arise fromtheir relations to
civilian society. Schunpeter suggests that capitalism and
industrialismcure mlitarism but organization theory
suggests they create it.

In this viewthe risk of mlitarismis inherent in

i ndustrial societies. Industrialisminexorably creates the
di vi sion of |abor that creates the danger of mlitarism
Can mlitarismbe prevented? | argue that mlitarism

is very dangerous if allowed to flourish, yet easy to control.
Modest measures to renove the conditions that it requires can
prevent its return. These conditions have already abated
sharply since the early twentieth century, creating a world
|argely free of even | ow grade great power mlitarism A
smal | anount of preventive action can sustain this situation.
But vigilance is necessary because the root causes of
mlitarism-industrialismand the division of |abor--are

Press, 1977): 4, 215-219. And if anything, U S mlitary
advi ce has grown nore dovish relative to civilian thinking
since 1972.

> As Alfred Vagts noted, the "separation of the toga and
the sword" is "part and parcel of the inevitable process of
di vi sion and specialization of labor." Alfred Vagts, Defense
and Di pl omacy: The Soldier and the Conduct of Foreign
Rel ati ons (New York: King's Crown Press, 1956): 470.




per manent facts of life.

The next section outlines reasons why mlitaries often
have di sproportionate influence over civilian ideas and
policies. The follow ng sections outline the effects of
mlitary influence, test mlitarismtheory with two brief case
studi es, and suggest ways to control mlitarism

1. VWHY M LI TARI ES AFFECT NATI ONAL PERCEPTI ONS AND POLI CI ES

Nat i onal perceptions of foreign affairs are shaped by
governnment agencies, nost of all by the mlitary. Governnent
agenci es can dom nate national perceptions because they supply
officials and the public with nost of their information on
world affairs. Often there is no conpeting source to provide
a different view Mlitaries are the nost influential
of ficial agencies because they have the greatest will and
ability to shape national ideas.

Al'l governnent organizations supply, w thhold or
distort information to further their parochial interests and
perspectives.® As a result, top governnent |eaders often find
t hensel ves at the nmercy of selective and biased infornmation
provi ded by subordi nate agenci es. Lacking objective anaysis
on which to rely, |eaders are often duped by the biased
information they receive.! Thus President John Kennedy once
told aides that he "could not believe a word the mlitary was
telling him that he had to read the newspapers to find out
what was going on" in Vietnam'® Likew se Francis Rourke notes
"the striking illustrations of situations in which staff
menbers of [U.S. governnent] executive agencies have
substantially reshaped the views of political |eaders in both
Congress and the executive."®

O ficial agencies can also shape public opinion, by
shapi ng press coverage in their issue area. This is

1 As Al exander George observes, "each [bureaucratic] unit

tends to produce 'partisan analysis' of the issues and seeks
to discredit by fair nmeans or foul the analysis produced by
its rivals." Alexander L. George, Presidential Decisionmaking
in Foreign Policy: The Effective Use of Information and Advice
(Boul der: Westview, 1980): 112.

17

Concurring on the United States is George, Presidential

Deci si onmaki ng: 112.

8 pavi d Hal berstani s paraphrase of Kennedy; from David

Hal ber stam The Best and the Brightest (G eenwi ch, CT: Fawcett
Crest, 1973): 345. For nore exanples fromthe Indochina War,
see ibid.: 221-3, 247-55, 303-10, 314-17, 327, 338-45, 374-5,
426, 492-92, 509-10, 609, 616, 660-61, 705.

19

Francis E. Rourke, Bureaucracy and Foreign Policy
(Bal tinore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1972): 23.
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accompl i shed by flooding the press with selective information
t hat supports the agency vi ewpoint, and by using rewards and
puni shnents to induce the press to wite favorable stories.
Journalists who reflect the official view are graced with
inside information; those who deviate are disciplined by
excl usion frominformation. ?°

Bureaucratic mani pul ation of information is especially
pronounced in the areas of foreign and defense policy.?
Governnment agencies that deal with donmestic issues often have
no special information advantage over private organi zations,
since private groups often have access to abundant information
from non-governnent sources. But on foreign and defense
i ssues governnent agencies control nost--often nearly all--
rel evant information.?® Even in the United States, npst press
coverage on foreign policy and mlitary matters origi nates
fromofficial agencies. Studies fromthe 1970s showed t hat
three-quarters of news stories by Pentagon and State
Department reporters originated from government sources, not
fromenterprise reporting.?® Ofificial foreign policy and
mlitary agencies not only make policy; they also serve as the

20 Concurring is Rourke, Bureaucracy and Foreign Policy:

34. Also stressing the capacity of governnment to influence
news coverage in the United States is Leon V. Sigal, Reporters
and O ficials (Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath, 1973). For nore on
official influence of news coverage see titles noted in
Herbert J. Gans, Deciding Wat's News (New York: Vintage,
1980), especially p. 357 note 18.

21

Concurring is Francis Rourke, Secrecy and Publicity
(Bal tinore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1972): vii; and
Rour ke, Bureaucracy and Foreign Policy: 32-33.

22 Rour ke observes:

I n nost areas of domestic policy it is not hard to find
private organi zati ons which control as nuch if not nore
I nformation than the governnent. |In foreign affairs, on
t he other hand, there are many issues on which the
bureaucratic apparatus stands virtually alone as a source
of intelligence. By wthholding certain kinds of data
over which they have control, or on occasion by

manuf acturing and distributing false information,
executive agencies can in fact lead the public to form
whol |y erroneous inmpressions of events taking place
outside the United States. Bureaucracy and Foreign

Policy: 32-33.

23 Juergen Arthur Heise, Mninmum Disclosure: How the
Pent agon Mani pul ates the News (New York: WW Norton, 1979):
174, quoting studies by Brit Hume and Mark Mlntyre, and Leon
Si gal .
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national "eyes" through which the state and society see the
world. This gives themlarge influence over the national
m nd.

Anmong gover nment agencies, the military has far the
| argest inpact on public oginion about foreign and defense
matters in nost countries.® Mlitaries have far nore
resources for public relations than do ot her agencies
concerned with foreign affairs. This gives thema dom nant
role in defining the facts that shape official and public
views. As a result, as S.E. Finer notes, "deference to the
mlitary in the fields of foreign policy and even donestic
politics is a commnpl ace."?®

The notion that mlitaries strongly influence national
perceptions is wholly consistent with scholarship on |arge
organi zations. Indeed, it would contradict nost organization
theory if things were otherwise. As | argue below, their
organi zational character and situation gives mlitaries strong
reason to intervene in their political environment. Their
organi zational capabilities make them unusually able to affect
national perceptions. |In nost societies they are proscribed
fromdirect political action, such as forn ng or supporting
political parties, so persuasion is their only avail able
political weapon. As a result mlitaries are strongly
predi sposed to tell their story, and they are well-equi pped to
get their point across.

A. Political WIl: Wy MIlitaries Care.?* Four factors
nost i nfluence the energy with which foreign policy agencies
state their case in the public arena. On each dinmension the
mlitary has an extra incentive to speak with a |oud voi ce.
First, the organi zation speaks |ouder the nore its menbers
depend on the organi zation for successful careers. |If menbers
of the organization could not find simlar work el sewhere they
have nore incentive to help their organization flourish and
grow. The contrast is between a profession--a group that

24 Concurring on the United States is Rourke, Bureaucracy

and Foreign Policy: 28-9. See also ibid.: 18-40 passim

2 S.E. Finer, The Man on Horseback: The Role of the
MIlitary in Politics, 2d ed. enl. (Harmondsworth: Pengui n,
1976): 66.

26 May 18, 2000: In naking the 9 points below, instead of
first fram ng the theory and then matching the mlitary
situation to it, just state these nine arguments directly.
"Mlitary officers have only one buyer for their services.
This heightens their concern for the health of that buyer
Mlitary officers have very conpetetive career paths
Mlitaries face strong pressures to innovate ... Mlitaries
have an unusually | arge number of domestic political
enemes..." | think that works.
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sells its skills to many buyers (e.g., doctors or

| awyers)--and an establishment, whose nenbers have only one
buyer for their skills (e.g., the mlitary). Organizations
conposed of nenbers of a profession have a weaker growth

i npul se than do establishnments, because nenbers of a

prof ession can find work even if their organization falls on
hard tines, while nmenbers of an establishment starve or
prosper with their organization.

The mlitary is an establishment, not a profession, so
the careers of its nenbers depend on its political health.?
As a result its nenmbers' welfare is nore dependent on the
wel fare of the organization. Governnment |awers can al so work
for private law firns; but many nenbers of the mlitary have
only one potential enployer, because the work of their
organi zation is sharply specialized. Moreover, if they can
work el sewhere, it is often in defense industries that supply
the mlitary and depend for their business on a well-funded
mlitary. Thus nmenbers of the mlitary pronpbte and protect it
partly because their own wel fare depends on the welfare of the
organi zati on.

Second, the organization has nore inpulse to grow if
its menbers face nore conpetitive career paths. The nmenbers
of an organi zation that pronotes its people rapidly and sel dom
fires them can enjoy job security and career advancenent even
if the organization fails to grow. But if pronotions are
scarce and firings are conmon the nenbers of the organization
benefit nmore from organi zati onal growth, since many will not
be retained or pronoted without it. G owth creates nore
hi gh-1 evel jobs; these nmay be filled by enpl oyees who woul d
ot herwi se be dropped. Organizational growth and personal
survival are nore closely intertw ned.

Mlitary careers are very conpetitive in nost
countries. Unlike other government workers, nost mlitary
officers face retirenment in md-life, since few are pronoted
to top conmand positions. This harsh system fuels a strong
growt h inpulse by closely tying the career prospects of
mlitary officers to the growh of the mlitary itself. For
mlitary officers organi zational growth can nean career
sal vati on.

The establishnmentarian character of mlitaries and the
conpetitive structure of mlitary careers give mlitaries an
exceptionally powerful organizational inpulse to grow, and
lead mlitaries to strongly advocate policies and purvey
perceptions that fuel military organi zati onal expansion. They
al ways want | arger budgets: a 1971 study found that the U S.
mlitary had requested 25 to 35 percent nore than the budget

2 As Finer notes, the mlitary are sharply functionally

speci alized: "designed, indoctrinated and trained to performa
special task, quite different fromthat of the rest of the
community." Finer, Man on Horseback: 41.
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deened adequate by the President and Congress in every year
since World War 1.2 The study authors, Alain Enthoven and
Wayne Smith, note "a sort of Parkinson's |law of mlitary
requirenments: they will always expand to use up the supply
estimted to be available."* One high-ranking U S. officer
confessed to them "I1'Il ask for all | think I can get."*® In
retirement Soviet Prem er Nikita Khrushchev |ikew se
conpl ai ned that Soviet officers often refused reasonable
budget limts, concluding that soldiers "always want a bigger
and stronger army."* Such budget-seeking can sonetimes

dom nate all else in the mnds of officers. Thus Japan's
Adm ral Suetsugu Nobunasa declared in 1934 that for Japan's
navy even war with the United States was acceptable "if it

will get us a budget."?®
Each service al so endorses policies that favors its own
growt h agai nst the other services. |In the 1930s the U S. Navy

favored a forward strategy in East Asia that required | arge
naval forces, while the U S. Arny favored a continent al
defense strategy that required large ground forces.* In the

22 Alain C. Enthoven and K. Wayne Smith, How Mich Is
Enough? Shapi ng the Defense Program 1961-1969 (New YorKk:
Har per & Row, 1971): 201.

29 How Much Is Enough?: 201. Enthoven and Smith expl ain:
The mlitary experts--the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in
particular--are regularly subjected to nassive

I nstitutional pressures for setting ever higher

requi rements. They have thousands of officers working for
t hem whose very careers are bound up in getting nore
forces (and whose pronotional possibilities vary directly
with the expansion or contraction of their parent
Service). These are nmen who have devoted their lives to
mlitary service and have associated mainly with other
mlitary officers. They are not intimately acquainted
with the other needs of society or in a good position to
bal ance them against mlitary needs. |Ibid.: 202.

30

Ent hoven and Smith, How Miuch |Is Enough?: 201.

3. Nikita Khrushchev, Khrushchev Renmenbers: The Last
Testament, Foreword by Edward Crankshaw, trans. and ed. Strobe
Tal bott (New York: Bantam 1974): 617, see also 14n, 262.

32 M chael A. Barnhardt, Japan Prepares for Total War: The
Search for Economic Security, 1919-1941 (Ithaca: Cornell
Uni versity Press, 1987): 39.

%3 Mchael S. Sherry, Preparing for the Next War: American
Pl ans for Postwar Defense, 1941-45 (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1977): 29.
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1950s the U S. Air Force favored a counterforce nucl ear
strategy that required | arge strategic nuclear forces, while
the U.S. Arny and Navy accepted a nlnlnun1deterrence strategy
that required far snmaller strategic forces. In that period
the U.S. Arny also | ooked toward nucl ear di sarmanent, which
woul d have expanded its inportance relative to the Air Force.®
I n general the Cold War Arny was | ess receptive than the
ot her services to proposals to limt ballistic mssile defense
systenms or reduce tactical nucl ear weapon stockpiles (which
were arny systems), and nore receptive to limts on offensive
strategi c_nucl ear forces (which were Air Force and Navy
systens).® The Arny was al so the npst recept|ve service to
evi dence showing the limts of bombing.® The Air Force was
nor e hostlle than ot her services to strategic arns

[imtations. In the late 1950s Air Force intelligence
t hought the "missile gap,"” which justified Air Force budget
clains, was larger than Arny and Navy intelligence.® Wthin

the Air Force, Tactical Air Command officers were nore
interested in graduated deterrence ideas, which called for
| ar ge tactlcal air forces, than Strategic Air Command ( SAC)
of ficers. I n each case the organi zati on chose vi ews that
best justified its own size and weal th.

El sewhere the sane interservice battle-lines dom nate
def ense debates. Before World War | Gernmany's navy chief,
Admral Alfred von Tirpitz, relentlessly sought huge suns to
build a large battle fleet, which he claimd could prevent
British intervention against Gernmany in a future continental
war. Oppositely, Chief of the General Staff General Alfred
von Schlieffen, author of Germany's plan for war in 1914, made
no plans even to use the German navy in such a war.* In

3 Edgar M Bottone, The Bal ance of Terror: A Guide to the
Arms Race (Boston: Beacon Press, 1971): 59.

3% Betts, Soldiers, Statesmen, and Cold War Crises: 111

36 Betts, Soldiers, Statesnment, and Cold War Crises:
111-112.

37 Betts, Soldiers, Statesment, and Cold War Crises: 204.

3 Betts, Soldiers, Statesment, and Cold War Crises: 112.

39

Bott one, Bal ance of Terror: 53.

40 Betts, Soldiers, Statesnmen, and Cold War Crises: 128.

1 Assessing Tirpitz's programis Paul Kennedy, Strategy
and Di pl omacy 1870-1945 (Ayl esbury: Fontana, 1984): 127-160.
For Schlieffen's views see Gerhard Ritter, The Schlieffen
Plan: Critique of a Myth (London: Oswald Wol ff, 1958; reprint
ed., Westport, Conn.: G eenwood Press, 1979): 71-72
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Britain navy chief Admiral John Fisher favored British defense
strategi es that would best justify the navy budget.* Later,
ininterwar Britain each mlitary service argued for the
mlitary doctrine that gave it the biggest budget and the nopst
autonony.* In interwar Japan the arny favored a northern
confrontation with the Soviet Union while the navy favored a
sout hern advance that risked confrontation with the United
States.* Thus each service endorsed the foreign policy that
best justified its own budget.

Third, the nore external demands that are made on an
organi zation to innovate, the greater will be its inpulse to
dom nate its political environnent, in order to suppress these
demands. O, to put the proposition differently, the nore
turbul ent the organization's environnent--the greater the
tendency of the organi zation's environnent to change in ways
t hat demand organi zati onal changes--the stronger the
organi zational notive to take political action. Organizations
normal |y resist external demands to innovate, because
i nnovation threatens the careers of the nenbers of the
organi zation. Changes in procedures and tasks inmply changes
in the distribution of power within the organi zation, and
changes in personnel. As a result, those organi zations that
normal |y would be nost required to innovate will try harder to
dom nate the political institutions that otherwi se would force
themto change. By domnating its political environnent, the
organi zation can stifle the demand to innovate; or it can

2 pPaul M Kennedy, "Great Britain Before 1914," in My,
Knowi ng One's Enem es: 172-204 at 184; and Avner O fer, The
First World War: An Agrarian Interepretation (New York: Oxford
Uni versity Press, 1991): 287. On service parochalism see also
Offer, First World War: 285-299.

43

Barry R Posen, The Sources of Mlitary Strateqgy:
France, Britain, and Germany Between the Wars (Ithaca: Cornel
Uni versity Press, 1984): 159.

44

Asada Sadao, "The Japanese Navy and the United States,"
in Dorothy Borg and Shunpei Okanmpto with Dale K. A Finlayson
eds., Pearl Harbor as History: Japanese-Anerican Rel ations
1931-1941 (New York: Colunmbia University Press, 1973): 225-259
at 249-51; Fujiwara Akira, "The Role of the Japanese Arny," in
Borg and Okanoto, Pearl Harbor as History: 189-195 at 190;

Bar nhardt, Japan Prepares for Total War: 34, 44, 174, 209,

214; Stephen E. Pelz, Race to Pear Harbor: The Failure of the
London Naval Conference and the Onset of World War 11

(Canbri dge: Harvard University Press, 1974): 178, 212, 214,
223; and Tsunoda Jun, "The Navy's Role in the Southern
Strategy,"” in James WIlliam Morl ey, ed., The Fateful Choice:
Japan's Advance into Southeast Asia, 1939-1941 (New York:

Col unmbi a University Press, 1980): 241-295 at 252.
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shape the demand to the needs of the organi zation, so that
i nnovati on does | ess organi zati onal damage.

The task environment of the mlitary is unusually
turbulent. Mlitary technology and adversary mlitary
prograns change constantly. International political
conditions and national foreign policies also change. This
creates ceasel ess demands that the mlitary innovate to keep
abreast of new devel opnents. The tasks and appropriate
instrunents of national mlitaries change nore rapidly than
t hose of nost organizations, which makes the mlitary's
organi zati onal environment exceptionally turbulent, and raises
exceptional external demands for innovation.

Moreover, mlitaries resist innovation even nore than
nost organi zati ons because they are establishnents with highly
conpetitive career structures, so their nenmbers are nore
t hreat ened by change. Denands to innovate are resisted even
nore fiercely when incunbents nmenbers of the organization
al ready face precarious careers, and cannot change jobs or
enpl oyers. I nnovation threatens greater-than-average danage
to their lives; this helps explain why mlitaries resist
i nnovation so resolutely.®

Thus in the 1930s the R A F. strongly resisted civilian
demands that it shift resources from bonmbers to the fighter-
interceptors that eventually won the Battle of Britain.

Remar kably, as late as May 1940 the Air Staff tried to shut
down the production lines building Spitfires and Hurricanes. *

I n nost Western countries the mlitary resisted civilian
demands to phase out the cavalry many decades after this arm
becanme obsolete.* During World War 1 the British Navy

45

Concurring is L.L. Bernard, who notes that the mlitary
of ficer "nearly always bl ocks new def ense and of fense neasures
and tactical innovations until they are forced upon him by
their use by the eneny. ... The officers love their horses and
cling to their spurs.” L.L. Bernard, War and its Causes (New
York: Henry Holt and Conpany, 1944): 113.

46

WIliamson Murray, "British and German Air Doctrine
Bet ween the Wars,"” Air University Review, Vol. 31, No. 3
(March-April 1980): 39-58 at 48.

47

See Edward Kat zenbach, "The Horse Cavalry in the
Twentieth Century,"” in Robert J. Art and Kenneth N. Waltz,
eds., The Use of Force: International Politics and Foreign
Policy (Boston: Little, Brown, 1971): 277-297. Even in 1926
Britain's General Douglas Haig declared that "aeroplanes and
tanks are only accessories to the man and the horse, and |

feel sure that as tine goes on you will find just as nuch use
for the horse--the well-bred horse--as you have ever done in
the past.” John Ellis, The Social History of the Machi ne Gun

(New Yor k: Pantheon, 1975): 56.
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resisted civilian efforts to institute the convoy systemt hat
eventual |y saved British shipping, and then resisted

i nnovations to nmeet the growi ng German submarine threat before
Wrld War I1.%® The U 'S. Navy resisted efforts to force it to
shift resources frombattleships to aircraft carriers in the
interwar years. Later, U S mlitary |eaders strongly
resisted the shift toward strategic nucl ear forces mandated by
Presi dent Ei senhower's "New Look" strategy.* The Sovi et
mlitary then failed to build an intercontinental strategic
nucl ear force to counter these powerful U S. strategic forces,
i nstead pouring resources into expanding their already-I|arge
tank armes. This negligence left the Soviet Union with no
secure nucl ear deterrent for years, and finally conpelled
Khrushchev to try to restore Soviet nuclear strength by noving
medi umrange m ssiles to Cuba in 1962.

This deeply-rooted inpulse to resist innovation drives
mlitaries to preserve their institutional autonomy by
political action. Autonony buffers the organization agai nst
civilian demands for change. Autonony also protects the size
and weal th of the organization, by denying civilians the
know edge and authority to inpose cuts and set limts.

Aut onony enhances the organi zation's nonopoly of information,
whi ch then strengthens it in other ways.

For these reasons mlitaries al nost obsessively pursue
political autonomy and resist outside control.> As S.E. Finer
notes, "anxiety to preserve its autonony provides one of the
nost wi despread and powerful of the nmotives for [mlitary
intervention in politics]."® This drive for autonomy can | ead

*®  Harvey A. DeWeerd, "Churchill, Lloyd George,
Cl emenceau: The Energence of the Civilian," in Edward Mead
Earle, ed., Makers of Modern Strategy (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1943): 287-305 at 298-98; Dan van der Vat,
The Atlantic Canpaign: The Great Struggle at Sea 1939-1945
(London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1988): 26-40; and John Costello
and Terry Hughes, The Battle of the Atlantic (London: Collins,
1977): 31-34.

9  Stephen E. Anbrose, Eisenhower, 2 vols. (New York:
Si non & Schuster, 1984), 2:225.

0 Thus British General Sir Henry W/ son opined that the
"whol e i dea of governing the arny by a civilian, whose
training has been political expediency ... is vicious in
t heory and hopeless in practice.” 1In 1901, quoted in Alfred
Vagts, A History of Mlitarism Civilian and Mlitary, rev.
ed. (New York: Free Press, 1959): 300.

51

Finer, Man on Horseback: 41. Alfred Vagts |ikew se
notes "the natural tendency of armes ... toward a self-

gover nnment brooking no outside influences.” Vagts, Hi story of
Mlitarism 296. CHK99.
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mlitaries to demand that only the mlitary should decide
internal mlitary matters, including training, force |evels,
and weapons procurenent. In extrenmes it has led mlitaries to
demand a role in wi der policynmaking, to include foreign and
econom ¢ policy and national educatlon policy, since these
domai ns al so affect the armed forces.

The German, Spanish and French arm es each interfered
in politics before and after World War | |ess to control
national policies per se than to defend their own autonony.

Fi ner notes that before the war the German mlitary's itch for
political power stemmed fromits "determ nation to safeguard,
to win back, even partlg extend its autononous position in
politics and society.">® After the war the German arny

col l aborated with the Nazis largely to recover its prewar
size, status and autonony.® The notorious Dreyfus affair in
France had the same origins: the mlitary saw the Dreyfus
trial as a test of its right to self-governing autonony in its
own sphere, so it dug in its heels.?>®

The American mlitary strongly resisted the firm ng of
civilian control of mlitary progranms during the 1960s. The
Chair of the House Arnmed Services Commttee, a friend of the
mlitary, called for abolishing the civilian program analysis
office in the Pentagon that provides the Secretary of Defense
wi th independent analysis.®® The nenpirs of top U S. military
commanders war ned of the dangers of civilian control over
nati onal security prograns. Fornmer SAC conmmander Nat han
Twining criticized the "ineffectual and detailed control of
mlitary operations by political officials."® Vice-Adniral
Hyman Ri ckover, father of the nuclear submari ne eret,
conpared civilian force planners to "spiritualists" and

"soci ol ogi sts," accusing them of playlng God whil e negl ecting
the responsibility of being human.

52 Finer, Man_on Horseback: 41.

53

Fi ner, Man on Hor seback: 42.

54

Fi ner, Man on Hor seback: 44.

Finer, Man _on Horseback: 47-48.

56 Ent hoven and Smith, How Miuch |s Enough?: 4, 79.

® General Nathan F. Twining, Neither Liberty Nor Safety
(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Wnston, 1966): 168; see al so
246, 296.

8  Quoted in Enthoven and Smith, How Miuch is Enough?: 78.
General Thomas D. White, fornmer U S. Air Force Chief of
Staff, wote in wote in 1963:

"1 am profoundly apprehensive of the pipe-snoking,
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Fourth, the number and power of the organization's
natural enemies in the national polity affects its inpulse to
jump into national politics. The stronger its enenm es, the
nore it must intrude in politics in self-defense.

MIlitaries have nore natural enem es than nost
governnment agencies. These enem es include pacifists and
anti-war religious groups, potential draftees, and taxpayers.

Mlitaries require a heavy sacrifice of nmoney and perhaps
time fromcitizens. This makes theminherently intrusive and
obnoxi ous unl ess they sell thenselves effective. Moreover,
dom nant Western Liberal values conflict with mlitary
val ues--the violent function of the mlitary, and its stress
on hierarchy and restriction of individual freedomfor its
menbers--so the mlitary always swins in a hostile social sea,
at least in liberal industrial societies. |If the mlitary
does not keep a hand in politics it can be attacked, as the
American military-industrial conplex was attacked in the 1930s
for its imagined role in causing World War |I. This supplies
anot her reason why the mlitary feels it nust speak with a
strong voi ce.

To sunmmari ze: the establishmentarian character of the
mlitary, conbined with the conpetitive nature of military
careers, the turbulent nature of the mlitary
t ask-environment, and the natural antagoni sm of society toward
mlitaries, together cause a strong mlitary inpul se toward

tree-full-of-ows type of so-called professional "defense
i ntell ectual s" who have been brought into this nation's
capitol. | don't believe a lot of these often
over-confident, sonetimes arrogant young professors,
mat hemat i ci ans and ot her theorists have sufficient
wor |l dl i ness or notivation to stand up to the kind of eneny
we face" (Enthoven and Smith, How Miuch Is Enough?: 78).
U.S. Air Force General Curtis LeMay expressed siml ar
views in 1968:
"The mlitary profession has been invaded by pundits who
set thenselves up as popular oracles on nmlitary strategy.
These "defense intellectual s" go unchall enged sinply
because the experienced professional active duty officers
are officially prohibited fromentering into public
debate. The end result is that the mlitary is often
saddl ed with unprofessional strategies. ... My quarrel is
with those who usurp the mlitary professional's
position--those who step in front of himand who vol unt eer
and enforce strictly nmilitary advice and gui dance wth
little know edge of or experience in such matters. These
are the nen who have endangered Anmerica" (General Curtis
E. LeMay with Major General Dale O Smith, Anerica Is in
Danger [ New York: Funk & Wagnalls, 1968]: viii, 1,
enphasis in original).
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growt h and autonomy. This in turn causes defensive nmlitary
political intrusion into its environment. |In short,
mlitaries are inherently and exceptionally control-resisting
and dommai n- expandi ng, for reasons rooted in both their

organi zational character and their political environnment.
Thus mlitary interference in politics is |largely defensive.
Because mlitaries cannot safely coexist with the |arger
society, they intrude into it to forestall intrusions against
t hemsel ves.

Mlitary political action focuses on affecting national
percepti ons because direct mlitary interference in politics
is usually considered illegitimate. As S.E. Finer notes,
mlitaries suffer a "lack of noral title to rule,"® hence they
must defend their interests by persuasion rather than
coercion. They nust exert political influence by shaping
national beliefs, not by directly controlling national
policies. They cannot participate openly in politics wthout
rai sing objections of inpropriety, and they cannot claim
legitimacy to rule if they seize power by force. Moreover,
professional mlitaries would damage their organi zati onal
essence if they assumed admi nistrative responsibility, since
war machi nes and governnents are dlfferent organi zati ons, so
they prefer not to govern directly.® Hence the threat of
mlitarismis not the threat of a coup, but of the infusion of
society with self-serving mlitarist beliefs. Mlitarismis
| ess dangerous to national political institutions than to
nati onal perceptions.

Moreover, the mlitary nmust cloak its political efforts
in secrecy--which in turn conceals mlitarismitself from

view. Since mlitary political action is illegitimte,
mlitary propagandizing is also illegitimte, so mlitaries
must spread their views covertly. Hence mlitary manipul ation
of opinion is a self-concealing phenomenon. Its invisibility

is a condition for its success. Journalists are cultivated,
news stories are planted, friendly civilian strategists are
assisted, and quasi-civilian "think tanks" are created to

| aunder n1I|tary views. As a result nllitarisnlis hard to
study and tends to be underesti mat ed.

59

Fi ner, Man on Hor seback: 12.

® A distinction should be drawn between truly

professional mlitaries that are inbued with a war-fighting
ethos, and the police forces that nmasquerade as national

mlitaries in many Thlrd World states. These police-force

mlitaries are seldom"mlitaristic" in the manner descri bed
|n this chapter, while they are prone to seize direct power,
since acting as the national governnent does | ess danage to
their organizational essence.

®  Thus Alfred Vagts conplained that "political scientists

have neglected to treat, at length or in depth, the
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B. Political Capability: Sources of Mlitary Power.
Governnment organi zations can nost affect public and elite
perceptions if they have five attributes: synbolic appeal,
| arge wor kforce, organizational superiority, nonopoly of
information, and |arge public relations resources. Mlitaries
rate high in all five.

First, organi zations with strong synbolic appeal have
greater ability to shape public and elite perceptions. Sone
organi zati ons have far nore synbolic appeal than others,
because they are identified with patriotism national pride,
or ot her national val ues.

Mlitaries have powerful synbolic appeal. As Finer
notes, mlitaries often acquire "a noral halo which is
politically of profound inportance,” and enjoy "a highly
enotional symbolic status."® Rourke notes that "the military
role exerts a synmbolic appeal that is as rare anong
bureaucratic organi zations in the United States as it is in
ot her societies. ... [This appeal] is a quite extraordinary
bureaucratic resource--setting the Defense Departnent apart
fromall other executive agencies in the country."®
Mlitaries are identified by the public with national honor,
patriotism courage, discipline and self-sacrifice by the
public, which enhances their prestige and credibility.

Mlitaries also have nore credibility on mlitary
matters than civilian experts. Thus MGeorge Bundy, national
security advisor to Presidents Kennedy and Johnson, conpl ai ned
that the U. S. Congress reflexively defers to mlitary views:
“"their position is that the generals and admrals are right
sinply because they are professionals."® And Soviet Premnier
Khrushchev conpl ai ned of Conmuni st officials who "regard the
defense establishment as a higher caste."®

i nfluences, pernicious or otherw se, exercised by the mlitary
on governments and politics,"” and referred to a "secret

hi story (secret largely because unwitten) of the relations
bet ween heads of states and arny chiefs.” Vagts, Defense and

Di pl onacy: 496.

62

Finer, Man on Horseback: 9, 5. Finer notes that "an

at nosphere of candor, self-sacrifice and vigor clings to the
arnmed forces, and of all anong the 'powers that be' there is a
tendency to esteemthem as the nost noble.” 1bid.: 10.

®  Rour ke, Bureaucracy and Foreign Policy: 30.

®  Bundy commenting on a clash between Defense Secretary

McNamara and top mlitary | eaders before the U S. Senate,
guoted in Enthoven and Smith, How Miuch is Enough?: 310.

65

618.

Khrushchev, Khrushchev Renenbers: The Last Testanent:
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Second, organizations with a | arge workforce have the
advantage, if this workforce can be socialized to support and
purvey the ainms and val ues of the organization in national
politics. A large workforce gives an organization a |arge
audi ence for its views and direct control over votes.

MIlitaries have a vast workforce, to include at sone
poi nt nost nmale citizens in states with conscription. This
gives the mlitary a |large audience for its views. Ludwd
Qui dde observed in 1893 that German mlitarism"is rooted in
the fact that the |l argest part of the male population is
drafted into the Arny for a nunber of years,” with the effect
that military values seep into civilian life.® Thus Max Weber
reportedly was mlitarized by reserve officer duty: his w dow
wote that "the final result of his mlitary training was a
t renendous respect for the 'machine,' in addition a warlike
and patriotic attitude which nade hi m hope that one day he
woul d be able to go into the field at the head of his
conpany."® Likewi se Francis Rourke notes that U.S. veterans'
organi zations, which attract |arge nenmberships, "indoctrinate
[their menmbers] on the virtues of supporting the goals and
policies of the mlitary."®

Third, organizations have greater power if authority in
the organi zation is highly centralized; if nmenbers are tightly
di sciplined; if conmunication anong nenmbers is good; and if
the organi zation's esprit de corps is high. These attributes
provi de organi zati onal superiority--an ability to act with
deci sive effect in politics or elsewhere.® An organization
with these attributes can act as a unit in politics, can
better plan and coordinate its political actions, and can
better discipline dissenters. It also can create a cohesive
i deol ogy anong its nenbership; hence its nenbers are nore
| oyal and effective agents for its prograns. And the
organi zati on can better achieve a nonopoly of information in

® Berghahn, Mlitarism 17. Gerhard Ritter concurs that
"mlitary patterns of thinking came to invade the ideol ogy of
the mddle class”" in WIhel mne Germany, and that this
happened "primarily by way of the reserve officer corps.”
Ritter, Swmord and Scepter: 2:101.

® Martin Kitchen, The German Officer Corps. 1890-1914
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968): 121-22. Thus a
founder of organization theory paradoxically became the pawn
of one of the world' s nore pernicious organizations.

®8  Bur eaucracy and Foreign Policy: 30.

®  Suggestive on this topic is Philip Selznick, The

Organi zati onal Wapon: A Study of Bol shevik Strategy and
Tactics (G encoe, IIl.: Free Press, 1960).
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s issue areas, through tight control of the activities of
s nenber shi p.

Modern mlitaries possess all the elenments of
organi zational superiority: centralized command, discipline of
menbers, close communi cation anong menbers, esprit de corps,
and a corresponding isolation and sel f-sufficiency.”” These
characteristics follow fromthe nature of the mlitary task.
Centralized command, strong discipline, and cl ose
i ntercomuni cati on anong nenbers of the mlitary enable the
mlitary to respond as a unit to command. Esprit de corps and
cl ose interconmuni cation enable the mlitary to act as a unit
wi t hout constant direction when the chaos of battle disrupts
command channel s.

Most armes are far nore structured than civilian
agencies.’ This nmakes the military nore capable, not only on
the battlefield, but also in politics. The characteristics of
mlitary structure--centralized conmand, internal discipline,
internal intercomunication, and esprit de corps--make
mlitaries highly capable of donestic political action and
enhance their capacity to infuse society with their message.

These characteristics allowmlitaries to develop a common

i deol ogy and to take coordinated action to purvey it.
Moreover, this ideology is reinforced within the organization
by the mlitary system of pronotion, under which each officer
is promoted by his inmedi ate superiors, weeding out non-
conform sts; and by the social separation of the mlitary,
whi ch encl oses officers in a mlitary social mlieu.

In short, mlitary organi zations can act as a unit in
politics precisely because they are designed for unitary
action on the battlefield.

The cohesive and nmonolithic character of mlitaries
gives them a special advantage in wars of ideas by inhibiting
"whi stle blowers” fromdefecting. This starves outside
critics of information. For exanple, in the 1960s many

it
it

" Finer, Man _on Horseback: 5-9.

" Finer, Man_on Horseback: 8.

2 Finer notes that nodern militaries usually are far nore

hi ghly organi zed than any civilian bodies. Only the Conmuni st
parties of communist-rul ed states can match the degree of
organi zation that mlitaries achieve. The Roman Catholic
church al so displays the five features of mlitary structure,
but its menber can join or leave at will and it is |ess
segregated fromthe laity than nost officer corps from
civilians. Firms and public agencies can also have the five
features, but again are voluntary bodi es, are not segregated
fromsociety, have weak sanctions for indiscipline, and few
special codes or rules to follow. Man on Horseback: 8.
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individual U S. Air Force officers recognized the | arge
shortcom ngs of the proposed RS-70 reconnai ssance/strike
aircraft but they kept silent because, as Enthoven and Smith
note, "it would have cost an officer his career to speak out,
even within the confines of the Defense Departnent, against
the views of his Chief of Staff."® As a result Cbngress was
oversold on the RS-70 and al nost forced the adm nistration to
build it.

Fourth, organizations that enjoy a nonopoly of
information in their issue area have the advantage. CQutsiders
cannot assess or effectively criticize the organization's
claims. Superiors cannot chall enge the organization's
judgenent. Menbers of the press are nore dependent on the
organi zation for stories and information, so the organi zation
can mani pul ate the press nore easily. The organization can

| eak or withhold stories as it wishes. It can reward friendly
reporters with scoops or sanction unfriendly reporters by
cutting off access. "Information is power," and a nonopoly of

information is an inmportant political asset for a public
or gani zati on.

The degree of dom nion of an organization over
information in its issue-area is a function of organi zati onal
superiority, and three other factors in addition. The nore
secrecy that surrounds an issue, the nore pronounced the
nmonopoly of information that the organization enjoys, since
outsiders are prevented by classification from knowi ng enough
to judge what they are told. Thus the mlitary in every
country can affect official judgements and the public clinmate
by classifying or releasing information as they see fit.

Ot her organizations with a plausible claimto classify their
data, such as the F.B.I. in the U S., can do the sane.

The nore technically conpl ex and arcane the subject,

t he nore pronounced the nmonopoly, since non-expert outsiders
must rely on the judgnents of experts within the organization.
Finally, the nore unani nous the organization on the issues
with which it deals, the nore pronounced the nonopoly, since
out si ders cannot find di ssenters within the organlzatlon to
give theminformation or explain conplex questlons This in
turn is a function of the organizational superiority of the
bureaucracy--that is, its degree of hierarchy, scope of
di sci pline of nmenmbers and intercommuni cati on anong them and
esprit de corps.

Mlitaries usually enjoy a near nonopoly of information
in the defense area. Secrecy surrounds nost mlitary
questions, so national mlitaries can guide the defense debate
by classifying or releasing information. Civilian nmanagers

®  Enthoven and Smith, How Mich i s Enough?: 251.

" See Rourke, Bureaucracy and Foreign Policy: 23-4.




25

are left with only the data that the mlitary lets them see.
As a result they cannot exert effective control on policy.
Thus the Soviet mlitary allowed Soviet civilians analysts so
little defense information during the Cold War that t hey had
to use Western military data for a |long period.” This
i nformati on advant age hel ped the mlitary to dom nate defense
pol i cy maki ng.

Moreover, many nmilitary issues are technically conplex.
This conpels civilians to rely on mlitary experts. As Finer
notes, the influence of mlitaries has grown in nodern tinmes
as n1I|tary arts have grown nore specialized and arcane,
l eaving civilians less able to assess military question.’
Thus U.S. Senator Karl Mindt once argued that Congress coul d
not oversee details of defense policy "because we are not the
experts in defense, and we are not the econom sts and the
engi neers."’" Instead Congress menmbers often defer to military
expertise.

Finally, the organizational superiority of the defense
est abl i shment enhances its nmonopoly of information, as noted
above.

Natural |y the information nonopoly of mlitaries varies
across time and space. Were mlitary secrecy is tight and
civilian mlitary analysts are lacking, e.g., in WI helmne
Germany or the Soviet Union, the advantage of the mlitary is

greater. \Where information is nore open and civilian experts
are nore nunmerous, e.g., in the United States, the mlitary
| acks a full nonopoly of expertise. But as a general matter
national mlitaries enjoy far nore control over information
relevant to their issue-area than other governnent agenci es.
Fifth, some organi zations control nmore public relations
resources than others. Public agencies usually make their
case to the public by creating news and nmani pul ating press
coverage. But they also nake their case directly, through
public relations canpai gns organized by client |ndustries or
i nterest groups, or which they organi ze thensel ves. The

> Georgi Arbatov, The System An Insider's Life in Soviet
Politics (New York: Tines Books, 1992): 303. Arbatov, who
headed the main Soviet civilian foreign policy think-tank,
notes that Soviet defense policy was "shaped and executed
under the cloak of secrecy” and so "ceased being an instrument
of our foreign policy and acquired a life of its own." 1bid.:
189.
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Fi ner, Man on Hor seback: 66.

" Ent hoven and Smith, How Mich i s Enough: 42.

® On this subject is Francis E. Rourke, "Bureaucracy and
Public Opinion," in Francis E. Rourke, ed., Bureaucratic Power
in National Politics (Boston: Little, Brown, 1965): 187-199.
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superior organi zation and prestige of the mlitary gives the
mlitary control over large public relations resources, which
mlitaries can use to infuse the polity with their ideas.

This, in combination with their near-nonopoly of informtion
in their issue-area, magnifies their ability to mani pul ate the
press and affect the public debate

Thus before Wrld War | the German Navy played a mjor
role in shaping German public views by exploiting its public
relati ons assets. The Tirpitz press operation planted
t housands of article in the German press. The "fleet
professors,” including many of the great names at Gernman
universities, were organized to tour Germany giving tal ks for
the big Navy. The Col onial Society was induced to print and
di stri bute thousands of pro-Navy panphlets and books, and to
organi ze hundreds of lectures. By 1906 the Gernman Navy League
had nmore than a nmillion nenbers, and its journal Die Flotte
was sel ling 300,000 copies.’

The Anerlcan mlitary also maintains a major public
rel ati ons program?® A 1979 survey of Defense Departnment PR
activities found that the Pentagon spent tens of nllllons of
doll ars annually on a public relations operations® that

9 J.C.G Ro6hl, Germany Wthout Bismarck: The Crisis of
&overnnent in the Second Reich, 1890-1900 (London: B.T.
Bat sford, 1967): 253-55; and Oron Janes Hale, Publicity and
Dipl omacy, with Special Reference to England and Gernany,
1890-1914 (New York: D. Appleton Century, 1940): 162-64; see
al so 158-161, 217-220. Likewise, in interwar Japan the
mlitary's | arge propaganda nmachi ne hel ped engi neer a sharp
turnabout in Japan's mass nedia and public opinion from
internationalismto a bellicose expansionismand a hostility
to arns control between 1930 and 1934. Pelz, Race to Pearl
Har bor: 41-45.
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Wor ks on the scope and character of the Pentagon public
relations effort include Juergen A. Heise, MninmmDisclosure:
How t he Pentagon Mani pul ates the News (New York: WW Norton
1979); Derek Shearer, "The Pentagon Propaganda Machine," in
Leonard S. Rodberg and Derek Shearer, The Pentagon Watchers
(Garden City, New York: Anchor, 1970): 99-142; J. WIIliam
Ful bri ght, The Pentagon Propaganda Machi ne (New York: Vintage,
1971); John M Swom ey, The Mlitary Establishnment (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1964): 113-128; Adam Yarnolinsky, The Mlitary
Establishnent: Its Inpacts on American Society (New York:

Har per & Row, 1971): 187-213; Gene M Lyons, "PR and the

Pent agon, " The New Leader, Oct. 17, 1960: 10-12; Morris

Janowi tz, The Professional Soldier, 2nd ed. (New York: Free
Press, 1971): 395-414; and Brit Hume and Mark Ml ntyre,
"Polishing Up the Brass," Mre, June 1973.
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During the 1970s the Pentagon variously estimted its
own annual PR budget at $24 million and at $44
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enpl oyed t housands of workers, provided the WAshi ngton press
corps with hundreds of press rel eases each year, produced
films, hel ped Holl ywood produce filns congenial to Pentagon

vi ews, arranged public speeches by nenbers of the mlitary,
organi zed VIP tours for Congressmen and inportant civilians,
and arranged interviews and background briefings. It operated
a school for public relations officers, with 85 faculty and
1500 students, whose handbook expl ai ned that "favorable public
opinion is considered the key-stone of the successful
acconpl i shment of the Departnment of Defense M ssion."% The
purpose of this activity is "to develop our program so that we
can |lay down mass PR fire when and as we need it."®%

The Pentagon can use its control of information to
i nduce the press coverage it prefers, rewarding friendly
reporters with inside data while denying data to those who
provide critical coverage. Journalists are tenpted to tailor
t heir coverage accordingly.

Clients and political allies can help the mlitary nake
its case. Thus the Gernman Navy League was organi zed by Krupp,
the steel maker,® and newspapers owned by Krupp and by ot her
def ense-rel ated interests hel ped pronote the big-navy
program ® Li kewi se Richard Cobden thought the British nava
pani c of 1847 was caused partly by a "M . Pigou, the gunpowder
maker," who claimed the French were planning to attack
Engl and, 8 whil e anot her observer thought the panic was
engi neered by half-pay mlitary officers.?®

mllion--amunts then equivalent to the noney spent on news
progranm ng by the three U S. television networks. Heise,

M ni mum Di scl osure: 51, 54; and Rourke, Bureaucracy and
Foreign Policy: 29. Ohers nmade higher estimtes, e.g., CBS
News, which estinmated the total Defense PR effort at $190
mllion in 1971. Heise, Mninum Di sclosure: 49.

82 Heise, M.ninmum Discl osure: 138.

8 An army menp on public affairs, quoted by Heise,

M ni mum Di scl osure: 141. See al so Janmes A. Donovan,
Mlitarism U.S.A (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1970):
55-61; and, on mlitary-industrial associations and | eagues in
Europe and the United States before World War |1, Vagts,
History of Mlitarism 355-359.

8 Rohl, Germany W thout Bismarck: 254.
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Hal e, Publicity and Di pl onacy: 218.

8 Quoted in Vagts, History of Mlitarism 364.

8 Richard Cobden, "The Three Panics", in The Political
Witings of Richard Cobden (London: Cassell & Co., 1886): 537-
704 at 567, quoting Joseph Hune.
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In sum nine factors pronmote strong mlitary influence
over national perceptions in npst states. Mlitaries have
strong synbolic appeal; they have a chance to acquaint the
mllions who serve in the mlitary with the mlitary
perspective; in many countries they have substantial resources
avai l abl e for public relations programs; they are hierarchical
and tightly disciplined, making them better able to take
focused political action; and npost inportant, they e@ oy an
unusual nonopoly on information in their issue-area.® These
assets give the mlitary an enlarged ability to influence
national perceptions. Their inmpulse to use this influence is
strong because the econonm c welfare of nmenbers of the mlitary
is tightly tied to the welfare of the organization; the
conpetitive pronotional systemin nost mlitaries tightens
this tie further, by attaching the career success of nenbers
of the organization to the growth of the organization; the
political environnent of the mlitary will make frequent
demands that it innovate, unless the mlitary controls that
environnent; and this political environment contains natural
enem es agai nst which the mlitary nust defend itself.

Mlitarismis not universal. Rather, mlitary
i nfluence varies sharply fromone country and period to
another. Germany and Japan were far nore mlitarized before
than after the two world wars, and they were markedly nore
mlitarized than nost other states before the wars. Many
i ndustrial states are alnost conpletely unmlitarized.
point is that mlitarismcan appear in industrial states under
the right conditions.

What states are prone to militarisn? Seven conditions
increase their vulnerability. None are sufficient but several
are necessary to produce mlitarism which is why full-bl own
mlitarismis blessedly rare.

States whose militaries live apart fromsociety as a
separate culture are nore prone to mlitarism Soci al
separation breeds fear and | oathing on both sides of the
civil-mlitary divide. Officers with fewties to civilians
more often view them w th suspicion and di srespect. These
feelings fuel the inmpulse to intervene in politics. Civilians
with no know edge of the mlitary are |ikew se prone to view

8  Thus Finer summarized the unusual power-assets that

national mlitaries control:
The armed forces then are not only the nost highly
organi zed association in the state. They are a continuing
corporation with an intense sentinment of solidarity,
enj oying, in many cases, considerable favor. This
form dabl e corporate body is nore lethally and heavily
arnmed than any other organization in the state, and indeed
enj oys a near-nonopoly of all effective weapons. Finer,
Man on Hor seback: 10.
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it as alien, which in turn feeds mlitary suspicion of
civilians. Social integration of officers and civilians goes
far to danpen this spiral of alienation. Mlitarismis far
|l ess likely, perhaps even inpossible, if officers are educated
with civilians and later live in sone contact with civilian
society. It grows best where mlitaries are educated apart
froman early age and then live apart as a wholly separate
social community, as in Germany and Russia before 1914 and
Japan before 1945, %

It follows that mlitarismis nore likely if m|l
have broad political autonomy, since this will likely foster
soci al separation. Like all organizations the mlitary tends
to seek autonony in all things; hence it will likely use
political autonomy to achieve social autononmy. Sanuel
Hunti ngton has argued that things are best when civilians
grant nmilitaries broad autonomy to run their own affairs.
But if autonony |leads to a w der social gap between civilian
and mlitary, as seens likely, it will also strengthen the
mlitary inpulse to intervene in politics.?®

Societies that are unaware of the possible dangers of
mlitarismare nore prone to it. Awareness of the danger is a
sel f-denyi ng prophecy. It inoculates civilians against
mlitary propaganda. It also leads mlitaries to curb their
political conduct, since they realize that they serve poorly
if they act without self-restraint. Europe was mlitarized
before World War | partly because Europeans had never
w tnessed the disasters that ranpant mlitarismbrings. After
World War | mlitarism abated partly because the war reveal ed
these disasters. Germany today has no mlitarismpartly

itaries

8 On the isolation of the Wlhelmne German nmilitary see

bel ow at notes 534-538. On inperial Japan see bel ow at notes
578-582. In pre-1914 Russia the mlitary "was a little world
apart, its menbers often even |living physically renmoved from
the civilian population in isolated garrisons.” Oficers
often spent their whol e adol escence in special mlitary
schools. Domnic Lieven, Russia's Rulers Under the O d Regine
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989): 173. Oppositely,
the markedly unmlitaristic U S. General George Marshall spent
so much time with civilians from 1927 to 1937 that "he becane
fam liar with the civilian point of viewin a way rare anpng
mlitary men." Forrest Pogue, quoted in Mark A. Stoler,
George C. Marshall: Soldier-Statesman of the American Century
(Boston: Twayne, 1989): 60.

%  Huntington, Soldier and the State: 83-85.
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Moreover, civilian influence over mlitary pronotions
is a barrier to mlitarism but mlitary autonony limts such
i nfl uence.



30

because German officer training includes the history and the
results of the German military's past political activism

States with national ideologies that proscribe mlitary
i nvol venent in politics are less prone to mlitarism
Mlitarismneeds a perm ssive political environnment.
Bol shevi sm danpened mlitarismin the Soviet Union by its
i nsi stence that the Conmuni st Party al one could speak about
politics, and by its tenet that the mlitary nust be tightly
controlled to prevent Bonapartism Together these dogmas
fostered a strong taboo against mlitary involvenent in
political discourse. Anerican and British |iberal ideol ogy,
suspicious of mlitary influence in politics, also acts as an
inhibition on mlitarism?® W]Ihelnine Germany and i nperi al
Japan had no such ideological inhibitions on mlitarism

Only great powers and isol ated powers are prone to
mlitarism for two reasons. First, great powers cannot free
ride for security on other states (rather, others free ride on
them; hence their mlitaries are |larger and nore influential
in society. Second, the mlitaries of great powers get nore
budget payoff by purveying mlitarist ideas than the
mlitaries of |esser powers. G eat power governnments respond
to threats by mlitary buil dup; hence their mlitaries can
gai n budget by painting a threatening world. On the other
hand, governnents of |esser powers with access to allies
address security threats by reaching for allies, not by

buil ding up their forces, since building up will rarely solve
the problem-a Bel giumcan not stop a Germany no matter how
much it builds--while reliance on allies often will. Hence

the mlitaries of nmedium and | esser power (except those that
are isolated) have little incentive to sow mlitarist nyths.

| nsecure states are nmore prone to mlitarism They are
bound to have larger, nore prestigious mlitaries that are
better able to shape civilian perceptions. Thus W1 hel m ne
Germany was the nost mlitarized state in pre-1914 Europe
partly because was the | east secure--surrounded by strong
nei ghbors and cursed with borders that provided little natural
protection. Thus mlitarismis partly grounded in
international reality. A harsh security climte breeds
mlitarism?®

%2 Descring this Liberal tradition but oppositely arguing

that it failed to stemthe growth of mlitary influence in the
United States is Arthur A Ekirch, Jr., The Civilian and the
Mlitary: A History of the Anmerican Antimlitarist Tradition
(Col orado Springs: Ralph Myles, 1972).
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Maki ng this argunent is Oto Hintze, summarized in
Berghahn, Mlitarism 14-15. Barry Posen and M chael Desch
oppositely argue that civilians nmore tightly control
mlitaries when |arge security threats | oom Posen, Sources
of Mlitary Doctrine: 75-79; and M chael C. Desch, Civilian
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Aut horitarian regines are nore prone to mlitarismthan
denocraci es, because mlitarist nyths can be chall enged and
weeded out in a denocracy's free marketplace of ideas. The
mar ket pl ace of ideas is hardly a perfect filter for fallacies.

It often fails to catch them But it catches sone, so
denocracies are |less prone to m sperceptions of all kinds,
i ncludi ng those sown by the mlitary.

Soci eties whose publics are ignorant of mlitary
affairs are nore prone to mlitarism because they know too
little to reject bogus security argunents. Public education
about security matters inhibits public acceptance of
mlitarist nyths. Also, ignorant civilians can encourage
mlitary resistance to civilian control by inposing poorly
conceived mlitary policies. Mlitaries nore willingly accept
skilled than unskilled civilian control .

Some of these conditions are nerely helpful to
mlitarism-it can appear w thout them-but the first four
seem necessary for full-blow mlitarismto arise. It is hard
to imagine full-blown mlitarismwhere the mlitary is
integrated into society; or where civilians and mlitaries are
i mbued with the dangers of mlitarism or where the national
i deol ogy strongly proscribes mlitary involvenent in politics;
or anong | esser powers that are not isolated. Full-blown
mlitari sm sel dom appears because these conditions rarely
appear together.

A mutation of full-blown mlitarism-what m ght be
called contained nmlitarism-appears when conditions that nove

Control of the Mlitary (Baltinore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1999): 13-14, 115. This seenms a strong possibility
when civilians also are highly alert to the danger of undue
mlitary influence on policy, but this is seldomthe case, so
under nost conditions insecurity should make mlitarism worse.
During the 1930s external threats | ed European civilians to
tighten their grip on their mlitaries, as Posen expl ains.
But the 1930s were anonml ous because Europe's civilians were
unusual ly alert to the dangers of mlitary dom nance over
policy due to their World War | experience.

% Jack Snyder further argues that oligarchies wth

cartelized politics are nore prone to mlitarism because
mlitaries can logroll with other nembers of the ruling cartel
to get themto back the mlitary's nessage. Such logrolling
benefits all cartel menbers, including the mlitary. Thus

W | hel m ne Germany saw the logroll of "iron and rye"--the
alliance of the conservative agrarians and the nodern
mlitary-industrial conplex, each echoing the other's agenda.
Jack Snyder, Myths of Enpire: Donestic Politics and

| nternational Anbition (lthaca: Cornell University Press,
1991): 31-32, 43-49 and passim
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the mlitary to intervene in politics are present, but
conditions that let it shape public views are absent. This
produces an active mlitary eager to purvey its views, but
hemmed in by a resistant society that conpels it to keep
silent or ignores what it says. This occurs, for exanple, if
the mlitary of a great power |lives as a separate society and
is uni mbued with the dangers of mlitarism but faces a
society with an ideology inmperm ssive to mlitarism The Cold
War Soviet Union illustrates. |Its mlitary chafed at its
political confinenent, and it loudly argued a highly
mlitaristic worldviewto any who would listen. But its

bel li cose noise fell largely on its own ears because Bol shevik
authorities forbade it to broadcast its views to the w der
publi c.

Anot her mut ation--what m ght be call ed denatured
mlitari sm-occurs when when conditions that nove the mlitary
to intervene in politics are absent, but conditions that
enpower it to persuade are present. This produces a mlitary

with little will to bend society to serve its interests but
| arge capacity to do so. Mlitary influence on policy and
ideas will be large but | ess pernicious than under full-blown

mlitarism because the ideas that the mlitary purveys wll
be less mlitaristic. This occurs, for exanple, if the
mlitary lives in close integration with society in an
insecure and isolated state that, due to its insecurity,
requires a large mlitary. Israel illustrates. The Israeli
mlitary has |large influence on Israeli public and elite

opi nion,® but it has not used this power to militarize |srael
society.

I11. THE WEB OF M LI TARI ST M SPERCEPTI ONS

What m sperceptions do mlitaries purvey?

The content of mlitary propaganda reflects mlitary
organi zational interests. These interests in turn reflect the
basic goals of all organizations. These goals, which overlap
somewhat, include:®

% Noting the military's nmonopoly over security pl anni ng

in Israel is Yehuda Ben Meir, Civil-Mlitary Relations in
| srael (New York: Colunbia University Press, 1995): 144-45,
156.
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Summari zi ng rel evant ideas from organi zation theory are
Morton H. Hal perin, Bureaucratic Politics and Foreign Policy
(Washi ngton, D.C.: Brookings, 1974): 26-62; Mrton H.

Hal perin, "Why Bureaucrats Play Ganes," Foreign Policy, No. 2
(Spring 1971): 70-90; Leon V. Sigal, Fighting to a Finish: The
Politics of War Termination in the United States and Japan,
1945 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1988): 21-22; Posen,
Sources of Mlitary Doctrine: 41-46; George, Presidenti al

Deci si onmaking: 112-114; and Graham T. Allison, Essence of
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Size and wealth. Most organizations seek to grow.
Organi zational growth confers job security, higher salaries,
and personal prestige on nenbers of the organization. As a
result organi zations search for |arger budgets, new
jurisdictions, and new m ssions, as long as these new m ssions
and jurisdictions do not threaten the organi zation's essence
or autonony (see below).?

Conservation of organi zational essence. Organizations
seek to preserve their "essence"--their nissions and
nmet hods--in order to protect the jobs and status of incunbents
in the organi zation. A shift in mssions or nethods often
requires new expertise while nmaking old expertise obsol ete.
Hence a shift in m ssions or nethods can make i ncunmbent
menbers of the organi zation expendable, to be replaced by
newconmers with skills that better suit the new mssion. To
avert this threat, organizations resist changing m ssions
whenever the change woul d deval ue the expertise of
organi zation i ncumbents. %

If forced to choose between essence and si ze,
organi zations will choose essence. Big budgets are nuch
desired but conservation of essence is even nore highly
prized.

Uncertainty reduction. Organizations devel op routines
to acconplish their tasks. Wthout these routines the
el ements of the organization would inprovise at chaotic cross-
pur poses. But uncertainty in the organization's task-
envi ronnent - -changes in the nature of the problemthat the
organi zati on addresses, or external demands to change m ssions
or nmethods--disrupts these routines. Hence organizations try
to reduce uncertainty by domnating their environnment--that
is, by inmposing their prograns on the world, rather than
vice-versa. Instead of adapting the organization to the

Deci sion: Explaining the Cuban Mssile Crisis (Boston: Little,
Brown, 1971): 67-78. More general surveys of organization

t heory include Donald F. Kettl, "Public Adm nistration: The
State of the Field,” in Ada W Finifter, Political Science:
The State of the Discipline Il (Washington, D.C. : Anmerican
Political Science Association, 1993), pp. 407-428; Janes G
March and Herbert A. Sinon with Harol d Guet zkow,

Organi zations, 2d ed. (Canbridge: Blackwell, 1993); and Janes
G. March, ed., Handbook of Organizations (Chicago: Rand

McNal |y, 1965).
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Di scussi ng organi zati onal budget-seeking are Hal perin,
Bureaucratic Politics: 56-58; and Hal perin, "Wy Bureaucrats
Pl ay Games": 85-88.
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On conservation of essence see Hal perin, Bureaucratic
Politics: 28-40; and Hal perin, "Why Bureaucrats Play Ganes":
78-81.
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mlieu, the organization seeks to adapt the mlieu to the
organi zation. This hel ps the organi zation preserve its
routines fromdisruptive pressure to innovate.

Control of the task-environment also hel ps the
organi zation to plan. Organizations dislike un-plannable
tasks, and structure their relations with their environnent to
make plannlng easier. They often prefer tasks that are easier
to plan even if these tasks are harder to perform

Aut onony from external authority. Organizations resist
outside control or interference. |If outsiders control the
organi zation they can interfere with its plans and procedures.

They can threaten its essence by inposing new m ssions and

nmet hods. They can force innovation. These actions can
redistribute power within the organi zation, threatening the
careers of top managers, and they create planning uncertainty.

Qutsiders also can better limt the size and wealth of
the organi zation if they control its operation. Control gives
outsiders the authority to inpose limts and the expertise to
know where to inpose cuts and efficiencies that threaten
organi zational incunbents. As a result:,L organi zations are
aut onony- seeki ng and control -resisting. '

Organi zations al so suffer nyopias that distort the
advi ce they give, even when this advice is not neant to be
organi zationally self-serving. Thus organi zation theory
suggests that organi zati ons purvey nisperception both to serve
the interests of the organi zati on and because the organi zation
is myopic--it sinply does not know how t hi ngs reaIIy wor k.
First, organi zations suffer "bounded rationality."’ TheY t end
to know only what they nust know to manage their tasks.
They do not know what other organizations nust know to achieve
their assigned tasks, so if they seize another organization's
jurisdiction they may | ack the expertise to cope. Thus the
mlitary often m shandl es di pl omacy and foreign affairs when
it assunes responsibility for foreign policy, since its
organi zati onal experience does not prepare it for this task.
VWhere matters of statecraft and di pl onacy are concerned, the
mlitary rationality is bounded.

Yet public organizations still intrude beyond their

%  On uncertainty reduction by organi zati ons see Posen,

Sources of Mlitary Doctrine: 44-47.

100

On aut onony-seeki ng by organi zati ons see Hal perin,
Bureaucratic Politics: 51-54; and Hal perin, "Wy Bureaucrats
Pl ay Games": 76-77.

02 On this topic see Herbert A Sinpn, Administrative
Behavi or, 2d ed. (New York: The Free Press, 1957): XXiVv-XXVii,
38-41, 68-70, 80-84, 240-244; Herbert A. Sinon, Mdels of Mn,
Social and Rational (New York: John Wley & Sons, 1957); and
March and Sinon, Organizations: 157-192.
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area of expertise, partly because they do not know the limts
of their own understanding. %

Second, organizations only poorly evaluate their own
perceptions and performance. As a result they cannot easily
inprove(Berfornance, correct m sperceptions or |earn new
t hi ngs.* | comment nore on this idea in chapter 4, below, as
it applies to state conduct. But it also applies here. Poor
sel f-evaluation lowers the quality of mlitary perceptions;
this in turn distorts the nature of mlitary advice.

These interests and nyopias lead the mlitaries to
purvey eight m sperceptions that raise the risk of war.

A. "Others Are Hostile." Mlitaries tend to exaggerate
the hostility of other states. Budget-seeking is their prine
notive: the case for big mlitary budgets is stronger if
ot hers appear hostile. Thus before World War | a col | eague
advi sed British Adm ral John Fisher that "an invasion scare is
the mill of God that grinds you out a Navy of Dreadnoughts. "

Asada Sadao |i kewi se notes that overbl own Japanese fears of
foreign encirclement in the 1930s were "cultivated by Japanese
naval planners as a pretext for naval expansion. ... Behind
t he navy's special enphasis on the prospect of war with the
United States one can detect, as usual, its desire for a
| arger share of the nation's resources."'®

The belief that others are hostile al so supports
arguments for the offensive mlitary doctrines that mlitaries
prefer (see below).' Enemies that are blindly hostile cannot

192 Thus Bernard Brodie noted the "commn tendency anong

the mlitary to give without hesitation assurances that are
wel | beyond their qualifications and know edge." Brodie, War
and Politics: 487.

103

Aaron W I davsky, "The Sel f-Eval uating Organi zation,"
Public Adnministration Review, Vol. 32, No. 5
( Sept enber - Oct ober 1972): 509-520.

104

Second Vi scount Esher, quoted in W Mark Ham | ton, The
Nati on and the Navy: Methods and Organization of British
Naval i st Propaganda, 1889-1914 (New York: Garland, 1986): 173.
In the sane era German Foreign O fice Counsellor Friedrich
von Hol stein observed that fears of British naval attack were
"the nost effective argunent in favor of ... increasing our
fleet," inputing this notive to German navy | eaders who war ned
of British attack. Quoted in Jonathan Steinberg, "The
Copenhagen Conplex," in Walter Lacqueur and George L. Mosse,
eds., 1914: The Coming of the First World War (New YorKk:
Har per & Row, 1966): 21-44 at 40.

105 Asada, "Japanese Navy": 243-244, 251.

106 sSuggesting this is Jack Snyder, "Perceptions of the

Security Dilemma in 1914," in Robert Jervis, Richard Ned
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be accommodat ed and so nust be crushed. The only sensible
wartine strategy is total victory--which calls for offensive
forces and doctrine.
Moreover, the mlitary's purview of internationa
politics is over-weighted with evidence of others' hostility.
Mlitaries study each other to anticipate each other's
strategies. Then they infer other states' intentions from
their mlitary's postures and doctrines. This often nakes
ot her states seem nore hostile than in fact they are, since
mlitary postures and doctrines are often nore aggressive than
the foreign policies they support.
Finally, mlitaries are quick to detect signs of
ot hers' aggressiveness and slow to notice benign behavi or
because they are responsible for alerting the state to danger.
Their job is to find threats, not to find the absence of
t hr eat.
The pre-1914 German mlitary imagi ned Ger many

surrounded by rapaci ous enem es ready to pounce. In the |ate
1880s and early 1890s General Alfred von Wal dersee's military
attaché in Paris "filled his reports with hair raising

accounts of the inm nence of a French attack."'®® He told
Berlin that "the present peaceful exterior is only a thin
covering over France, a slight puff of wind and the bayonets
are through, "' although French | eaders actually had no

bel li gerent plans. In 1904 the German naval attache in London
so alarned Berlin with his reports that the Kai ser becane
persuaded that Britain m ght attack the next spring--a

groundl ess fear.'® In 1909 former Chief of the General Staff
Schlieffen wongly imgined that Germany and Austri a- Hungary
faced sudden attack b¥ Britain, France, Russia and even Italy,
then Germany's ally: !

Lebow, and Janice Gross Stein, Psychol ogy and Deterrence
(Bal ti nore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1985): 153-179 at
163.

107

See, for exanple, Asada, "Japanese Navy": 243, noting

that inperial Japanese officers' fears of U S. intentions were
intensified by their reading of provocative statenents by U. S.
adm ral s.

1% Kitchen, German Officer Corps: 73, summarizing Huene.
Wal dersee was German Chief of General Staff during 1888-1891.

19 Quoted in Kitchen, German Officer Corps: 73.

110

St ei nberg, "Copenhagen Conpl ex": 33.

11 Ritter, Schlieffen Plan: 102. Schlieffen added that
Engl and was an "inpl acabl e eneny" ani mated by "hatred of a
once-despi sed conpetitor,” and Russia was gui ded by the
"inherited anti pathy of Slavs for Germanic people.” |Ibid.:
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An endeavor is afoot to bring all these Powers together for
a concentrated attack on the Central Powers. At the given
noment the doors are to be opened, the drawbridges | et
down, and the mllion-strong armes |et |oose, ravaging
and destroying, across the Vosges, the Meuse, the
Kbni gsau, the Nienen, the Bug and even the Isonzo and the
Tyrol ean Al ps. The danger seens gigantic.

In 1911 General Friedrich von Bernhardi, the German arny's top
publicist, echoed Schlieffen, witing that "France ains solely
at crushing Germany by an aggressive war," and that Germany's
eastern territories were "nmenaced" by "Slavonic waves." "Qur
German nation is beset on all sides."™® And in 1912 Admral
Tirpitz wongly clainmed that the Angl o-French Entente "has the
character of an offensive alliance. "

Russian officers of the era viewed the world with a
paral |l el paranoia, finding enem es everywhere. Russian war

100-101. Jonathan Steinberg notes that Schlieffen's witings
"are filled with an al nost paranoid preoccupation with 'the
revengeful eneny'" waiting for the best nonment to strike. "A
German Pl an for the Invasion of Holland and Bel gium 1897,"
The Historical Journal, Vol. 6, No. 1 (1963): 107-115 at 114n.

12 Friedrich von Bernhardi, Germany and the Next War,
trans. Allen H Pow es (London: Edward Arnold, 1914, first
published in Germany in 1912): 93, 76, 13. Forgetting
Europe' s benign tol erance of Bismarck's wars of expansion
during 1864-1870, Bernhardi added that Gernmany was a
"mutilated torso” that had been "robbed of her natural
frontiers" by her neighbors. |Ibid.: 76.

3 Fritz Fischer, War of Illusions: German Policies from
1911 to 1914, trans. Marian Jackson (New York: WW Norton
1975): 125. Noting that Germany's nei ghbors actually had
quite benign intentions--far |ess threatening than Germany's--
are Harnmut Pogge von Strandmann, "Germany and the Com ng of
the War," in R J.W Evans and Harrmut Pogge von Strandnmann,
eds., The Coming of the First World War (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1990): 87-123 at 97-98; and | manuel Geiss,
"Origins of the First World War," in | mnuel Geiss, ed., July
1914 (New York: WW Norton, 1967): 17-53 at 26-28. Geiss
notes that "the Triple Entente was not conceived as an
of fensive alliance. None of the three Powers pursued
expansi oni st ai ms, over which they would or could have gone to
war: British 'envy of the German econony,' French ' Revanchi sn
and Russi an 'Pan-Slavisnm were, and still are, grossly
exaggerated in Germany." |bid.: 26-27. Specifically arguing
that Russia was a satiated power with the possible exception
of the Turkish Straits is D.C B. Lieven, Russia and the
Oigins of the First World War (New York: St. Martin's, 1983):
136, 153; also 141-143.
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pl ans from 1908 to 1914 wongly assumed that Sweden and
Rurmani a woul d join Gernmany agai nst Russia in a general war.
General lurii Danilov, Russia's Deputy Chief of Staff, thought
t hat China and Japan nlght also join the war as eneni es, even
t hough the Russian M nistry of Foreign Affairs adV|sed

ot herwi se. '™ A critic conpl ai ned that Danilov "left out only
the Martians" fromhis enemes |ist.

| mperial Japanese officers had frightful fantasies
about the United States. In 1918 an officer of the Naval
CGeneral Staff urged a Japanese deploynment to Russian Siberia,
since otherwise the United States m ght seize Siberia and then
close in on Japan fromall directions--the north, south
(Philippines), east (Hawaii and Guam) and west (China). I n
1920 a fornmer arny officer published a popul ar book urging his
feIIOM/C|t|zens to prepare for air attack and invasion by U S
forces.

Around the sanme tinme some U.S. military witers warned
of far-fetched conbi nati ons against the United States. 1In the
m dst of World War |, as Britain and Germany were | ocked in
battl e, General Francis Vinton Greene feared an aggressive
British-German alliance against the United States, "allies as
t hey wer e under Chat ham and under his great son, the younger
Pitt."

In that event we should be hopel essly outclassed. The
allies would have no trouble in crossing the ocean and
sel ecting such a point for landing as the General Staffs
of the two countries should decide to be nost favorable.

American military reports from Europe in the |ate 1940s

116

4 WIlliam C. Fuller, "The Russian Empire," in My,
Knowi ng One's Enem es: 98-126 at 110. Noting that Russian
di pl omats generally saw a |l ess threatening world is ibid.:
123.

115

Snyder, ldeology of the Offensive: 168.

16 Akira Iriye, Across the Pacific: An Inner History of

Ameri can- East Asian Relations (New York: Harcourt, Brace &
World, 1967): 131.
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General Kojiro Sato, summarized in WIlliamL. Neumann,
America Encounters Japan: From Perry to MacArthur (Baltinore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1969): 162. Kojiro was one of
several mlitary propagandi sts of the 1920s who iterated that
Japan was surrounded by dangerous enem es who night attack at
any time. Robert J.C. Butow, Tojo and the Com ng of the War
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1969): 23.

118

Francis Vinton Greene, The Present Mlitary Situation
in the United States (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons,
1915): 64.
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war ned of imm nent war. At one point in 1948, before the
Berlin blockade, the U S. Air Force refused to endorse an
|ntelllgence estimate that war was "not probable within sixty
days. General Lucius Clay in March 1948 wwote that "within
the last few weeks, | have felt a subtle change in Sovi et
attitude which | cannot define but which now gives nme a
feeling that [war] may come with dramatic suddenness. "'
Later, U S. mlitary commanders drew al arm ng pictures of
Sovi et and Chi nese intentions. Former SAC commander Thomas
Power forecast in 1964 that Soviet |eaders would resort to
"all-out mlitary action"” if they could not subdue the United
States by other means. "They have | ong prepared for such a
contingency. "' General Twining |ikew se argued t hat
"coexi stence to any Conmuni st | eader nmeans 'coexistence on ny
terns after surrendering your freedom'"' He also dubiously
divined that "the ultimate objectives of China's | eaders are
certainly the subjugation and comruni zati on of all Southeast
Asi a, the Indonesian area, the Philippines, and Australia" and
described a "Hitler-like nentality which now dom nates Red
China."' Cold War-era polls showed that U.S. military
of ficers had darker views of Soviet intentions than their
civilian counterparts. '

Mlitaries exaggerate the hostility of friends as well
as adversaries. Allies are pictured as unreliable or even
mal i ci ous; hence enem es nmust be faced largely alone. 1In 1968
NATO had a | ong and bright future, but General LeMay wote
that "NATO is breaking up and | am saddened to w tness the
dem se of thegreatest of all peacetinme alliances and one which
| hel ped build."*?

The i mage of hostile neighbors is fashioned both
directly--in sinmple clains of neighbors' hostility--and as a
nosai ¢ of | esser nisperceptions that add up to an i mage of

19 George F. Kennan, Menpirs, 1925-1950 (Boston: Little,
Brown, 1967): 400.

120

Kennan, Menmpirs, 1925-1950: 400.

121

General Thomas S. Power with Al bert A Arnhym Design
For Survival (New York: Coward-MCann, 1964): 44,

122 Twining, Neither Liberty Nor Safety: 244.

12 Twining, Neither Liberty Nor Safety: 273, 293.

122 Oe R Holsti, "A Wdening Gap between the U.S.
Mlitary and Civilian Society? Sone Evidence, 1976-96,"
I nternational Security, Vol. 23, No. 3 (Wnter 1998/99): 5-42
at 18, question B.

125 |LeMay, Anerica |s in Danger: 327.
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nei ghborly nal evol ence.

Mlitaries exaggerate the degree of cooperati on anong
adversaries, so the hostile actions of each are inputed to the
other, and the hostility of all is thereby exaggerated.

Before World War | Gernmany's General Bernhardi preposterously
claimed that the Bal kan states fought the Bal kan wars of 1912-
13 at Britain's |nst|gat|on and that Britain "directs" the
Triple Entente.'®® |In 1966 Gener al Tmﬂning | i kewi se spoke of

t he Commruni st mnrld as "the eneny bloc," although China and

t he Sovi et Union then wer e deeply hostile to one anot her.

He al so claimed that "behind the North Vi etnanmese invasion of
the territory and the soverelgn rights of the South Vietnanese
i es Red Communi st China,’ despite the indigenous roots of
the Vietnam conflict and the deep and anci ent antagoni sm

bet ween Chi na and Vi et nam

Mlitaries exaggerate the |ikelihood of war, a belief
that imputes dark intentions to others. Before World War |
many Eur opean generals held the view that "the great war" was
i nevi tabl e--and hel ped bring it on by giving advice shaped by
this view. British Adjutant-General Wl seley said in 1890
that "the world nust have a great upheaval before |ong."*°
Lectures at the Russian staff acadeny stressed that war
bet ween Russia and the Central Powers (Germany and Austri a-
Hungary) was unavoi dabl e. ' | n Gernmany Col onel Col mar von der
Goltz wote that "nodern wars have becone the nations' way of
doi ng business, "' and as 1914 approached General Ml tke

decl ared that "a European war mnust come sooner or |ater."?'®

126 General Friedrich von Bernhardi, Britain as Gernany's

Vassal (New York: George H Doran, n.d.; first pub. in Gernmany
in 1913): 55, 158-60.

127

Twi ning, Neither Liberty Nor Safety: 63.

122 Twining, Neither Liberty Nor Safety: 293.

129

Concurring are Scott D. Sagan, "The Perils of
Proliferation: Organization Theory, Deterrence Theory, and the
Spread of Nucl ear Weapons," |International Security, Vol. 18,
No. 4 (Spring 1994): 66-107 at 75-76, and sources cited there.

139 Quoted in Caroline E. Playne, The Pre-War M nd in
Britain (London: George, Allen & Unwin, 1928): 127.

131

Ful l er, "Russian Enmpire": 1009.

132 Theodore Ropp, War in the Modern World, rev. ed., (New
York: Collier Books, 1962): 204.

133

I n February 1913, quoted in Turner, Oligins of the
First World War: 49. Moltke's uncle, CGeneral Helnuth von
Mol tke (the Elder), the Prussian/ German Chi ef of the General
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In the interwar years both Japanese and Anerican naval
of ficers mndely assumed that war agai nst the other was al nost
unavoi dabl e.

Mlitaries exaggerate others' hostility by understating
the threat their own state poses to others. This makes the
ot her's provoked hostility seem unprovoked, hence unwarranted.

| . F. Clarke reports that before 1914 a flood of mlitary-
aut hored popul ar novels painted their characters in black and
white, "the polar opposites of the unspeakable eneny and the
glorious nation. Since the nation is an object of worship in
t hese stories, the eneny nust equally be an object of
detestation. ... Conplete virtue faces total w ckedness.
Later, forner U.S. SAC commander Thomas Power wote that the
world was "well aware of our peaceful intentions toward
Russi a, "'*® al t hough el sewhere in the sane vol ume_he spoke
open-m ndedly of preventive war agai nst Russi a.

One's own threat to others is downpl ayed by
understating one's own mlitary effort. In 1964, for exanple,
General Twi ning warned that the United States was conducting
"a creeping disarmanent" although the U S. then had far the
| argest defense budget in the world, exceeding the Soviet
def ense budget by 40 percent, and NATO outspent the Warsaw
Pact by 70 percent.™® |n 1968 the United States still had the

n 135

Staff from 1857-1887, al so was quick to assune that war was
unavoi dable. As early as 1860 he thought war with France was
i nevitable, and he forecast war with Russia in 1871, although
Ger man- Russi an rel ations then were quite good. Snyder,

| deol ogy of the Offensive: 127-28.
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Asada, "Japanese Navy": 234; and Wal do H. Heinrichs,
"The Role of thee United States Navy," in Borg and Okanoto,
Pearl Harbor as History: 197-223 at 202-203. Insurrectionary
Japanese arny officers |likew se declared in 1936 that "our
country is on the verge of war with Russia, China, Britain,
and Anerica, who wish to crush our ancestral |and." Butow,
Tojo and the Coming of the War: 64.

% | .F. Clarke, Voices Prophesying War, 1763-1984
(London: Oxford University Press, 1966): 122.

136

Power, Design For Survival: 50.

137 Power, Design for Survival: 79-84, esp. 82-83.

1% Twi ning, Neither Liberty Nor Safety: 286. Defense
spending ratios are read fromcharts 2-2 and C-12 in Harold
Brown, Departnment of Defense Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1982
(Washi ngton, D.C.: Departnment of Defense, 1981): 17 and C-12.

U.S.-Soviet ratios are for 1964, NATO Pact ratios are for
1965.
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worl d's | argest defense budget, exceeding the Soviet defense
budget by 29 percent, yet General Curtis LeMay |anented: **
It is disheartening to have lived through a period of

hi story when the great United States has dwi ndled fromthe
first power in the world to a questionable mlitary
entity. For so many years we held the biggest stick but
t hrough inattention and far out national defense
phi |l osophi es we have |l et our big stick be whittled down to
a | at he.

The i mage of national inaction is created two ways: by
understating what is being done, or by assum ng a too-
demandi ng national mlitary strategy, |eaving the national
def ense effort |ooking pallid when neasured against its
m ssions.* Thus during the Cold War the U.S. Air Force
i ncluded very denmandi ng strategic nucl ear counterforce
operations anmong its m ssions, ™ and the U S. Navy sonetimes
i ncluded the inposing task of attacking heavily defended
Sovi et bases on Soviet home territory with carrier-based
ai rpower.* The strongest military woul d | ook weak measured
agal nst such daunting assi gnnents.

139 LeMay, Anerica Is in Danger: 151. Defense spending
ratios are calculated fromU. S. Arnms Control and Di sar manent
Agency, World Mlitary Expenditures and Arns Transfers 1968-
1977 (Washington, D.C.: U S. Arnms Control and Di sar manent
Agency, 1979): 61, 65. Enthoven and Smith |ikew se note that
US mnmilitary | eaders routinely conpared U. S. and Sovi et
divisions on a 1 for 1 basis in the early 1960s, although
nmobilized U. S. divisions had triple the manpower and triple
the effectiveness of Soviet divisions. Enthoven and Smth,
How Mich is Enough?: 136, 140; see al so 142.

140

Of course, the strategy cannot be too demandi ng or
civilians will abandon the m ssion. To support a persuasive
budget claimthe m ssion should be demandi ng but not

i npossi bl e.

4 Arguing the futility of U 'S. counterforce prograns in
the later Cold War is M chael Sal man, Kevin J. Sullivan and
St ephen Van Evera, "Analysis or Propaganda? Measuring
American Strategic Nuclear Capability, 1969-1988," in Lynn
Eden and Steven E. MIler, eds., Nuclear Argunents:
Under st andi ng the Strategic Nuclear Arms and Arnms Contr ol
Debates (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1989): 172-263 at
221-235.

142

On offensive ideas in U S. Navy strategy during the
1980s see John J. Mearsheiner, "A Strategic Msstep: The
Maritime Strategy and Deterrence in Europe,"” International
Security, Vol. 11, No. 2 (Fall 1986): 3-57 at 11-13, 20-26,
35- 39.
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No doubt mlitaries understate their own prograns
chiefly to strengthen their case for a bigger budget. But
this al so makes other states appear nore hostile by obscuring
the mlitary prograns to which other states are responding
when they build their forces, thereby nmaking this response
appear unprovoked. Mlitaries thenselves are prone to this
m sperception. Thus before World War | Germany's Genera
Bernhardi found British hostility toward Gernmany "not very
conprehensi bl e" and specul ated at I ength on its causes, but
devoted only one sentence to the possibility that GErnan naval
bui l ding--a prime cause of British enmty--was a factor.

Mlitaries tend to exaggerate others' capabllltles and
mlitary programs, which also nakes their intentions appear
hostile. Enthoven and Smith note "the persistent bias of the
n1I|tary and |nteII|gence bur eaucraci es toward overesti mating
one's eneny by making 'conservative assunptions.'"* This
bias is endem ¢ anong national mlitary establishments. For
exanmpl e, before World War | U S. mlitary | eaders often
pai nted a stark picture--absurd in retrospect--of powerful
enem es poised to invade and conquer the United States. In
1893 Captain Al fred Thayer Mahan warned that Hawaii, if not
annexed by the U S., m ght becone "an outpost of a Chinese
bar bari sm whi ch m ght soon burst the barriers which contained
it, and bury civilization under a wave of invasion."* In
1908 General J.P. Storey warned that in only three nonths
Japan could "land on the Pacific Coast four hundred thousand
troops, and seize, with only insignificant resistance,

Seattle, Portland, San Francisco, and Los Angeles." Then
Japan coul d exploit the western nountains and deserts to hold
t he west coast against U S. recapture. "Never has there been

on this earth so rich a prize, now so hel pless to defend
itself."* |n 1915 Maj or General Greene suggested that either
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Bernhardi, Germany and the Next War: 94 and fol | ow ng.
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Ent hoven and Smth, How Mich is Enough: 160. Lord
Sal i sbury |ikewi se conplained in 1877 that "if you believe the
doctors nothing is whol esonme; if you believe the theol ogi ans
nothing is innocent; if you believe the soldiers nothing is
safe.” Brodie, War and Politics: 433.
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David Healy, U.S. Expansionism The Inperialist Urge
in the 1890s (Madison: University of Wsconsin Press, 1970):
129, paraphrasi ng Mahan.

146 Erom his introduction to Homer Lea, The Val or of

| gnorance (New York and London: Harper & Brothers, 1909),
intro. J.P. Storey, not paginated. Story echoed U S. Navy
Captain Al bert Barker, who in 1897 |ikew se warned that Japan
coul d conquer the Anerican west. Neumann, Anerica Encounters
Japan: 115-16. Neumann, not Lea
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the British or the Germans could cross the Atlantic and | and
where they wished in the United States even without allied
assi stance. ™’

In 1957 U.S. Air Force Chief of Staff Thomas D. Wite
war ned that the Soviet Union would soon surpass the United
States in strategic bonbers; in fact the U S. strategic bomber
force outnumbered the Soviet force by over 11:1 in 1960, and
by over 4:1 in 1965.'® |n 1968 General Curtis LeMay wote
that the Soviets "have already deployed an anti-ballistic
m ssile systemand are rapidly inproving and exganding it,"
and "lead us in numbers of strategic bonbers, " although the
Soviets then had no effective anti-ballistic mssile system
and U.S. strategic bonmbers out numbered Sovi et bonmbers by over
3:1.% And during the great SALT || debate of 1979-80 Adniral
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Greene, Present Mlitary Situation: 64-66. G eene
framed a scenario in which 240,000 fully-equi pped Gernman
infantry | anded on Long Island and then overran Manhatt an.
| bid.: 64-71.
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White quoted in Drew Pearson and Jack Anderson,

U.S. A --Second-Cl ass Power? (New York: Sinmon and Schuster,
1958): 44; bonmber force data are from Robert P. Berman and
John C. Baker, Soviet Strategic Forces (Washington, D.C.:
Brooki ngs, 1982): 42-43. U.S. strategic superiority was so
great in 1959 that President Ei senhower said privately that if
the U. S. attacked the Soviet Union "the main danger would
arise not fromretaliation but fromfallout in the earth's

at nosphere.”™ Quoted in Marc Trachtenberg, History and
Strategy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1991): 193.

149 LeMay, Anerica Is in Danger: vii. Likew se General
Thomas Power wrote in 1964 that "the Soviets now have the
capability to launch a surprise attack on the United States.
They appear confident that, with continued advances in their
weapon systems, especially those operating in or from space,
such an attack can gain them a quick, decisive and
none-too-costly victory, |eaving the Eurasian conplex at the
mercy of their powerful ground forces." Power, Design for
Survival: 45. Note that Power's claimof Soviet strength is
i nsi nuated wi thout making fal se statements. Power clains that
the Soviets can |launch a surprise attack--but anyone can.

I nstead we should ask: will the attack succeed? Power also

claims that the Soviets appear confident of victory w thout

showi ng that this Soviet confidence, if real, is well placed.
In fact a conpetent assessnent of the mlitary bal ance in

1964 woul d surely show marked U.S. superiority over the Sovi et

Union in nost areas, and marked NATO superiority over the

War saw Pact .

19 1n 1968 the U.S. had 520 strategic bombers to 150 for
the Soviet Union. See International Institute for Strategic
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Hayward Thomas Hayward, Chief of Naval Operations, warned
Congress that "the Soviets will attain a first-strike
capability in the next few years," a forecast that proved
egregi ously wrong. **!

Threat inflation also infected U. S. conventi onal
mlitary planning in the 1950s and early 1960s. Mlitary
briefers warned the incom ng Kennedy adm ni stration defense
team t hat Soviet ground forces in Europe had nore than 7-1
superiority against NATO ground forces and that Sovi et
tactical air forces in Europe could win air superiority over
NATO tactical air forces in a nmere three days. But careful
review reveal ed that NATO actually had nmaterial equality with
the Soviets on the ground and had 4-1 superiority in tactical
air power.™ The military assessment was far too pessimstic,
and the Soviet conventional superiority it described was
illusory.

Such threat inflation nmakes other states seem
aggressive as well as strong. |If a case is made that
adversary progranms are |larger than needed for defense, this
suggests that the adversary plans aggression. Thus General
Power warned that "the trenendous expansion of the Soviet's
mlitary power can serve but one purpose--aggression. "™

St ates then overbuild because they exaggerate the
ot her's power and aggressiveness. ™ War al so becones nore
i kely, because the case for expansionist foreign policies and
for preenptive and preventive war is stronger when others are
assuned to be hostile.

The opposite error--understating threats--can al so
occur when this serves organizational interests. Speaking
generally, threats are understated when their recognition
woul d cause civilians to force innovations on the mlitary
t hat threatened organi zati onal essence; or to force a shift of
resources fromoffensive to defensive mssions; or when to
acknow edge the threat would reflect poorly on past mlitary
performance, or on the mlitary generally. |In Gernmany before

Studies, The Mlitary Balance 1967-1968 (London: Institute for
Strategic Studies, 1968): 45.

151 Quoted in Salman, Sullivan, and Van Evera, "Analysis
or Propaganda?": 172. Noting that the Soviets came nowhere
near a first strike capability in the 1980s is ibid.: 214-215.
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Ent hoven and Smth, How Mich is Enough?: 133-34, 143-

Power, Design For Survival: 49.

154 Moreover, illusions of hostility can become reality as

views on both sides harden and each side acts in ways that
confirmthe other's suspicions.
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1914 General Schlieffen failed to consider threats to his

of fensi ve war plan posed by France's excellent quick-firing
artillery (the fampus "75s"), or by possible French
denolitions of transport infrastructure, or by a British naval
bl ockade. *®®* To acknow edge these threats mght stir calls for
a nore defensive plan, which Schlieffen axiomatically opposed,
so he neglected them And the French Arny preserved its

of f ensi ve doctrine before 1914 by badly understating the
strength of Germany's planned attack through Bel gium **® this
defl ected argunents for a nore defensive strategy focused on
neeting the German attack.

In the 1930s the British Navy preserved its essence and
its offensive m ssion by ignoring the German submari ne
threat.* |f the submarine threat were acknow edged, it
foll owed that the Navy should shift its enphasis from
battl eships to anti-submarine forces (to counter the subnmarine
threat) and also to submarines (to exploit their power). The
British battleship adnmirals resisted this. Also in the 1930s
t he Japanese Navy understated the future submarine threat to
the sea lanes within the enpire it ained to conquer. If it
acknow edged the submarine threat, this would undernmine its
claims that an overseas enpire could give Japan econom c
i ndependence, which would underm ne its argunents for enpire,
whi ch woul d undermine its claimto a |arge budget. Simlarly,
during the early Cold War the Soviet mlitary downpl ayed the
Ameri can strategi c nucl ear nenace, instead defining
nei ghboring states as the main threat. This allowed the
Soviet mlitary to avoid a painful shift fromlarge arnored
ground forces to strategic rocket forces, thus preserving the
essence of the Soviet mlitary--but |eaving the Soviet Union
woef ul Iy vul nerabl e.

Later the U S. strategic nucl ear command- and-contr ol
apparatus grew vul nerable to Soviet attack.® Yet nmilitary

15 Ritter, Schlieffen Plan: 10, 71. Germany's Admiral
Tirpitz |ikewi se assuned that the British navy would foolishly
fail to concentrate its forces in honme waters, instead
reckl essly inposing a cl ose bl ockade of German ports and thus
putting its fleet at risk of German attack. These assunptions
bol stered his argunents for the German naval buil dup
Kennedy, History and Strategy: 122, 134.

16 Christopher M Andrew, "France and the German Menace, "
in May, Knowing One's Enem es: 127-149 at 128, 141-42, 145.

157

Costell o and Hughes, Battle of the Atlantic: 9, 31-34.

18 Concurring is Bruce G. Blair, Strategic Command and

Control: Redefining the Nuclear Threat (Washington, D.C.

Br ooki ngs, 1985), especially 75, 208, 210, 282-3. DMbre
optimstic was Ashton B. Carter, "Assessing Conmand System
Vul nerability,” in Ashton B. Carter, John D. Steinbruner, and
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writers seldomraised this problem perhaps because it cast
doubt on the feasibility of second-strike counterforce
operations, and so undercut the nore general case for
counterforce, which the Air Force strongly preferred to nore
defensi ve alternatives.

During the Indochina War U.S. mlitary intelligence
badly underestimated Viet Cong troop strength. Mlitary
figures showed Viet Cong strength at 270,000 while the Cl A put
the Viet Cong at 600,000.*° The military figures were too
| ow, but had the virtue--froma mlitary viewpoint--of show ng
the mlitary maki ng good progress.

Thi s suggests some general axions on threat perception.

Threats are exaggerated when they provide justification for
(1) expansion of current forces, and/or (2) nore offensive
forces and doctrine. Threats are downplayed when they justify
(1) larger but different forces, with cuts in current forces,
and/or (2) a shift of resources fromoffense to defense,
and/or (3) they reflect poorly on the performance of the
mlitary, or on the mlitary as an institution. This pattern
of threat perception best serves mlitary organi zati onal
interests; national threat perception will follow the sane
pattern if mlitaries shape national perceptions.

B. "Force is Useful, States Bandwagon with Threats.

The possession, threat, and use of force has inportant self-
limting and sel f-defeating aspects. Great powers usually
resist the strongest, nost threatening state in the
nei ghbor hood, by building up their own arms or by formng
countering coalitions. They seldom "bandwagon"--that is,
align with or submt to the strong and threatening state.
Hence strong and bellicose states are often enmeshed in arns
races and are contained or even crushed by strong countering
coalitions. The threat of force often evokes answering
threats, and the use of force often evokes answering force,
| eaving those who threaten or use force without gains. Wars
often develop their own nomentum outliving their original
rational es or escal ating out of control, and trapping the
belligerents in fruitless spirals of violence. Menacing
offensive mlitary capabilities can trigger defensive attacks
by others that seek to renove the threat.

n 160

Charles A. Zraket, eds., Mnaging Nucl ear Operations
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Powers, The Man Who Kept the Secrets: Richard Helns and the
Cl A (New York: Pocket Books, 1979): 235-49.

180 May 8, 2000: SECTI ON B ON BANDWAGONI NG COULD BE
CONDENSED SOME.
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Mlitaries underestimate these dynam cs. They di scount
bal anci ng behavi or and exagger ate bandwagoni ng.*

Speci fically, they expect states to align with power and
conply with threats nore often than in fact they do. They
underestimate the possibility that others will answer power
and threats with counter-threats, arns racing, and countering
alliances. They downplay the tendency of war to get out of
control, and the tendency of wartine adversaries to
counter-escal ate. They underestimate the risk that aggressive
mlitary postures mnll provoke defensive or preemptive

vi ol ence by ot hers.

Of course sonetimes states do align with power and
conply with threats. Sonetinmes wartime enem es concede to
force wthout counter-escalatlng Even of fensive force
soneti mes di ssuades.'®® But nmilitaries take these argunents
too far. They resist the notion that possessing, threatening,
or using force can be counterproductive. They doubt that
there could be capabilities that one does not want to possess.

These m sperceptions serve the mlitary's
organi zational interests. Mlitary force is nore useful if
states submt to it instead of arm ng and aligning against it.

Aggressors could then use force to cow others into

subm ssion, and could use these gains to cow still others into
subm ssion. Their potential victins would need nore force to
address the greater threat that aggressors pose. Hence al
states' appetites for mlitary power would expand. This would
expand the size, wealth, and prestige of the mlitary.

Force is more useful if wars have little propensity to
devel op nomentum or to escalate. Solving problenms by
threatening or using force is then nore expedi ent, hence
possessing force is also nore expedient. And force is nore
useful if it seldomtriggers defensive or preenptive violence
by others. States will buy nore force if |eaders assunme these
facts.

Mlitary witings are ridden with notions of
bandwagoni ng. Before 1914 the Gernman navy prem sed the case
for the High Seas fleet on the false notion--enbodied in
Admral Tirpitz's "risk theory"--that a big German fleet coul d
intimdate Britain into remaining neutral in a future

181 On bandwagoni ng and bal anci ng, and the preval ence of

the latter over the former, see Stephen M Walt, The Origins
of Alliances (lIthaca: Cornell University Press, 1987): 17-33,
147-180, 263-266, 274-280.
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On this | ast danger see Van Evera, Causes of War:
Power and the Roots of Conflict: chapters 3 and 6.

163 gee Van Evera, Causes of War: Power and the Roots of
Conflict: 152-160.
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continental war.' The Gernman arny simlarly hoped that a
swift German victory over France would cow Britain into
leaving the war if it did intervene, ' and that crude threats
woul d scare Belgiuminto neutrality. *®

In 1940 the Japanese arny pushed Japan to ally with
Germany and Italy in hopes of intimdating the U.S. to renmain
neutral; the alliance had the opposite effect, energizing the
U.S. against both Germany and Japan.®®’ Japanese military

184 Kennedy, Strategy and Diplomacy: 132-135. The risk

theory held that Britain would not risk even a victorious war
against Germany if its naval conbat | osses would | eave its
fleet without naval dom nance over France and Russia. Robert
K. Massie, Dreadnought: Britain, Germany, and the Com ng of
the Great War (New York: Random House, 1991): 181.

15 Ritter, Schlieffen Plan: 163; and Haj o Hol born,

"Mol t ke and Schlieffen: The Prussi an-Gernman School ," in Edward
Mead Earle, ed., Makers of Mddern Strategy: Mlitary Thought
from Machiavelli to Hitler (Princeton: Princeton University

Press, 1971): 172-205 at 188-89, 203. |In contrast, Gernan
civilians doubted that Britain could be scared into
neutrality. Chancellor Bernhard von Bul ow realized in 1908-09
that the German naval buil dup was nmerely provoking a British
bui | dup and unsuccessfully sought to restrain it. Chancellor
Bet hmann- Hol | weg | argely held to a bal ancing view of the
wor |l d, arguing that "England follows a policy of bal ance of
power and therefore will stand up for France if the latter is
i n danger of being annihilated by us." Snyder, Mths of
Enpire: 86-87, 60.

%6 John C. G Ro6hl, "Germany," in Keith WIson, ed.,
Deci sions for War 1914 (New York: St. Martin's, 1995): 27-54
at 44; Luigi Albertini, The Origins of the War of 1914, 3
vols., trans and ed. |Isabella M Massey (London: Oxford
Uni versity Press, 1952-1957; reprint ed., Westport: G eenwood
Press, 1980): 441; Bernadotte E. Schmitt, The Com ng of the
War, 1914, 2 vols. (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1930):
2:390n; and Barbara W Tuchman, The Guns of August (New York:
Dell, 1962): 39-40, 147. For his part France's General Joseph
Joffre advised in 1912 that France plan to invade Belgiumto
forestall Germany's invasion, blind to the backlash that a
French invasi on would cause in Belgiumand Britain. Joll,
Oigins of the First World War: 81-82.

%7 Ronald H. Spector, Eagle Against the Sun: The Anerican
War with Japan (New York: Random House, 1985): 64-65; and
Pel z, Race to Pearl Harbor: 216. Japanese civilians were nore
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feared that Japan's alignnent with Germany and Italy would
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officers also reasoned that if the U S. fought Japan, U S.
fighting norale would collapse if Britain collapsed, or if
Japan won a major mlitary victory early in the war. Then,
Japanese officers argued, the U S. would nake a conmprom se
with Japan.'® But the U.S. defeat at Pearl Harbor only
stiffened U S. resolve to defeat Japan.

Hi stori ans now t hi nk China joined the Korean war
because it feared American power on its doorstep in North
Korea.'®® But at the time General Douglas MacArthur, U N
conmander in Korea, thought China would not intervene
preci sely because U. N. power in Korea was so great. Shortly
before the Chinese attack MacArthur boasted that his command
possessed "vastly greater [mlitary] potential in the air, on
the ground and on the sea"; therefore, he deduced, Chinese
threats to intervene were "just blacknmail."* Then after

Japan's Decision for War: Records of the 1941 Policy
Conferences (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1967): 9,
12.

%8 | ke, Japan's Decision for War: 153, 207; Asada,

"Japanese Navy": 236, 256; and Fujiwara, "Japanese Arny": 195.

Before invading China in 1937 Japanese officers |likew se
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even have to debark on the continent” to get China to concede.
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Vagts, Defense and Dipl omacy: 350. China's Marshall Peng
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t hreatened." Shuguang Zhang and Ji an Chen, eds., Chinese
Communi st Foreign Policy and the New Cold War in Asia: New
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Chi na's devastating intervention MacArthur denied that his
rush to the Yalu had provoked it, instead blam ng "Chinese
i mperialistic aspirations."!?

General LeMay clained that American use of nucl ear
weapons coul d persuade neutrals to junp on the U S
bandwagon: "2

In our recent limted wars we have unilaterally avoided the
use of nucl ear weapons. One reason for this is our
deci si on-makers' belief that a nuclear explosion woul d
cause escal ation of political problens, solidifying | oose
eneny alliances against us and alienating our friends.
They sel dom contenpl ate that the opposite effect is
consi derably nore |likely. Against a wi nner, eneny
al liances break up. Friends grow nore ardent as victory
appr oaches.

Germany's CGeneral Bernhardi al so thought
power - bal anci ng was a weak tendency in international affairs.

Di scussing the prospects for Gernman expansion, he admtted
t hat bal ancing may occur but clainmed that bandwagoni ng was the
ultimate tendency: '
Several weak nations [may] unite and form a superior
conmbi nation in order to defeat a nation which in itself is
stronger. This attenpt will succeed for a time, but in
the end the nore intensive vitality will prevail. The
alli ed opponents have the seeds of corruption in them
whil e the powerful nation gains froma tenporary reverse a
new strength which procures for it an ultimte victory
over nunerical superiority.

MIlitaries have a blindness for the notion that one's
own mlitary capabilities can provoke others to attack. They
underestimate the risk that by acquiring a capacity to preenpt
ot hers, they give others an incentive to preenpt them Thus
in the interwar years British air force officers argued that
ot hers could best be deterred by a devastating British first-

Policy and the Dimensions of the Korean Conflict, 1950-1953
(I'thaca: Cornell University Press, 1985): 85. Mbst Pentagon
pl anners also saw |ittle danger of Chinese intervention, but
sonme civilians feared that China would intervene. M chael
Schal | er, Douglas MacArthur: The Far Eastern General (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1989): 200.

11 Foreign Relations of the United States, 1950, vol. 7:
Korea (Washington, D.C.: U S. Governnment Printing Ofice,
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strike capability, slighting the notion that this m ght
provoke others to strike first instead.' And General LeMay
bridled at warnings that preenptive U S. forces could provoke
Sovi et attack:!'”

At a White House nmeeting with President John F. Kennedy in
1962, | recall being lectured by an articul ate defense
intell ectual who had served briefly in Wrld War Il as a
bombar di er, but whose background was essentially | egal and
journalistic. For the listening President's benefit he
told me how "provocative" Strategic Air Conmand bonbers
were, how their "first strike" characteristics were
"destabilizing" and liable to result in a "m scal cul at ed”
or "spasnl war. ... After this dramatic and erudite
di scourse, which left me al nost speechless, | began to
wonder if my mlitary education had been conpl ete.

General Twining had simlar disregard for the notion
t hat preenptive war posed a risk. Wen a scientist argued
t hat peace was stronger when Sovi et nuclear forces were nore
survivablehGTmﬂning t hought this was "upsi de down"
reasoni ng.

Mlitaries discount arns race dynam cs, sonetines
claimng that action-reaction theories are false, or
suggesting that arns limtation is achieved by mlitary
superiority. Thus a spokesman for the British aircraft
i ndustry once expl ai ned how arns control is achieved: '’

Di sarmanent in fact is not negotiated; it is dictated by the
strongest Powers. Once we have the strongest Air Force we
shall be able to call a halt in conpetition and then only
shall we of the [aircraft] industry be able to turn our
activities to the genui ne devel opment of aircraft for
pur poses of peace.

Li kewi se Japanese naval officers argued in 1934 that Japan
woul d not suffer if the 1930 London naval agreenment were not
renewed, since a naval arnms race would entail no increase in
naval spending.'® And in 1979 U.S. General Al exander Haig
clainmed that the United States coul d have maintai ned nucl ear
superiority over the Soviet Union after 1962 for a nere $2-3
billion per year'™--a plausible scenario only if the Soviet

17 See Paul Bracken, "Unintended Consequences of

Strategic Gaming," Sinmulation and Ganmes, Vol. 8, No. 3
(Septenber 1977): 283-318 at 307-8.
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Uni on had passively watched U.S. prograns w thout reacting.
Simlar thinking often prevails in mlitary witings on
war limtation and escalation control. "War is limted if we
are strong--the other side won't dare escalate.” Mlitaries
generally downplay the risk of pre-enptive or preventive
escalation in wartine--that is, the risk that strengths on one
side may provoke the other to escalate to elininate these
strengths. General LeMay's view is typical: '
The mlitary base for successful deterrence at any level is
over-all force superiority; that is, a capability to fight
successfully at whatever |evel of intensity to win our

objectives. ... If we have a war-winning ability to disarm
t he enenmy we can put such a high penalty on escal ation
that the eneny will seek other than mlitary means to

attain his objectives.
In line with this view LeMay urged President Kennedy to invade
Cuba during the 1962 Cuban Mssile Crisis, assuring himthat
t he Soviet Union would not react.' He had believed that
"there wasn't a chance that we would have gone to war with
Russi a because we had overwhel m ng strategic capability and
t he Russians knew it."*® And during the Vietnam War U.S.
mlitary and civilian | eaders saw opposite paths to
escal ation: civilians feared that U S. strikes on North
Vi et nam coul d provoke Chinese intervention, while mlitary
| eaders feared that U.S. restraint could lead China to sense
U.S. weakness and intervene. '

Mlitaries underestimte the risk that wartinme
opponents will refuse to concede even a lost war. Thus in
1937 Japanese officers thought China would concede once Japan
conquered north China, giving Japan a quick victory.®

Mlitary Inplications of the Treaty on the Limtation of
Strategic Ofensive Arns _and Protocol Thereto (SALT |

Treaty): Hearings Before the Commttee on Arned Services: Part
1l (hereafter Arned Services Committee, SALT Il Hearings) 96th
Cong., 1st sess. (Washington, D.C.: U S. Government Printing
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82 Quoted in Richard Rhodes, "The General and World War
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18 Leslie H Gelb with Richard K. Betts, The lrony of
Vietnam The System Worked (Washington, D.C.: Brookings,
1979): 269-70.
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| nst ead Chi na stubbornly resisted and was still unsubdued when
Japan surrendered to the United States in 1945.

In short: mlitaries exaggerate how easily others can
be cowed into subnm ssion by displays of strength or threats of
force. They also understate their own state's role in
provoki ng others' hostility, understate war's propensity to
persi st and escal ate, and understate the possibility that
posing a nmenace to others can provoke their attack.

Mlitaries purvey these illusions because they serve mlitary
organi zational interests.

These m sperceptions, in turn, |lead states to
overcommit thenselves in crises, because | eaders exaggerate
the chances that blustering will make the other side back
down. They also lead to reckless uses of force because states
underestimate the risks that forceful policies raise.

C. "Conguest 1s Easy." Conquest has been hard through
nost of history, especially in nodern tines. Since 1815 great
powers have been conquered on only eight occasions. On six of
t hese ei ght occasions--France in 1815, Gernany in 1918 and
1945, Austria-Hungary in 1918, Japan in 1945, and Italy in
1945--the defeated great power |lost to an overwhel m ng
coalition that it conjured up by its own belligerent conduct.

Only France in 1870 and France in 1940 were conquered by a
solitary opponent. And both times France was soon freed by
ot her states that sought to preserve Europe's bal ance of
power. Thus no state has been durably conquered in recent
years except by an overwhelm ng coalition. This striking
result reflects the dom nance of the defense on the
battlefield and the strong tendency of great powers to
coal esce agai nst aggressors.

Mlitaries paint an opposite world of easy conquest and
scarce security, exaggerating the strength of the offense
agai nst the defense in all aspects of war. They inflate the
ease of offensive mlitary operations on the battlefield.

They msread mlitary technol ogy, seeing defensive technol ogy
as offensive. They claim-wongly--that attacking lifts
moral e, giving attackers the advantage even when other factors
favor the defense. They claimthat civilian norale can be
broken and regi nes can be col |l apsed by attacking civilian
society. They exaggerate bandwagoni ng and downpl ay bal anci ng,
as noted above; this leads themto understate the political
resistance that fornms to check aggressors and protect their
targets. They exaggerate the finality of victory and
understate the problens of ruling beaten states. Each
argunment leads mlitaries to overstate the feasibility of
conquest.

Mlitary clainms for the offense are sonetimes correct.

Soneti nmes conquest is easy, security is scarce, and offensive
doctrines are appropriate. But mlitaries axiomatically |aud
the of fense, as a general and broadly applicable postul ate of
war. They may adopt defensive strategies if civilians demand
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them but without civilian direction they nearly always purvey
of fensi ve ideas and favor offensive force postures and
doctri nes.

Mlitary thinking abounds with of fense-m nded
assertions and warni ngs agai nst defensive strategies. As
Bernard Brodi e observed, mlitary doctrine has been

"universally ... inbued mnth the "spirit of the offensive'"
since the tine of Napoleon 8% pDuring the Anmerican Civil War a
typi cal Union tactics manual declared that "offensive wars ..
have many advant ages; purely defensive ones will always end in
subm ssion. There is one great maxim ... to encounter an
advanci ng enemy by our own advance."'® Union General Henry
Hal | eck argued that defenders should always try to nove to t he
of fense even if they were defending entrenched positions.?

Conf ederate commander Robert E. Lee was a dogmatic belrever in
t he of fensive who decrnated his arm es by repeated attacks.

One aut hor notes that Lee "never defended when he could
attack."' Anot her Confederate officer announced in Novenber
1862, after entrenched defenders had repeatedly massacred
attackers in previous battles, that defensive entrenchnments

never gard anywhere" and "will ruin our cause if adopted
here. The war's heavy toll stemmed in part fromthe
repeated marching of troops into nmurderous fire from defenders
protected by breastworks or trenches.

Of fensive ideas al so shaped nore recent Anerican
mlitary thinking. SAC s Ceneral Curtis LeMay explained in
1956 that "it is one of the principles of war that the
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advantage lies with the offense,” and warned that "history is
full of exanples of people who put all their blue chips on
defense and they are no longer with us."*® Atop U'S. Arny
Air Corps commander declared in 1946: "I don't |like the word
‘defense.'"* A U S. naval officer warned in 1981 against a
"def ensive m nd-set” that would "hanstring us in the event of
[war]. We nust subdue this defensive attitude."'® The Joint
Chiefs of Staff repeatedly chafed at the defensive strictures
of America's Cold War contai nnent policy, at one point
decl aring that American basic national security policy "should
reflect ... offensive spirit, if the United States is to
survive and prosper."' In the early Cold War the Air Force
focused so exclusively on preparing an offensive against the
Sovi et Union, and thereby so neglected its own defenses, that
it left itself vulnerable to Soviet surprise attack.
Opi nion polls taken in the 1990s showed that U S. mlitary
of ficers were markedly nore of fense-m nded than U. S.
civilians.

I n Europe and el sewhere we see the sanme pattern
Before 1914 European officers argued that "one cannot defeat
the enemy W thout attacking, "' and claimed that al

191U, S. Senate, Committee on Armed Services, Study of
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victorious armi es have "an unmitigated offensive spirit."?!
I n France General Joseph Joffre declared that defensive
strategy ideas should be "rejected as contrary to the very
nature of war."' Col onel Loyzeaux de Grandmai son taught that
al nost any offensive plan was better than a defensive plan,
and that any who criticized the arny's offensive concepts
t hereby showed their noral weakness and unfitness for high
command. *° O her French officers proclaimed it necessary that
"t he concept of the offensive penetrate the soul of our
nation"; that "defeat is inevitable as soon as the hope of
conquering ceases to exist"; and that "there is only one way
of defending ourselves--to attack as soon as we are ready."*"

British officers declared that "the defensive is never
an acceptable role to the Briton, and he nakes little or no
study of it," and that the offensive "will win as sure as
there is a sun in the heavens."?? |talian officers were
dogmatic believers in the offensive and enbraced of fensive
tactics that cost Italy dearly in the war.?® Sanuel
Wl liamson wites that Austrian Chief of Staff General Franz
Conrad von Hot zendorff had a "fanatical faith in the
of fensive" and a corresponding belief in a short war.?
German officers also celebrated offensive ideas. A 1902
German General Staff study expl ained that Germany coul d defend
itself "only when we take the offensive."?® A German officer

04

198 Col onel Loyzeaux de Grandmai son, quoted in Snyder,
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claimed in 1914 that "the superiority of offensive warfare
under nodern conditions is greater than formerly," despite the
appearance of new technol ogy--such as the machi ne gun--t hat
strongly favored the defense.?® Even after the war Germany's
CGeneral Erich von Ludendorff wongly clained that "the
of fensi ve makes | ess demands on the nmen and gives no higher
| osses" than the defensive.?’ Martin Kitchen notes an
"obsession in the [Wlhelmne German] arny with attack at al
costs. "?%

Most other mlitaries have al so enbraced offensive
i deas. Before World War |1l inperial Japanese mlitary cadets
were taught that offense was the best tactic under al
ci rcunstances. ?® The nodern Soviet military enbraced highly
of fensive tactical and strategic doctrines, and Sovi et
officers extolled the virtues of the offensive in strident
terms: one officer claimed that "the offensive has
i ncontestible advantages over the defense"; another warned
t hat "defensive strategy should be decisively rejected as
bei ng extrenely dangerous to the country."?° Many nodern
mlitaries, including those of China, Israel, Britain, the
United States, and the Soviet Union, teach that the
of f ensi ve--but not the defensive--is a prinme principle of
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for invading the United States. Gernmany's chief of admralty
staff, Admral Oto von Diederichs, explained that "our only
nmeans of defense lies in an offense.”™ 1Ibid.: 52. For nore
exanples of mlitary offense-m ndedness from before 1914 see
Van Evera, Causes of War: Power and the Roots of Conflict:
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Strateqgy, 3d ed., trans. Harriet Fast Scott (New York: Crane,
Russak, 1968): 283-84.
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war . 211

O ficers have often argued that international conflicts
are eventually decided by final victory or defeat. The
preanble to a pre-Wrld War | U. S. naval war plan expl ai ned
that "the three great conpetitors for the world's trade are
now the United States, Great Britain, and Germany. Foll ow ng
the teachings of all history, two of these three nust in the
sequel be practically subordinated to the third."??

This faith in the offense fuels dreans of easy conquest
and fear of sudden defeat. 1In the mlitary inage of war,
attacking arm es penetrate far into eneny territory and
qui ckly smash their opponents. One side or the other soon
overruns the opponent's capital. Before World War | | eading
of ficers al nost unaninnusly bel i eved that a general war would
end in a matter of nmonths.“?® A German general thought the
German arny could sweep through Europe like a bus full of
tourists, forecasting that "in two weeks we shall defeat
France, then we shall turn round, defeat Russia and then we
shall march to the Bal kans and establish order there."?* A
British general thought "the Germans woul d be crushed in no
time."?® |n the US., General Story feared that Japan coul d
qui ckly conquer the Anmerican West Coast in 1908, and General
Greene thought Germany and Britain could conquer the U S. from
the East in 1915 (as quoted above). And in 1918 British
generals had frightening visions of German forces sweeping
clear to the north-west frontier of India, and depl oyed troops
in the Caucuses and TransCaspia as a precaution.?®

In the 1930's Japanese officers boasted they could
defeat China in three nonths.?’ And before Germany's 1941
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i nvasi on of the Soviet Union, the German army comrander
t hought German forces coul d beat the Soviets in four weeks.

In 1940 British and French Air Force officers argued
for a Franco-British air strike against Soviet oil fields at
Baku, British officers claim ng that a single 177-pl ane attack
woul d i nduce "sooner or later the total collapse of the war
potential of the US S R," and so deny this war potential to
t he Germans. ?*° Likemﬂse Sir John Slessor wongly clained that
strategic bonblng ‘on anyt hing approaching an intensive scale

even at irregular intervals for any |ength of time" could
conquer states by destroying their war industry.?

In 1964 General Thonmas Power wrote of Castro's Cuba--a
country with two-thirds the | and area of South Vietnam -t hat
the U.S. "could have eradicated this festering cancer in_ our
hem sphere without risk and wi thout working up a sweat, "?* and
claimed that the U S. could have conquered both Russia and
China in the early 1950's: "we could have crushed Comruni sm at
its root, despite the vast inroads it had made all over the
wor | d."?** General Douglas MacArthur clained the U.S. could
have destroyed Chinese mlitary power during the Korean War,
"probably for all time. M plan was a cinch."

This bias toward offense creates an unwillingness to
t ake defense seriously. Thus British entrenchnments during
Wrld War | were primtive because British officers preferred
to invest in preparing attacks. The British officer's Field
Servi ce Pocket Book enjoined its readers: "The choice of a
[defensive] position and its preparation nmust be nade with a
view to econom zing the power expended on defense in order
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that the power of offense may be increased."?* A British
sol di er later explained why British trenches were shabby: ?®
The whol e conduct of our trench warfare seemed to be based

on the concept that we, the British, were not stopping in
the trenches for long, but were tarrying awhile on the way
to Berlin and that very soon we would be chasing Jerry
across the country. The result, in the long term neant
that we lived a nean and inpoverished sort of existence in
| ousy scratch hol es.

I ngredi ents of offensive illusions. The illusion of
easy conquest is has several ingredients. Mlitaries m sread
new t echnol ogy, seeing offensive inplications even in
defensive mlitary innovations. Before Wirld War | French
of ficers argued that the nmachine gun and other inprovenents in
firearnms strengthened the attacker, not the defender.

Mar shal | Ferdi nand Foch expl ained this bizarre concl usion:

"Any inprovenent of firearns is ultimtely bound to add

strength to the offensive. ... Nothing is easier than to give

a mat hematical denopnstration of that truth."?*® [|f two

t housand troops attacked one thousand troops, each firing

their rifles once a mnute, he explained, the "balance in

favor of the attack" would be one thousand bullets per m nute.
But if troops on both sides could fire ten times a m nute,

t he bal ance favoring the attackers would increase to ten

t housand bullets per mnute, giving the attack a | arger

advant age. " \What he mi ssed, of course, was that both

attacker and defender woul d have to take cover against such a

storm of steel, mmking advance by the attacker inpossible.??®
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228 General Bernhardi |ikewise wote in 1914 that | arger
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"the difficulties of noving masses."” Hence, he reasoned,
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Ber nhardi, How Germany Makes War (New York: George H. Doran
1914): 153-54. He failed to consider that |arge arm es could
cover an entire frontier, making thenselves inpossible to
out fl ank, hence inpossible to defeat. And he claimed in 1912
that railroads bol stered the offensive by affording "great
freedom of nmovenent," overl ooking that their main effect was
to hel p defenders rush reserves to any spot where an attacker
t hreatened to break through. Jehuda L. Wall ach,




62

US mlitary officers |ikew se overl ooked the power
t hat nucl ear weapons confer on defenders.?® The U'S. Air
Force Associ ation argued that nucl ear weapons make conquest
easi er: "G ven nodern weapons ... one nation can paralyze and
conquer other nations wthout undue risk to itself."?®
General Twining wote that "there is no question that a
nucl ear war can be 'won,' as wars of the past have been
won--by the side which is best prepared to fight it."?* And
many Soviet mlitary officers argued that nucl ear weapons
strengt hen the of fense.

O ficers allege--w thout evidence--that attackers have
better norale than defenders. U.S. Civil War general Henry
Hal | eck wrote that "offensive war ... adds to the nora

cour age of gés own armny, while it disheartens its

opponents. Germany's Col onel Col mar von der Goltz wote in
1887 that "all inpedinents in his way will awaken in the

assai l ant new i deas and new vigor, will sharpen his m nd, and
enhance his | ove of enterprise. ... Happy the belllgerent who

is by fate destined to play the part of the assailant!"?
French Captain Georges Gl bert contended in 1890 that "the
of fensi ve doubl es the energy of the troops."?** Later Marshal
Foch glorified the noral superiority" generated by fighting
on the offense.
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French mlitary journal |ikew se decried the defensive as "a
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When technol ogy wei ghs heavily agai nst the offense,

sol diers use nystical psychol ogical argunents to explain why
conquest is still possible. Wat night be called the "psychic
shock"” theory of victory--holding that armes or reginmes wll
col | apse under the psychic shock of attack--is trotted out.
Before 1914 Russian officers clainmed the Austro-Hungari an
regi me would disintegrate under Russian attack: "On the
occasion of the first great defeats all this nmultinational and
artificially united mass ought to disintegrate."?* 1In the
1920s Italy's General G ulio Douhet, a founding airpower
theorist,7 t hought bonbi ng woul d "stanpede the population into
panic."®’ (In fact bombing has repeatedly stanpeded

popul ations into supporting their wartime governnments.)??® |n
1939 France's General Maurice Ganelin thought a French attack
on the Soviet Union in the Black Sea area perhaps could "I ead
to the collapse of the entire Soviet system"®° |n 1940
Germany's General Alfred Jodl thought Gernman attacks on
Britain would "break the will of the people to resist, and
thereby force its government to capitulate."? And in 1941
Japan's Adm ral |soroku Yamanoto hoped that American norale
woul d "sink to the extent that it could not be recovered" if
he destroyed the U.S. main fleet at Pearl Harbor.?**' (In fact
t he Pearl Harbor attack greatly energized the Anerican public
for war.)

Conquest is nade to appear easier by devel oping a

cont enpt uous i mage of the eneny--a cowardly bully, dangerous
but prone to panic and coll apse when its honeland is invaded.
John Stoessinger notes that General MacArthur's false
optimsmin 1950 was based partly on "a curious contenmpt for
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Coercion in War (lthaca: Cornell University Press, 1997).

239 Max Jakobson, The Diplomacy of the Wnter War: An
Account of the Russo-Finnish Conflict, 1939-1940 (Canbri dge:
Harvard University Press, 1961): 203.

240 W IlliamL. Shirer, The Rise and Fall of the Third
Reich: A History of Nazi Germany (New York: Sinmon & Schuster,
1960): 760.

241 Gordon W Prange, At Dawn W Slept: The Untold Story
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64

t he Chinese soldier."?? Robert Butow observes that Japanese
mlitary planners' hopes for success against the U S. were
based partly on "the m nd-over-matter factor"--the Japanese
bel i eved they had better spirit than the Americans, who they
t hought were ridden by personal selfishness and an absence of
patriotism %

Finally, sone soldiers equate tactical success with
strategic victory and exaggerate the permanence of mlitary
triunph. Before World War | Germany's General Bernhardi wote
t hat Germany should "finally get rid" of the French threat, as
if this were possible.?* "France nust be so conpl et el
crushed that she can never again cone cross our path,”
wrote, and "rmust be annihilated once and for all as a great
power . "% By expandi ng, Bernhardi thought, Germany could "so
anply [secure] our position in Europe that it can never again
be questioned."?’ Colonel von der Goltz spoke of the next war
as "a final struggle" for Germany, as if German victory woul d
being international politics to an end.?® Germany's Gener al
W | hel m Groener believed a German victory would give Germany a
hundred years of peace.?® More recently General Twi ning wote
that the United States coul d have elim nated Russian power
"for generations to cone" by attacking in the |ate 1940s. 2
In 1967 Israel's General Ariel Sharon thought the Arabs so
weakened by the 1967 war that he would be too old to fight in
the next war. But Arab power soon recovered and Sharon
qui ckly served in two nore Arab-lsraeli wars.®?

Mlitaries tend to assune that enem es are beaten when
their main force units are defeated, and confuse the w nning
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and Anerica, 6th ed. (New York: MG awHill, 1994): 51

243

Butow, Tojo and the Comi ng of the War: 418.

24 Bernhardi, Germany and the Next War: 105.

245

Bernhardi, Germany and the Next War: 106.

246 Quoted in Tuchman, Guns of August: 26.

247 Bernhardi, Germany and the Next War: 81.

248 Quoted in Mchael Howard, Studies in War and Peace
(New York: Viking Press, 1959): 103.

249 gnyder, ldeology of the Offensive: 149.

20 Twining, Neither Liberty Nor Safety: 19.

21 Nadav Safran, |srael: The Enbattled Ally (Canbridge:
Harvard University Press, 1978): 257.




65
of battles with winning the war.?? Thus von der Goltz spoke
of "the object of all war, the crushing of the eneny's
forces."?® They underestimate the risk that others will form
countervailing coalitions to limt or reverse their conquests.

They overl ook guerilla resistance. They underestimate the
harmto national norale caused by enpire-building, and the
harmto army noral e caused by counterinsurgency and police
operations in conquered territories.

Motives for military of fense-nmi ndedness. Mlitaries
exaggerate the ease of conquest because this strengthens the
case for larger and nore offensive mlitary forces.

States buy | arger forces when conquest seens easy
because they feel less secure. Argunents that national
def enses are too weak and nore forces are needed are nore
persuasi ve. Conversely, if conquest seens difficult civilians
will feel safe enough to give priority to other clains on the
budget. Force also seens nore useful when conquest seens
easy; it can conquer enpires and destroy opponents, so having
more force seens nore expedi ent.

States buy nore offensive forces when conquest seens
easy because offensive strategies prom se nore success. The
claimthat "we should buy what works, and of fense works best™
carries nore weight. Conversely, if conquest seens difficult
civilians will nmore |likely choose defensive postures and
doctrines on grounds that defense works best.

Mlitaries prefer offensive mlitary postures and
doctrines for three reasons. First, offensive strategies
enhance nmilitary autonony.?®* A defensive strategy envisions a
war settled by conprom se. Force is used to support a
di plomatic solution. Hence political considerations nust
shape mlitary operations; hence politicians nust have a say
in mlitary decisions. In contrast an offensive strategy
requires little civilian control of wartine operations, since
t he purpose of fighting is to attain victory. Civilians take
the reins only after victory is won. |In the nmeantine the
mlitary enjoys autonony.

Second, offensive doctrines let mlitaries inpose their
prograns on the enemy, rather than vice versa.?® The attacker

22 B.H. Liddell Hart, The British Way of Warfare (London:
Faber & Faber, 1932): 20-22.

253
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24 Offering this argument are Posen, Sources of Mlitary
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255
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structures the battle, while the defender reacts. Hence the
attacker can follow its organi zational routines while the
def ender nmust inmprovise. This satisfies the organization's
desire to mnim ze uncertainty--even if, as in this case, the
organi zati on now nust performnore difficult tasks. Thus U S.
General WIIliam Tecunseh Sherman decl ared: "Instead of being
on the defensive, | would [prefer to] be on the offensive;
i nstead of guessing at what he nmeans to do, he would have to
guess at my plans."?® General Foch argued for offensive
action because "we nust al ways seek to create events, not
nerely to suffer them'; and General Joffre favored the
of fensive to "prevent our maneuver from being dom nated from
the start by the eneny's decision."?" |Israel's General
Avi gdor Kahal ani warned that "the defensive is very dangerous"
because "we, the defender, are forced to react to all the
actions that the attacker makes."?*® General Curtis LeMay
expl ai ned: #**°

The offensive doctrine gives the power of initiative to the

attacker. He can plan and carry out his canpaign with
preci sion. The defender is never sure which way to turn
until it may be too late. His reaction is fraught with
i ndeci si on.

Third, an offensive strategy enhances the size and
weal th of the military.?® Ofense is a demanding mssion. An
of fensive strategy gives the nmlitary a greater claimon
nati onal resources, once civilian | eaders endorse it, because
of fense is usually harder than defense. This neans that
mlitaries nust dissenble when they estinmate the of fense-
def ense bal ance: offense is easy if national strategy is being
debat ed, but hard when budgeting forces for an agreed
of fensive strategy. (In fact mlitaries often claimthat
offense is easy in the abstract, while conplaining that they
have too little to carry out specific assigned offensive
nm ssions.)

Evi dence fromWrld War |. The "cult of the offensive"
before World War | illustrates the strength of the mlitary
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bi as toward the of fensive.?* During the several decades
bef ore 1914 Europeans widely came to believe that the offense
had the advantage in war, and the next war would quickly end
with a decisive attack. This illusion was heavily pronoted by
European militaries, who purveyed it wi dely to European
| eaders and publics. Moreover, these mlitaries were engaged
in a deliberate deception, not an honest m stake. W know
this because the case they made for the offense shows telltale
signs of willful bias.

Long before the war, abundant evi dence showed that new
t echnol ogy--accurate rapid-fire rifles, machine guns, barbed
wire, railroads, and devel oped entrenchnents--vastly enhanced
the strength of the defense. European mlitaries saw this
evi dence and grasped its neaning. |In private they puzzled how
to overcone these enornous new defensive obstacles. But in
public they obscured these new realities and glorified the
of fensive. Tortured |logic was used to support clains that the
of fense remai ned strong. Far-fetched notions of the alleged
nor al e advant ages of operating on the offense were invented.
Mlitaries also ridiculed or silenced witers who criticized
of fensive ideas. In short, what mlitaries knew to be the
situation, and the imge of war they conveyed to civilians,
were starkly different. Mlitaries saw the new power of the
def ense but they still insisted on offensive doctrines and
strategies, and they assured European | eaders and publics that
t he of fensive was suprene.

In Britain, for instance, nany officers saw the grow ng
power of the defense, and mlitary insiders discussed possible
tactical responses, but this never shook their devotion to the
of fense. Tim Travers shows that British officers wdely
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the Western Front and the Energence of Mddern Warfare 1900-
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Conflict: 193-239. The notion of a "cult" is from Ceneral
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of fensive" and "a nystique of the offensive" of "a somewhat
irrational kind." Joseph Joffre, Ménoires du Maréchal Joffre
(Paris: Librarie Plon, 1932): 33, ny translation. Jay Luvaas
al so quotes a French Captain de Thonmasson who, writing in
1920, discussed the "passionate cult of the offensive" that
arose before 1914. Jay Luvaas, The Mlitary Legacy of the
Civil War: The European Inheritance (Chicago: University of
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perceived the rising strength of the defense during 1900-1914

but refused to face up to its tactical inplications.?? Their

writing on offensive versus defensive tactics reveals "an arny
fighting a rear-guard action against the full inplications of

firepower."?® They accepted that new weapons were far nore

| et hal but dism ssed the conclusion that strategy nust change

accordingly.

British officers nmade tortured argunents to evade the
def ensi ve | essons of the Boer War. These argunents included
claims that conditions in South Africa were uni que and woul d
not be repeated, and professions that new t echnol ogy woul d not
change the essential principles of war.

The German and French mlitaries twi sted or ignored
hi storical evidence show ng the greater power of the defense,
purged advocates of the defense, and publicly endorsed
of fensive strategies that they privately knew faced enornous
obstacles. Germany's General Schlieffen dogmatically endorsed
his highly of fensive war plan--envisioning sequential attacks
on Bel gium France, and Russia--in policy discussions, but his
private papers reveal that he doubted it would succeed. It
was, he wote, "an enterprise for which we are too weak."?%®

In France Marshall Foch issued a remarkabl e dictum
“"Al'l inmprovenents in firearms add to the strength of an
of fensive intelligently planned because the attackers,
choosing their ground, can concentrate on it so much greater a
vol ume of fire."?® He supported his case by deceptive use of
hi story, e.g., twisting the record of the Battle of Wagram
(1809) to show the resilient power of infantry on the offense,
al though it did not show this. He also advanced the strange
claimthat attacking lifts the norale of attackers.

%2 Travers, "Technol ogy, Tactics, and Mrale"; and
Travers, Killing Ground: 37-55.
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Travers, "Technol ogy, Tactics, and Morale": 276.
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Travers, "Technol ogy, Tactics, and Morale": 269-70.

2> Ritter, Schlieffen Plan: 66; see also 60-61.

Germany's Chief of Staff, General Mltke (the younger), and
t he head of German rail operations, General W/I helm G oener,
privately shared both Schlieffen's insistence on an offensive
strategy and his pessim sm about the obstacles that it faced.

Snyder, ldeology of the Offensive: 147-48, 150-51. As
Groener's biographer, Hel nut Haeussl er, summarized: " Gernan
strategi sts understood their problemand sailed right into
it." Ibid.: 147.

266 Eerdi nand Foch, The Principles of War, trans. de
Morinni (New York: Fly, 1918): 33.
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Lessons fromthe U S. Civil War were resolutely ignored
by European officers. The European mlitaries sent many
observers to study the Anerican war, but they |earned
sel ectively. Lee's |losses at Malvern Hill, Pickett's
di sastrous charge at Gettysburg, and the nmassacres of Union
attackers at Fredericksburg and Col d Har bor showed the
enor mous power of entrenched troops equi pped with nodern smal
arns. Yet, as Jay Luvaas details, while these European
observers duly noted and applied new Ameri can devel opnents in
mlitary technol ogy, they ignored the war's defensive tactical
| essons. "Mst of those who studied the Civil War after 1870
were in reality seeking to confirm accepted principles,” so
that "the tactical |essons of the Civil War went unheeded. "?®

Luvaas expl ai ns: 2%

There were anple observers and nmilitary visitors in Anerica
at all tinmes; scarcely a canpaign in Virginia and Maryl and
did not come under the scrutiny of some foreign officer
acconmpanyi ng one or the other of the armes. ... The
necessary informati on was available--it sinply was ignored
or m sinterpreted.

Prussian officers were aware of the Civil War, but no
hi gh-ranking Prussian officers thought it held inportant
mlitary | essons.?° French military witings all but ignored
the Civil War during the decade before 1914, and French
of ficial doctrine was untouched by tactical |essons fromthe
Anerican war. ™

Fat uous argunents were offered to explain why the
| essons of the Civil War did not apply to Europe. Modltke the
el der claimed the conditions of the war were too different
from Europe: the American war was only "two armed nobs chasi ng
each ot her around the country, from which nothing could be

adds that the use of history has "seldom ... resulted in such
brazen and portentous distortions as it did in the hands of
Foch and his followers.” 1bid.: 50.

268 Luvaas, Mlitary Legacy of the Civil War: 233. For
details see ibid., passim

269 | uvaas, Mlitary Legacy of the Civil War: 227.

270 | uvaas, Mlitary Legacy of the Civil War: 124.

21 Luvaas, Mlitary Legacy of the Civil War: 166, 150.
Even the scholarly Major Colin spent only three pages on the
Civil War in his suvey of nineteenth century warfare. |Ibid.:
166. On the evolution of French doctrine see also Basil
Liddell Hart, "French Mlitary |Ideas Before the First Wrld
War," in Martin Glbert, ed., A Century of Conflict, 1850-1950
(London: Hanmi sh Ham I ton, 1966): 135-148; and Snyder, ldeol ogy
of the Ofensive: 41-106.
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| earned."?? Others argued that entrenchments were chiefly of
val ue to raw troo?s and mlitia, not to the well-trained
arm es of Europe.?”® Still others, such as General Bernhardi,
cited exanples fromthe war that appeared to show the power of
the offense (the battle of Chattanooga), while ignoring nmuch
nore nunerous counter-exanmpl es (Fredericksburg, Gettysburg,
Col d Harbor, Nashville, Malvern Hill, and Second Bull Run).?™

More candi dly, another German officer rejected the
denmonstrated val ue of entrenchments because this |esson |ed
logically to a defensive strategy: "A carry-over of this
met hod of fighting [to Europe] ... would inmply a want of
appreciation for the purposes of every battle--the overthrow
of the enemy."?” In short, the Civil War was to be di sm ssed
not because its | essons were false, but because a defensive
strategy was unacceptable, so evidence supporting it should be
i gnor ed.

After the Civil War scores of battles in Europe and
Asi a taught the same | essons again. During the Russo-Turkish
war of 1877 entrenched Turkish troops inflicted huge | osses on
Russi an attackers at Plevna. The several mmjor battles of the
Russo- Japanese war of 1904-5 saw the first use of the nachine
gun, and showed again that attackers could not carry
entrenchnents wi thout great superiority and heavy |l osses. In
t he Boer War, Boer defenders held far |larger attacking British
forces at bay.

But European mlitaries would not |earn defensive
| essons fromthese episodes. Instead they twi sted history to
obscure the weakness of the offensive. The Russian failure at
Pl evna was bl aned on insufficient Russian elan,?® and the
facts of the Russo-Japanese war were tortured to salvage the
overall doctrine of the offensive. The official French
observers reported the Russo-Japanese war as "a resoundi ng
confirmati on of the superiority of the offensive ... and of
t he powerl essness of the defensive."?”

The real |essons of even the 1870 Franco-Prussian war
were essentially defensive. The French | ost the war by
attacking too often, which put themon the tactical offensive,

212 Luvaas, Mlitary Legacy of the Civil War: 126.

213 Luvaas, Mlitary Legacy of the Civil War: 131.

274 Luvaas, Mlitary Legacy of the Civil War: 139.
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Luvaas, Mlitary Legacy of the Civil War: 131.

2’6 gnyder, ldeology of the Offensive: 66.

2" snyder, ldeology of the Offensive: 80.
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al t hough they stood on the strategic defensive.?® Yet |later
French mlitary officers concealed this |Iesson sinply by
claimng that the | osing French tactlcs had in fact been
defensive! ?? As Jack Snyder notes, "preferred doctrine ruled
hi story, not vice versa.

The | essons of the Boer war were obscured by twi sting
the facts to suit the argunent. Before the war, as I|Ivan Bl och
notes, the British mlitary dism ssed evidence favoring the
def ense derived from maneuvers on grounds that maneuvers
differed fromthe actual battlefield; defenders in real battle
woul d panic and fire wildly, they argued, so attackers would
suffer fewer casualties than they lost in maneuvers. Then the
Boer war disproved this, so the arny argued that Boer soldiers
wer e exceptlonal mar ksnmen and European defenders woul d never
shoot as well.?® British mlitary |leaders also clained that
British junior officers in South Africa had Iacked the true
spirit of the offensive and been too cautious.?®? A French
anal yst clainmed that the Boers had done well against the
numerical ly superior British because of their superior norale,
but | ost |n t he end because they adopted a defensive
strategy.?® Another argued that Boer rifle fire was so
effective because Boers had better eyesight than Eur opeans,
and South African air was exceptionally clear.

Aut horities were m squoted as advocates of the offense,

28 The French military historian Jean Colin |ater wote

that the 1870 canpai gn showed that "well-chosen and well -
arranged defensive positions, even when very weakly held,
could not be carried.” Quoted in Liddell Hart, "French
Mlitary ldeas Before the First War": 141.

279 Liddell Hart, "French Mlitary |deas Before the First
World War": 140-41. Thus Marshall Joffre later wote that the
war of 1870 "anply proved that a passive defense is the
forerunner of defeat." Joseph Joffre, The Personal Menpirs of
Joffre, Field Marshall of the French Arnmy, 2 vols. (New York:
Har per and Brothers, 1932): 1:26.
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432 (Decenmber 1901): 761-793 at 787-88.
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the O fensive: 79.




72

whet her or not they were. In his classic On War, Carl von
Cl ausewi t z enphasi zed the greater power of the defense and the
need to limt war, but in death he was reinvented as an
apostle of the offense and total war. Dallas Irvine
par aphrased a French war coll ege professor’'s bogus version of
Cl ausewi t z: %°
War nust be an utnost exertion of force, and especially of
noral force, for the conplete destruction of the eneny's
armed resistance, and to this end the offensive should be
undertaken whenever practicable and in its sinplest, nost
direct, and npbst vigorous form
O her officers sinply ignored Clausewitz to focus
i nstead on the shall ower but nore offense-m nded Antoine
Jom ni. For exanmple, no Russian translation of On War
appeared until 1899-1900, sixty-seven years after its Gernan
publ i cation. %
Mlitary anal ysts cooked the books in favor of the
of fense by biasing their exercises and anal yses. |In Germany
General Schlieffen nade a string of dubious assunptions to
conceal his plan's weakness. Specifically, he assuned that
Britain would give no effective aid to France; that Gernmany
could rapidly shift forces fromone front to the other but
France could not; that German infantry could sustain an
unrealistic rate of advance; and that Germany woul d have 5-7
nore corps available to invade France than were actually
avail able in 1914.2%" He made no nention of machi ne guns,
barbed wi re entangl ements, or the effect of denolitions of
rail bridges by retreating French on German | ogistics.?®® And
he failed to exam ne his ability to supply troops on his all-

285 | rvine paraphrased Lucien Cardot. Quoted in Snyder,

| deol ogy of the O fensive: 64.

286 Bruce W Menning, Bayonets before Bullets: The

| nperial Russian Arny, 1861-1914 (Bl oom ngton: |ndiana
University Press, 1992): 124-25. The German mlitary al so
rejected Clausewitz's claimthat the defense was superior.
See Wal | ach, "M sperceptions of Clausewitz' On War by the
GCerman Mlitary": 220-24. On Jom ni being nore popul ar than

Cl ausewitz see John Shy, "Jomni," in Peter Paret with Gordon
A. Craig and Felix G lbert, Makers of Mddern Strategy: from
Machi avelli to the Nucl ear Age (Princeton: Princeton

Uni versity Press, 1986): 143-185 at 159-60, 176-80.

287 Ritter, Schlieffen Plan: 69-72; Snyder, ldeology of
the Offensive: 137, 111; Martin Van Creveld, Supplying War:
Logistics from Wil lenstein to Patton (Canbrdi ge: Canbridge
Uni versity Press, 1977): 116.

288 B H, Liddell Hart, "Foreword," in Ritter, Schlieffen
Pl an: 3-10 at 10.
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i mportant right wing.?®® Faced with a world where his plan
woul d fail, he invented by assunption a world where it would
wor K.

German pl anners gave little consideration to defensive
alternatives to the Schlieffen plan after about 1894; and when
such alternatives were eval uat ed, they were held to a tougher
standard than was the Schlieffen plan.?® |In Russia analysts
i kewi se downpl ayed | ogistics calculations in their estinmtes,
a pl oy that hi d weaknesses in their planned of fensive agai nst
Ger many. 2

Data fromintelligence or exercises was ignored when it
rai sed doubts about preferred offensive doctrines. Top French
of ficers disnmissed intelligence estlnates t hat under m ned
argunents for an early French of fensive.?? Russian officers
| i kew se di scounted captured Gernman war games that foretold
Germany's smashing of Russia's offensive in East Prussia.

I nstead of exam ning hard evi dence pro-offense officers
referred to nystical norale concepts. Germany's Col onel Von
der Goltz argued that being on the offense gave the attacker
"new i deas and new vigor," and France's Captain Georges
G | bert clainmed that being on the offensive "doubles the
energy of the troops," as quoted above. General Foch argued
that sheer will would propel the attacker to victory: "A
battle won is a battle we will not acknow edge to be | ost.

Britain's General lan Ham Iton wote that "war is essentially
the triunph ... not of a line of men entrenched behind wire
ent angl enents and fireswept zones over men exposing thensel ves
in the open, but of one will over another weaker wll."2%

The 1907 British Cavalry Training Manual preposterously
claimed that intangible noral factors would sweep the nounted
cavalry to victory against the rifle and machi ne gun: "The
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rifle, effective as it is, cannot replace the effect produced
by the speed of the horse, the magneti sm of the charge, and
the terror of cold steel."?*® The French enphasized the
superiority of the bayonet over rifle fire: the 1884 field
regul ati ons were inspired partly by the Russian tactician
Dragom rov, fampus for the maxim "The bullet is a stupid
fellow, but the bayonet is a true friend."%’

The fallacies in these argunments were pointed out by
contenporary critics. The nost fanmpus of these was |van
Bl och, a Warsaw banker and aut hor of The Future of WAr, a work
t hat massively docunented the power of the defense in nodern
war, and other works on military matters.?® |n 1901 Bl och
noted that "entrenchments inpart a power of resistance to the
def ence out of all seem ng proportion to nunbers,"” and
descri bed "the master-fact of the new situation, that defence
is becone nore form dable than ever before.” In the future,
he wote, "the attack cannot hope to strike a decisive bl ow or
inflict a telling defeat."?® He correctly expl ained that
qui ck-firing rifles, snokel ess powder, earthworks, and barbed
wire entangl enents gave the defense its new superiority.3° He
al so foresaw that mlitaries would ignore these new
conditions, and that their addiction to offense seens
"destined to crop up one day in the form of dearly-bought
obj ect lessons |ike that of Plevna."** |f the militaries
applied their offensive theories in a war anong the great
powers, he feared, the "disaster and m sery [woul d]
stagger humanity. And to this we shall surely come unless the
people thenselves ... take the matter into their own hands."3%

2% | uvaas, Mlitary Legacy of the Civil War: 197. Even

after World War | Britain's General Haig still extolled the
horse cavalry: "Aeroplanes and tanks are only accessories to
the man and the horse, and | feel sure that as time goes on
you will find just as much use for the horse--the well-bred
horse--as you have ever done in the past."” 1In 1924, quoted in
Ellis, Social History of the Machi ne Gun: 56.
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1899). His main points are summari zed in Jean De Bl och, "The
Wars of the Future," Contenporary Review, No. 429 (Septenber
1901): 305-332.

299 w\wWars of the Future": 316-17.
300 M litarismin Politics": 775.
301 “wWars of the Future": 317.

302 M litarismin Politics": 768. Bloch also noted that



75

Bl och even forecast in 1900 the opening sl aughter of
attacking French and German arm es in August and Septemnber
1914 and the Iong and bl oody siege that foll owed on the
Western front:

At first there will be increased sl aughter--increased
sl aughter on so terrible a scale as to render it
i npossible to get troops to push the battle to a decisive
issue. They will try to, thinking that they are fighting
under the old conditions, and they will |earn such a
| esson that they will abandon the attenpt for ever. Then,
i nstead of a war fought out to the bitter end in a series
of decisive battles, we shall have as a substitute a | ong
period of continually increasing strain upon the resources
of the conbatants. The war, instead of being a
hand-to- hand contest in which the conbatants measure their
physi cal and noral superiority, will become a kind of
stal emate, in which neither arny being able to get at the
ot her, both armes will be maintained in opposition to
each other, threatening each other, but never being able
to deliver a final and decisive attack

Today hi storians describe Bloch as a brilliant prophet,
but Bl och hinself believed his argunents were obvious. His
writing conveys cold fury that his nmessage even needed sayi ng,
and bitter anger at the mlitary for what he believed was
their deliberately twi sting and suppressing of evidence he
presented. Bloch reiterated that evidence denonstrating the
dom nance of the defense was abundant and unanbi guous, and
t hat argunents to the contrary were patently frivol ous and
ridiculous. He made no claimfor originality, noting that
ot her experts agreed with his analysis. He found it
"astoni shing" that people "who had facts, figures and
reasoni ng powers" could so badly n1sconstrue t he situation.
The military experts were "blind" and "incurably deaf."3* The
mlitary forecasts of the Boer war had been "so utterly wrong
as to stagger belief,"” and | eaders showed "sli pshod
happy- go- | ucky |nd|fference in continuing to respect such
i nconpet ent advi ce.

In the mlitary Bloch saw a "stubbornness which ... set
itself to twist and distort the facts."*® He wote that the

excessive faith in the offense "is characteristic of the
mlitary spirit of all times and countries.”™ "Wars of the
Future": 315.

33 Quoted in Clarke, Voices Prophesying War: 134,

304 “\Wars of the Future": 317.
35 "M litarismin Politics": 774.

306 "\Wars of the Future": 305.
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mlitary belief in the strength of the offense grew from "an
irrational faith in worthless tradition" and a "bl anewort hy
shortsi ghtedness and naive faith in fetishes."?" He wondered
how the mlitary retained public esteem after being wong so
often, noting bitterly in 1901, after the British disasters in
the Boer War, that the nmilitary profession is3®
inmplicitly trusted. ... But events now show that they erred,
and not within the reasonabl e bounds which circunscribe
error in all walks of life, but so wildly that the nere
man in the street could not well have been so far astray
as they. Again and again they repeat their prophecies,
whi ch are soon afterward belied by the vicissitudes of
war. Then they turn to actual facts, and m sconstrue them
in the same whol esal e manner.
And Bl och accused the mlitary of know ng they were w ong,
referring to opponents "who understand very well" the general
def ensi ve | essons of the Boer War while ascribing its results
to uni que |ocal conditions. 3%

European mlitaries were famliar with Bloch's
arguments. His work was wi dely published and translated into
Russi an, German, French and English. |In 1901 he lectured to
British officers at the Royal United Services Institute.3®
Britain's Colonel F.N. Maude credited Bloch with a w de
reputation, even blam ng himfor contributing to the reverses
in South Africa by undermining the offensive spirit of the
arnmy-- Maude thought the timdity of British troops at Moddder
Ri ver and Paarde Kraal was "entirely traceable to the vicious
t eachi ngs of that m sgui ded school whose fallacies find their
hi ghest expression in the works of M Bl och. "3

Mor eover, Bloch was not alone in his forecast. Around
Europe maverick officers warned that the adverti sed power of
the of fense was an illusion. Thus the weakness of the offense
was nore politically than technically undi scoverable. The
power of the defense was not recogni zed because European
mlitaries preferred not to recognize it.

In Britain Major C.E. Calwell, Major B.F.S.

Baden- Powel | , Li eutenant-Col onel J.E. Ednonds and Col onel G F.
Henderson all recognized the increased power of the defense
and suggested defensive innovations. |In 1903 Baden- Powel |

wrote that machi ne guns woul d make sone places "practically
i npassi bl e" and thought long |ines of defense m ght be

307 "wWars of the Future": 316.

308 "M litarismin Politics": 768.

%9 Travers, "Technol ogy, Tactics and Morale": 269.

39 Travers, "Technol ogy, Tactics and Morale": 268.

1 Travers, "Technol ogy, Tactics and Morale": 270.
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i mpossi ble to turn.3? Ednmonds wote that the WI derness
canpaign in Northern Virginia in 1864 forecast the shape of
wars to cone, predicting "the universal use of the spade both
in the attack and the defense, making the war one of what may
be called siege operations in the field. "33 Henderson wrote
that "good infantry, sufficiently covered ... is, if unshaken
by artillery and attacked in front alone, absolutely
invincible."®% General E.A Al thamnoted in 1914 that the
crossing of the fire zone led to "punishing | osses" and was a
"stupendous task per haps "the nost form dable enterprise
known to war. "3

I n France CoIoneI Mont ai gne predicted a siege war

deci ded by exhaustion.?®® J. Colin, Captain L. Auger, Emle
Mayer and P. Poul |l et discussed the growing fire effect of arns
and the power of entrenchnents. 3! Lleutenant-CbIoneI Grouard
war ned t hat an of fensive strategy for France was "absol utely
i npracticable,” and General Victor M chel proposed a fairly
def ensi ve strategy to address a German invasion.3*® |n 1895
Auger noted that the growing firepower of nobdern weapons made
all movenent in the open increasingly costly, and predicted a
war of continuous trench lines. He concluded that the

def ensi ve was "the true node of conbat of the future," indeed
“"the only one possible in the presence of the probable
hetatonb of future war." A future war would certainly
"approximate to a certain extent the [Civil War] battles

f ought before Richnmond, and ... the attack, instead of placing
all confidence in nunmbers and elan, wll have to proceed with

sl owness, gain ground gradually, and consolidate each step."3?®

32 Travers, "Technol ogy, Tactics and Morale": 271.

33" Quoted in WIliam MEl wee, The Art of WAr: Waterloo to
Mons (Bl ooni ngton: |ndiana University Press, 1974): 322.
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In 1902 Mayer predicted the 1914-18 trench war in France,
i ncluding even the "race to the sea"--the rush to extend the
trench lines fromthe Alps to the English Channel once the
first attacks failed. He imagined inviolable fronts3®
putting face to face two human walls, alnmost in contact,
only separated by the depth of danger, and this double
wall will remain alnost inert, in spite of the will of
either party to advance. ... Unable to succeed in front,
one of these lines will try to outwing the other. The
latter, in its turn, will prolong its front, and it wll
be a conpetition about who will be able to reach farthest.
The line will stop at a point d' appui, at a sea, at
nmount ai ns, at the frontier of a neutral nation. Fromthis
monent on, there will be so to speak no reason for the
fight to stop, at |east for one side. Exterior
circunstances (the entrance of the United States into the
European War!) will bring the end of the purely defensive
war of the future.

In Germany CGeneral von Janson wote that the "assail ant
can only hope to succeed if the defenders |ose their heads."3*
Col onel F. von Meerheinmb wrote in 1868 that "the conbination

of nmodern | ong-ranged, rapid firing weapons and prepared
positions give the defensive such a great superiority that
frontal attacks will succeed only on the rarest occasion. "3%?
A civilian, Karl Bleibtreu, wote of the U S. Civil War that
"Lee's trenches, running for many mles along the river banks
or through the forests, anticipate ... what can well make its
appearance in the war of the future."**® Baron von
Freytag- Lori nghoven wote that entrenched infantry on the
def ensi ve, however outnunbered and exhausted, would al ways
prevail . 3

These critics of the offense were ignored, punished or
sl andered by their offense-m nded parent organi zations. Bl och
was treated with great derision by Europe's mlitaries.
Grouard and M chel were pushed out of the French arny.3®

%20 Quoted in Vagts, History of Mlitarism 352,

%21 Quoted in Bloch, "Wars of the Future": 319.

322

124.

Quoted in Luvaas, Mlitary Legacy of the Civil War:

322 Luvaas, Mlitary Legacy of the Civil War: 142.

324 McEl wee, Art of War: 321.

325 Liddell Hart, "French Mlitary |deas Before the First
World War": 144-45; and Tanenbaum "French Estimates of
Germany's Operational War Plans": 164.
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Mayer was passed over for pronotion and retired.®® His
articles were refused by the French military journals, 3
he was forced to hide behind pseudonynms and in foreign
publications.®® His clairvoyant prediction of trench warfare
and the "race to the sea"” was published not in France but in
the Swiss Mlitary Review. **°

Even as they dism ssed their critics, advocates of the
of fense searched for new i nnovations to redress the grow ng

and

power of the defense. |In Britain some officers advanced the
"suffer casualties" thesis--British troops should sinply be
instilled with greater willingness to die, so they would

sustain the nmuch greater casualties that would be suffered in
the offense.®*° Other British officers thought nore

ent husi astic soldiers would neutralize the machine gun. Sir
lan Ham Iton, for instance, accepted Bloch's argunents on the
effectiveness of the magazine rifle and snokel ess powder, but
t hought these weapons could be overcone by soldiers with nore
initiative, enthusiasm and esprit de corps.>*

This search for answers reveals that mlitaries knew
that the offense faced | arge new obstacles. Yet all the while
of ficers across Europe were telling publics how easily others
m ght overrun their country, and how they could forestall this
by overrunning others. The problem was not that mlitaries
m sunderstood the situation; rather, they did not want others
to understand it.

In short, Europe's mlitary establishnments sold
il lusions of easy conquest and scarce security to Europe's
| eaders and publics despite abundant evidence to the contrary.

They sustained their argunments by ignoring or suppressing
contrary evidence, while acknowl edging in private the strength
of this evidence. Together this evidence suggests that
Europe's mlitaries had a strong bias for the offense.

Two counter-argunents could be advanced against this
claim both hold that offensive strategi es nade sense for
Europe's powers in 1914. First, sone contend that the
Eur opean powers coul d best defend exposed allies by attacking

326 |iddell Hart, "French Mlitary |deas Before the First
World War": 142-43.

%27 Liddell Hart, "French Mlitary |deas Before the First
World War": 142.

328 vagts, History of Mlitarism 222.

329

Vagts, History of Mlitarism 352. /note /342
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Travers, "Technol ogy, Tactics and Morale": 272-73.

¥l Travers, "Technol ogy, Tactics and Morale": 272.



80

their allies' attackers, and this required offensive forces
and strategies.>*? |f so, the offensive doctrines and force
postures of 1914 stemmed not from the biases of European
mlitaries, but fromthe harsh realities of power politics.

There is some truth in this argunent, but far too
little to explain the offensive extremes of 1914. Russia did
need sone offensive capability to save its French ally from
the nightmare of fighting the entire German arny alone, and to
help its Serbian ally survive Austro-Hungarian attack; hence
Russi a was prudent to prepare offensives agai nst Germany and
Austria. And France needed the option to attack Germany to
assist its Russian ally in the unlikely event that Germany
concentrated its forces first against Russia, not France. But
France was i mensely unwi se to exercise that option when
Germany concentrated agai nst France in 1914; instead, France
shoul d have entrenched its frontier and awaited the German
attack.®® And Germany was i nmensely unwi se to enbrace
Schlieffen's extravagant offensive schene, with its successive
attacks on Bel gium France, and Russia. |Instead, Gernmany
woul d have been far better served by a defensive strategy in
t he west agai nst Bel gium and France, and a defensive or
limted offensive strategy in the east, follow ng the el der
Mol tke's earlier plan.** "Such a strategy would have fully
protected Germany's Austro-Hungarian ally. 1t also would have
| et Germany avoid war with Bel giumand Britain; it would have
reduced French popul ar support for war agai nst Gernmany by
| eaving French soil unattacked; and, by keeping Britain out of
the war, it would have greatly reduced the risk of Anerican
entry against Germany. Finally, turning to Britain, it had no
political need for an offensive arny; its main goal was the
def ense of France, which a defensive strategy could achieve.

A second counter-argunent holds that the offense was

%32 gScott D. Sagan, "1914 Revisited: Allies, Ofense, and
Instability," International Security, Vol. 11, No. 2 (Fal
1986): 151-176 at 162-166.

333 On the unwi sdom of the French of fensive see Snyder,
| deol ogy of the Offensive: 44, 113-14; Jack Snyder,
"Correspondence,"” International Security, Vol. 11, No. 3
(Wnter 1986/87): 187-193 at 191; and Lieven, Russia and the
Oigins of the First World War: 106.
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| deol ogy of the Offensive: 116-119; and Snyder,
"Correspondence”: 190-91. In 1915 General Mdltke hinself
admtted that Germany's attack on France was a m st ake,
arguing that "the larger part of our army ought first to have
been sent East to smash the Russian steamroller” while
Germany stood on the defensive in the west. Tuchman, Guns of

August : 100.
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fairly strong in 1914, so powers that chose of fensive
strategies were placing a prudent bet; offense had a fair
chance of success. |If so, once again, the offensives of 1914
were a pragmatic response to circunstance, not an outgrowth of
t he biases of European mlitaries. The offensives of 1914
failed but the decision to adopt them was not inexpedient.®

In this view the strength of the offense in 1914 is
reveal ed by the near-success of the Schlieffen plan, which
all egedly failed only through the blunders and bad | uck of
German commanders. |In fact, however, the Schlieffen plan was
very unlikely scheme that only approached success because of
French m stakes. The French war plan nicely served Gernmany's
needs. France concentrated its forces on the Franco- Gernman
border while leaving its northern frontier with Bel gium only
lightly defended; then France hurled its armes into Gernmany.

This all owed German forces to sweep around France's northern
flank, drive into France, and nearly encircle the French

arm es attacking Germany. Had France instead chosen to stand
on the defensive its forces surely would have smashed the
attacking German arm es at or near the French border. Thus
the folly of Germany's offensive was nasked by the equal folly
of France's offensive. *®

In short, the French and German of fensives of 1914 were
strategic blunders of the first order. They cannot be
expl ained as required or invited by circunstance. An
expl anation that points to the biases of the French and Ger man
mlitaries better fits the evidence.

Evi dence fromthe Interwar Era. Oficers in the
British Royal Air Force, the United States air force, the
British Royal Navy, the inperial Japanese Navy, and the German
arnmy continued to exalt the power of the offensive and to
favor offensive strategies after World War |I. Once again
t hese argunents for the offense were nmuch overdone, and often
rested on twi sted argunents and analysis--a telltale sign of
wi || ful bias.

The British Royal Air Force dogmatically pursued | ong-

5
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Sagan, "1914 Revisited": 159-61.
3%  Mpreover, good evidence indicates that the Schlieffen
pl an did not even come close to success. Despite France's

nm sbegotten of fensive, German attackers were outnunbered by
allied forces once they drove far into France, sinply because
the allies had nore forces in the theater and could maneuver
them nore easily. This nunerical weakness probably doonmed
Germany to defeat at the Battle of the Marne. And even if
Germany had won at the Marne it seens likely that the weakness
of German | ogistics would have | ater brought the Gernan
offensive to a halt. Arguing along these lines is Snyder,

| deol ogy of the Offensive: 120.
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range bombi ng and negl ected air defenses throughout the
interwar years.*’ |t insisted that bonber forces now could
qui ckly level great cities in a matter of days, and cl ai ned
that states could even be quickly conquered by a "knock out
bl ow' fromthe air. The only defense agai nst such attack, the
RAF argued, was to be ready to |l aunch even nore devastati ng
bombi ng rai ds agai nst the attacker.3*® Hence all effort should
go toward building up Britain's offensive |ong-range bonber
force.

Air defenses agai nst eneny bonmber attack were a
poi ntl ess waste of noney, the RAF cl ai med, because they would
surely fail to stop the eneny bonmbers. This view |l ed the RAF
to resist the devel opnent of British defenses, since this
woul d divert resources that would otherw se go toward buil di ng
bonmbers. Amamzingly, as late as May 1940 the Air Staff tried
to shut down the production lines building Spitfires and
Hurricanes, the nmainstay fighters that won the Battle of
Britain.®*° Had the Air Staff gotten its way, that battle
could well have been lost and with it the war. Fortunately,
British civilian | eaders and maveri ck RAF of ficer Hugh Dowdi ng
together build a strong air defense despite RAF resistance. °

The RAF's clains for the power of bonbing came to be
wi dely believed by British | eaders and the British public.
This crippled British diplomacy in the late 1930s, since nany
British | eaders shrank fromrisking a war that they feared

37 On the RAF favoring offensive over defensive nissions
see Posen, Sources of Mlitary Doctine: 142-43, 160-61, 167-
69, 171-75; Tam Davis Biddle, "British and American
Approaches to Strategic Bonbing: Their Origins and
| rpl enentation in the World War Il Conbi ned Bonmber Of fensive,"
Journal of Strategic Studies, Vol. 18, No. 1 (March 1995): 91-
144 at at 92-105, 127; and Allan D. English, "The RAF Staff
Col | ege and the Evolution of British Strategic Bonbing Policy,
1922-1929," Journal of Strategic Studies, Vol. 16, No. 3
(Sept enber 1993): 408-431 at 409- 25.
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sane spirit the RAF Chief of Staff, Lord Hugh Trenchard,
declared in 1939 that Britain should not |limt the devel opnent
of its offensive air power by "devoting too large a proportion
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shelters and fighter aircraft.” Quoted in Elizabeth Kier,
| magi ni ng War: French and British Mlitary Doctrine Between
the Wars (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997): 99.

30 On the origins of British air defense see Posen,
Sources of Mlitary Doctrine: 142-43, 161, 166-67, 169, 171-
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woul d destroy nuch of Britain.?3*

Yet the RAF' s clainms were grossly m staken, as the
actualities of World War Il revealed. Before the war RAF
intelligence estinmated that bonmbs woul d cause 50 casualties
per ton dropped, while in fact they caused seven casualties
per ton;%*? it grossly exaggerated the capacity of bonbers to
def end t hensel ves against fighters; and it m sconstrued the
ef fect of bombing on civilian norale, suggesting that
civilians would crack under attack, while the effect was quite
the opposite, rousing civilian resistance.?®® The Air Staff
estimted that aerial bonbing woul d cause 150,000 casualties
in London in a week, while in fact there were | ess than
147,g80 casualties in the whole United Kingdomin the whole
war .

How coul d the RAF be so wong? The answer is sinple:
it had al nost no enpirical basis for its clains. The RAF
based its doctrine on strategic bonbing from 1918 forward, yet
it conducted no bomb effectiveness tests until 1937.3%° |t
also failed to reanalyze results fromWrld War |, and it
failed to dispatch an observer to the Spanish Civil War.3*® As

1 As A J.P. Taylor notes, Britons "expected that every
great city would be levelled to the ground i mediately on the
out break of war." The Origins of the Second World War, 2d ed.
(Greenwi ch, CT: Fawcett, 1961): 114-15. Arguing that this
fear hel ped cause Britain's appeasenent policy are Bell,
Oigins of the Second World WAr in Europe: 242; and Benny
Morris, The Roots of Appeasenent: The British Wekly Press and
Nazi Germany During the 1930s (London: Frank Cass, 1991): 48-
66.

32 paul Bracken reports that casualties were estimted at

50 per ton. "Unintended Consequences of Strategic Gam ng":
304. | calculate actual British casualties at seven per ton
from Bracken's figures on p. 310 and from data in Roger
Par ki nson, Dawn on our Darkness: The Sumrer of 1940 (London:
Granada Publishing, 1977): 302.
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a result, as the British World War Il Official History put it,
the RAF had "no clear idea what was operationally possible,
what targets could be reached, how far they could be hit, what
woul d happen to themif they were hit, or what were likely to
be the casualties incurred.

The few enpirical studies done by the RAF used
assunmpti ons and evidence chosen to favor the case for
strategi c bonmbing. For instance, the Air Staff estinmated bomb
danmage by treating the sixteen nost devastating Gernman air
raids of World War | as representative--in fact British
casualties in these raids were triple the Brltlsh average for
the war--and extrapolating fromthis sanple “ Sir John
Sl essor, Chief of Plans in the Air Mnistry, admtted after
the war that the Air Staff's belief in the bonber before the
war had been "intuitive ... a matter of faith," not
anal ysi s. 3%

Thus Britain's interwar devotion to bonbers, and the
British public's extrene fear of bomber attack, were fuel ed by
deceptive self-serving information purveyed by the RAF. The
RAF sought an of fensive |ong-range strategic bonblng m ssi on,
in part to keep itself in the offense business.®*° To sel
this m ssion the RAF stressed the capabilities of the |ong
range bomber. The ineffectiveness of strategic bonbing was

di scoverabl e, but the RAF was unwilling to discover it. Gven
the early wartinme performance of the RAF bomber force this
unwi | I i ngness is understandable: the British Oficial History

recounts that when the war began, "Bomber Command was
i ncapabl e of inflicting anything but insignificant danage on
t he eneny.
The interwar U S. Arny Air Corps took a nore reasonabl e
vi ew of | ong-range bonmbing than the RAF, but it, too,
exagger ated t he power of bombing while under-investing in

37 Quoted in Brodie, War and Politics: 458. Moreover,
the Air Staff held its cal culations and assunptions in close
secrecy, so that no one outside the RAF could reviewits
assessnent. Bracken, "Unintended Consequences of Strategic
Gam ng": 302-306.

38 Bracken, "Unintended Consequences of Strategic
Gam ng": 302, 304. See also Biddle, "British and Anerican
Approaches to Strategi c Bonbing": 97, 127.
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%9 The RAF also favored | ong-range bombing in order to

escape the arny control that came with other air m ssions
(e.g., battlefield interdiction).

%1 B.H. Liddell Hart, History of the Second World War, 2
vols. (New York: G P. Putnam s Sons, 1972): 2:593.
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fighter aircraft. Not until 1944 did the Corps enbrace the
nm ssion--tainted with an aura of defense--of fighter escort
for its bombers.®? |In the meanwhile U.S. bomber crews

suf fered heavy | osses that |ong-range fighter escorts coul d
have prevent ed.

The interwar inperial Japanese Navy over-indulged in
of fensive forces and tactics while neglecting cruci al
def ensive m ssions. Most inportant, the Navy utterly failed
to prepare to defend Japan's commerci al sea | anes, despite
World War | experience that vividly showed the devastating
effects of submarine attack on unprotected comercia
shi ppi ng.**® The Navy first gave serious attention to
def endi ng shi pping from submari nes, includin% t he
est abl i shment of convoys, only in late 1943.%* O her tasks
t hat smacked of defense, such as equi pping warships with anti -
aircraft guns or designing rugged aircraft that could take
puni shment, were also neglected.®® Instead, all effort went
toward building up the offensive power of great nmain battle
fleets.

Japan's false faith in the offensive arose in part
because Japan's navy suppressed evidence showing it would
fail. For exanple, the Navy doctored war ganmes that it
conducted in early 1942 to show that the offensive operations
it planned for the com ng summer woul d succeed. The gane's
unpire judged that Japan's aircraft carrier force had taken
nine hits and lost two carriers during the sinulated attack on
M dway | sland. The director of the gane, Rear Adniral Ugaki,
arbitrarily reduced the number of hits to three and the nunber
of sunken carriers to one, and then allowed even the sunken
carrier to play in the gane's next engagement. 3°

%2 Phillip S. Meilenger, "Proselytiser and Prophet:
Al exander P. de Seversky and Anmerican Air Power," Journal of
Strategic Studies, Vol. 18, No. 1 (March 1995): 7-36 at 10-11.
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The Pacific War (New York: Quill, 1982): 453.
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The British Royal Navy made sinilar m stakes. During
Wrld War | it saw convoy tactics as essentially defensive,
and therefore to be rejected. Instead, the Navy commtted its
ships to actively hunting Gernman submari nes al ong shigeing
| anes--a futile tactic that bore very meager results.®
Rui nous British shipping |osses resulted. Only pressure from
civilian leaders finally brought the Navy to adopt a convoy
system British shipping |osses then plunmmeted, fron1around
fifteen percent to around one percent per sailing.?

Thi s experience should have taught the Royal Navy the
price of offensive excess and defensive neglect. But the Navy
rejected the lesson. In fact it did not even bother to record
its World War | experience, conpiling no conprehen3|ve hi story
of the 1914-18 anti-submarine canpaign after the war.>*° And
so, again in Wrld War 11, the Royal Navy obstinately insisted
that German submarines coul d best be kill ed by actively
hunting themwith groups of destroyers and aircraft
carriers.®® |t did adopt convoy tactics faster than in 1914,
but it also again devoted | arge resources to aggressively
searching out German U-boats. And once again these hunting
tactics were a failure. John Costello and Terry Hughes note
that "these tactics suited the Navy's desire for aggressive
action, but they flewin the face of First War experience. "3

A strategy of forcing Gernman subnarines to attack escorted
convoys prom sed far better results. Many allied merchant
seanen di ed because it was not pursued.

The U.S. Navy |ikew se resisted the introduction of
convoys in U S. coastal waters in the first nonths after Pearl
Har bor, despite the vast evidence by then show ng their val ue.

As a result German submarines ran wild in what historian
Samuel Eliot Mrrison sardonically caIIed a "merry massacre"
of U.S. east coast merchant shipping.*? Wth sel dom nore than
a dozen submari nes on station, Gernmany sank a spectacul ar 216
allled ShIpS off the U.S. coast in the first quarter of
1942.

The German arnmy of the 1920s enbraced an of fensive

357 yvan der Vat, Atlantic Canpaign: 26.

3%8 yan der Vat, Atlantic Canpaign: 36.

39 yan der Vat, Atlantic Canpaign: 40.

%0 yan der Vat, Atlantic Canpaign: 81; and Costello and
Hughes, Battle of the Atlantic: 9.
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strategy that made little nore sense than the earlier
Schlieffen plan. The German Chief of Staff, Hans von Seeckt,
pl anned an attack brusquée: Germany would hurl its always-
ready arnmy on its opponent before the opponent could nobilize
its forces.®* What this overlooked was that the Versailles
agreenment inposed deep cuts on German forces, |eaving Gernany
i ncapabl e of effective offensive action. Seekt's plan was a
tenpl ate of fensive response and a recipe for disaster.

Two interwar military organi zations stood aside from
this offensive parade: the British and French armes. Both
enbraced | argely defensive doctrines during nost of the
interwar period. These cases show that the of fense-m ndedness
of mlitaries is not universal. However, they do not
underm ne the claimthat professional mlitaries have a strong
bi as toward the offensive. Rather, they show that under some
conditions, which are not very comon, this bias can wane or
di sappear.

The French Arny adopted a defensive approach in | arge
part because the French parlianment inmposed a one-year term of
service for conscripts on the Army in 1928.%° The Arny felt,
probably with good reason, *° that a one-year service termleft
too little time to prepare troops for training-intensive
of fensive m ssions. Mich of the arny woul d al ways be in
training, |eaving an inadequate ready force. |Instead, the
Armmy judged that a |l ess training-intensive defensive strategy
was necessary.

What does the French Arny case indicate? It shows that
mlitaries nmay adopt the defensive if they are denied the kind
of personnel that the offensive requires. However, this is
not a common problem The French one-year service term was
unique in the interwar years. Moreover, French conscripts
served only 18 nonths during 1923-28, 37 yet the Arny stuck
with offense during this period. This suggests that only
severe restrictions on personnel could dissuade the armnmy from
an of fensive approach. The m | der but still significant
l[imtations of an 18-nmobnth service term were not enough.

We shoul d al so notice that the French Arny's operations

364 posen, Sources of Mlitary Doctrine: 185-88.

35 posen, Sources of Mlitary Doctrine: 108, 118-119: and
Kier, lmagining War: 7, 56-88.
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See Eugeni a Kiesling s book, which supports the
interepretation that an army of short-term conscripts was
better adapted to defensive than offensive m ssions, and that
France abandoned offense for that reason. Differing is Kier,
| magi ni ng War: 70-80, who argues that army culture, not
expedi ence, led the French Arny to adopt defense.

37 Kier, lmagining War: 65.
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during the 1940 Battle of France had a daring offensive

el ement. Specifically, as the battle began the French Arny
tried to nove all the way across Bel giumand into the

Net herl ands, to forestall the German seizure of northern

Bel gi um **®  This bold of fensive maneuver--whi ch was undert aken
agai nst civilian opposition, and which brought disaster by
exposi ng French forces to encirclenment--shows that top French
officers were still attached to offensive ideas.

The interwar British Arnmy rested content with a
def ensi ve approach partly because it could not enhance its
budget by enbracing offense. In the context of the 1930s an
of fensi ve strategy required the devel opnment of arnored and
mechani zed forces. However, arnmored forces would only be
useful in a canpaign on the European continent, and the
British government had firmy deci ded agai nst a continental
comm tnment. Hence Arny entreaties to civilians to support a
new mechani zed arny surely woul d have been rejected, with no
budget gain for the army. Mlitaries can usually gain budget
growth by selling and adopting offense; the British arny is a
special case to the contrary.

The British Arny also resisted offense to preserve its
organi zati onal essence. The 1930s Arny retained a reginental
system an amateur culture, and constabulary roots. An
of fensive strategy neant arnored and nmechani zed forces; and
mechani zati on meant massive change that would threaten these
guai nt attributes. O fense seldomthreatens the essence of
mlitary organi zations, but in this instance it did.

In sunmary, the interwar years again find mlitaries
exalting the offensive. As in the years before 1914
mlitaries had little basis for their clainms, which they
advanced despite the availability of strong evidence to the
contrary. This again suggests that a willful bias for the
of fense was at worKk.

The French and British arm es show that the offensive
reflexes of mlitaries have their limts. Wen budgets are
not enhanced by of fense, and when organi zati onal essence is
t hreatened by offense, mlitaries may well adopt the
def ensi ve.

These conditions are fairly uncommon, however, and
mlitary offense-n ndedness is correspondi ngly common. Most
great power nmilitaries have a strong proclivity to exalt the
of fensive and to enbrace offensive doctrines and postures. A
range of diverse nmilitaries froma range of states have
repeatedly denonstrated this proclivity. Elizabeth Kier's
claimthat "military organi zations do not inherently prefer
of fensi ve doctrines” is refuted by abundant evi dence of
pervasive mlitary of fense-m ndedness. 3%

%8 On French operations in 1940 see Posen, Sources of

Mlitary Doctrine: 86-94.

%9 Eljzabeth Kier, "Culture and Mlitary Doctrine: France
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D. "It Pays To Strike First." States seldom gain nuch
advant age
by being the first side to nmobilize or attac They may
shift the balance of forces in their favor, but seldom by very
much. Morover, any such gains are usually outwei ghed by the
harm of arousi ng eneny publics and alienating neutral
governnments. Israel's 1967 first strike against Egypt, which
proved a strategic success, was quite unusual. Even the
tactically successful 1941 surprise attacks by Germany on the
Sovi et Union and by Japan on the United States failed to
deliver strategic victory, and Japan's attack was politically
self-ruinous. In fact, history yields no clear instance of a
war whose out cone woul d have been reversed had the other side
struck first.

Yet mlitaries often claimthat noving first pays |arge
rewards. Mlitary thought warns against losing the initiative
and asserts the need to strike the first blow As Wnston
Churchill sunmarized, nmilitary | eaders are "prone to enphasize
the i mportance of forestalling the eneny in the begi nning of
great wars, and statesmen are at their mercy on such
questions. "' Before World War | a French officer declared
that "the victorious arnmy will be the one which ... will first
jump at the throat of the eneny";3®? another stated that "an
arnmy which cannot be ready first cannot think of directing the
war, but only of suffering it."®*® A |eading French general
proposed in 1912 that France forestall Germany by entering
Belgiumfirst in case of war, a folly that surely would have
alienated Britain, Belgium and the United States from

k 370

Bet ween the Wars," International Security, Vol. 19, No. 4
(Spring 1995): 65-93 at 66. See also ibid.: 79, where Kier
argues that mlitaries have "no a priori preference for an
of fensive or a defensive doctrine.”" A simlar but softer
claimis in Kier |magining War: 15.

370 van Evera, Causes of War: Power and the Roots of
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31 Wnston S. Churchill, The Unknown War: The Eastern
Front (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1931): 89.
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France.®* (French civilian |eaders wi sely denurred.)
Germany's General Bernhardi declared that Germany nust "act on
the offensive and strike the first blow "% and the German
Chi ef of Staff, Hellrmuth von Ml tke the younger, warned that
"we must forestall our principle adversary” if war seened
likely.®® British naval officers i magined a huge first-strike
advantage at sea, the Directorate of Naval intelligence
warning in 1905 that the advantage of the initiative was
"enormous” and that "if history is any guide, a sudden and
dramati c out break woul d be distinctive of future wars,
especially the war at sea."®’ Admiral Sir John Fisher argued
t hat "suddenness is now the characteristic feature of sea
fighting."*® But naval operations in Wrld War | actually
reveal ed no first-nove advant age.

After World War |, Italy's Gulio Douhet clainmed that
the "principle of the value of surprise attack is obvious, "3?"”
and argued that the initiative in aerial wars of the future
woul d be decisive. After World War 11, a U S. officer pointed
to "the tremendous advant ages that accrue to the man who
starts a war."%° Another faulted deterrent doctrines because
they required "yielding of the initiative to the adversary. "3

374 Joffre, quoted in L.C.F. Turner, "The Edge of the
Preci pi ce: A Conpari son Between Novenmber 1912 and July 1914,"
RMC Hi storical Journal, Vol. 3 (1974): 3-20 at 6.
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Waltz, Use of Force: 153-169 at 158.

%% Wi nstein, "Dreadnought Gap": 158. In 1904 he argued
to King Edward VIl that the British should pre-enpt the Gernan
fleet. The King replied: "My God, Fisher, you nust be mad!"
St ei nberg, "Copenhagen Conpl ex": 36.

3% Douhet, Command of the Air: 51.

%0 General Thomas Power, in 1959, in congressional
testimony, quoted in "United States Defence," Survival,
(May/ June 1959): 55.

%l Col. Richard L. Curl, in 1975, quoted in Bernard

Brodi e, "The Devel opment of Nuclear Strategy," lnternational
Security, Vol. 2, No. 4 (Spring 1978): 65-83 at 67. In 1954
U.S. Air Force Col. Raynond Sl eeper |ikew se urged that U. S.
pol i cymakers "perform a surgical operation on our national
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Mlitaries can see advantage for the initiative even in
new technol ogi es that reduce it. Thus many U.S. mlitary
of ficers wongly argued that nucl ear weapons increase the
advant age of striking first32 -e.g., Colonel Jack D. Nichol as:
"Conceding the initiative in the thernmonuclear age is an
enor nous concession. At best it could produce a critical
mlitary situation for us. At worst it carries the seeds of a
national disaster."® General Thomas Power |ikew se argued
that "the nation which takes the initiative in nuclear war
automatically assunes mlitary superiority,” and that "nodern
weapons have placed a fear greater premiumon the initiative
t han ever before."%** General Lemay opposed Anerican Cold War
pl ans to defend Europe with conventional forces, since this
strat egy ni%pt deprive the United States of the nuclear
initiative.* The mlitary |eaders of the U.S. Strategic Air
Command were oriented toward a preenptive doctrine fromthe
m d-1950s forward. *°

Four factors feed this mlitary bias. First, the side
striking first inposes its progranms on the side under attack.

Hence mlitaries can reduce uncertainty and ease pl anning by

hitting first. They nmuch prefer the initiative for this
reason. Thus General Power explained why he sought the

grand strategy and quietly renove the stifling concept of
retaliation.” Tam Davis Biddle, "Handling the Soviet Threat:
"Project Control' and the Debate on Anmerican Strategy in the
Early Cold War Years," Journal of Strategic Studies, Vol. 12,
No. 3 (Septenber 1989): 273-302 at 273.

382 I

argue that nucl ear weapons reduce the first-nove
advantage in Causes of War: Power and the Roots of Conflict:
244.

%3 |n 1956, quoted in George E. Lowe, The Age of
Deterrence (Boston: Little, Brown, 1964): 126.

384

Power, Design for Survival: 39. Mny Soviet officers
have made the sanme claim see below, p. *.

35 LeMay warned that a conventional defense strategy "may

find us with our arns down when the eneny is |aunching nucl ear
weapons. It may offer himthe slight edge in tinme and
surprise that would nean our national denise." LeMay, Anerica
|s in Danger: 25.

%5 Richard K. Betts, "Surprise Attack and Preenption," in
Graham T. Allison, Albert Carnesale, and Joseph S. Nye, Jr.,
eds., Hawks, Doves, and OM s: An Agenda for Avoi ding Nucl ear
War (New York: WW Norton, 1985): 54-79 at 66; see also
Kapl an, W zards of Arnmageddon: 108, 132-134, 148-150, 277.




92

initiative: 3
If we strike first] I know exactly how much of this force
can generate, how many airplanes | would have, how many
bombs would go in those airplanes, what targets they woul d
hit, and about what danage they would do, and this is a
t renmendous capability under those conditions.
But if you reverse this procedure and pass the

initiative to the Soviets, then we can only be in a

i
[

retaliatory role, and our capability will be greatly
reduced.
Li kewi se Moshe Dayan argued that if Israel struck first "the
course of the canpaign would then follow our dictates. ... The

eneny woul d be forced to fight according to the noves we
rmde n 388

A first strike is often harder to execute than to
def end against; but planning a first strike is harder than
pl anni ng the defense against it. Faced with this conundrum
mlitaries choose ease of planning over ease of operations,
and so choose the initiative. This bias then creeps into
mlitary estimtes of the advantage of the initiative.

Second, mlitaries often underrate the political
backl ash that a first strike provokes because judgi ng that
backlash is not their job. A surprise attack often enrages
and arouses the opponent's public. It has aggressive
overtones that arouse neutral states against the first-
striker. But mlitaries may overl ook these problens because
political issues are not their responsibility. 3%®°

Third, the advantage of the initiative seens |arger
when conquest seens easier, since nore territority can then be
conquer ed by exgloiting the material advantage that a first
move provides.®*® Hence the tendency of militaries to
exaggerate the ease of conquest makes them exaggerate the
advantage of the initiative.

Fourth, mlitaries exaggerate others' hostility, as
not ed above. This inflates the apparent risk of standing pat
and the benefits of forestalling others by making it seem nore
likely that others will strike first.

E. "Wndows Are Large, Preventive War Pays O f."

387
Def ence,

Before congress in 1959, quoted in "United States
" Survival, (May-June 1959): 55.

%5 |1n 1967, quoted in Moshe Dayan, Story of My Life: An
Aut obi ography (New York: Warner Books, 1976): 412.

389

Mlitaries also underestimate these probl ens because
they often believe that bellicose policies win nore friends
t han enem es, as noted above.

30 On this point see Van Evera, Causes of War: Power and
the Roots of Conflict: 70, 128-29.
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Mlitaries often exaggerate the size of w ndows of opportunity
and vul nerability, and overstate the advantage offered by
| aunchi ng preventive war.®*' Five causes contribute. First,
mlitaries warn of national mlitary decline to bol ster the
case for nore mlitary spending. "Qur adversaries are grow ng
stronger, while we grow weaker--we nust do nore!" Current
trends are bad, they claim putting the nation in |ater danger
unl ess national defenses are strengthened now. Thus in 1895
Germany's Adnmiral Tirpitz warned that "Germany will, in the
com ng century, rapidly drop from her position as a great
power unless we begin to develop our maritinme interests
energetically,” and in 1979 U S. Adm ral Thomas Hayward war ned
that "the Soviets will attain a first-strike capability
[against the U.S.] in the next few years."*? Such calls are
i ntended as an argunent for nore mlitary spending, but also
work as an argunent for preventive war

Second, mlitaries underestimate the political backlash
that states trigger by starting preventive wars because, as
not ed above, Judglng political issues is not a mlitary
responS|b|I|ty As a result mlitaries exaggerate the size
of wi ndows.

Third, w ndows seem | arger when conquest seens easi er,
since nore terrltorlty can then be conquered by striking at a
time of relative nmaterial advantage.3** Hence the tendency of
mlitaries to exaggerate the ease of conquest al so makes them
exaggerate the size of windows. Thus General Ml tke favored
preventive war in 1914 partly because he thought German
relative decline would | eave Germany open to conquest. State
Secretary Jagow sunmarized Moltke's views: "Russia will have
conpleted her armanents in 2 to 3 years. The mlitary

¥ Noting that militaries often recomrend preventive war
is Alfred Vagts, Defense and Di pl omacy: 263-350. Vagts al so
notes that civilians advance such ideas |less often. 1bid.:
263.

392

Ber ghahn, Germany and the Approach of War: 29; and
U.S. Senate, Committee on Arned Services, Mlitary
| pl i cations of the Treaty on the Limtation of Strateqic

Ofensive Arms _and Protocol Thereto (SALT Il Treaty): Hearings
Before the Committee on Arned Services: Part 2. 96th Cong.,
1st sess., 1979: 177. In retrospect both forecasts seem very

wi de of the mark.

393 Thus in 1868 or 1869 the elder Moltke blithely
decl ared that Germans "nust not be deterred by the fact that
we may give the appearance of aggression.” Ritter, Sword and

Scepter, 1:218.

394 See Van Evera, Causes of War: Power and the Roots of
Conflict: 104, 129-131.
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superiority of our enem es would be so great then that he did

not know how we mni ght cope with them ... There was no
alternative to waging a preventive war" while Germany coul d
still succeed.®* To Mdltke German decline meant nore than

di sadvantage: it nmeant German ruin because he al so believed
t hat conquest was easy. 3%

Fourth, preventive war makes nore sense if states
exaggerate others hostility, since this narrows the choice
toward "war now or war later" by making peace seem tenporary.

Hence the military tendency to exaggerate others' hostility
supports argunents for preventive war. Thus Mol tke expl ai ned
in 1912: "1 believe a war to be unavoi dabl e and: the sooner
the better."?” Italy's Chief of Staff, General Pollio,
endorsed preventive war by the same logic: "lIs it not nore
| ogical for the Triplice to ... start a war, which will be
forced upon us, in our own good time?"3%® U'S. Air Force Mjor
General Ovil Anderson endorsed preventive war agai nst the

Soviet Union in 1950: "Since we're at war, damm it, | don't
advocate preventive war. | advocate the sheddi ng of
illusions. ... [Clivilization demands that we act. G ve nme

the order to do it and | can break up Russia's five A-bonb
nests in a week."3°

Fifth, mlitaries often exaggerate the pernanence of
victory (as noted above) and the cunulativity of international
resources (as noted below). This |eads themto exaggerate the
advantage they gain if they win a preventive war, and the size
of the loss if a war foregone today is |ost |ater.*®

As a result mlitaries often | obby for preventive war.

s for preventive war were a constant chorus fromthe

Cal |
ilitary in Prussial/ Germany after the m d-19th century.

m |

395 Quoted in Vol ker R Berghahn, Germany and the Approach
of War in 1914 (London: Macm |l an, 1973): 172.

3% May 18, 2000: The Mdltke quote in the above para and
the Pollio and Anderson quotes in the follow ng para seem
cuttabl e.

397 Fischer, War_of 1llusions: 162.

398

305.

399

In April 1914, quoted in Vagts, Defense and Di pl omacy:

Vagts, Defense and Dipl omacy: 333.

%0 Thus the el der Mltke favored a preventive strike
agai nst France in the 1870's in order "at last to cap the
vol cano that has been shaki ng Europe for a century with its
wars and revolutions,” as if one victorious war would
permanently solve Germany's French problem Ritter, Sword and

Scepter, 1:227.
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Hel muth von Mol tke the elder, Prussial/Germany's |ong-serving
chief of staff (1857-1887), proposed preventive war against
France in 1859, while France was diverted in I taly; % agai nst
Austri a, France and Bavaria in 1862, shortly before Bi smarck
arranged an |nPortant Aust r o- Prussi an al I i ance; *°? and agai nst
France in 1867°° and 1870.%* He believed Bi smarck's pol i cy of
restraint in 1867 eventually "will cost us many |ives."*® In
the 1870's he favored another preventive war agalnst France,
and advi sed preventive war against Russia in 1887.

O her German officers gave simlar advice. Martin
Kitchen notes that after 1870 the wish for preventive war with
France was "an article of faith" anong many German of ficers. *®

Every major German mlitary figure also endorsed Moltke's
notion of preventive war on Russia in 1887.%° Generals
Wal dersee and Loe noted that Germany had just equipped its
army with new nmagazine rifles, a new howitzer and better
artlllerX shells; a golden nmonent for war with Russia had
arrived. (I'nstead Bismarck wi sely arranged a Gernman- Russi an
alliance.) 1In 1889, while serving as Chief of the General
Staff, Wal dersee opined that Bismarck's skill and reputation
shoul d be used until the German mlitary advantage was at
maxi mum then the decisive war with France and Russia should
be deliberately begun.*!

British naval officers, joined by others, favored a

401 Ritter, Sword and Scepter, 1:216.

402

Vagts, Defense and Dipl omacy: 339n.

%03 France was gai ning power relative to Prussia, Mltke

decl ared, so "the sooner we cone to blows ... the better."
Vagts, Defense and Di pl omacy: 285.

404 Howar d, Franco-Prussian War: 54.

4% Ritter, Sword and Scepter, 1:2109.

406

Vagts, Defense and Diplomacy: 287; Ritter, Sword and
Scepter, 1:227.

407

Snyder, |deology of the Ofensive: 128..

408 Kitchen, German O ficer Corps: 97.

409

Snyder, ldeology of the Offensive: 128.

9 \Walter Goerlitz, A History of the German General
Staff, 1657-1945, trans. Brian Battershaw (New York: Frederick
A. Praeger, 1953): 113.

411 Goerlitz, History of the German General Staff: 118.
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preventive strike against France in 1898 on grounds that war
was |neV|tabIe and could be won nore easily sooner than
| ater.*? We can only wonder how such a bl under woul d have
changed history. Later Admral John Fisher tal ked up
preventive war agai nst Gernmany, seeing a "golden opportunity
for ghtlng the Germans in alliance with the French" in
1905. ** How he pl anned to defeat Germany wi thout the Russian
and Anmerican help that proved vital in 1914-18 is unclear.
These epi sodes sonetimes offered the strange sight of
two mlitaries advising preventive war agai nst one anot her.
Bot h Prussian and French generals proEosed preventive war
agai nst one another in 1867 and 1870. Bot h Russi an and
Austri an nilitarx of ficers proposed preventive war agai nst one
another in 1887.%° Both British and German officers saw
wi ndows of opportunity in 1905, as noted above. Both sides
cannot have a wi ndow at the sane tinme, so at |east one side
was prey to illusions.
Leadi ng German generals often favored preventive war in
t he decades before 1914. Ceneral Bernhardi advised it
constantly from 1890 onward, explaining in 1890 that Gernmany
shoul d "bring about war" at a propitious noment, and decl aring
in 1912 that the governnent had a "noral duty" to "begin the
struggle while the prospects of success ... are still
tol erably favorable."*® 1n 1905 General Schlieffen argued
t hat Gernmany was "surrounded by an enornous coalition” but
could still "escape fromthe noose" by striking before Russia
recovered fromthe 1904-5 Russo-Japanese War. "It will be
years before Russia can take action; now we can settle the
account with [France]," he explained.*’ Mltke the younger
t hought the nonent for war was suitable in 1909, "better than
it islikely to be in a few years."*® He advised war again in

42 Arthur J. Marder, The Anatony of British Sea Power: A
Hi story of British Naval Policy in the Pre-Dreadnought Era,
1880- 1905 (Hanmden, CT: Archon Books, 1964): 331-32.

3 paul M Kennedy, The Rise of the Angl o-Gernan
Ant agoni sm 1860-1914 (London: George Allen & Unwi n, 1980):
279; and Vagts, Defense and Dipl omacy: 299.

44 On 1867 see Vagts, Defense and Diplomacy: 285; on 1870
see Howard, Franco-Prussian War: 45, 54, 56.

15 vagts, Defense and Diplomacy: 290.

4% Kitchen, German Officer Corps: 97-100; Fischer, War of
Il lusions: 38; and Bernhardi, Germany and the Next War: 53.

417

Fi scher, War of Il]lusions: 55.

418 Kitchen, German O ficer Corps: 108.
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1912, "the sooner the better."*?

The German general staff saw another wi ndow in 1914,
and greeted the June 28 nurder of Austrian Archduke at
Saraj evo as a gol den opportunity for preventive war. Moltke
decl ared that "we shall never hit it again so well as we do
now with France's and Russia's expansion of their arm es
i nconpl ete, "*° and he warned that "to wait any |onger neant a
di m ni shing of our chances."*' The leading German nmilitary
periodical, Mlitarische Rundschau, argued in July that
Germany faced eventual war under worse conditions if it stood
pat, so "let us provoke [war] at once."*? The Saxon Mlitary
Pl eni potentiary reported fromBerlin on July 3 that "the
mlitary are pressing for war now while Russia is not yet
ready."** The German general staff was reportedly in high
spirits when the war broke out: "Chances better than in two or
three years hence and the General Staff is reported to be
confidently awaiting events."** After war began Bet hmann
Hol | weg, the Gernman Chancellor, admtted candidly that "Lord
yes, in a certain sense it was a preventive war," driven by
“"the mlitary's claim today war is still possible wthout
defeat, but not in two years!"*®

In Austria the Chief of Staff, Franz Conrad von

419

Fi scher, War of |llusions: 162.

420 Berghahn, Germany and the Approach of War in 1914:
203; see also Fischer, War of 11l usions: 493.

421 Berghahn, Germany and the Approach of War: 171.

422 'M'S. Anderson, The Ascendancy of Europe: Aspects of
Eur opean History, 1815-1914 London: Longman, 1972): 66.

423 Kitchen, German O ficer Corps: 110.

424

General Gebsattel, reporting information from his
brother, quoted in Fischer, War of Illusions: 403. The
Bavarian MIlitary Plenipotentiary in Berlin saw "everywhere
beam ng faces, shaking of hands in the corridors" at the
Prussian War Mnistry after Germany took the final step to war
on July 31, 1914. Holger Herwig, "Inperial Germany," in Muy,
Knowi ng One's Enem es: 62-97 at 94-95.

425

Konrad H. Jarausch, "The Illusion of Limted War:
Chancel | or Bet hmann Hol | weg's Cal cul ated Ri sk, July 1914,"
Central European History, Vol. 2, No. 1 (March 1969): 48-76 at
48. For nore on preventive war thinking in the German
mlitary during 1890-1914 see |sabel V. Hull, The Entourage of
Kaiser Wlhelm 1l 1888-1918 (Canbridge: Canbridge University
Press, 1982): 236-265; and Kitchen, German Oficer Corps: 96-
114.
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Hot zendorff, repeatedly proposed preventive war agai nst
Austria's nei ghbors--against Italy (then formally an Austrian
ally) in 1903-04, 1907 and 1911; agai nst Serbla in 1909; and
agai nst Russi a and Serbi a |n 1913 and 1914, %% Speaki ng of the
Austrian mlitary he wote: "What country today could
permanently maintain so forn1dab|e a power? Hence create it
only for a time--and use it!"*

Did German officers see real wi ndows or apparitions in
1914? Gernmany then had the | argest and fastest-grow ng
econony in Europe. Germany's share of world manufacturing
producti on rose by some 74 percent--clinbing from 8.5 percent
to 14.8 percent of the world total--between 1880 and 1913.
Russia's share of world manufacturing grew by a far small er
ei ght percent during this period, to just 8.2 percent of the
world total. The British and French shares of world
manuf acturing declined, to 13.6 percent and 6.1 percent of the
world total, respectively. (Austria-Hungary's share was
unchanged at 4.4 percent.) By 1913 Gernany |led all other
European states in nanufacturin% production, and worldw de it
trailed only the United States. Cl early, European power -
trends were running charply in Germany's favor, and were
poising it to gain preponderance in Europe if i t si nply sat
tight. Only by sparking a ruinous war that ranged npst other
powers against it could Germany forestall its own rise to
dom nance. Thus the wi ndows that German officers saw were
extraordinary illusions.

Japanese officers saw a wi ndow-also largely illusory--
against the United States in the early 1940s. Vice Chief of
the Navy General Staff KondC Nobutake argued in late 1940 for
war against the United States the next year, when Japan's
rel ative power woul d peak.*® Chief of the Navy General Staff
Adniral Nagano Osam favored war in July 1941, arguing that

"there is now a chance of achieving victory" against the
Unlted States, but "the chances will dimnish as tine goes
on."*% Prime Mnister Hideki Tojo, an army general, called

26 Ritter, Sword and Scepter, 2:229-234; and Vagts,
Def ense and Di pl onacy, 301-303.

427 Ritter, Sword and Scepter, 2:230. For nore on
preventive war thinking in the Austro-Hungarian mlitary
before World War | see Ritter, Sword and Scepter, 1:227-239.

428 Al data is calculated from Paul Kennedy, The Rise and
Fall of the Great Powers: Econom c Change and Mlitary
Conflict from 1500 to 2000 (New York: Random House, 1987): 202
(Tabl e 18).

429

Asada, "Japanese Navy": 252.

430 | ke, Japan's Decision for War: 106.
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for war in Novenber 1941 by warning that otherwi se "two years
fromnow we will have no petroleum for mlitary use. Ships
will stop noving. ... | fear that we would becone a third-
class nation after two or three years if we just sat tight.

But Japan's disastrous defeat by the United States showed
that its window was far too small to justify war.

German officers endorsed Hitler's disastrous 1941
i nvasi on of the Soviet Union because they saw Ger nan power
wani ng relative to Soviet power. General Alfred Jodl terned
the attack "a purely preventive war."**? General Erich von
Manst ei n expl ai ned that war was "the only way out. The Sovi et
was a great potential threat even in 1940, and it woul d have
becone an active one as soon as we tied down our forces
agai nst Britain."*?

In the 1940s and 1950s a good nunber of U S. mlitary
officers called for preventive nuclear war with Russia and
China. General Ovil Anderson, commander of the Air War
Col | ege, posed the choice in 1950: "Which is the greater
imorality--preventive war as a nmeans to keep the U S. S. R
from becom ng a nucl ear power; or, to allow a totalitarian
dictatorial systemto devel op a means whereby the free world
could be intimidated, blackmailed, and possibly destroyed?"**

Around this tinme Generals George Kenney, Nathan Tw ni ng,
Curtis LeMay, Thonmas White, and Hoyt Vandenberg--each a ngjor
US mnmilitary figure--privately expressed synpathy for
preventive war, and official Ar Force nmanuals expressed
preventive war ideas.* Twining also wote a stark menorandum

n 431

31 | ke, Japan's Decision: 238. Stephen Pelz |ikew se
notes that Japan's pro-war admrals often contended that
"Japan had to strike before the Americans tipped the naval
bal ance back against the enpire." Pelz, Race to Pear|l Harbor:
212. For other exanples see ibid.: 223; and |lke, Japan's
Deci sion: 130-131, 139, 142, 148, 200, 207.
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Vagts, Defense and Dipl omacy: 319.

33 vagts, Defense and Diplomacy: 319.

3% Quoted in Twining, Neither Liberty Nor Safety: 19.

Several times Anderson gave his Air War Col |l ege students a
detail ed exposition |asting several hours on how the Air Force
m ght conduct a preventive war against the Soviet Union. Mrc
Trachtenberg, "A 'WAasting Asset': Anmerican Strategy and the
Shifting Nucl ear Bal ance, 1949-1954," International Security,
Vol. 13, No. 3 (Wnter 1988/89): 5-49 at 10.
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Sagan, "Perils of Proliferation": 78-79. Kenney was
the first commander of the Strategic Air Command (1946-48);
LeMay was his successor at SAC (1948-1957) and |later Air Force
Chi ef of Staff; Vandenberg was Air Force Chief of Staff (1948-
1953); Twining was Air Force Chief of Staff (1953-1957) and
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to the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1953 on "The Coni ng Nati onal
Crisis,” arguing that the United States should "support such
deci sions as m ght involve general war" to forestall the

Sovi et Union from devel oping its nuclear forces.*® His advice
was echoed by an Air Force strategy study, "Project Control,"
t hat advi sed preventive war against the US. SR if
necessary, **” and by a 1954 Joint Chiefs of Staff study group
report that favored "deliberately precipitating war with the
USSR in the near future--that is before the USSR could achieve
a | arge enough therno-nucl ear capability to be a real nmenace
to the Continental U S. "*®

At the end of the Cuban Mssile Crisis, on the day the
Russi ans agreed to withdraw their m ssiles from Cuba, General
LeMay suggested that the United States attack Soviet forces in
Cuba the next day in any case, presumably to exploit the
fleeting nuclear superiority that the United States then
enj oyed. Another JCS nmenber felt that the U S. had sonmehow
been betrayed by the crisis settlenent. A third once told
Robert Kennedy that he believed in a preventive attack agai nst
t he Sovi et Union. ***

General Twi ni ng mai ntai ned his vocal support for
preventive war into the 1960s, arguing in 1966 that the U. S
should "face up to the Red Chi nese | eadership at places and
times which are nost favorable to the destiny of free nen."

General Power also inplied an approval of preventive war
during this period.*
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then Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and Wite
succeeded Twining as Air Force Chief of Staff. For nore
exanpl es see Russell D. Buhite and Wn Christopher Hanmel, "War
for Peace: The Question of an Anerican Preventive WAr agai nst
t he Sovi et Union, 1945-1955," Diplomatic History, Vol. 14, No.
3 (Sunmer 1990): 367-384 at 372-74, 377.
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43 Sagan, "Perils of Proliferation": 79, quoting a
menor andum for the record by Matthew Ri dgway. See al so
Tracht enberg, "Wasting Asset": 41.

39 Robert F. Kennedy, Thirteen Days: 97; and Raynond L.
Garthoff, Reflections on the Cuban Mssile Crisis, rev. ed.
(Washi ngton, D.C.: Brookings, 1989): 94n.

9 Twining, Neither Liberty Nor Safety: 293.
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In contrast, civilians have been far nore skeptical of
preventive war in nost countries. German Chancellor Oto von
Bi smarck (1862-1890) waged two wars with preventive aspects--
in 1866 and 1870--but he later resisted mlitary calls for
nore preventive wars, remarking dism ssively that such wars
resembl ed "a suicide for fear of death."*? Before 1914
Germany's Kaiser WlhelmIl and Chancel |l or Bet hmann Hol | weg
were nmarkedly nore skeptical of preventive war ideas than were
German military officers.*® 1In 1940-41 Inperial Japanese
civilians doubted Japanese mlitary argunents for preventive
war against the United States.** During the early Cold War
U.S. President Harry Truman rul ed out preventive war in public
statenments and disciplined officers who publicly proposed
it.*® President Eisenhower and his Secretary of State, John
Foster Dulles, also firmy rejected preventive war.

Contenpl ating the possibility of a successful preventive
strike on the Soviet Union, Eisenhower wondered: "Gain such a
victory and what to do you do with it?"*® He al so qui pped
that "the only thing worse than | osing a gl obal war was

wi nni ng one."*’ After hearing arguments for preventive war in
1954 Dul |l es declared that "no man should arrogate to hinself
the power to decide that the future of manki nd woul d benefit
by an action entailing the killing of tens of mllions of
peopl e, " 48

Preventive wars are expedient if the windowis |arge
and the |ikelihood of war is great. Some unfought preventive

nm sconceptions that exist" about it. Power, Design for
Survival: 79.

%2 Quoted in Berghahn, Germany and the Approach of War:
167; see also Vagts, Defense and Dipl omacy: 290-292. Bismarck

al so declared in 1887: "MWy advice will ... never be to wage a
war on the grounds that it nmay perhaps have to be waged | ater
on." Lothar Gall, Bismarck: the White Revolutionary, 2 vols.,

trans. J. A Underwood (London: Allen & Unwi n, 1986), 2:156.
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wars woul d have nade sense--for exanple, by the western powers

against Hitler in 1936, or by the Soviet Union agai nst Gernmany

in May, 1940. But wi ndows are fewer than they seem and

preventive wars are fought far nore often than they shoul d be.
Mlitaries are prinme causes of this error.

F. "Enpires are Val uable, Resources are Cunulative."”
Modern enpires have nore often been m |l stones than assets.
Some conquered industrial regions conferred power on their
conquerors, but non-industrial enpires absorbed vast resources
while providing little strategic reward. Donm no effects were
often forecast but sel dom observed, so control over a given
dom no was sel dom necessary to keep other dom nos from
falling. Nor did nodern enpires provide econonic or soci al
rewards to their owners. Their econom c costs have far
out wei ght their econom c benefits, and enpires have never
served their alleged social functions, such as absorbi ng
surplus population. Thus the alleged value of nodern enpires
has been largely fictional.

Yet mlitaries have often clained that enpires have
great strategic, econom c, or social value. They argued that
national safety or national prosperity required hol ding
current spheres of influence or gaining an even w der sphere.

They did this by overstating the intrinsic value of
territories and by advanci ng dom no argunments connecting the
def ense of one territory to another.

These ideas serve military organi zati onal needs. |If
enpire provides security or prosperity, forces to seize or
protect enpire becone necessary. Force requirenments expand
accordingly, allowing the mlitary to lay claimto nore
resources.

Mlitaries al so exaggerate the val ue of enpire because
they focus on the narrow mlitary value of seizing a resource
whi |l e overl ooking the political backlash that a seizure m ght
create.

Mlitaries are not the only actors that exaggerate the
val ue of enpire. Businesses with foreign operations nay want
to persuade their hone governnments to intervene on their
behal f against difficult foreign host governnents; this is
easier if their government exaggerates the host country's
strategically inmportance. Third World governnents often want
to persuade great power patrons to hel p them agai nst donestic
or foreign enemes; this is easier if their patron exaggerates
their strategic or economc value. Officials who run enpires
want to persuade their governnments to keep them enployed. Al
t hese groups have an interest in exaggerating the val ue of
enpire. But nmlitaries are a key part of the chorus that
makes this argument.

Mlitary witers nost often stress the national
security value of enpire. The Gernman Navy League's journa
warned in 1900 that w thout colonies Germany would "suffocate
in her small territory or else will be crushed by the great
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worl d powers."**° Shortly before World War | Germany's Gener al
Bernhardi |ikew se argued that "acquiring colonies ... is for
Germany a question of life or death."*° Germany could secure
itself only by expanding: "we shall not be able to nmaintain
our present position ... if we are contented to restrict
ourselves to our present sphere of power, while the
surroundi ng countries are busily extending their dom nions.
St andi ng pat would bring ruin: "there can be no standing

n 451

still, no being satisfied for us, but only progress or
retrogression. " *?
Before World War |l Inperial Japan's mlitary | eaders

vastly exaggerated the security that w der enpire coul d
provide. First they believed that expansion into China would
gi ve Japan strategic independence. Wen China proved hard to
subdue they thought the key to China's defeat lay in w der
conquests on China's periphery, in Indochina and farther
afield in Southeast Asia.*® 1[n fact each expansionist nove
created nore problens than it solved. Expansion undertaken to
make Japan sel f-suffient and secure left it |ess self-
sufficient and far |ess secure than before.

Ameri can naval strategist Captain A T. Mahan warned in
1890 that the U.S. was handi capped by | ack of col onies, ** and
he |l ater forecast that the gl obal balance of power could be
tilted by the outcone of a com ng struggle for control of
Chi na between "Sl avonic" and "Teutonic" peopl es. *°

During the Cold War General Douglas MacArt hur often
decl ared that the defense of each part of Asia required the
def ense of every other, and that the loss of a single
territory--such as Taiwan or South Korea--would cause the | oss
of all Asia and perhaps the whole Pacific. Regarding Kor ea,
he argued that "we win here or we |ose everything. "*
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Regar di ng Tai wan, he warned that the U S. would be forced back
to "the west coast of the continental United States" if the
mai nl and Comruni sts took the island. "Our whol e defensive
position in the Far East" would be lost, including the

Phi | i ppi nes and Japan.*’ The U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff

voi ced simlar views, warning from 1948 onmard t hat communi st
victory in the Chinese civil war would cause very grave | ong-
range jeopardy to our national security interests” --surely an
overstatenment given China's then-tiny war potential.*?® In
contrast top U.S. civilians, including George Nhrshall Dean
Acheson, and CGeorge Kennan, judged China a nargi nal prize in
the Col d War.**

U.S. civilians and mlitary officers differed sharply
on the validity of the domno theory. Polls fromthe |ater
Col d War showed that U. S. officers wer e mar kedly nmore inclined
to endorse it than civilian elites.

Mlitary witings also stress the social and econom c
benefits of enpire. W see inflated claims that new land is
needed to supply food and to absorb surplus products and
popul ati on. Bernhardi declared that Germany is "conpelled to
obt ai n space for our i ncreasi ng popul ation and markets for our
growi ng industries. 4L A state without col oni es risks

"di m ni shing production and | essened proflts and may | ose
its population to em gration. %2 Hence "an intensive colonial
policy is for us especially an absolute necessity."

Li kew se the younger Mdltke argued that "Germany [nust] pursue
of fensive objectives. Its ever-grow ng popul ation points

i nexorably to col onial expansion."** And Admiral Georg von
Mil | er wrote that "surplus popul ation” required col onies for
settl ement . %
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France's General Ferdi nand Foch voiced Marxist-style
claims that capitalist states had to conquer new markets to
absorb their surplus production. Modern states need
"comrercial outlets to an industrial system which produces
nore than it can sell, and therefore is constantly snothered
by conpetition."*® Force was the answer: "new narkets are
opened by force of arnms."*’

In the United States Captain Mahan argued the col oni es
woul d provide an inperial power "a new outlet for what it had
to sell, a new sphere for its shipping, nmore enploynment for
its people, nore confort and wealth for itself"*8 -clains that
| ater Anerican inperial experience disproved. Yet Japanese
mlitarists |ater repeated many of the sane ideas, claimng
for exanple, that "Japan's overpopul ation grows nore serious
every year. Where should we find an outlet for these
mllions? ... The only remaining area is the Asian
mai nl and. " “%°

Not all officers express these views. Many can be
found doubting the value of enpire. Thus the U S. Joint
Chiefs of Staff argued in 1947 that Korea had little strategic
val ue, and argued in 1954 that | ndochina was "devoid of
decisive mlitary objecives."*? But these are mnority views.

Dom nant nmodern miltary opinion has overstated the val ue of
enpire.

G "War Is Cheap” and "War is Beneficial": The
Trivialization and Jorification of War. Mlitaries tend to
downpl ay the costs and risks of using force. They
underestimate the casualties and physical danage that war wil |
cause. They downplay the tendency of war to get out of
control, and of opponents to counter-escalate. They
underestimate the propensity of war to outlast its purposes,
and to be difficult to end. Thus Ivan Bloch noted the danger
of mlitary advisors who "beguile thenmsel ves and the peopl e
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into belittling the risks, the hindrances, the cost in nen and
money of a 'little expedition' or a big war."*"?

Mlitaries also understate the pychol ogi cal horrors of
conbat and the cruelty war inflicts on enem es and innocents.

Instead mlitaries tend to glorify and gl anorize war: war is
heroic, healthy, uplifting, beneficial.

The trivialization of war serves five organi zati onal
pur poses for the mlitary. First, if war seens cheap it seens
nore likely. This bolsters argunments for larger mlitary
forces and budgets. [If war is unthinkably bad other states
will shink fromstarting it, but if war is tolerable a
decision for war is nore plausible, so the danger of war is
nore real. Mlitaries trivialize war to enphasize its
plausibility.

Second, force seens nore useful when its use appears
| ess risky and costly. |If the use of force is relatively
sanitary, governnments can use force nore safely to solve
nati onal problenms, so buying nore force nakes nore sense. The
mlitary also enjoys nore prestige, since it fills a bigger
social role, by claimng to help solve nore problens. Thus
Jack Snyder notes a mlitary interest in preserving the inmage
of "war as a beneficial social institution.™ This interest is
protected by obscuring the costs of war: if "wars are expected
to be long, costly, and indecisive, they are likely to be seen
as aberrations that need to be stanped out--hardly a clinmate
of opinion conducive to the prestige and health of mlitary
institutions."*?

Third, conquest seens easy and security seenms scarce
when the costs of war seemlow. |If war is very destructive,
both sides can inflict nore harmthan the other can accept.
War then becones a contest of pain-taking, won by the side
that will suffer the nost. Defenders have the advantage in
such a world, because they prize their own country nore highly
t han an aggressor prizes it, hence they can outlast the
aggressor I n a pain-taking contest.*?® These realities incline
mlitaries--whose organi zational interest lies in stressing
t he ease of conquest and the scarcity of security--to
understate the costs of war.

Fourth, when civilian | eaders expect a costly war they
worry nore about how to prevent or control war. This |eads
the civilians to intrude nore in mlitary matters, which in
turn threatens the autonony of the mlitary. |Instead
mlitaries want civilian | eaders who worry nore about how to
win war than how to prevent or control war. Such |eaders will

41 Bloch, "MlitarismIn Politics": 764.

“2 gnyder, ldeology of the Offensive: 123.

47 See Van Evera, Causes of War: Power and the Roots of
Conflict: 246.




107

give the mlitary nore resources and | ess oversight.
Mlitaries can induce this attitude in civilians by
trivializing the destruction of war and the risk of
escal ati on.

Fifth, mlitaries discuss war in a manner consi stent
with their need to recruit personnel. They |ose their appeal
as an enployer if they enphasize the nasty side of mlitary
life.

Mlitaries do not always understate the destructiveness
of war. |If such understatenent clashes with their
organi zational interests mlitaries will do the opposite. In
the 1930s the RAF and other air forces exaggerated the
destructiveness of aerial bombardment, to advance the growth
and autonony of their services and to glorify the offensive
generally. At that time a destructive aerial canpaign was
conceived to be an offensive instrument, so air forces
stressed its destructiveness. Earlier Germany's General
Schlieffen stressed that a ong war would ruin the Gernman
econony; this bolstered the case for the quick-victory
of fensive strategy that Schlieffen favored.** But as a
general matter mlitaries have an interest in trivializing and
glorifying warfare.

Before World War | many mlitary officers glorified war,
claimng war itself was a good thing. Germany's General
Hel l mut h von Mol tke the el der discussed the healthy side of
war: "Perpetual peace is a dream-and not even a beauti ful
dream ... WAr is an integral part of God's ordering of the
Universe. |In War, Man's nobl est virtues cone into play:
courage and renunciation, fidelity to duty and a readi ness for
sacrifice. ... Wthout War the World woul d becone swanped in
materialism"*° Likew se the nagazine of a martial Gernman
yout h organi zation explalned t he beauties of war to Gernan
youngsters in 1913:

For us as well the great and gl orious hour of battle wll
one day strike. ... Yes, that will be a great and happy
hour, which we all may secretly | ook forward to. ..
[Quiet and deep in German hearts the joy of war and a
| onging for it must live, for we have had enough of the
eneny, and victory will only be given to a people who go
to war with joy in their hearts as if to a feast. .
[L]et us laugh as loud as we can at the old women in nmen's
trousers who are afraid of war and therefore conplain that

4 sSnyder, ldeology of the Offensive: 108.

“5 In 1880, quoted in Arnold J. Toynbee, War and
Civilization (New York: Oxford University Press, 1950): 16.
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it is ghastly or ugly. No, war is beautiful. Its
greatness lifts a man's heart hi gh above earthly things,
above the daily round. Such an hour awaits us. W nust
wait for it with the manly know edge that when it has
struck it will be nore beautiful and wonderful to live for
ever anmong the heros on a war nenorial in a church than to
die an enpty death in bed, naneless. ... [L]et that be
heaven for young Germany. Thus we wi sh to knock at our
God' s door.

In the same spirit Germany's General Ludendorff
concluded that "war 1s the highest expression of the racial
will to life."*” Bernhardi wote that war "produces happy and
permanent results in the national life. ... The brutal
incidents inseparable fromevery war vani sh conpletely before
the idealismof the main result."*® Wthout war, Bernhardi
t hought, "all real progress would soon be checked, and a noral
and intellectual stagnation would ensue which nust end in
degradation."*® He declared: "The inevitabl eness, the
i dealism and the blessing of wars" should be "repeatedly
enphasi zed to every citizen."*®

To Bernhardi even a | ost war could bring benefits:**

Even defeat may bear a rich harvest. It often, indeed,
passes an irrevocabl e sentence on weakness and m sery, but
often, too, it leads to a healthy revival, and | ays the
foundati on of a new and vi gorous constitution.

Bernhardi thought the Boer people benefitted fromtheir
bl oody defeat by British arnms in the Boer War: they had nade
"inestimabl e noral gains" and won "glorious victories" that
gave them "a store of fanme and national consciousness."*

Mlitary witers have downpl ayed t he damage that war
inflicts on others and clained that its results were both fair
and i nherently good for humanki nd. Bernhardi thought "m ght
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is at once the suprenme right, and the dispute as to what is
right is decided by the arbitrament of war. War gives a
bi ol ogi cal |y just decision."*®® He claimed that war was "a
general progressive devel opment” beneficial for all humankind,
because "wi thout war, inferior or decaying races would easily
choke the growth of healthy budding el enents, and a universal
decadence woul d fol |l ow. "*®*" These and other positives made war
"an indi spensible instrunent of civilization."*® Absent war
"there could be neither racial nor cultural progress."*®
Russian mlitary education before World War | |ikew se
stressed that war could be a force for national purification,
unity and devel oprment.*” Britain's Field Marshall Lord
Wl sel ey argued in 1903 that only war could restore
"manl i ness" and "virility" to overcivilized nations.*® And a
Japanese Arny panmphl et declared in 1934 that "war is the
father of creation and the nother of culture."*®
Before 1914 mlitary | eaders also grossly

underestimated the | osses and destruction of war. |In 1906
France's General Bonnal forecast that "the outcone of the next
war will be decided in less than a nonth after the openi ng of
hostilities."*® 1|n 1912 his conpatriot Commandant Mordaq

t hought that another war might |ast "about one year."* |.F.
Cl arke notes the "general view [before 1914] ... that a

deci sive battle or two would quickly end hostilities."*?
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Some German officers dism ssed battle deaths as
uni mportant, be they many or few. Germany's General Alfred
von Wal der see once acknow edged that many would die in a war
he wanted with Russia, but declared that since no "man can die
nore than once, | amnot inclined to regard death for the
i ndi vi dual as a misfortune."*?

In nore recent tines sonme military officers have
trivialized nuclear war. Ceneral Daniel G aham former
director of the U S. Defense Intelligence Agency, estimted in
1979 that if U S. ICBMfields and bonber bases were attacked
by 2,500 Sovi et nuclear warheads, the U S. would | ose "less
than a quarter-mllion people--six years' traffic
fatalities"**-an appraisal that was | ow by perhaps two orders
of magnitude. Graham also clainmed that "nuclear war cannot
destroy the world, but may conquer it |ess damaged t han Europe
and Japan were damaged by World War II," at a tinme when a
general war surely would have annihil ated both sides.** Mjor
Al exander de Seversky |ikew se declared in 1946 that the
effect of the atom ¢ bonbs dropped on Hiroshi na and Nagasaki
"had been wildly exaggerated” and that the same bombs dropped
on New York or Chicago m ght have produced propertX damage
limted to "broken w ndow gl ass over a w de area."*%®

Not all officers voice these views. Many have warned
of the costs and risks of war and spoken vividly of the
horrors of war. General WIIliam Tecunseh Sherman fanously

9% |n 1887, quoted in Gordon A Craig, The Politics of
the Prussian Arny 1640-1945 (London: Oxford University Press,
1955): 268.
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decl ared that "war is hell." In Germany the younger Mbltke
forecast in 1905 that the the next war would be "a |ong, weary
struggl e"” that would push even the winners "to the limts of
exhaustion."*” U S. Air Force General Richard Ellis,

conmander of the U S. Strategic Air Command, told the U S.
Senate in 1979 that nuclear war "would be a catastrophic event
of such magnitude that | don't think the human m nd could
understand it. ... There is not going to be very nmuch left.

A desert perhaps."*® |Indeed, during the 1980s and 1990s a
tone of realismand sobriety about the nature of war, at odds
with the optim sm depicted here, prevailed in American
mlitary discussions. But these are exceptions. |If we | ook
at the large picture, mlitaries in nodern tinmes have
generally gilded the lily of war.

H "We WIIl Lose/W Can Wn": False Pessim sm and Fal se
Optinmism On balance, mlitaries are pessinists in peacetine
and optimsts in wartime. Their peacetine pessimsmis a
force for peace, but their wartine optimsmis a force for
prol ongi ng and escal ati ng war.

In peacetine mlitaries generally understate nati onal
power and exaggerate the power of adversaries in order to |ay
claimto a | arger budget, as noted above (pp. *-*). This has
nm xed effects on the probability of war. Pessim sm about
rel ati ve power per se inclines governnents toward peace, since
they avoid fights they expect to |ose.*® But governments are
more inclined toward war if they exaggerate others' hostility,
as they will if they exaggerate others' mlitary prograns.
Hence pessim sm has contradictory effects on the risk of war
if it stems mainly from exaggerating others' mlitary
prograns: the pessimstic state is discouraged fromfighting
from fear of defeat but provoked to fight by the hostile
intentions it perceives in others. Also, peacetinme pessin sm
strengt hens peace only if it extends to offensive as well as
defensive wars, but sonetines mlitary faith in the offense
confines mlitary pessimsmto defensive wars. Neverthel ess,
on balance mlitary peacetine pessimsmis probably a force
for peace.

In wartime things are reversed. Mlitaries at war
pai nt an unduly rosy picture of progress on the battlefield.
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As a result governnEnts at war wongly believe that success is
in sight--there is "light at the end of the tunnel." Hence

t hey wrongly hope they can | ater make peace on better terns,
or perhaps win a clean victory, if they persevere at war. As
a result wars are prolonged. Geoffrey Bl ainey notes that
"wars usually end when the fighting nations agree on their
relative strength"--that is, when states estinmate their
relative capabilities correctly.®® But militaries extend the
fighting by sowing false optimsm which they foster by

provi ding unduly optimstic wartinme intelligence. |In war the
peacetinme mlitary tendency toward exaggerated pessim sm
reverses to becone the opposite m stake.

Mlitary wartime optimsmis not undiluted. Before
fighting begins mlitaries voice pessimsm about the current
situation, to give thensel ves roomto show i nprovenent.

Once action starts mlitaries are optim stic about past and
present achi evenments, claimng that "we have done well, and we
are doing well"; they are pessim stic about the future if they
are not given nore freedom and resources; and they are
optlnlstlc about the gains they can nake with nore freedom and
resources. ®®? Thus German navy analysts argued in 1917 that
Britain would never make peace unl ess Germany noved to
unlimted submarine warfare, but would certainly nmake peace if
CGermany did so, although they knew t his nmove woul d reduce
British shlpplng inventory only marginally.*® Likew se
General WIliam Westnorel and, the U.S. commander in Vietnam
argued in 1967 that with 470,000 U.S. troops in Vietnamthe
war woul d continue as a "neatgrinder"” for five years, or
indefinitely; but with only 95, 000 additional troops he could
win the war in three years.>®

MIlitaries have three ainms in mnd: to claimful
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credit for achievenents, to avoid blane for failures, and to
gain nore resources and freedom of action. These ains
sonetinmes conflict. For exanple, clainm of success will |ead
civilians to ask: "if you' ve done so well, why do you need
nore resources?" This tenpts mlitaries picture the war
differently dependi ng on whet her their past achi evenents or
future needs are at issue. Thus Richard Betts notes that in
Vi et nam "pessinm smdrove mlitary recomrendati ons, [but] good
news characterized mlitary reports. The contrast between
West norel and' s cauti on about the future and boastful good
cheer about past acconplishnments was remarkabl e. "%

The mlitary tendency in wartine, then, is to foster
fal se optim sm by exaggerating past achievenents, false
pessi m sm by exaggerating the danger if nore resources are not
invested in the war, and fal se opti m sm by exaggerati ng what
nore investnent can achieve.

Exaggerati ng past achi evenents is endeni ¢ anpng
fighting units. Commanders exaggerate body counts and pilots
claimdoubtful kills to pronmote their careers and avoid bl ame
for failure. And each mlitary service overstates its wartime
achi evenents to bolster its case for a big budget after the
war is over. War is the proving ground for postwar budget
debates. The services know this and report their wartine
performance with a correspondi ng gl oss. Aggregated, these
rosy reports create false optimsmat the top.

Far nore British than German troops died during
Britain's disastrous 1916 offensive on the Somme river. But
during the battle the British commander told British | eaders
t hat German casualties were nore than twi ce those of British
forces, and speculated that a quick German col | apse ni ght
catch Britain unprepared for peace.®® The next year the story
repeated: during Britain's horrendously failed offensive at
Passchendael e the British commander reported Gernman forces
were "so near the breaking point" that they m ght coll apse
any nonment."

During World War Il General Claire Chennault's
Fourteenth Chinese Air Force clained it had destroyed at Ieast
five times the Japanese shipping that it actually sank.

at

20 Soldiers. Statesmen. and Cold War Crises: 27. Betts
expl ains that "officers have reason to overstate threats in
order to hedge against failure but also to overstate results
in operations in order to prove their own conpetence" (p.
193) .

506 Brodie, War_and Politics: 24-25.
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U.S. Arny General Douglas MacArthur |ikew se boasted after his
bl oody canpaign in New Guinea that "no canpaign in history"
had achi eved such decisive results "with so | ow an expenditure
of life and resources.” |In fact his forces suffered very

| arge | osses--triple those of U S. forces in the notorious
Guadal canal canpai gn--maki ng hIS V|ctory anmong the costliest
of the Pacific war for the U S.°

Japanese officers nmade simlar false clains. Japan's
Navy adm tted |osing only one aircraft carrier and clai med
victory after dlsastrously | osing four carriers and the battle
at Mdway in 1942.°° And Japanese pilots reported sinking
eleven (!) U S aircraft carriers, two U S. battleships, three
U.S. cruisers, and one U.S. destroyer or light cruiser in an
air-sea battle off Formpbsa in 1944. Enperor Hirohito decl ared
a national holiday. |In fact the Anerlcans had routed the
Japanese w thout [osing a single ship.?

Britain's Fighter Command exaggerated its own success
during the Battle of Britain. 1In 1940 the British governnent
claimed 2432 German aircraft during the battle; but official
German records later revealed that Germany | ost only 1408
pl anes. ®? RAF accounting procedures were biased to inflate
German | osses: to count German planes killed the RAF m ght
have counted wecked German aircraft, since nost German | osses
crashed on land, and the wecks were then collected for scrap.

But instead the RAF accepted the exaggerated reports of
i ndi vi dual pilots, who wer e | ess reliable and nore likely to
inflate their achievenents.

During the Korean war the U.S. Eighth Arnmy commander,
General Janmes Van Fleet, once told his corps commanders that
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9 Phillip Knightley, The First Casualty: The War
Correspondent as Hero, Propagandist, and Myth Maker (New YorKk:
Har court, Brace Jovanovich, 1975): 292.

511 W li am Manchest er, Anerican Caesar: Dougl as
MacArt hur, 1880-1964 (Boston: Little, Brown and Conpany,
1978): 382.

®2 Len Deighton, Fighter: The True Story of the Battle of
Britain (New York: Ballantine, 1979): 276, from figure 33.
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if he believed their figures of eneny casualties "there
woul dn't be a live Chinese or Korean opposing us."°>* Chinese
officers |ikew se boasted of stunning success against the
Americans in their reports to superiors. Nikita Khrushchev
records that U S. forces "were crushed and the war ended many
times" in battle sunmaries that were sent to Beijing and then
shared with Stalin.?>

During the Vietnam War each U.S. service exaggerated
its achi evenents, fostering false hopes of victory in
Washi ngton. As Gelb and Betts note, the U.S. nilitary was
often deliberately optinm stic, "even to the point of
falsification.">® By one estimate U.S. Air Force bomnbing
operations often acconplished | ess than half the danage the
Air Force clained.®’ The Air Force achieved this deception by
hi ghli ghting exaggerated pilot reports to estinmate the danage
that its air strike inflicted, while downpl aying nore accurate
photo intelligence.*® The U S. Arny likew se relied on body
counts to nmeasure its progress instead of counting captured
eneny weapons, even though captured weapons were a better
i ndex of success.®® Army clains of success were
correspondingly inflated. The Navy air arm and agencies
involved in the pacification program (ClA, State Departnent
and Al D) al so exaggerated their achievenents. Gelb and Betts
expl ai n: °%°

®14 Janmes Aronson, The Press and the Cold War (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1973): 118.

55 Ni ki ta Khrushchev, Khrushchev Renenbers, trans. and
ed. Strobe Tal bott (Boston: Little, Brown, 1970): 372.

6 Gelb with Betts, lrony of Vietnam 209. Also valuable
on U.S. intelligence estimates in Vietnam are Adans, "Vietnam
Cover-Up"; Powers, Man Who Kept the Secrets: 235-49; Mrris J.
Bl achman, "The Stupidity of Intelligence,” in Mdirton H.

Hal perin and Arnold Kanter, eds., Readings in American Foreign
Policy: A Bureaucratic Perspective (Boston: Little, Brown,
1973): 328-334; and Hal berstam Best and the Bri ghtest,

passi m

®17 Bl achman, "Stupidity of Intelligence": 329.
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20 |rony of Vietnam 309-10. This point was enphasized
in the bitter report of a U S. Air Force intelligence officer:
"The pronotion system created exceptional pressures for
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Optimsmin the assessnents was part of the gamesmanship of
Vietnam Optim smhad a purpose. Career services tacitly
and sonetimes explicitly pressured their professionals to
i npart good news, which was seen as a job well done; bad
news represented a personal failure. ... Wiy did the Air
Force [exaggerate its successes]? First, because of the
i ntense conpetition anong the services, and second,
because of the pressures regardi ng pronotion.

In short, false "light at the end of the tunnel” is
i nherent in the bureaucratic politics of war. Once the
fighting starts each combat organi zation has an incentive to
exaggerate its achievenents. These exaggerations conpile to
create the illusion that victory is in sight. This illusion
prolongs the war and supplies a |large reason why wars conti nue
once they begin.

| V. CASES: W LHELM NE GERMANY AND | MPERI AL JAPAN

W | hel m ne Germany and inperial Japan offer strong
ence for mlitarismtheory. |In both cases the causes of
tarism-as identified by mlitarismtheory--were present

evid
[
abundance, and both cases saw the appearance of full-blown
[
I

[
m |
in
mlitarism This matches our expectation that abundant causes
wi |l produce correspondingly large effects. W also can trace
in each case the process by which these causes of mlitarism
produced their effects. Specifically, we see that in both
countries the mlitary worked hard to infuse civilians with
bellicist ideas. And in both countries observers w dely
bl amed the military for stirring the extreme public bellicism
t hat emerged.

W | hel mi ne Gernmany, 1890-1914. Before 1914 the German
mlitary was isolated fromsociety, and German political
culture contained no normative or institutional barriers
against mlitary intrusion into civil life. The German state
faced serious external threats. Germany had no nati onal
menory of injurious mlitary involvenment in German public
affairs. German political life was nore authoritarian than
denocratic. O her European societies had simlar attributes,

but none to the sanme degree on all dinmensions. Thus Gernmany

conformty on career officers. Pronotion depended heavily
on the evaluation report of one's commandi ng officer; one
unfavorabl e nention in the report could postpone pronotion
for many years and, perhaps, permanently blight a career.
... So it would have taken a certain anmount of courage for
the colonel to tell the general that the air strike the
general had ordered--and for whose success the colonel felt
he woul d be held responsible--was a failure. (One Air
Force general who criticized the bombing was reportedly
renmoved from command and boot ed upstairs)"” (Bl achnman
"Stupidity of Intelligence": 332).
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was primed for an eruption of militarism

W Il hel mMmne German officers lived a cloistered |life that
left them wi thout social ties to civilians. As Hans-Urich
Wehl er wites, they were "an al nost separate, self-
perpetuating caste."*® This social segregation bred a
contenpt toward civilians that deepened as tine passed after
the 1870 Franco-Prussian war. Reflecting |ater on his own
mlitary experience, General Colnmer von der Goltz wote that
W I hel m ne German officers "had isol ated oursel ves conpletely
fromthe civilians" and "naturally" had nothing to do with
t hem °*2 Anot her German observer described the "great gulf
bet ween the Officer Corps and the bourgeoisie” in the
W I hel mi ne era.®® Philipp Eul enburg, a confidant of the
Kai ser, wote in 1903 that "the arny will never ook with
anyt hi ng but growi ng distaste on the 'civilian,' who was
al ready sufficiently despised."*® Gordon Craig, a historian
of German civil-mlitary relations, notes that nuch of the
W | hel mne officer corps viewed civilians with "a m xture of
contenpt and hostility. ">

German political culture had no barrier against
mlitary participation in politics. Popular German political
writings contained no warning against it. |Instead Gernmans
adul ated the past role of the Prussian army in creating and
protecting the Prussian state. This set Germany apart from
ot her powers: the duty of the mlitary to remain apart from
politics was often argued in Britain and France and was
enbedded in the U S. constitution.

CGeography condemed Germany to mlitary insecurity.
Lying in the center of Europe, it faced powerful enem es
across two frontiers. Moreover, both frontiers |acked
i nposi ng defensive barriers to invasion: the western border
wi th France and Bel gi um had sonme river barriers but no
mount ai ns to speak of, and the Eastern border with Russia was
even nore open. Spain had the Pyrenees, Italy had the Al ps,
and Britain had the Channel; Germany was rel atively naked.

! Hans-U rich Wehler, The German Enpire, 1871-1918
(Dover, NH. Berg, 1985): 157. See also Kitchen, German
Oficer Corps: 115-117.

22 1n 1929, quoted in Kitchen, German Officer Corps: 115.

23 A Dr. Herz, to an official commission on German arnmny
affairs, in 1926, quoted in Kitchen, German O ficer Corps:
116.

24 |n 1903, quoted in Craig, Politics of the Prussian
Arnmy: 252n.
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Thus it faced far larger security problens than any ot her

Eur opean power. These problens were magnified in the German
m nd by nenories of great German suffering at the hands of

i nvadi ng European arm es during pervious periods of Gernman
weakness and di suni on--nmost notably during the Thirty Years
war, the Seven Years' War, and the Napol eonic wars. Germany's
felt insecurity ensured that its mlitary would enjoy | arge
budgets, large prestige, and conparably outsized influence in
Ger man society.

Germans saw no warning against mlitarismin their
hi story. The disasters that an overbearing German mlitary
brought in World War | lay in the future. This did not set
W | hel m ne Gernmany apart from ot her powers of the tinme, but
di stinguishes it fromlater powers that energed after 1919
i mbued with the danger of unbridled mlitary influence.

Germany was denocratizing during the decades before
Wrld War | but it remained markedly nore autocratic than
Britain, France, Italy, and the United States. And unlike
Britain, Germany had no corps of civilian experts on mlitary
affairs that could challenge official interpretations of
national security issues. German civilians thus had no
basis to question mlitary argunments.

These conditions coincided with an extrenme flowering of
mlitarismin Germany. The German mlitary became i mensely
willful and powerful, dom nating German di scourse about
foreign affairs. The German public enbraced a panoply of
mlitaristic ideas, including the notion that conquest was
easy and security was scarce, that enpires were essential to
national life, that neighboring states were violently
aggressive toward Germany, that Gernmany faced a | arge w ndow
of vulnerability, and that war was a positive, healthy
activity. The German military itself also enbraced these
Vi ews- - per haps because it inmbibed its own propaganda--and
became a powerful | obby for war.

Hi storians widely agree that the W I hel m ne Gernman
mlitary had great i nfl uence on Ger nan eIites and the Gernan
public m nd. W | hel m Dei st notes the "extraordinary
pr edoni nance of the n1I|tary over the civilian authorities" in
the Wl helmine era.®® Adolf Gasser |ikewi se stresses that the
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522 W | hel m Deist, "Kaiser Wlhelm 1l in the Context of
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(Canbri dge: Canbridge University Press, 1982): 169-192 at
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m'Iitaryé not the civilian | eaders, dom nated Gernan public
affairs.>?® Friedrich Meinecke notes the vast prestige that
W I hel m ne German officers enjoyed, witing that the German
“l'i eutenant noved through the world as a young god and the

civilian reserve |ieutenant as a dem -god.">° [sabel Hul
observes that the Wl helmne German mlitary had "enornous
popul ar prestige" and "conpl ete i ndependence” fromcivilian
rul e, achieving "ascendancy vis-a-vis the civilian | eadership"
after around 1905-1906.°' "F.L. Carsten notes that the
mlitary had greater influence on political and cultural life
in Germany than anywhere else in Europe: "its prestige cast a
shadow over the country."®? Louis Snyder observes that the
German Navy League attained far greater power in Gernan
politics than nost German political parties.>® Gordon Craig
sunmari zes that the German arny becane "a state within a
state, claimng the right to define what was, or was not, to
the national interest and to dispense with those who did not
agree. "%

The mlitary's power and prestige is seen in the
obsequi ous deference shown the mlitary by German civilians.
The German Kai ser idolized the officer corps, filling his
entourage with officers and spending nost of his tine with

177. .

529 Gasser's views are summarized in John A. Mses, The
Politics of Illusion: The Fischer Controversy in Germn

Hi st ori ography (London: CGeorge Prior, 1975): 84, 87.
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Louis L. Snyder, From Bismarck to Hitler: The
Background of Mbdern German Nationalism (WIIliamsport, PA:
Bayard Press, 1935): 121.

534
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them °* O her high German civilians |anmely deferred to the
mlitary's often-m sguided policy proposals with barely a
guestion raised. Thus Baron Friedrich von Holstein, a top
German di pl omat, supinely accepted General Schlieffen's
di sastrous plan to invade Belgiumin event of war, saying that
"if the Chief of the Great General Staff, and particularly a
strategic authority like Schlieffen, thought such a neasure to
be necessary, then it would be the duty of di pl onacy to adjust
itself to it and prepare for it in every possible way.">%*
Chancel | or Bet hmann- Hol | weg al so linply agreed to Schlieffen's
unwi se plan, witing that "political measures had to be shaped
in accordance with the needs of the [mlitary] canpaign
pl an. ™"

Cabi net mnisters that crossed the mlitary were
di sm ssed. Between 1871 and 1914 military pressure forced the
resignations of two German WAar M nisters, a M nister of
Foreign Affairs, a Mnister of the Interior, and two
Chancel | ors.® The Chief of Staff had the right of private
personal access to the enperor.®° The chief of the mlitary
cabi net saw the Kaiser privately three tlnes a week, while the
civilian secretary of war saw himonly once.

This mlitary influence was acconpanled by a rise of
bel I'i ci st ideas in the German public mnd. Hans-Urich Wehler
notes the "spread of n1I|tary val ues t hroughout GErnan
soci ety" before the war.** Avner Offer notes the "pervasive
nllltarlsn1of t he professional and upper-classes” in pre-war
Germany. **? Gerhard Ritter argues that "military patterns of
th|nk|n9 cane to invade the ideology of the [German] m ddl e
class." Fritz Stern summarizes that Germany was "a

5 Lamar Cicil, Wlhelmll: Prince and Enperor. 1859-1900
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1989): 58-
59, 62, 66.

% |In 1900, quoted in Ritter, Schlieffen Plan: 91.

37 Jehuda L. Wallach, "M sperceptions of Cl ausewitz' On
War by the German MIlitary," Journal of Strategic Studies,
Vol. 9, Nos. 2 and 3 (June/ Septenber 1986): 213-39 at 230..
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thg&oughly mlitaristic country” in the years before World War
| .

These judgments match those of contenporary observers,
who often noted the militarization of German popul ar
attitudes. Friedrich Meinecke, a German historian who
witnessed firsthand the late Wl helm ne period, |ater wote
that the German arny "produced a curiously penetrating
mlitarismwhich affected the whole of civilian life and found
no conparabl e expression in any of [Germany's] neighboring
states."*® A Frenchman travel [ing through Germany in 1913
found ranpant mlitarismin the German universities and the
German press.>*® On the eve of the war another observer wrote
that "the mcrobe of mlitarism has been inoculated into the
Ger man people."’ Yet another noted a "predom nance of the
mlitary spirit" that was "nore strongly devel oped in the
German nation than in ... any other nation."®® Still another
contenporary descri bed the German nood: °*

In Germany an arny spirit distinct from and sonetinmes
antagonistic to, the civilian spirit of the average nan
and woman in England and France seens to pervade the whol e

reach of life. ... [Germany's] national |ife [was]
pernmeated by the idea of war as an end, and the German
peopl e accepted it. ... Hence in conversation, newspapers,

and popul ar witings, the constant references to strategy,
nobi | i zati on, conparative strength of armes. The effect
of all this on the national m nd has been that there was

4 Fritz Stern, The Failure of I|lliberalism (London:
George Allen & Unwin, 1972): 85. Janes Joll |ikew se notes
"t he general acceptance of mlitary values by |arge sections
of the German public" before World War |. Joll, Oigins of

the First World War: 61.
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no peace party in Germany corresponding to the | eaders of
the | arger movenent in England who clainmed to stand for a
hi gher culture. ... In Germany the mlitary spirit has
penetrated every fibre of the national resources, and the
men who have done nost to guide the people and control
their destinies have had as their supreme aimthe
cultivation of this spirit, in order to strengthen the
army.

German civilian | eaders even conplained that this
mlitarized public clinmate narrowed their choices. Thus
Ger man Chancel | or Theobal d von Bet hnann- Hol | weg conpl ai ned
before the war that his hands were tied by extrem st public
opinion: "Wth these idiots one cannot conduct a foreign
policy--on the contrary. Together with other factors they
mﬂll5£ventually make any reasonabl e course inpossible for
us."

How was this bellicose public climte created? German
of ficers conducted a vast propaganda canpai gn ai med at Ger nan
civil society, on a scale never before seen. The Gernman Navy
led the way. It planted thousands of articles in German
newspapers and oversaw the printing and distribution of
t housands of books and panphlets that told the Navy story. It
i nduced many university lum naries, including Max Weber, Hans
Del brick, Gustav Schnol |l er and many others, to tour the
country giving pro-big-Navy talks. It created a Navy League
in 1898 that had nmore than a million members by 1906. %' At
one point the Navy League journal had a circul ation of
300, 000. The German armny started later, but by 1914 it had an
Armmy League and two param litary youth organi zati ons that gave
it a vast ready audience for its views. Sonme five mllion
Germans--a sixth of all adult German mal es and yout hs--were
either in mlitary service or were nenbers of one of these
| eagues before 1914, form ng a huge conduit for mlitary
argunent s. °*2

These publicity canpaigns were the first of their scope
in history. They marked the invention of a new nmethod of
politics--the systematic and conti nuous mani pul ati on of nass
public opinion by the state--that was |ater m m cked by ot her
regi mes.

0 |In 1909, quoted in Konrad H. Jarausch, The Enigmatic

Chancel l or: Bethmann Hol|lweg and the Hubris of |nperial
Germany (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1973): 119. French

di pl omat Jul es Canbon |i kewi se remarked in 1911: "It is false
that in Germany the nation is peaceful and the governnent
bel | i cose--the exact opposite is true." |Ibid.: 124. See al so

i bid.: 152; and Geiss, Germany Foreign Policy: 135-137.

51 R6hl, Gernmany without Bisnmarck: 253-255.
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Cont enpor ary observers wi dely blamed this propaganda
for Germany's bellicose nbod. Ofried Ni ppold, a Gernman
academ c, ascribed German public mlitance to "our war-1|oving
generals in the Pan-German League, the Defense Associ ation
(Wehrverein) and simlar organi zati ons" who engaged in
"systematic stimulation of the war spirit" and stirred "il
feeling against other states and nations."®® Adnmiral Georg
von Miller, a top German official, |ikew se explained that the
German governnment risked war in 1914 because it was "under
pressure froma great part of the German people which had been
whi pped into a high-grade chauvinism by Navalists and Pan-
Germans. "** Price Collier, an American observer of Germany,
wote in 1913 that "the [German] press is so largely
i nfluenced by Admral von Tirpitz and his corps of press-
agents and witers, that it is even difficult to procure the
publication of a protest or a reply.” Collier further noted a
"poi sonous teaching of patriotisnm that "produced w de-spread
enmty of feeling ... but this enmity has built the navy.">®

German civilians noted the role of arny reserve service
in stirring their own mlitance. The w dow of sociol ogi st Max
Weber observed that his reserve training inspired in him"a
warli ke and patriotic attitude which nade hi m hope one day he
woul d be able to go into the field at the head of his
conpany. ">

Many i deas purveyed by the German mlitary were
internally inconsistent or patently incorrect. This casts
doubt on the notion that the authors of these argunents
beli eved them suggesting instead--as mlitarismtheory
argues--that these were unbelieved propaganda argunents
advanced to serve organizational interests. For exanple,
Tirpitz's argunent for a large offensive battle fleet was
riddled with contradictions. It rested on clains that a
strong German battle fleet could gain control of the seas
t hrough a decisive offensive; while also claimng that an
inferior German fleet could win by exploiting the tacti cal
advant age of the defensive; while further claimng that

3 |n 1913, quoted in Notestein and Stoll, Conquest and
Kul ter: 137, 139.

4 Quoted in Stern, Failure of Illiberalism 94.

% Price Collier, Germany and the Germans: from an
American Point of View (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons,
1913): 529, 539-540. Historian Paul Kennedy |ikew se
concl udes that Gernman public enthusiasm for Germany's naval
bui | dup stemmed largely from"a carefully organi zed propaganda
policy from above." Kennedy, Strategy and Di pl omacy: 120.

%€ Kitchen, German O ficer Corps: 121-122.
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Britain woul d expose its fleet to defeat by taking the
tactical offensive against Gernmany, eschew ng for sone reason
the tactical advantage of the defensive.®’ German navalists
al so argued that Britain was so aggressive that it would use
its naval superiority to strangle German trade, but so supine
that it would not seriously contest a Gernman nove to close the
gap at sea.>® Such |ogical incoherence indicates that these
arguments were propaganda, not belief, since any coherent m nd
t hat saw t he whol e case would quickly see its interna
contraditions.”® Only the audi ences of these argunents, each
hearing fragnents of the whole but none hearing it all, would
overl ook the cacophany.

Thi s audi ence included German officers thenmsel ves. W
can not say for certain if their views were shaped by this
propaganda, but this is suggested by the the shape of their
t hi nki ng, which reproduced the belligerent worldview they
purveyed to civilians. Reflecting this worldview, the German
Armmy becane a | oud | obby for war and played a large role in
pushi ng Germany toward war in 1914, °%

| nperial Japan, 1900s-1941. Like the WI hel m ne Gernman
mlitary, the inperial Japanese mlitary lived in segregated
seclusion from Japanese civilians. Inperial Japan had no
nati onal menmory of injury stemmng frommlitary invol venent
in public life, and no cultural tradition that confined the

role of mlitary in public life. 1In retrospect it appears
that inperial Japan did not face |arge security threats, but
Japan's elite thought Japan was in peril. Japan's denocratic

institutions were frail and often failed to function. These
conditions prinmed inperial Japan for an outbreak of mlitarism
during the decades before World War 11.

Many Japanese officers--25 to 30 percent--began

" Snyder, Myths of Enpire: 79.

8 gSnyder, Myths of Enpire: 5. See also ibid.: 71-72;
and Paul Kennedy, Strategy and Dipl omacy: 149.

9 Many contenporary observers concluded that Tirpitz was

driven by organi zational notives. Bethmann-Hollweg remarked
in 1914 that "for Tirpitz the Navy is an end in itself."
Quoted in David E. Kaiser, "Germany and the Origins of the
First World War," Journal of Mddern History, Vol. 55, No. 3
(Septenber 1983): 442-474 at 457n.
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mlitary life at the age of twelve or thirteen with studi es at
official mlitary preparatory schools, where they had no
contact with civilian life. For the rest the isolation began
at fifteen or sixteen with studies at a national mlitary
acadeny.*® Their schooling stressed that they were nmenbers of
a chosen group with a special social role.> Active officers
had their tine off base restricted and their reading materi al
strictly censored.”® This isolation bred an i ngrown wor | dvi ew
and a disregard for civilian views and wi shes.?® O ficers
cane to see thenselves "apart from and i ndeed above the
Japanese nation as a whol e. "%

Japanese culture offered no warni ng agai nst undue

mlitary influence and no barriers against it. Europeans had
|l earned to fear mlitary control of policy in the fires of
World War |, but Japan had escaped these disasters. |nstead,

Japan's sanurai traditions and its mlitary victories in the
Si no- Japanese and Russo-Japanese wars (1894-95 and 1904-5)
fostered the veneration of mlitary officers. Japan's
constitution enshrined the independence of the mlitary from
the civil government. >
Japan had no strong nei ghbors aside fromthe Soviet

Uni on, and the Soviets could project only limted power in
Asia. Nor were any Western powers intent on col onizing Japan.

In fact Western interest in Asian col oni es waned soon after
the turn of the century, and noved into reverse in the 1930s
as decol oni zati on began. Yet the international scene seened
onm nous to contenporary Japanese elites. As the twentieth
century dawned they saw that the European powers that had just
carved up Africa and Sout heast Asia and were noving to
partition China. There seenmed no |imt to western col onial
appetites, and Japan seened a ripe and likely target for
future Western predations if it remained weak. |In Japanese
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eyes Japan's security seened precarious. This fear ensured
that Japan's military woul d have | arge budgets, |arge
prestige, and correspondingly | arge social influence.

Japanese denocracy was flawed and frail, as seen by the
relative ease with which the mlitary took control in the
1930s. Published civilian analysis of mlitary questions was
unknown, | eaving the Japanese public with no basis to judge
the clains of the mlitary.

As these conditions devel oped Japan saw t he burgeoni ng
of mlitarism The mlitary cane to dom nate public debate
and finally seized the reigns of governnment itself. It used
its power to indoctrinate the public with a Darw nist view of
international affairs that stressed the nal evol ence of other
states, the insecurity of Japan, the necessity and feasibility
of expansion, and the glories of war.

Scholars widely agree that the mlitary cane to
dom nate the Japanese public sphere before World War I1.

Vol ker Berghahn notes that by 1939 "Japan was for al
practical purposes a highly mlitarized society in which the
Army and the Navy called the tune. ">

The power of the mlitary was nmanifest in the deference
that civilians gave to mlitary wishes. During the 1930s
Japan's political parties came to curb their words and deeds
fromfear of retaliation by the mlitary, and the Japanese
Diet faded into a nmere rubber stanp.®® Mlitary officers were
given top diplomatic posts, including Foreign Mnister and
Ambassador to the United States, Germany and the Sovi et
Uni on. **® The professional diplomatic corps was bypassed.

After around 1937 "the mlitary's hold on the governnment was
now conpl ete: they could make or unmake a cabinet at their
pl easure. ">

As in Wl hel mne Germany the inperial Japanese mlitary
stirred public mlitarismthrough nmassive use of public
relations. The military gained |arge control over the
national press by intruding itself into the governnent press
censorship process, using this control to turn coverage in its
favor.®™ It created a host of public support organizations,
conprised of retired and reserve officers as well as
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civilians, as venues to purvey arguments for expandi ng
Japanese military power.>? A navalist Protection Society
publ i shed a nonthly magazine and a yearly naval review that
pl ed the navy's case. The Navy Mnistry ran a speakers bureau
t hat arranged t housands of speeches against arns control and
publ i shed a range of navalist panphlets.>?

The arny devel oped a program for placing | egi ons of
former officers in public schools, where they conveyed the
arny nessage to students.®* And the army pushed to nmilitarize
Japanese school textbooks, so that "pro-military sentinment
became pervasive" in school texts before World War 11.°®

This propaganda infused the public with a mlitaristic

spirit. It also blew back into the mlitary, infecting junior
officers with a belligerence that their superiors never
intended. In this way the mlitary was trapped by its own

rhetoric: argunments made to persuade the public to support
mlitary s?ending al so persuaded junior officers that war was
necessary.>° These officers then became a major |obby for war
and hel ped push Japan over the brink in 1941.

What notivated this mlitary propaganda? Protecting
organi zational size and budget was the key concern. M chael
Barnhardt wites that Japan's navy was "ever m ndful of the
need to embellish the fleet's roles and m ssions in order to
justify sharp increases in size."®’ This required an
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°6 Admiral Nagano Osami, a future Navy Chief of Staff,
stated in confidence in 1936: "It is for the sake of the
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intensive drills to regard Anerica as 'the eneny,' had becone
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128

aggressive foreign policy that could justify a | arge navy.
Accordi ngly, navy admirals advised an inperial advance to the
sout h--despite the risk that this would trigger an unwant ed
war with the United States--"as nuch for internal budggtary
and resource reasons as for any truly mlitary ones.

I n unguarded nmonents Japanese officers sonetines even
adm tted that budget concerns underlay their bellicose policy
advice. Admiral Suetsugu Nobunasa, asked in 1934 if the navy
was seriously considering war with the United States, replied:
"Cbrtalnl% even that is acceptable if it will get us a
budget .

The argunents of the Japanese mlitary, |ike those of
the Wlhelmne German mlitary, were internally inconsistent
or denonstrably wong or both--further indicating that these
argunents were organi zationally sel f-serving propaganda, not
bel i ef . For exanpl e, Japanese officers argued that the
United States was so aggressive that Japan had to forestall
its aggression by inperial expansion, and so neek that it
woul d not fight seriously after Japan attacked it. They
argued that industrial strength was so inportant in nodern war
t hat Japan required an i ndependent industrial enpire, and that
Japan could gain this enpire by warring against a United
States with ten tinmes Japan's industrial capacity. And they
argued that Japan needed an enpire to escape the threat of
econom ¢ strangul ation by eneny bl ockade, but pursued an
overseas enpire that could provide no security against a
bl ockadi ng eneny with a superior navy.

These notions clashed with one anot her but matched the
organi zational interests of Japan's mlitary establishnment.
Each notion bol stered the claimthat Japan faced serious
security problems that could best be solved by offensive
mlitary operations. Thus each justified large mlitary
budgets and the offensive postures and doctrines that the
mlitary services preferred.?

°’® Barnhardt, Japan Prepares for Total War: 269.

5 Barnhardt, Japan Prepares for Total War: 39.

80 Stephen Walt summarizes that Japanese military thought

was "a preposterous bl end of wi shful thinking, myths, and
contradictory prem ses.” Stephen M Walt, "A Search for a
Sci ence of Strategy: A Review Essay on Makers of Mbdern
Strategy," Lnternational Security, Vol. 12, No. 1 (Sunmer
1987): 140-165 at 146.
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How strong are the tests posed by the German and
Japanese cases? The tests are strong because no conpeting
expl anations for patterns in the cases suggest thenselves;
hence the action of mlitarismtheory nust account for these
patterns. Sone aspects of both cases coul d have ot her
expl anati ons. For exanple, many authors have bl amed Gernan
and Japanese culture for their belligerent public nmoods. Some
have al so bl aned German bellicosity on Germany's soci al
stratification, and bl amed Japan's belligerence on its ancient
Bushi do code. But the whole picture outlined above--including
evidence of mlitary efforts to shape civilian opinion,
testimony of contenporaries that blanes the mlitary for
civilian bellicosity, and evidence of organizational notives
for the mlitary's political actions, including confessions by
mlitary officers admtting these notives--is not conpatible
with any ot her explanation. Accordingly, the tests are strong
and their passage gives mlitarismtheory strong support.

These tests al so suggest that militarismtheory points
to strong causes. The conduct of Gernmany and Japan changed
mar kedly, and went to extremes, as the causes of mlitarism
appeared within. This suggests that the causes of nmilitarism
have | arge effects.

Still open is the question of how nmuch mlitarism
t heory explains. It passes two strong tests, but are the
conditions needed for its operation common or rare? |f conmon
it explains |lots of politics and history; if rare it explains
rather little. | turn to this question next.

VI. WHAT CAN M LI TARI SM THEORY EXPLAI N?

Mlitary®®® establishnments do not want war, but they
support policies and purvey m sperceptions that raise the risk
of war to protect their organizational interests. Their
internal nature and external environnment make mlitaries
politically effective and intrusive. Their political
i ntrusions foster dangerous mi sperceptions and high-risk
foreign and defense policies. Mlitaries also nay cone to
believe their own argunents and press for war as a result.

Al'l organizations struggle to protect their organi zati onal

interests. In the case of the mlitary war as an uni ntended
byproduct of this struggle.
This is mlitarismtheory in a nutshell. How nmuch can
it explain of the past? O the present and future?
Mlitarismtheory has fairly narrow applicability. It
budget." Barnhardt, Japan Prepares for Total War: 39.

%2 May 3, 2000: Cut this para and the first sentence of
the next? | say cut, but | do like this summary. Can | use
it el sewhere? Book introduction? Book conclusion? Sonewhere
el se?
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is a hot-house theory, needing special conditions to operate.
These conditions are often m ssing, hence there are nany

cases that mlitarismtheory does not cover. But the theory
does explain sonme inportant events and offers answers to | arge
guestions about nodern international affairs. It is worst at

expl ai ni ng pre-nmodern warfare, best at explaining industrial-
era warfare.

To identify cases that mlitarismtheory explains we
| ook for cases where the causes of mlitarismwere present;
cases where we have evidence of mlitary action to mlitarize
civilian thinking, and cases where the product of mlitarism-
state policies guided by a mlitaristic worldview-are
observed. Using those criteria, mlitarismtheory sheds |ight
on both world wars and a select set of additional cases.

World War |. As | just explained, the WI hel m ne
German mlitary gained great influence on the m nd of Gernman
civilians. It worked to mlitarize German society, with

consi derabl e success. Moreover, other European societies
suffered m | der synptons of the same virus. The Russi an,
Aust ro- Hungarian and Serbian mlitaries all were willful and
power ful social actors. All favored the same mlitarist ideas
as the German mlitary. The French mlitary was | ess
influential but not w thout social power. As a result
mlitari sm becane a general European phenonenon, greatest in
Germany but found el sewhere as well. Only Britain showed few
signs of it.>® Colonel Edward House generalized about the
regi on when he wote Whodrow WIlson fromBerlin on May 29,
1914: %

The situation is extraordinary. It is mlitarismrun stark

mad. Unl ess sonmeone acting for you can bring about a

83 Sjdney Fay broadly concurs, witing that "mlitarism-

the influence of the mlitary upon the civilian authorities--
was a serious matter in the three eastern nonarchies of
Germany, Austria, and Prussia. |t was nmuch |less in France,
and virtually non-existent in England." Sidney B. Fay, The
Oigins of the World War, 2 vols., 2d ed. (New York: Free
Press, 1966): 1:43.

%4 Albertini, Origins of the War of 1914: 1:550.
Caroline Playne |likewi se blanmed the war in part on "the
mlitarist m nd which extended and intensified the surging
i npul ses of European life in the years preceding the war."
Even in Engl and, she wote, "the mlitarist m nd had beconme
too generally the mass mnd." Playne, Pre-War M nd in
Britain: 162. And David Herrmann writes that many of the
| eaders of 1914 "had thensel ves appropriated the strategic
assumpti ons of the soldiers.”™ David Gaius Herrmann, "Armn es
and the Balance of Mlitary Power in Europe, 1904-1914,"
(Ph.D. dissertation. Yale University, 1992): 458.
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di fferent understanding, there is sone day to be an awf ul
cataclysm No one in Europe can do it. There is too much
hat r ed.

Thus t hroughout the European continent mlitary
i nfluence was at an unusual high point before 1914.

What ideas did Europe's mlitaries purvey? Most
inportanté as noted above they spread the notion that conquest
was easy.® This belief, in turn, was the root cause of nmany
ot her causes of war in 1914.°%° Specifically, it fostered both
German and Austrian expansionismand fierce Entente resistance
to this expansionism setting up an powerful collision between
the Central Powers and the Entente. It encouraged Russia to
nmobilize preenptively early in the 1914 July crisis, in a
desperate effort to seize a slender mlitary advantage,

t hereby pushing the crisis over the edge to war. |t supported
preventive war thinking in Germany, where such thinking fuel ed
schemes to attack Russia. It |led Germany and Austria to adopt
risky fait acconpli diplomatic tactics that nmade the July
crisis far nore dangerous. It led the German and Russi an
mlitaries to design inflexible mlitary nobilization plans
that required early action agai nst every opponent in event of
mobi | i zation, leaving civilian | eaders no roomto defer or
confine the war once nobilization began. It |ed the European
powers to formessentially unconditional alliances with one
anot her, which ensured that a m nor conflagration anywhere in
Eur ope woul d quickly spread to engulf the region. It led the
powers to react quickly and violently to threatening noves

by others, leaving civilian | eaders no roomfor error and
turning their small m stakes, reversible under normal
conditions, into historical blunders. And it created a rapid
cycle of action and reaction that allowed Germany to hide its
responsibility for the war, instead casting blanme onto others.

These dangers played an inportant role in triggering
the war. |If so, their compn cause--the belief that conquest
was easy--was a prinme cause of the war. |If mlitarism caused
this belief then it, too, was a prime cause of the war.>®

Mlitarismwas also the |likely cause of several other
factors that inpelled Europe toward war in 1914, and that
intensified and prol onged the war once it began. These
include Germany's tendency to exaggerate its nei ghbors'
hostility; the German belief in bandwagoni ng and big stick
di pl omacy, which led Germany to discount the risk that Britain

585  gSee above at notes 278-353.

6 | argue this in Van Evera, "Cult of the Offensive and
the Origins of the First World War."
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paras down. 2 sunmaries is 1 too nany.
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woul d intervene against it, and to adopt a risky bullying

di pl omatic strategy; the general glorification of war

t hr oughout Europe; and the blind optim sm on both sides that
hel ped keep the war going once it began. Europe's mlitaries
purveyed all these ideas, and historians wi dely agree that

t hese i deas hel ped cause or sustain the war. Moreover,
mlitaries were warhawks in nmany states, including Germany,
Russi a, France, and Austria and Serbia, perhaps after inbibing
their own violent Darw ni st propaganda. Their hawki shness
pressure hel ped steer Europe's governments toward war. °®

Thus mlitarismappears as a master-cause of World War
. It caused the belief that conquest was easy and the many
dangers that flowed fromit. It also caused other conditions
t hat hel ped bring about the war. Many factors that hel ped
trigger the war had mlitarismas their source.

A thunbnail explanation for the First World War that
enphasi zed mlitarism then, would be as follows. Mlitarism
arose with industrialismin the nineteenth century:

i ndustrialismcreated the division of |abor, creating
speci al i zed bureaucracies, creating a mlitary with a separate
identity and interest, creating mlitarism The industrial
worl d had no previous experience with mlitarism and was
caught unawares. Mlitarism had not yet caused any disasters,
so mlitaries enjoyed high prestige and enjoyed great
credibility in debates over foreign policy and nati onal
security. As a result Europeans were predi sposed to believe
mlitary argunents, even patently false and self-serving
claims. Civilians saw little need to institutionalize
civilian control and erected few political barriers to confine
the role of the mlitary in public affairs. Mlitarism was
worse during 1890-1914 than earlier or later chiefly because
the mlitary was by then highly professionalized but the
dangers of mlitarismwere still unknown.®®® After the war
mlitarismwas better controlled in Europe because people

| earned--for a tine at least--that mlitari smwas dangerous,
maki ng them | ess susceptible to it.

During the Cold War, the argunment would run, mlitarism
was | ess acute anong the superpowers than it was anong the
pre-World War | European powers for idiosyncratic reasons.

Most of the top Soviet civilian | eadership gained | arge

588  gSee note 13, above, and the text at notes 416, 419-
432, and 437-446.

%9 Jack Snyder offers a conpeting but not inconpatible
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bef ore 1914 because special circunstances involved the
European militaries in domestic political conflicts, in ways

t hat gave themincentives to intrude into the donestic debate.
| deol ogy of the Offensive: passim
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mlitary experience during the Russian revolution, the Russian
civil war, and World War Il, so the Soviet mlitary had no
nmonopoly of mlitary information that it could exploit to

dom nate debate. The Soviet state also installed strong
barriers against undue mlitary influence, in the form of

cl ose Conmmuni st Pary supervision over mlitary decision making
and a proscription on mlitary public speech on political
guestions. In the US mnmlitarismwas (and is) danpened by
the substantial integration of the mlitary into civilian
life, by strong traditions of civilian control, and by
informed civilian input in security policy debates from

t hi nkt anks and uni versities.

In short, the exceptional events of 1914-18 were
created by conditions that all owed an exceptional degree of
mlitarism This mlitarismwas not the only cause of Wrld
War |: other factors, nost notably the rabid nationali st
myt hmaki ng that infected Europe before 1914, also played a
role. But mlitarismwas a key cause.

The case for this explanation is bolstered by the |ack
of alternative explanations for the mlitarization of European
i deas. No pl ausi bl e conpeting expl anati on suggests itself.
Its absence bol ster the case for a mlitarism explanation.

Mlitarismtheory sheds new | ight on the debate over
responsibility for World War |I. The theory bl ames Europe's
mlitaries. It also supports argunents, advanced by the
Fi scher school of historians, that heavily blame Germany. °%®°
The Fischer school has |ong argued that Germany consciously
ri sked war in 1914 and perhaps even sought to bring it about.

Fi scherites marshall ed i npressive evidence but their argunment
| eft many unpersuaded partly because they | acked an
expl anation for the conduct they alleged. Wy would Gernmany
behave so belligerently? Skeptics doubted the Fischer
argument because Fischerites had no persuasive explanation for
why Germany woul d behave so aggressively.®' Mlitarismtheory
expl ains that Germany was so aggressive because it was highly
mlitarized. 1In so doing it conpletes the Fischer schoo
argument by answering the "why?" question about Gernan
conduct .

At the sane tinme mlitarismtheory lifts broad bl ame
fromthe German people. It suggests that responsibility for

9 The flagship work of the Fischer school is Fischer,

War of Illusions. A summary of the Fischer viewis Geiss,
German Foreign Policy.

1 The Fischer school has offered a social inperialism
expl anati on, suggesting that German elites sought conflict
with other states to bol ster support for the conservative
groups at home. Evidence for this explanation is thin,
however. | think the social inperialismexplanation has some
validity but not much.
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the war lies not with all Germans, but only with their

mal evol ent, and now vani shed, ancien security elites. This
rather small band of elite predators carry the burden of
guilt; they alone sowed the ideas that spawned the war; the

w der society is not cul pable. One could fault the German
public for following these predators, but this is a high
standard of conduct to demand. |t seens unlikely that any

ot her public would have behaved any better under the sane
conditions. The trouble lay with the specifics of German
civil-mlitary relations, not with the German public at |arge
or the culture at large. And if so, mlitarismtheory largely
excul pates the broader German public for the violence their
gover nnent began.

The Pacific War, 1941-45. The Pacific War stemmed from
Japanese expansionism Hard-line United States policies also
pl ayed a role, but war is hard to i mgi ne without Japan's
extrem st policies. These Japanese policies, in turn, were
gui ded by argunents that the Japanese mlitary had purveyed
for decades: that other powers were out to get Japan, that
Japan required a wider enpire to survive against these powers,
t hat conquering such an enpire was feasible, and that a war
triggered by a reach for enpire would be glorious. As
outlined above, Japan's mlitary had great prestige and
influence, and it purveyed these argunents with great energy
and success. Japan's mlitary also pushed for war, perhaps
because many officers heard and believed its own propaganda.

The i deas behind Japanese policies make little sense as
a national strategy; but they do make sense viewed as
organi zationally self-serving mlitary myths. Historians
shoul d vi ew Japanese national ideas of this period | ess as
national than as organizational beliefs. Viewed as a national
belief system Japanese ideas are incoherent and irrational.
As an organi zationally self-serving belief system Japanese
i deas are | ogical and coherent.

Ot hers have expl ai ned Japan's conduct as stenmm ng from
Japanese culture, or have put prinme blame for that conduct on
civilian el ements of the Japanese elite, especially the
enperor. Mlitarismtheory offers a stronger explanation
because it better fits the whole pattern we see. Cultural
expl anati ons are unsatisfying because they cannot account for
the large role of the mlitary in shaping public opinion, or
for the budgetary notives that underlay the mlitary's action.

Expl anations that blame the enperor or other civilians
m sread the bal ance of power in inperial Japan: the enperor
was clearly a weak player playing a weak hand during the slide
to war. Factors aside frommlitarismwere surely at work,
but mlitarismtheory offers the strongest expl anati on.

Who bears guilt for the Pacific War? Mlitarismtheory
puts blame narrowy on Japan's pre-war security institutions,
and thus lifts blame from w der Japanese society. This should
ease Japan's task in comng to terms with its past. Mny
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Japanese have resisted an adm ssion because it inplied blane
for the whole nation, including their own ancestors and

el ements of their current culture. Mlitarismtheory shoul d
make the pill less bitter. It narrowWy blames arrogant, self-
serving mlitary | eadership groups. The w der Japanese public
were pawns and victins of the mlitary elites, not independent
actors. \When Japan takes blanme for the Pacific war, the blame
flows not to the broad Japanese people but to small nal evol ent
mlitary elites that have | ong since disappeared.

Ot her cases. Otoman officers infused with
mlitaristic ideas foolishly led Turkey into World War | in
1914.°? |mbued with the cult of the offensive, they dreaned
of launchi ng vast offensive maneuvers that would take their
armes all the way through Afghanistan to the borders of
I ndi a.°®® Instead they were vanqui shed after many bl oody
defeats and saw their state carved to pieces at war's end.

During 1918-22 Poland's mlitary strongman Marshal
Jozef Pilsudski sought to conquer an enpire including the
whol e Ukr ai ne--a huge nmultiethnic area | arger than the Pol and
of 1772.°** He declared that Poland would either be "a state
equal to the great powers of the world, or a small state that
needed protection of the mighty."*° He also expressed
fondness for war, remarking in 1919 that he | oved war "with
all its horrors,” and calling war "a mistress" in 1920.°%

Later Hungary's mlitary pressed for its suicidal 1941
attack on the Soviet Union, dream ng of restoring Hungary to
its traditional borders.® Sone observers have detected

%2 Grant and Tenperley summarize that these officers

"were actively preaching a doctrine of war in which even

Ber nhardi woul d have delighted.” A J. Gant and Harold
Tenperl ey, Europe in the Nineteenth Century (1789-1914) (New
York: Longmans, Green, 1927): 34.

% M S. Anderson, The Eastern Question, 1774-1923
(London: Macm Il an, 1966): 315.

%4 Hugh Set on-Watson, Eastern Europe Between the Wars,
1918-1941 (New York: Archon Books, 1962): 332.

5 Ppjiotr S. Wandycz, Soviet-Polish Relations, 1917-1921
(Canbri dge: Harvard University Press, 1969): 159.

% Wandycz, Soviet-Polish Relations: 159n-160n. He al so

remarked in 1920 that "I |love this war which either crushes a
man's character |like glass or makes it strong |like steel.”
| bi d.
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mlitarismin nodern South Africa, Chile, Brazil, and
Argentina.>® Paraguay's suicidal ranpage agai nst Brazil,
Argentina, and Uruguay during 1864-1870 under mlitary
strongman Franci sco Sol ano Lopez may owe sonmething to
mlitarism |ikew se Pakistan's belligerence toward |India and
Af ghani stan since 1947. And mlitarismtheory sheds sone
light on Naziism Most Nazi | eaders forned their political
wor | dviews while steeped in the mlitarist propaganda of 1890-
1918, and they carried these views forward into the 1930s.
Hitler was an avid reader of right-wing literature and as a
youth he al nost surely inbibed the mlitarist propaganda of
the era. His thinking tracks nmany of the nore violent thenes
of Wlhelmne German mlitary propaganda, including the notion
that states nmust grow or die, that decisive war was

i nevitable, that Britain would not bal ance agai nst a Ger nany

t hat reached for control of Europe, and that war was
essentially a good thing. Thus Nazi expanS|on|sn1can be seen
as an afterecho of Wlhelmine mlitarism?

The wilder foreign policy ideas put forward in | ess
mlitarized states often originate with the mlitary. 1In 1940
British and French Air Force officers argued that the allies
shoul d attack the Soviet oil fields at Baku in hopes of
i nduci ng "sooner or later the total collapse of the war
potential of the USSR," as British Air Force docunents argued.

The British officers thought this operation could "decide the
course of the entire war,"” as it m ght have, by cenenting the
Nazi - Sovi et Pact and thus making Hitler's defeat inpossible.®

During the Cold War the |l oudest calls in the United States
for preventive war against the Soviet Union and China were
mlitary. 1n 1968 General LeMay conpl ai ned that "we probably
coul d have made Russia pull out of Eastern Europe, but the
sensi ble policies of 'roll back' were never carried out."°
During the Cuban Mssile Crisis the U S. mlitary adV|sed
forceful solutions that the President wisely rejected.?®

8 On South Africa see Kenneth W Grundy, The
Mlitarization of South African Politics (Bl oom ngton: Indiana
Uni versity Press, 1986): 58-67 and passim and Philip H
Frankel, Pretoria's Praetorians: Civil-Mlitary Relations in
South Africa (London: Canbridge University Press, 1984): 29-34
and passim On Chile, Brazil, and Argentina see Jack Child,
Geopolitics and Conflict in South America: Quarrels Anpbng
Nei ghbors (New York: Praeger, 1985).

9 Generally concurring is Snyder, Myths of Enpire: 93.

600 |kl ¢, Every War Muist End: 58.

®01  |LeMay, Anmerica Is In Danger: 151

%02  Robert F. Kennedy, Thirteen Days: A Menpir of the
Cuban M ssile Crisis (New York: WW Norton, 1971): 14, 26,
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Mlitarismtheory may explain such suggestions.

Ot her phenonena expl ai ned. Wiy do states often
exaggerage the size of first-nove advantages, the size of
w ndows of opportunity and vulnerability, the cunulativity of
resources, and the ease of conquest and the scarcity of
security? In Causes of War: Power and the Roots of Conflict I
argued that these m sperceptions are common. Mlitarism
t heory accounts in part for their appearance. Professional
mlitaries have an incentive to sow these m sperceptions, and
uncivilianized mlitaries have sown themin the past.

What explains the m sperceptions identified by the
cognitive psychol gy school of national m sperception? The
psychol ogy school notes that states tend to exaggerate others'
hostility, and to underestimate their own role in provoking
others' hostility.®® It warns of the risk of conflict
spirals, in which states punish others hoping to make them
behave better but actually provoke themto greater
hostility.®* 1t notes that states exaggerate the unity and
coordi nati on anong adversaries, seeing nonolithic hostility
when others in fact are not coordinating agai nst them %

Cognitive psychol ogy may expl ain these syndrones, but
mlitarismtheory al so has pl ausi bl e expl anations, arguing
that mlitaries purvey these m sperceptions for
organi zationally sel f-seeking reasons. Specifically, it
suggests that mlitaries exaggerate others' hostility in
search of the larger mlitary budgets that hostile neighbors
justify, and sells this m sperception to the w der society.

It suggests that mlitaries conceal their own state's role in
provoki ng others' hostility because they favor strong-arm
policies, and are therefore slowto admt it when these
policies backfire, instead interpreting such backfires as
havi ng other causes. It argues that conflict spirals arise
because mlitaries exaggerate the benefits and underesti mate

t he costs of brandishing force, so they advise belligerent
policies even when such nethods will provoke nore than they
deter. It clainms that mlitaries exaggerate the scope and
unity of the opposition in order to widen the range of threats

74-5, 95-7.
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Robert Jervis, "Hypotheses on M sperception,” in
George H. Quester, ed., Power, Action and Interaction:
Readi ngs on International Politics (Boston: Little, Brown,
1973): 104-137 at 127, 129.
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Jervis, "Hypotheses on M sperception": 129; Robert
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%05 Jervis, "Hypotheses on M sperception": 128.
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the state nust address, and sell this m sperception to the
wi der society.®® Thus W1 hel mine Germany and | nperial Japan
exaggerated their neighbors' hostility under sway of
relentless mlitary propaganda that painted others' ainms in
t he darkest terns. W/ hel m ne Germany provoked British
hostility by its vast naval building during 1898-1912, but
forgot this after hearing the German Navy's constant (self-
serving) clains that German naval building had not provoked
Britain. Germany spiraled with the Entente states before 1914
by pursuing a policy of threat and belligerence--strongly
endorsed by the German mlitary--that aroused Entente
hostility. And Soviet and Anerican officers both exaggerated
the unity of the opposing canmp during the Cold War.

What causes expansionism and inperialisnm? A host of
causes have been suggested: Marxists point to capitalism

ot hers point to conmunism and still others point to the
insecurity of states and their resulting need to seek security
by expansion. Mlitarismshould join the list. 1In |eading

states to exaggerate their insecurity and to exaggerate the
ease of conquering others mlitarismincites states toward
expansi oni st policies.

Why are medi um and snmal |l powers generally |ess
bel li gerent than great powers? Wy, in particular, are they
generally less alarned about their security, even though their
rel ati ve weakness should | eave them feeling nore exposed?
Mlitarismtheory offers an answer, since it argues that
mlitarismis a disease confined largely to great powers.
Great powers are nore secure than | esser powers, but they al so
have nore powerful and willful security establishnents that
have a large interest in warning society of its insecurity.

What expl ains the persistance of interstate warfare
after the industrial revolution renoved many reasons for
fighting? Carl Kaysen explains that the material causes of
war have di m nshed sharply over the past two centuries.
Conquest no | onger confers nearly the profit nor the power
that it once did.®" Wiy has warfare itself has not
di m ni shed? Some war-causing "Factor X" nust be on the rise,
repl aci ng ol der causes as they fade. Mlitarismtheory
nom nates the rise of professional mlitaries as a |likely
cul prit.

Mlitarismtheory in perspective. Mlitarismtheory
has strengths and weaknesses. |Its main weakness is its narrow
real -world applicability. Mlitarismrequires uncomon

%06  Tests that conpeted cognitive psychol ogi cal

expl anations for these nispercepetions against mlitarism
expl anati ons woul d be useful.

®07 Carl Kaysen, "Is War Obsol ete? A Revi ew Essay, "
| nternational Security, Vol. 14, No. 4 (Spring 1990): 42-64.
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conditions. As a result it is quite rare in history.

W | hel m ne Gernmany and inperial Japan are the only cases of
full -blown mlitarismthat present thenselves, and m | der
cases are not very common either. On the other hand, the
theory points to a strong cause: when mlitarism appears it
has a dramatic inpact on state behavior. And the theory has
wi de expl anatory range, explaining many phenomena. These

i nclude overestimates of others' hostility, overesti mates of
bandwagoni ng and the efficacy of belligerent political
tactics, exaggeration of the ease of conquest, the enbrace of
unduly offensive mlitary force postures and strategies,
exaggeration of the size of first-npove advantages and w ndows
of opportunity and vulnerability, exaggeration of the val ue of
enpire, wartine false optimsm and underestimati on of the
costs of war.

Sone of these phenonena explain still other phenonena.

For exanmpl e, exaggeration of the ease of conquest expl ains
expansionism fait acconpli diplomatic tactics, secrecy, arms
raci ng, and nore. Exaggeration of first nove advant age
expl ains why states m ght conceal their grievances from one
another, raising the risk of inadvertent war, and why they
m ght | aunch preenptive war. Exaggeration of w ndows expl ai ns
why states m ght force the pace of decision making, |eading to
war - causi ng m st akes. °%

By explaining the causes of these phenonena, mlitarism
t heory enconpasses them So it explains only a small set of
cases but it explains a good deal about them

Mlitarismtheory al so serves a useful social purpose,
by hel pi ng Germany and Japan to cone to terns with their past.

It suggests that blame for the world wars bel ongs not on al
Germans and Japanese, but only on on their mal evol ent, and now
vani shed, ancien security institutions. This shift in blane
|l ets today's Germans and Japanese nore easily admt their
country's crimes. Many have resisted an adm ssion because it
inplied blame for the whole society, including their own
ancestors and el ements of their current culture. To their
credit many Germans (but fewer Japanese) have neverthel ess
acknow edged their nation's crinmes and aggressions, but they
have not found it easy.

Mlitarismtheory makes the pill less bitter. It
narrow y bl anes arrogant, self-serving mlitary |eadership
groups and their allies in industry. This rather small band
of elite predators carry the burden of guilt; the w der
society is not cul pable. The German and Japanese publics can
be faulted for follow ng these predators, but this is a high
standard of conduct to demand. It seens unlikely that the
British, French, or Anerica publics would have behaved any

€8  gee Van Evera, Causes of War: Power and the Roots of
Conflict: 35-53, 73-86, 117-151.
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better under the same conditions. The trouble lay with the
specifics of civil-mlitary relations, not with the public at
|arge or the culture at large. And if so, mlitarismtheory
| argely excul pates the broader Gernman and Japanese public for
the wars their governnents | aunched.

VIIl. DOES M LITARI SM HAVE A FUTURE?

Full -blown mlitarismis nowhere on the world horizon.
Today's Russia and China are not nodels of good civil-
mlitary relations,®® but nothing |ike the mlitarism of
W I hel m ne Germany or inperial Japan is evident there or
el sewhere. 1Is this cessation permanent or tenporary?

Many of the causes of mlitarism can be controlled or
elimnated by states. States can choose to integrate their
mlitary officers into society; there is little advantage to
secluding officers away fromthe Eeople they serve, and little
cost to close social integration.”® States and societies can
choose to renenber the history that warns of the possible
dangers of mlitarism the record is there to read. States
can choose to erect high legal and normative barriers to
mlitary intrusion into the political sphere. Societies can
choose to be infornmed about national security and mlitary
affairs. These are choices that every nation can nake if it
wi shes.

Ot her causes of mlitarismare hard to control by
policy but are waning naturally. Authoritarian reginmes are
slowy pluralizing across the world, as the world econony
grows and m ddl e cl asses expand. And the insecurity of states
has been sharply reduced by the nucl ear revolution, which
makes great powers essentially unconquerabl e. ®?

Thus the secular tides of global change are running
against mlitarism and governnents can danpen it further.

On the other hand, the changes that brought mlitarism
are permanent. Mlitarismwas ushered by the sharpening of

%9 An omi nous portrait of current Russian civil-mlitary

relations is Desch, Civilian Control of the Mlitary: 39-66.
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Sanuel Huntington recomends that mlitaries be
controll ed by what he calls "objective control,"” a
prescription that includes granting the mlitary |arge
autononmy. Soldier and the State: 83-85. But autonony seens
likely to lead to social separation and a sense of separate
civil and mlitary cultures. These in turn are a recipe for
mlitarism To harnonize civil-mlitary relations and
mnimze the risk of mlitarism governnents should integrate
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the division of labor in the early industrial revolution.

This division of labor will only sharpen in the future as
mlitary science beconmes nore arcane. Hence the | aws of
notion that govern organi zations will continue to characterize
t he behavior of mlitary organizations. They will always have
a buried inmpulse to protect their organizational interest by
purveyi ng war-causi ng ideas. For this reason mlitarism can
al ways recur when conditions for it are ripe. |Its root
cause--the division of |abor--once having arisen will never
abate. Half an eye should therefore be kept on this danger,
and prudent steps taken to keep it at bay.



