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ABSTRACT

Do divilians ddiberate nationd drategy differently than military officers? This dissertation
begins with that question because the cross-disciplinary efforts of civil-military relaions have to
date shown relaively little empirica evidence on the differences between civilian and military
drategy. There are a number of propositions about such differences that lie a the heart of
theories of state and group behavior at international and domestic levels. In addition to thinking
about civilians and the military as homogeneous groups, this research focused on civilian and
military subgroups in order to better understand the divergent influences such groups exert on
drategy asit is being developed. The design used content andysis to systematically measure
differences between specified groups in their communicated strategies, which were gathered
from four domains anayss, organization, operations, and planning of US actors from 1995-
2000.

The results are both sgnificant and interesting for those interested in Srategy and civil-
military relations.  Eight hypotheses concerning differences between civilians, the military, and
their subgroups were tested on each of the dependent variables of offensiveness, uncertainty
outlooks, and use of higory in strategy. An enduring theoretical notion about civil-military
relations is supported by evidence that the military is indeed sgnificantly more offensve than

comparable civilians. However, this offengveness differentia only seemed subgtantively large in
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the arena of doctrine, and was reversed in naiond missle defense. More importantly,

offensveness is critically reated to context: “whether-to” deliberations of drategy reved a
more offengve civilian group, while only “how-to” discussons support the “offengve military”

paradigm.

Civilians are d 50 greater users of history than is the military. The difference existed across
dl domans of drategy, but was most dgnificant in doctrine and nationa missle defense.
Civilians invoke the current case and the most recent war more often than the military—a strong
indication that civilians are predisposed towards case-based reasoning.  Civilians and military
are characterized as gpproximately equd in including uncertainty in andytic and operationd
drategy; but cvilians are ggnificantly less uncertain in doctrine than the military, and more
uncertain in NMD. An important propostion offered is that groups may be more likely to
include more uncertainty when they fee competencein or responsbility for strategy.

Among key findings here were the clustering effect of military servicesinto Air Force/Navy
and Army/Marine groups, and the intermediary role of defense civilians. One doman of
srategy aso proved to be vitd in understanding Strategy:  evidence showed that doctrine is an
exemplar of drategy, an area within which groups clarify their roles and reinforce uniqueness of
function. Ladly, culturd explanaions for civil-military relations and Sraegy were criticaly
reviewed, and on each of the characterigtics of Strategy studied—offensveness, use of history,
and uncertainty—reasonable explanations can be cited as to the causa roles of both materia

resources and social structure, rather than
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organizationd culture. Civil-military scholars will be well advised in future studies to consider

that subgroups may consstently vary in vaues, beliefs and behavior in their gpproaches to the

formuletion of Srategy.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

For critics of American policy...civil-military relations in the decision-
making process often figure prominently in explanations of who was at
fault in critical mistakes in policy...[Many] views reflect the prevalent
assumption that military professionals are more aggressive than diplomats
and politicians. But ... despite a wealth of literature on military
participation in decisions on defense budgets and weapons procurement,
there has been no comprehensive survey of the postwar role of American
military men in decisions on their most essential function: the use of force
in combat.

Richard K. Betts, Soldiers, Statesmen, and Cold War Crises

...Presidents (and scholars) must confront the inescapable reality that the
overwhelming proportion of modern foreign policy—both grand and
mundane—is the product of formal organizations...Sudents of
international relations must analyze these efforts and understand their
consequences.

Arnold Kanter, Defense Politics

A ... problem has been the failure of theorists of organizational culture to

state and rigorously test hypotheses about culture; as a result, many critics
argue that culture is little more than a mushy word used to dignify the
hunches and intuitions of softheaded writers who produce journalism in
the guise of scholarship.

James Q. Wilson, Bureaucracy
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How does the military affect nationa strategy and its formulation? Do civilians—whether
leaders in government or experts outsde it—approach tasks involved in the formulation of
drategy differently than military officers? At the roots of these questions lie two assumptions:
firdt, that policy and Strategy are often the products of a complex bureaucratic process, and
second, that militaries and other groups have distinct preferences, capabilities and even cultures
that directly affect decison-making." More than a decade after the most recent of the quotes
above, an understanding of the interaction between civil-military relations and strategy in terms
of organizationd preferences and culture remains largely theoreticd, rather than empiricd. The
little evidence that exigs on the differences between military and civilian behaviors in the reim
of strategy is either not systematic, focuses on only one of the two groups, or relies on old data.?
The result, as Richard Betts wrote in 1977, is that “notions of military influence [on nationd

n3

drategy] have been premises of politica debate more than conclusions of andyss.

! Both assumptions are fundamental to a number of foreign policy approaches. Graham Allison’s Models 11
and I11 (organizational and bureaucratic perspectives), Snyder, Bruck and Sapin’s foreign policy decision-
making framework, and more recently Lake and Powell’s strategic interaction perspective each incorporate
these assumptions. See Graham Allison, Essence of Decision (Little, Brown and Co., 1971); Richard Snyder,
H.W. Bruck, and Burton Sapin, Fareign Policy Decision Making (MacMillan Co., 1962); and David Lake and
Raobert Powell, Strategic Choice and International Relations (Princeton University Press, 1999).

% This statement exactly mirrors that of Bruce Russett in 1974, where he was concerned with the differences
in civilian and military values rather than strategy processes. See “Political Perspectives of US Military and
Business Elites,” Armed Forces and Society 1:1 (Nov 1974), pp. 79-80. His observation followed an identical
opinion in Handbook of Organizations that, except on the theoretical level, there are few systematic
comparisons of military organizations with civilian bureaucracy; see Kurt Lang, “Military Organizations,” in
Handbook of Organizations by James March, Rand McNaly (1965), pp. 838-839. The 1990's finaly
produced a handful of civilian-military values studies. See Ole Holsti, “A Widening Gap between Military
and Civil Society? Some evidence, 1976-1996,” John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies, Harvard
University, October 1997; Peter Feaver and Chris Gelpi, “The Civil-Military Gap and Casualty Aversion,”
Paper for the TISS Project on the Gap between Military and Civil Society, 1999; and American Military
Culturein the 21% Century by the Center for Strategic and International Studies, Feb 2000.

% Richard K Betts, Soldiers, Statesmen. and Cold War Crises, Harvard University Press (1977), p. 2.
2

www.manaraa.com



There are some fundamental notions about civilian and military Srategy behaviors that
remain thinly investigated. In the sudy of foreign policy and nationd drategy, the consensus
gpproach isto treat the military as amonolith with a particular set of offense-minded, autonomy-
seeking preferences and an aavidtic, warrior-promoting culture.  Propositions about military
behavior often are derived from folk knowledge—one writer has pointed out the “natura
asociation of militancy and aggresson”—or from organizationd theory and models. The
monoalithic gpproach is common to both internationd relations theory and civil-military relaions
dudy,* and proposes that contemporary military thought disregards uncertainty, discounts
history, and is primarily offense-minded.> Unfortunately, few studies ground these propositions
empiricaly, and even fewer answer the question, “compared to what or whom?’

There are dso competing propositions that arise from the idea that the “military” is better

treated as “armed services’: inditutions with organizationa heterogeneity and distinctive sets of

* When accused of oversimplification with a monolithic military as actor in one study, Peter Feaver replied,
“....I stand guilty as charged...| am joined in the docket by every other civil-military analyst (historian,
political scientist, and sociologist) | know.” See “Modeling Civil-military relations. areply,” Armed Forces
and Society 24:4 (Summer 1998), p. 597.

® Contemporary scholarship on the military’s consideration of uncertainty and use of history includes work
by Williamson Murray, Don Snider and Marc Trachtenberg. See Murray, “Does Military Culture Matter,”
pp. 27-43, and Snider, “An Uninformed debate on Military Culture,” pp. 11-27 in Orbis 43:1 (Winter 1999);
and Trachtenberg, History and Strategy (Princeton University Press, 1991), esp. Chap. 1. Classic examples
of theoretical explanations that rely on military offense-mindedness include a series of studies about the
“cult of the offensive” and World War |; see Military Strategy and the Origins of the First World War ed. by
Steven Miller, Sean Lynn-Jones, and Stephen Van Evera (Princeton University Press, 1991). A number of
scholars in political science and civil-military affairs have been drawn to explanations using military
symbolism and culture; see Carl Builder, The Masks of War (RAND, 1989); Arnold Kanter, Defense Politics:
A Budgetary Perspective (University of Chicago Press, 1975); Jeffrey Legro, Cooperation Under Fire
(Cornell University Press, 1995), and Alastair Johnston, Cultural Realism(Princeton University Press, 1995).
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preferences® The heterogeneous approach to the military role in foreign policy proposesthét in
the US, for example, each service (Army, Air Force, Navy and Marines) possesses a coherent
culture, which produces competition on questions of drategy and variaion in behaviord
tendencies.” This approach is less developed, however: few scholars have compared the
military subgroups of services with any civilian subgroups such as government leeders or non-
governmental experts®  In addition, the propositions for service behaviors are often less
explicit—for example, the author has not discovered any notions about variation between
sarvices offense-mindedness.  But, theories of some differences between services can be
logicaly deduced that paralels the monalithic propositions and center on Strategy characterigtics
of uncertainty, use of history, and offense-mindedness.

Taken together, these observations produce three broad questions worthy of empirica
study:

A. Does US dvilian and military strategy differ in characterisics or trats involving

uncertainty, use of history, and preference for offense?
B. Do subgroups of civilians and each of the US military services (Army, Air Force,

Navy, and Marine Corps) possess distinctive drategy behavior on these trait
dimensions of uncertainty, use of history, and offense-mindedness?

® A particularly cogent argument about the concept of “armed services’ is presented by Martin Edmonds in
Armed Services and Society (Leicester University Press, 1988), Chap. 2, esp. pp. 26-28.

" The cultural approaches of Williamson Murray, Don Snider, and Carl Builder, cited above, each contain
propositions about service cultures and even sub-cultures (cleavages within services.) See also Stephen P.
Rosen, Winning the Next War: Innovation and the Modern Military (Cornell University Press, 1991), esp.
Chap. 1; Barry Posen, The Sources of Military Doctrine (Cornell University Press, 1984), esp. conclusions
about the organizational approach found in Chap. 7; Kanter, Chapter 2, “The Organizational Structure of the
‘Military’;” and Bureaucracy by James Q. Wilson, Basic Books (1989), pp. 91-93.

& Two examples that do focus on specific civilian subgroups compared to military officers are the previously
cited Feaver and Gelpi paper, “The Civil-Military Gap and Casualty Aversion,” and Bruce Russett's
“Political perspectives of US military and business elites,” Armed Forces and Society 1:1 (Nov 1974): 79-108.

4

www.manaraa.com



C. Are the cvilian, military and subgroup drategy behaviors on these trait dimensons
coherent and stable across different domains, such that they may be considered cultura
characteristics?

The study presented here investigates these questions by explicating specific hypotheses,
establishing the gppropriate groups and subgroups for comparative anayss, gathering a large
amount of data that captures the concept of drategy, and applying both content analysis and
datisical andyss. The object is to first, characterize some dimensons of Srategy-making
about which scholars have only philosophized, and second, to test some fundamenta notions—
such as military offensveness—that have largely been taken for granted. While the former effort

can dand on its own merits, the latter raises questions about potentia impact to existing

scholarship.

The Roles of Offensiveness, History, and Uncertainty

There are demongtrable cases where assumptions about civil-military relaions and strategy
may be critical to successful research and explanation of internationa and domestic behavior. It
isin the nature of theory building to state premises or make fundamental assumptionsin order to
logicdly demonstrate how one expects something to happen. Philosophers of science aso often
debate over the extent to which such premises must be “true’ or observable in the red world in
order for the theory to be vaid, or taken serioudy. Without recounting such debates (which
remain unresolved), anaturd question for the current study is whether differencesin military and
civilian offensveness, use of higtory, and outlook of uncertainty make dl that much difference in

current and past research. In severd cases of past research, across both the monolithic and
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heterogeneous approaches to civil-military relaions, a red-world difference from the
assumptions could greatly undermine the theories or change the conclusions.

Two examples indicate that incorrect assumptions about offensveness of a monoalithic
military may have serious implications. Jack Snyder’s “Civil-Military Relations and the Cult of
the Offensive, 1914 and 1984” proposes that the military (in any state) has a penchant for
offensive strategy, a tendency that in cases like World War | can be exacerbated by the state of
dvil-military rdations® It is key to his argument and findings thet the military behavior is both
incommensurate with structurd incentives (i.e., preferring offense even if defendve srategy hasa
military advantage) and discontinuous with civilian preferences. If the military in redlity does not
prefer offense more than civilians, then it (“military planners’ in Snyder’s parlance) is not the
source of his theorized behavior, and cannot act in the civil-military dynamic as hypothesized.™
Without military offendgveness—a military that favors offense more than civilian leedership—his
theory of a cult loses effective meaning and explanation. And since Snyder was attempting to
draw conclusons from 1914 to say something about nuclear strategy in the 1980's, such a
change could be crucid.

Smilaly, Stephen Van Everaand Barry Posen dso argue that the military naturdly prefers

offendve drategy and may exaggerae its usefulness through an organizationd logic. Van Evera,

% Jack Snyder, “Civil-Military Relations and the Cult of the Offensive, 1914 and 1984,” pp. 20-58 in Military
Strategy and the Origins of the First World War, ed. by Steven Miller, Sean Lynn-Jones, and Stephen Van
Evera (International Security Reader, Princeton University Press, 1991).

19 See Snyder, pp. 22-27. In these pages he both describes the import of the discontinuity between military
and civilian leaders, and concludes that military planners helped cause World War | by creating
vulnerabilities and increasing time pressures for preemptionin crisis.
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as Snyder, looks at 1914 and the cult of the offensive, but in contrast proposes that militaries
glorified and adopted offensve drategy (pushed it) while civilian dites and publics assumed its
advantage (accepted it or followed.)™ This more nuanced theory seems to dlow that the
military and civilian counterparts might both favor offense; but, his hypotheses rest on offense-
oriented military planning as the source of five dangers, and his conclusion is that the military is
the ultimate source for the cult of the offensive In his organizational theory of military doctrine
in the interwar years for France, Greet Britain and Germany, Barry Posen also predicts that the
military is naurdly offensgve in orientation, but he adds that civilian intervention and control will
moderate its effects’® He considers his case study findings to be weakly supportive of the
hypothesis, but his research does not directly consder whether military and civilian preferences
for offense dways differ in the direction predicted. Ingtead, he assumes that less offendve
drategy by amilitary isan indication of divilian intervention.** For dther scholar, if the military is
not more offengve in srategy than civilian leaders or the public, then their mechanisms for the

production of strategy and doctrine will not work as advertised.”®> Van Everd's five dangers

! See “The Cult of the Offensive and Origins of the First World War” in the Military Strategy and Origins
of First World War volume, pp. 59-108.

12 See Van Evera, “ The Cult of the Offensive,” p. 107 for the conclusion about military planning’srole.

3 Barry Posen, The Sources of Military Doctrine (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1984), esp. pp. 222-224.

| should note that by “assumes’ | mean Posen interprets and looks for evidence that the civilians
preferred defensive strategy and infers intervention. Whereas, in cases where the military has offensive
strategy, Posen does not look for evidence that the civilians may also have preferred offense, sharing the
impulse or even imposing it.

> The Military Strategy and Origins of the First World War volume includes two essays addressing what
the alternative explanations could be, without directly raising my point on the monolithic military. Scott
Sagan and Jonathan Shimshoni offer structural and political reasons for the offensive strategies of major

7
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may dill be athreet to internationa stability, but his explanation for them becomes invdid, and
likewise Posen' s confidence in organizationd explanations for doctrineis further undermined. In
short, their theories fall a crucid test: they are not providing vdid indghts or explanations for the
origin of drategy and doctrine.

Assumptions about the use of hitory in Strategy by civilians and military officers can dso
be critica to certain explanations. For instance, in severd studies Carl Builder suggested that
the US Air Force discounted or ignored history, both because there were few historica air war
events to turn to, and the high-technology nature of ar wegpons attracted scientific
explanations.’® This leads him to describe Navy and Army decision-making as having a greater
reliance on history and experience, en route to an explanation for each service's Cold War
European security strategy. I, however, the Air Force actualy uses more history in strategic
decison-making than the other services, Builder's proposed ties between technology, service
wegpons and traditions, and military andyss becomes muddied and less useful. In another
perspective, Marc Trachtenberg proposes that Cold War deterrence strategy originated with
technocrats possessing little diplomatic experience or historical knowledge, and spread to
military analysts of al stripes as the dominant method of strategic discourse.!” This explanation

is threstened if civilian Srategists are shown using more history than their military counterparts; if

powers that do not depend on beliefs and assumptions of organizations or individuals involved; see “1914
Revisited”, pp. 109-133, and “ Technology, Military Advantage, and World War,” pp. 134-162.

16 Builder, The Masks of War, Chapters 2 and 10, and “On the Army Style in Analysis,” RAND P-7267
(SantaMonica, CA, Oct 1986), p. 9.

Y Trachtenberg, History and Strategy, Chapter 1.
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true, then where did sysems andyds come from, and did it redly dominate the Srategic
discourse? Findly, Williamson Murray more recently proposes that military organizations—and
the AF in paticulaa—have abandoned classc military theory and the study of history and
adopted a“techno culture that holds even recent military experience is of limited use”*® In this
case, demondrating any sgnificant use of hisory by military officers—let done a greater use
than dvilians—disconfirms Murray’ s speculations about the current state of US miilitary strategy
and the role of technology.

Decison-making agpproaches to foreign policy and strategy have dso made assumptions
about civilian and military behaviors with respect to uncertainty. Vertzberger suggestsin Risk

Taking and Decison Making that organizations such as the military may be even more

condrained in their willingness to accept or recognize uncertainty then individuds.  Civilian
leaders may therefore be better equipped to formulate intervention strategies (the focus of his
case dudies) than the military, snce foreign policy Stuations are naturaly vague, ambiguous, and
ill-structured.”®  Richard Betts develops a similar proposition, and states that “For politicians,
policy and drategy are tentative and mdlegble; for soldiers, they are more often definitive and
determining.”® The implication, as Murray draws out in one argumernt, is that downplaying

uncertainty in strategy may discount the role of friction and chance which is dways present, and

8 Williamson Murray, “ Does Military Culture Matter,” Orbis 48:1 (Win 99), p 41.

'Y aacov Vertzberger, Risk Taking and Decision Making, 1998.

2 Betts, p. 88.
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therefore lead to flawed strategy.®* If it can be shown that in fact civilians are less uncertain in
drategy than the military, not only does the civil-military difference employed by some scholars
fal, but dso foreign policy decison-making theory may need to reconsder whether less
uncertain strategy is flawed drategy.

The point of these brief arguments isthat it is important to know whether the military redly
is more offendve than civilians, or whether civilians see a more uncertain world when making
drategy than military officers. The following chapters lay out a sudy for the questions outlined
in this introduction, and present some interesting findings. Chapter 2 specifies the hypotheses
and develops the dependent variables for the analysis, while Chapter 3 describes the data and
methodology. Chapter 4 develops and presents some cultura factors that cut across subject
categories of “civilians’ and “military.” Chapters 57 present the andyss and results for
Offengveness, Use of Higory, and Uncertainty in strategy. Chapters 8 and 9 draw out
implications and present some new theories of civil-military relaions and strategy, followed by a

concluding Chapter 10.

2 Murray, pp. 42-43.

10

www.manaraa.com



CHAPTER 2

CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONSAND STRATEGY

For the whole foreign affairs-national security bureaucracy, | forecast, in
other words, relatively little change—a ‘hawkish’ military establishment,
possibly lacking unanimity, as in the second half of the 1950’s, because of
noticeable dissent among army officers; a mission-oriented Sate
Department exerting influence in general for maintenance of the status
guo; and a somewhat schizophrenic intelligence establishment. If change
occurs, it will come slowly.

Ernest R. May, Lessons of the Past

Although civil-military relations are central to democratic governance,
American interest in the issue has waxed and waned. Until 1945, the
country’s favorable geographic position permitted it to demobilize rapidly
after each war. The onset of the Cold War almost before the guns of
World War 11 had cooled ensured that the United States would maintain a
large military establishment. It also triggered a flurry of important studies
on civil-military relations, as well as a warning from retiring President
Dwight Eisenhower on the potential dangers to democratic society of a
permanent ‘ military-industrial complex.’

OleR. Holdt, “A Widening Gap Between the Military and Civilian Society?’

Martin Edmonds noted that militaries are ubiquitous variables for scholars in politica
science, higtory, sociology, and other disciplines nearly dl nations have militaries, most spend

from a quarter to haf of ther public resources on them, some nations are ruled by their
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militaries, and wars and conflicts use military forces® From atheoretica perspective, a nation’s
military or armed sarvices influence its drategy and foreign policy as a cgpability that affects
interstate perceptions and actions (power), or as a sdf-interested ingtitution producing policy
and drategy (organizationd actor), or findly as a domedtic force in internd and externd policy-
making (cultural agent.)? These theoretical choices often lead to independent fields of study—
for ingance, treating the military as Stae capability and power is often associated with
internationd relations theory and redism,® while examining the military as a domestic force in
policy-making is associated with civil-military relations scholarship.  Occasiondly works are
produced which examine competing explanations, Barry Posen investigated whether externa

Security requirements or organizationa dynamics better explained interwar doctrines of France,

! Edmonds, p. vii.

% These categories come from Edmonds, p.2. However, they also closely parallel Alastair Johnston’s review
of strategic culture literature as having three generations: broad-descriptive, where military culture affects
preferences and options; mythical, where military actors have distinct assumptions and symbols; and
analytic, in which culture moderates outcomes and behavior. See “Thinking about Strategic Culture” by
Alastair Johnston, International Security 19:4 (Spring 1995), pp. 32-64. Johnston cites asimilar framework by
David Jones of the military role in national strategy, where there macro, societal, and micro levels of
involvement. See Carl Jacobsen, ed., Strategic Power: USA/USSR (London: St. Martins Press, 1990), pp.
35-49 [a valuable collection of essays on strategic culture with a strikingly unfortunate title and date of
publication which relegated the work to obscurity.]

% As Theo Farrell writes in examining organizational approaches to international relations, “The dominant
debate in IR has been between realists and liberal institutionalists over whether calculation of power or
international norms guide state action...” See “Figuring Out Fighting Organizations,” Journa of Security
Studies 19:1 (March 1996), pp. 122-135, esp. p. 123.

* For arecent example, see the “ Symposium on Civil-Military Relations” in Armed Forces and Society 24:3,
Spring 1998.
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Britain and Germany, while Jeffrey Legro used al three perspectives in explaining inadvertent
escalation during World War 11.°

It is worth asking, however, exactly what “the military” is in dl this scholarship. The
consensus across a broad range of disciplinary fidds—regardiess of the theoretica choice
outlined above—is to treat the military as a monaolithic set of capabilities and preferences
attributed to a unitary actor. Legro describes the traditiond view of the military as an
organization that seeks to maximize autonomy, reduce uncertainty,® and promote its own tools
and solutions in the context of nationa security and strategy.”  This view has led a number of
internationd relations theorists to argue that the “military” is a functiondly equivaent concept or
unit, both across nations and within them. Military organizations select doctrines that: promote
their own interests and the sdlf-image of the officer corps, strengthen the nation’s pogition in

aliances, and best utilize skills of troops and equipment.?

® Interestingly, Posen finds the ‘ power’ explanation preferable, while Legro favors the ‘cultural agent.” See
Barry Posen, The Sources of Military Doctrine (Cornell University Press, 1984), and Jeffrey Legro, “Military
Culture and Inadvertent Escalation in World War 11,” International Security 18:4 (Spring 1994), pp. 108-142.

® 1t must be noted that organizational theory proposes any organization will work to reduce uncertainty in its
environment, and this is entirely different from a proposition that the military or armed services disregards
uncertainty in strategy. The former is a widespread assumption about organizational behavior, while the
latter is anarrow proposition about particular military strategic communications and particular time periods.

" See Legro, “Military Culture and Inadvertent Escalation”, p. 114. Not all authors point out that these
characteristics—attributed to Graham Allison’s organizational model of politics—in themselves do not make
militaries much different than other organizations. It is their highly specialized nature, responsibility for
violence on behalf of the state, and potential threat to internal security that sets them apart; see Edmonds,
Chap. 2; Stephen Rosen, Winning the Next War (Cornell University Press, 1991), p. 19; and Kurt Lang,
“Military Organizations,” p. 838.

8 See “Military Culture and the Fall of Francein 1940” by Douglas Porch, International Security 24:4 (Spring
2000), pp. 157-181 for one description of this argument.
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An dternative to viewing the military atificdly as a dngle organization is to cary
organizationa analyss down aleve to the actud armed services. Despite the fact that a number
of scholars treat the military as a Sngle stereotype, some like Don Snider propose that service
diversty is “obvious to any observer”—at least, in some dimensions, if one observes the
divergence in ideals, concepts and symbols, not to mention function.® Martin Edmondsisjust as
firm in writing, “Evidence would confirm that most armed services throughout the world are not
the monoliths popular opinion would suggest.”’®  Unfortunately, the evidence referred to is
ether anecdotd or very thin, and only a few investigators have tackled the issue, usudly from

the perspective of budgetary politics. Arnold Kanter took this perspective in Defense Politics

(1975), and Carl Builder in The Masks of War (1989), both claiming that the budget process

reveded more important redities of organizationd influence in Srategy and foreign policy. Using
the ‘heterogeneous gpproach, scholars would suggest that individud armed services are the
units of study, and Strategy and foreign policy are a complex interaction of the services and civil
leadership.

The utility of these theories depends upon the varying smplifications of the “military” and
“avilians” Smplification isnot in itsalf anegative aspect of theorizing, rather it is necessary. As

Peter Feaver replies to one critic of his article on an agency theory of American civil-military

° Don Snider, “An uninformed debate on Military Culture,” Orbis 43:1 (Winter 1999), pp. 11-27. Williamson
Murray echoesthisin “Does Military Culture Matter” in the same issue of Orbis, pp. 28-29.

1% Edmonds, Armed Services and Society, p. 28.
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relations, it is easy to demondrate that “civilian leadership” and the “military” are both
composed of agreat many political actors, bureaucracies, and ingtitutions. Y,

The acid test of a amplification is not whether a knowledgeable observer can

detect where the modd’s assumptions deviate in detail from the red world.

Rather, the test is whether the modd provides useful indghts and empiricaly
verifiable hypotheses™

Feaver’s comment suggests two tests of a smplification in theory: do the ingghts remain useful,
or the hypotheses logicdly consgtent, if the smplification is not empiricaly verifigble? Put
another way, if the amplification is not accurate, how does it change or influence the research’s
findings?® These kinds of questions call atention to the need for rigorous identification of

hypotheses, derived from the theories and speculations under study, that can then be tested.

The Military or the Armed Services: Hypotheses about Strategy
Either conceptudization of the “military” produces a number of propostions about the
military role in drategy and military behavior in the context of nationd security. The foremost

dereotypica propostion is that militaries favor offendve drategies because such a stance

! Peter Feaver, “Modeling Civil-Military Relations: A Reply,” Armed Forces and Society 24:4 (Summer
1998), p. 597. This statement reveals a position in a long-recurring debate about positive science and
description, where Feaver appears to favor Milton Friedman (“The methodology of Positive Economics,”
Essays in Positive Economics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1953), pp. 3-43) rather than Herbert
Simon (“Human Nature in Politics: The dialogue of psychology with political science,” American Political
Science Review 79, 1985, pp. 293-304.) Despite having philosophical reservations with Feaver’ s position, my
discussion takes the argument on its own terms.

2 Feaver's model does not include uncertainty, use of history, or offensiveness, so it is not included here.
However, it could fail his own acid test if one simply demonstrates that organizations that make up the
military have different incentives for ‘working or shirking’ in his game-theoretic analysis. If the preferences
do vary, then the identification of relevant decision branches is ambiguous, and his theory is no longer
empiricaly verifiable—the essence of James Burk’s critique that Feaver adroitly sidestepped. See Feaver,
“Crisis as Shirking: An agency theory explanation of the souring of American Civil-Military relations,”
Armed Forces and Society 24:3 (Spring 1998), pp. 407-434, and James Burk, “The Logic of Crisis and Civil-
Military Theory: A comment,” in the same volume, pp. 455-462.
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advances their interests, increases the necessty of a nation to rely on military expertise and
provide it resources, reduces uncertainty in planning, and more recently, capitdizes on
technologica strengths™  “Militaries are likely to foster escalation in any usable means of
warfare...gradudism and restraint can cost lives and are inconsstent with such hallowed

principles as concentration of force and the god of total victory.”**

Interestingly, only a few
writers specify a comparison group for this offengve behavior, but generdly the ideaithat civilian
eites or the cvilian public are less offensve isimplied. Put smply,

Al. Militaries will prefer and advance more offensive strategies and foreign
policy solutionsthan their civilian counterparts.

Two other propostions are generated in the modern context of high technology and the
higory of nuclear wegpons. that militaries have come to @ disregard uncertainty, and b)
discount the role of history. Marc Trachtenberg argues that American drategic andysis by the
late 1960's was “gpoalitical in substance...in large part because it was ahigtorica in method.

Higtory, for the drategists, when they used it a dl, was more a source of illudration than of

3 For examples, see Posen, The Sources of Military Docrine, pp. 41-59; Jack Snyder, The Ideology of the
Offensive: Military Decision-Making and the Disasters of 1914 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1984), pp.
24-25; Stephen Van Evera, “Why Cooperation Failed in 1914,” in Kenneth Oye, ed., Cooperation Under
Anarchy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986), p. 97; Van Evera, “Causes of War,” Ph.D. diss.
(University of California, Berkeley, 1984), Ch. 7; Richard Betts, Soldiers, Statesman and Cold War Crises
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1977); and John Carter, Airpower and the Cult of the Offensive
(Maxwell AFB: Air University Press, 1998).

¥ Legro, “Culture and Preferences in the International Cooperation Two-Step,” American Political Science
Review 90:1 (March 1996), p. 121. DavidNowlin and Ronald Stupak are even clearer: “The direct approach
to offensive action naturally follows this tendency [of the American psyche] and is the way the US military
conducts military operations.” See War as an Instrument of Policy (New York: University Press of America,
1998), p. 84.
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ingght.”*> He believes that the technocrats who fostered strategic nuclear planning (which
continued an offense-oriented stance) aso imbued the military with an abstract, sysems-anaytic
gpproach to conventiona warfare that focused on manipulation of risks and promoted reactive
responses.’® Two other authors, who specificaly focused on Air Force processes in World
War 1l and Vietnam, suggested that ahistoricism was less associated with Strategic nuclear
planning than with technological change which made past experience irrdevant.t’”  Williamson
Murray follows this line to argue tha contemporary military officers are attracted to
technologica, mechanigtic solutions to the problems raised by war. “Fog, friction, ambiguities,
and uncertainties will ostensibly disgppear under the searching eye and superior capailities of
technology that provides US forces with an ever greater flow of data and information.”*® The
mechanigtic gpproach that subdues uncertainty in strategy aso brings a more devadtating effect:
“there are few military organizations that possess a culture that encourages the study of even the

recent past.”

> Marc Trachtenberg, “Strategic Thought In America,” chapter 1 in History and Strategy (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1991).

18 Trachtenberg, Ch. 1; Samuel Huntington makes a similar point, though it is intended to be much more
critical; see Samuel Huntington, “The Elements of American Strategy,” in Policy Papers in International
Affairs Number 28 (Berkeley: Ingtitute of International Studies, 1986), p. 14.

17" See Perry McCoy Smith, The Air Force Plans for Peace, 1943-45 (Johns Hopkins University Press, 1970),
pp. 39-40; and Don Mrozek, Air Power and the Ground War in Vietnam (Air University Press, 1988), pp. 5-6.

8 Williamson Murray, “Does Military Culture Matter,” in Orbis 48:1 (Winter 1999), pp. 33-34. See also
Murray’s “ Clausewitz Out, Computer In: Military Culture and Technological Hubris,” The National Interest
(Summer 1997), pp. 57-64. For an analysis of Clausewitz’ emphasis on non-linearity, unpredictability, and the
import of history, see Alan Beyerchen, “Clausewitz, Non-linearity, and the Unpredictability of War,”
International Security 17:3 (Winter 92/93), pp. 59-90.

¥ Murray, pp. 31-32.
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Thisis not to say that no history whatsoever enters into military andyss. One view might
be that higtory is synthesized into generd gpproaches and explanations that are then used by
military officers, rather than historical cases themselves. Those favoring this view often focus on
military doctrine as a source of military perspectives. Others, such as Trachtenberg, Murray,
and Snider recognize a military tendency to plan or strategize with reference to the most recent
war or conflict. This propodtion is most often attributed to the military higtorian Michadl
Howard, who argues in a classc essay tha militaries are often forced to rely on their most
recent experience due to the pressures of politics (both the internationad environment and
domedtic Stuations), economic redities (resources) and dructurd dynamics (organizationd
rigidity.)® The ‘history’ problem from this perspective is twofold: militaries are unable to
effectively cope with technologica and political change, and tend to focus on the most recent
experience to the excluson of other historical evidence. This podtion stands in contrast to
others, who propose that history is used in strategy and foreign policy andyss in a variety of
ways, to include illustration, justification, advocacy, and exploration of options*

Mog of the studies of use of history in policy and analyss focus on ether military andysts

or civilian andysts and policymakers, rather than comparing use across groups. In contrast,

% See Michael Howard, “Military Sciencein an Age of Peace,” Journal of the Royal United Services Institute
(RUSI) 119:1 (March 1974), pp. 3-9.

#Yuen Khong's Analogies at War (Princeton University Press, 1992) remains one of the best examinations
of the competing roles of historical casesin policy. See also Ernest May, ‘Lessons of the Past: The Use
and Misuse of History in American Foreign Policy (Oxford University Press, 1973); May and Richard
Neustadt, Thinking in Time: The uses of history for decision makers (Free Press, 1986); and Robert Jervis,
Perception and Misperception in International Palitics (Princeton University Press, 1976), esp. Chapter Six,
“How Decision-Makers Learn from History.”
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most of the theorizing about military disregard of history is not based on any sysematic study,
but rather is a relaively modern propostion about military strategic behavior. Perspectives on
uncertainty in Strategy are even less supported by any empirical research or thought about
comparison groups. The naturd or default notion in these two areas seems to be that the
military is both less uncertain and a smdler user of higory in srategy than comparable civilian
policymakers—those who dso have competence in making Strategy andyss and decisons,
rather than any civilian public or mass society. Deductively, then, these points may be
transformed into the following hypotheses:

A2. Contemporary US military analysis and strategy downplays or disregardsthe
role of uncertainty (in the entire situation, rather than merely choice options) compared
to civilian analysis and policy on the same issue.

A3. Contemporary US military analysis and strategy discounts the importance of
history (past cases of conflict and war), compared to civilian analysis and policy on the
sameissue.”

In comparison, some of the civil-military relations literature emphasizes the interaction of
services and civilian leedership, creating a complex, bureaucratic strategy and decision-making
process. But why stop a the level of services in disaggregating the concept of “military”? A
centrd issue in changing the level of andyss is not merdly whether differences exig—they

probably do—but rather how great the differences are and how they help in understanding the

process under study. In thinking about this, severd scholars believe thet a the level of services

 The notion that the military makes strategy based on the most recent war would be a wholly separate
hypothesis, and is not directly addressed in this study. However, it is examined in the course of analysis as
asideissue.
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one finds the most important differences for strategy, and opinion on particular issues. These
authors recognize the exisence of ‘subcultures or intra-service groupings by function or
wegpons systems, but find the differences in these groups less sgnificant in important processes
like strategy, and less pervasive”  Service-level behaviors are the most powerful dternative
condruct to amonalithic military, and lead to the following problem statement:

Role requirements of the professond military...may lead to certain commondity

of outlook across cultures. The reaive dsrength of such factors must be

determined by empirical andysis®

In other words, one expects some commondities in military services, but the factors of

function, structure and culture may vary across them and produce different results in important
processss like strategy. While law prescribes military functions™ structure can be seen in an
organization’s history and leadership. One scholar has suggested that the US Army and Navy
have a"feuda" (decentraized) structure, while the Air Force and Marine Corps are "monarchic”

(centralized) based on the patterns of subgroup control of the service's highest ranking position.

These gtructura distinctions were found to be related to how each service integrated innovative

% For instance, Perry Smith agrees with and quotes Samuel Huntington in saying, “For no service was intra-
service competition ever equal inimportance to competition among the services’; Air Force Plans for Peace,
p. 26. Arnold Kanter asserts that services are the predominate source of symbols and promotion structures,
important variables in his theory; see Defense Politics, pp. 16-17. Barry Posen found that technological
distinctions within services, or across them (for instance, air power) were less influential than organizational
biases and structures; see The Sources of Military Doctrine, pp. 236-237. Finaly, Peter Feaver and Chris
Gelpi, in scrutinizing the issue of casualty aversion, found that service distinctions were significant, but
other sub-cultural distinctions were not, in understanding military officer opinions; see “The Civil-Military
Gap and Casualty Aversion,” Paper for TISS Project on the Gap between Military and Civilians (1999).

# Jack Snyder, “The Soviet Strategic Culture,” R-2154-AF (RAND, Sept. 1977), p. 10.

% See United States Code, 1994 edition, volume 4 (Washington D.C.: US Government Printing Office, 1995)
Title 10, Subtitle D. The Army mission is found in Chapter 307, Section 3062(b), p. 18; Marine Corps in
Chapter 507, Section 5063(a), p. 170; Navy in Chapter 507, Section 5062(a), p. 169, and Air Force in Chapter
807, Section 8062(c), p. 367.
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weapon systems?  Finaly, an organization’s processes may be constrained or enabled by
practices, beliefs, and assumptions common to its members—a framework that is often called
organizationd culture. As Alagtair Johnston notes, “the boundaries of drategic debate will be
st by [the military organizations ] language, logic and conceptua categories.”?’

Along this line of thought, some scholars have dso argued the importance of recognizing
different subgroups of civiliansin andyds. Holsti described the concept of civilians as not only
“dites versus mass public,” but dso functiondly as media, palitics, labor, government, and
experts, for example®® His study compared military officers responding to a series of surveys
to “civilians holding comparable leadership podtions’ in both private and governmentd
organizations. Russett, in an earlier study, outlined the need for appropriate control groups in
order to develop a “systematic comparison of military beliefs on particular issues with beliefs of
particular civilian groups identified by interest or professon.”?® More recently, Feaver and
Gdpi noted that civilians and the military can interpenetrate—military retirees, civilians with any
amount of military service, divilians who trained in professond military schools with the military,

and even avilians sarving in the Defense Depatment—and any sudy must ded with

% Tom Ehrhard, "Unmanned Aerial Vehicles in the United States Armed Services: A Comparative Study of
Weapon System Innovation," (JHU, June 2000), esp. chapter 2, “The US Armed Services.”

% Johnston, “ Thinking about Strategic Culture,” p. 58.
% Holsti, “A Widening Gap,” pp. 1-3.

» Russett, “ Political Perspectives of US Military and Business Elites,” p. 81.
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appropriate classfication of both cvilian and military subgroups if it is to be sufficiently
systemdtic to yidd ussful findings™

The paucity of work focusng on subgroups of civilians, the armed services and different
goproaches to drategy make it difficult to find shared propostions that consder service
dructure, function, and culture, or look at traits for uncertainty, use of history, and offense-
mindedness. For ingtance, Arnold Kanter’s research focused on the defense budget process
and found varying inditutiond incentives for the services to cooperate on some issues and
compete intensely on others, while being less sysemdtic with civilians and focusing mainly on the
executive branch policymakers. In particular, each service's function, structure and tradition
produced different behaviors, with the Army most likdy to favor integrated (team-based)
drategies, and the Navy and Air Force respectively less likely.®® Some authors reduce or
trandform sarvice's functiond responshilities to culturd symbols, and do not describe
comparable civilian symbols a dl; Murray proposes Navy and Air Force predilections for

132 Th%

“digant firegpower”, while the Army and Marines turn to “maneuver warfare.
functiona and symbolic propositions may il dlow an inference about offense-mindedness and
drategy, however: the more independently a service's tools can be employed, the more likely
the service will recommend their use to solve problems. Using the ingghts of the above authors,

then,

¥ Feaver and Gelpi, “ The Civil-Military Gap and Casualty Aversion,” pp. 24-26.
% K anter, Defense Politics, pp. 18-20. See also pp. 99-102 for areview of other scholars on the same topic.

¥ Murray, “Does Military Culture Matter,” p. 32-33.
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B1l. Theserviceswill vary on offense-oriented strategy preferences, with the Air
Force and Navy significantly mor e offense-minded than the Army and Marine Cor ps.
While specific propositions about service behaviors for uncertainty and history are not
present in these author’ s works, they can be deduced. Carl Builder proposed that each service
hed different styles of andys's that supported their cultural symbols, with the Air Force flexibly
gsysematic (ad hoc use of methods) and Army rigidly sysematic (reiance on large scde,
perdstent models), while the Navy was interpretative and relied on tradition.®* The implication
in his descriptions of andytic Syles is that the Air Force was the least inclined to include
uncertanty in itsanayss of dl the services, followed next by the Army. He smilarly implied thet
both services relied less on hisory and tradition than their counterparts, preferring instead
technologica and scientific solutions® Williamson Murray is more direct, and seems to focus
on the Air Force being mogt different. He writes,
... In some cases, military cultures rgect the past as having no relevance to the
future of war. Air Forces have been particularly attracted to a technologica

culture that holds that even the study of recent military experience is of limited
use in preparing for arevolutionary technological future®

% Carl Builder, The Masks of War: American Military Styles in Strategy and Analysis (RAND, 1989), pp.
104-107. In a precursor to the book, containing similar arguments, Builder is more direct about the
implications of style differences; see“On the Army Stylein analysis,” RAND P-7267 (SantaMonica: RAND
press, October 1986).

% 1t should be noted that Builder's work has a serious flaw, in that he treated the Marine Corps as a
subsection of the Navy—i.e., not merely subordinate in the departmental sense (which is a fact) but also
conforming to the Navy image and processes he constructed. Almost no other observer would agree with
this choice.

* Murray, “ Does Military Culture Matter,” p. 31.
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Later in the same work, Murray relates technological dominance to service beliefs about friction
in war and uncertainty. His analys's produces a contrast to Builder in proposing that the Air
Force and Navy are the most deterministic services.

The Air Force will reman a technologicdly driven organization...Smilarly, the

highly technicd nature of surface, submarine, and aviation combat in the navy
push that service towards a technological, engineering approach to warfare.

Taken together, then, these authors seem to agree on Air Force differences relative to the other
services, and two hypotheses about service heterogeneity, uncertainty, and use of history are;

B2. The serviceswill vary on their consideration of uncertainty in strategy, with
the Air Force being most deterministic of all the servicesin strategic analysis.

B3. Theserviceswill vary on their use of history in strategy, with the Air Force
being least likely of all the servicesto include historical casesin strategic analysis.

Strategy and Service cultures

Cal Builder wrote that drategy “can be a minefidd for confuson and argument,
particularly if the formulation and application of Srategy are made the centrd bassfor explaining
military actions”*" He goes on to show how severa dictionary and military definitions agree on
some basic points, such as planning, directing, and employing resources to accomplish ends
related to combat operations or war. But, “the devil liesin the details,” for definitions differ on
whether the resources include political, economic, and psychologica resources in addition to

military capabilities, and whether the ends are purdy military combat operations or include

% Murray, p. 33.

% Builder, p. 47.
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diplomatic and economic ends. As Caspar Weinberger once said, “ Strategy, like policy, is an
accordion word.”*®

In arecent review of this broad term, Nowlin and Stupak quote one author’s division of
strategy into five contexts™

1. Classcd, involving theory, principles and axioms from honored philosophers.

2. Spatid, dedling with geographic arrangements and issues.

3. Power potentid, describing military force structures, mobilization, and planning.

4. Technologica, which congders gpplications, adaptation, and innovation.

5. ldeologicd, rdating vaues and norms of a society, in addition to gods.
These varying contexts give rise to anumber of problemsin the study of strategy. For ingtance,
both Kanter and Builder focused their studies on budgetary strategies of the amed services,
yet, it isnot clear that characteritics of force planning and domestic palitica strategies would be
a al the same as characteristics of a Gulf War drategy or the nation’s Nationd Security
Strategy. Another example is an extant debate over the term ‘doctrine€’: to some, doctrine is
one context of drategy, containing eements of theory, force planning, organization, and

mobilization.®® It is not a plan for conflict or war, relating political goals to military objectives

through a particular use of capabilities, nor in most cases is it intended to be** Yet, exiging

¥ Annual Report to the Congress, Fiscal Year 1987, 5 Feb 1986, p. 33.

¥ Nowlin and Stupak, quoting E.B. Atkeson, p. 34.

“0 See Johnston, “Thinking about Strategic Culture,” pp. 42-43; Posen, pp. 41-47; and Perry McCoy Smith,
The Air Force Plans For Peace (Johns Hopkins Press, 1970), Chap. 3, “ The Role of Doctrine”.

! See Douglas Porch for a discussion of this in his critique of Elizabeth Kier's Imagining War. Porch,
“Military Cultures and the Fall of France in 1940, International Security 24:4 (Spring 2000), pp. 157-181.
Each of the military services basic doctrine also share a common proposition that doctrine relates military
means to military objectives, while strategy relates all a nation’s means to national policy objectives. To
some this distinction may be semantically useful but in practice artificial: modern military doctrine rarely
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military doctrine meets dl the definitional requirements for draegy, as it rdaes plans for
organizing and employing resources to accomplish military objectives.

To study the role and characteristics of the military in nationd Strategy requires, therefore, it
makes sense to define the concept and condder identifying a number of relevant contexts.
Carl Builder's definition thet:

A dirategy is a concept for relating means to ends.”

is about as generic a definition as one might find. Yet it has the advantage of encompassing
drategy’s various roles in analyss, organization and theory, explanation, and force planning.
Each of these roles describes a different conceptua domain relating means to ends, and each is
adso an important aspect of nationd and military srategy. Instead of focusing on only one
context and extending the results as a statement about al strategy, this study proposes to vary
strategy contexts and look for patterns of stability and coherence across them.

The four domains described in Table 1 are proposed as types of strategy commonly found
in military and civilian reasoning. They are not mutudly exclusive, as many military and policy
issues will exhibit two or more of these types of drategy in the process or substance of
formulating solutions. However, this sudy assumes that some drategy contexts can be
associaed primarily or even completely with one of the domains, and that choosing particular

contexts that can be so associated provides leverage in systematicaly examining group

ignores psychological, economic, and political means, nor US policy ends. See for instance FM 100-23,
Peacekeeping Operations, by the US Army (cited in the bibliography.)

“2 Builder, p. 49.
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behaviors. For example, military doctrineis dmost solely an organizationd type of strategy, and

this is the bads of some scholars criticiam of research which uses doctrine as a sngular

representative of a nation’s strategy. Chapter 3 will describe particular domain choices that

pardld Table 1 domains and form the foundation of this study’ s database.

Domain Type of Strategy
Andyss Problem solving reasoning, where subjects analyze given problems
and produce strategy
Organization | Theoretical reasoning where subjects develop and apply concepts to
organize, train and equip their resources for the accomplishment of
broad or generic objectives
Operations Descriptive reasoning where subjects express plans and intentions to
organize and execute resour ces against specific objectives
Panning Projective reasoning, where subjects develop and describe plans for

dealing with future requirements

Table 1 - Domains of Strategy

This gpproach—varying the contexts of strategy—is important to understanding the military

role in theories of srategy and foreign policy. Many scholars are proposing, regardiess of their

gpproach, that military or armed service behavior is related to a nation’s, or an organization's

culture.  Jack Snyder, a leading scholar in the field of dtrategic culture and foreign policy,

proposed that culture is “the body of attitudes and beliefs that guide and circumscribe thought

on drategic questions, influences the way drategic issues are formulated, and sets the

vocabulary and perceptua parameters of strategic debate.”*®  Unfortunately, the definitions of

8 Jack Snyder, “ The Soviet Strategic Culture: Implications for Nuclear Options” (RAND R-2154-AF, 1977).
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culture are legiorf, and Snyder’s definition omits something specified esawhere in his writing,
and common to many others. The missng dement concerns persistence: culture is generdly
consdered to be a long-term phenomenon, a concept that is pervasve and which is taught or
reinforced by those who possessit.™ If the military role in strategy is related to either nationa
or particular armed service culture, then one should expect the characteristics or traits displayed
in one Strategy context to be ether related to or the same as characteristics in another, differing
context.

The third question guiding this sudy is derived from this concern. If, in the investigation of
characterigics of civilian and military drategy, a consstent pattern is found across different
drategy contexts, the implication is that a culture may be a work here. Choosing a postive
perspective for hypothesizing,

C1. A pattern of differences between the military and civilian strategy will remain

coherent and stable across domains (i.e. there is military culture at work in strategic
processes.)

C2. A pattern of differences between civilian subgroups and military service
strategies will remain coherent and stable across domains (i.e. thereis bureaucratic or
service culture at work in strategic processes.)

If on the other hand, certain characterigics are found in military strategy in different contexts, but

there is no discernable pattern linking them, something other than culture could be a work—it

“| have counted at least five distinct and different definitions by scholars in this tradition (Jack Snyder,
Elizabeth Kier, Alastair Johnston, Michael Desch, and Edgar Schein), not to mention the many adaptations
and unique creations of others.

“® Johnston and Schein also emphasize the persistent and reinforcing aspects of culture. See Forrest
Morgan, “Compellance and the Strategic Culture of Imperial Japan,” Ph.D. dissertation (University of
Maryland, 1998), Chap. 2.
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might be differing choices due to contemporary circumstances, or persondities in leadership, or
dructurd factors particular to each Srategy domain.  Either finding would have important
implications for the study of Srategy, and could serve as the basis for some broad theorizing.
But the entering hypothesis for this sudy is that either military or service cultures (or, possibly,

both) are present in American military strategy.

Hypotheses and Contexts for Study

To summarize the above discusson and review, research into the role of the military in
nationa srategy and foreign policy generdly follows one dominant path and a second, less-
traveled path. The dominant path treats the military as a Sngular organization, and attributes to
it offense-oriented preferences and the tendency to disregard uncertainty and discount the
relevance of history. The second path treats the military as a set of distinctive armed services,
and attributes varying functions and culture to each, which results in compstitive behavior on
national drategy and policy. In addition, many scholars have proposed that consstent
behaviors or characteristics may be evidence that culture is influencing strategy. Consdered
jointly, these perspectives on the military and Strategy produce three broad questions and
associated hypotheses:

A. DoesUSavilian and military strategy differ in characteristics or traitsinvolving
uncertainty, use of history, and preference for offense?

Al. Militarieswill prefer and advance more offensive strategies and foreign policy solutions than
their civilian counterparts.

A2. Contemporary US military analysis and strategy downplays or disregards the role of
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uncertainty (in the entire situation, rather than merely choice options) compared to civilian analysis
and policy on the same issue.

A3. Contemporary US military analysis and strategy discounts the importance of history (past
cases of conflict and war), compared to civilian analysis and policy on the sameissue.

Do subgroups of civilians and each of the US military services (Army, Air Force,
Navy, and Marine Corps) possess distinctive srategy behavior on these trait
dimengions of uncertainty, use of history, and offense-mindedness?

B1. Theserviceswill vary on offense-oriented strategy preferences, with the Air Force and Navy
significantly more offense-minded than the Army and Marine Corps.

B2. The serviceswill vary on their consideration of uncertainty in strategy, with the Air Force
being most deterministic of all the servicesin strategic analysis.

B3. Theserviceswill vary on their use of history in strategy, with the Air Force being least likely of
all the servicesto include historical casesin strategic analysis.

. Arethe civilian, military and subgroup strategy behaviors on these trait dimensions
coherent and stable across different domains, such that they may be considered culturd
characteristics?

C1. A pattern of differences between the military and civilian strategy will remain coherent and
stable across domains (i.e. there ismilitary culture at work in strategic processes.)

C2. A pattern of differences between civilian subgroups and military service strategieswill remain
coherent and stable across domains (i.e. there isbureaucratic or service culture at work in strategic
processes.)
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN

[A person]...does not live for months or years in a particular position in
an organization, exposed to some streams of communication, shielded
from others, without the most profound effects upon what he knows,
believes, attends to, hopes, wishes, emphasizes, fears, and proposes.

Herbert A. Simon, Administrative Benavior, 3 ed.

...Sudents of language may wish to examine how military terminology
(often euphemisms) clarify or obscure our reasoning about war.

James Burk, “Military Culture’

Stll another service, for which historians have some special qualification,
is analysis of words commonly used in governmental discourse. For each
word has not only roots and current definitions but also connotations
partly traceable to past contexts...the same is true of some other terms
employed frequently during the Cold War not only in public rhetoric but
even in supposedly reflective reports and memoranda...and it is true even
of neutral words such as, to cite but a few, commitment, credibility,
coexistence, deterrent, and détente.

Ernest R. May, Lessons of the Past

This study proposes to characterize differences in the drategic reasoning of civilians and
military officers, and to use some of the measured characteristics to test past assumptions of
scholars and critics of civil-military relations. To characterize and measure concepts—and then

perform tests—on strategic reasoning requires some degree of content analysis, a method for
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andyzing verbd or textua communications. And this methodology in turn requires detailed
definitions of the concepts under sudy and extensve data on the domain—in this case,
offensveness, use of higory, and uncertainty in the domain of srategic reasoning. This chapter

addresses these issues of methodology, design, concepts and data.

Methodology

By the definition presented in Chapter 2, a Srategy is a concept—it is a verbal or written
communication reaing ends to means. Characterization and measurement of srategy must
therefore dead with verba or written data  An invedtigation of the military role in Strategy,
particularly one directed at the hypotheses in this study, has two not necessarily exclusive
options. case study, in which gppropriate past events and their participants are quditatively
interpreted; or content analys's, in which gppropriate communications—that is, communication
containing or revealing strategic processes and reasoning—are reduced to categories chosen by
the researcher as vaid indicators of the concept(s) in question.* While either method is feasible,
content analysis is more appropriate for this study, because it more directly assesses the
coneepts in question: strategy is conceptua, and is not necessarily found in events or actions.?

In addition, by focusing systematicaly on texts, the breadth and depth of data is expanded.

! Another qualifying adjective could be added, so that this sentence might say “two primary methodological
options.” Among the wide expanse of methods, there can be roles for experimental studies (offering a
sample of civilians and military a prospective, and controlled, problem), field studies (for instance, of civil-
military exercises and crisis scenarios), and many others.

% In addition, content analysis is often a method of choice for producing “grounded theory”: theoretical
concepts produced by directly investigating phenomena, often with inductive tools and practices. The
hypotheses for this study are, in essence, argument about how well grounded extant theories are, and thus
content analysis may be better for the task. See similar discussions by Alastair Johnston, “Thinking about
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Content andyss is a research method that uses a set of procedures to make valid
inferences from text.> There are at least six procedura steps:

1. Sdection and preparation of data: Once data appropriate for the subject has been selected,

it usudly must be put in a forma that supports the coding method chosen. Sometimes,
preparation involves a step that bresks down normal communications into sentence structures or
phrases, or codes verbs and nouns into generic forms. An especidly important decison in this
dep is the unit of andyss, eg., pages of text, paragraphs, or satements in interviews. Even if
the data as a whole includes both essays and interviews (for example), the unit of andyss
chosen should be consistent to support andysis.

As will be described below, strategy comes in a huge variety of packages, from asingle
paragraph to hundreds of pages of texts derived from interviews, articles, speeches and
prepared documents. To establish a comparable unit of andyss that retains the essentid
elements of strategy, this study uses an average of 300-word “chunks’ of text.* This unit was
chosen after sampling a variety of texts to ascertain how many words or paragraphs generaly

contained a “drategic thought” or argument. “Chunk” units of andyss will dso dlow the

Strategic Culture,” International Security 19:4 (Spring 1995), pp. 50-52, and Vaerie Hudson and Martin
Sampson |11, “Culture is more than static residual: Introduction to special section on Culture and Foreign
Policy,” Political Psychology 20:4 (December 1999), pp. 667-675.

® Robert Weber, Basic Content Analysis, 2™ ed. (Sage Publications, 1990), p. 9. See also Klaus Krippendorf,
Content Analysis. An Introduction to its M ethodology (Sage Commtext Series, 1980.)

* Using some software tools specifically designed for this study, ‘chunks are files with complete, sequential
paragraphs of reasoning. There are no incomplete sentences nor hanging paragraphs; the method created
files that vary between 1 and 4-5 paragraphs, depending on each subject’s style of communication and the
type of communication (for instance, speech or document) and also vary between 100 and 600 words
(averaging 300) in order to retain completeness.
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possihility that subjects vary on the traits under study even within their own communication: in
other words, it puts a finer grain on the measurement by bresking large and smdl drategy
communications into comparable components.  Chunks will aso reduce the posshbility of
multiple-category attribution (or confusion) because larger communications have the potentid to
show, for example, extreme offensveness and uncertainty in one part of the reasoning, and
defensveness and determinism in another part.

2. ldentification of coding scheme or dictionary and operaiondization The conceptua

categories of interest require definitions that can be used by the coder to reduce the data,
usudly written text. Categories can range from smple sets of words to complex phrases and
words-in-context. Categories may or may not be the researcher’s theoreticd variables; often,
categoricd measures are combined in indices or transformed using distribution assumptions to
produce the conceptud variables for find andyds. This study uses content anadys's to measure
“dements’ of concepts, and then discriminant analys's to produce indrumenta functions for the
conceptua variables. Described further below and in Appendix A, the ingrumentd functions
are based on pardld codings of a subsample of data—three human coders and the automated
coding againg a representative sample.  The functions provide operationaizations that bridge
human interpretations of the conceptud variable measures of offensveness, use of hisory, and
uncertainty to computer anadysis of language features.

3. Coding: Human beings (coders) or computers use the coding schemes to reduce the textua
data When human coders are used, the researcher must check reduced (coded) data for

reliability (see below.) Computer-aided or automated coding is the primary method for this
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sudy, and is subject to accuracy checks (when appropriate or reasonable) and vaidity
arguments. To examine the correspondence of automated to manud coding, and reinforce the
vadidity of automated coding for this study, a subsample of the research data was manudly
coded by three coders, and these results compared to automated coding of the same data. The
test, itsresults, and the subsequent discriminant analysis can be found at Appendix A.

4. Andyss. The researcher uses the categorical data to produce the conceptud variables,
which are then subjected to datisticd or quditative andydss to generate inferences.  For
example, offensiveness in drategy might be measured as some combination of “defense’ and
“offense” gatementsin atext. Content andys's may provide the defense and offense category
counts, but the conceptua variable of offensveness is derived from some transformation of
these two category counts. Then, one may choose a statistical tool to examine the differences
(if any) in cvilian and military subjects and the amount of offensvenessin their drategies. Both
the categories and the trandformations into conceptua variables follow later in this chapter, and
thisstudy primerily relies on statistical andlysisto aid in drawing inferences.

5. Rdiahility and vdidity checks Coding can be assessed for reproducibility (can different

coders get the same results using the same data and scheme), stability (can the same coder get
the same reaullts on the same data at different times), and accuracy (does the coding achieve

results comparable to an established sandard.) Vdidity is assessed by means common to al

® Statistical Package for the Social Sciences version 9 and 10, or SPSS 9.0 and SPSS 10.0. Asisdisplayed in
the results, SPSSis primarily used to derive descriptive statistics, accomplish analysis-of-variance tests, and
examine simple linear regression models involving the dependent variables and some cultural factors defined
in Chapter 4.
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research. As mentioned in step 3 above, this study will include a consstency check (often
called “ correspondence’) on computer-aided coding.

6. Report: The researcher communicates results of the andyss.

Automated coding requires software tools capable of both preparing the textud data (asin
gep 1) and implementing the coding rules (specified in step 2 and carried out in 3) Mogt
software packages use text files as inputs (ASCII or DOS text), manipulate the data into word-
or language-based structures, and compare data in these structures to dictionaries provided by
the researcher.  The comparison function results in assgnments of codes, and sometimes is
followed by smple aggregation functions to produce categorica counts. Thus, a researcher
selects software for automated coding based on: the kind of data under study, what kinds of
preparation the software can perform, the degree of sophigtication that the software's libraries
dlow, and the kind of coding that will be performed.

The content andysis for this study required the ability to prepare and manipulate a very
large number of dectronic text files, and most software packages in content analyss are
capable. However, the coding schemes described below for operationdizing the dependent
vaiables in drategy require the ability to input specific, origina dictionaries (some packages
have pre-formed dictionaries and measures), and aso require a limited level of context-oriented
coding (the ability to identify words in particular phrases or in proximity to occurrences of other
words) At thistime, the author is only aware of two programs that meet al these requirements:

Profiler+ by Socid Science Automation, and Diction 5.0 by Scolari Software. Both programs
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are advanced tools for data reduction, which alow the researcher to use a variety of coding
schemes. A preponderance of the data andyzed in this sudy was produced using Diction’s
software toals.

The coding and operationalization sections below contain merely descriptive versons of
what isin the find coding dictionaries, presented in Appendix B. Four steps were necessary to
develop and refine them: 1) theoreticd explication of the concepts, which follows below in this
chapter; 2) an intengve review of amilar content andysis variables by other scholars to reved
some additiond code possbilities; 3) a consstency test of the automated coding schemes, in
which manua coding of a sub-sample was compared to automated results, and 4) some amount
of manud andyss of the data, in particular for the ‘use of history’ variable and case-based

reasoning, to inductively gather other rdlevant terms and language.

Design

One way to conceptudize the chalenge of this study is to array the dependent variables
(gtrategic reasoning characteridics) againg the different domains of strategy. Each cdll of Table
2 (bdow) is an opportunity to characterize civilian and military subjects, and test those
hypotheses that apply. There are three conceptua categories of measurement: offensveness,
uncertainty, and use of history. There are dso four domains of drategy: andys's, organization,
operations, and planning. Two steps of analysis will take place within each cdl of Table 2, one
to assess whether the military subjects (as awhole) differ from civilian subjects in the directions

hypothesized, and the second to assess whether subgroups of civilian and military subjects differ
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in the directions hypothesized. A third step of andlysis, after each of the conceptsisindividualy
andyzed, is an assessment of patterns across the table, which will be facilitated by measuring

cultural factors (see Chapter 4).

Analysis Organization Operations Planning
Military Strategy | Officer Essays | Published doctrine | Kosovo testimony Missile Defense

Offensiveness

Uncertainty

Roleof History

Table 2 — One per spective of the study

As described earlier, the design of the study therefore requires identification of the data that
will represent the strategy domains, specification of the dependent variables, and sdection of
various subjects—the authors of the study—that will appropriatdy represent civilians, the
military, and the subgroups of each. The first two tasks follow below, while the description of
drategy subjects and cultura factors that will be included in the sudy are the focus of Chapter

4,

Domains of Strategy

Businessmen do not now, and doubtless never did, see the world with a single
eye... They begin with varying assumptions and thus, even in good logic, reach
varying conclusons. Corporate executives cannot adl be characterized as
possessing “the busness mind” any more than factory workers, military officers,
blacks, or other groups can be treated as being mentally homogeneous. At the
same time, this fact should not prevent us from trying to see if broad agreement
exigs among most businessmen on certain important topics, or a leest if the
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range of disagreement among busnessmen occupies a different point on a
broader spectrum than it does for other groups.®

A primary argument driving this Sudy is that scholars in the fidd of civil-military reaions
rardly perform an empirica examination of their behaviord propogtions for civilian and military
individuals or groups. A secondary and digtinct argument is that scholars dso may be too
permissve in extending their sudy of one type of Srategy to generdizations about dl drategy.
One study that did keep both factors foremost in their anayss was Russett and Hanson's
research on foreign policy bdiefs, which isolated particular groups and particular issues. In
contrast, Carl Builder’s Masks of War theorizes about military culture and its links to analysis,
then applies the theory to Cold War force organization (grand strategy and doctrine) and
planning (force structure planning and the budget process)’ Builder's argument assumes a
culture to andysis link with no comparison groups present, and extends generdizations across
drategy domains of organization and planning.

A more focused, but dso flawed, example is Arnold Kanter’ s Defense Palitics, in which he
sudies budgetary or planning processes of the Kennedy and Eisenhower adminigtrations in

order to develop generdizations about the dynamics of civil-military relaions and nationd

® Bruce Russett and Elizabeth Hanson, Interest and Ideology: The Foreign Policy Beliefs of American
Businessmen (Y ae University Press, 1975), p. 59. Russett and Hanson used survey techniques rather than
content analysis.

" Builder, The Masks of War, 1989. Analysis styles for the US military services are mostly presented as a
theoretic argument in Part I11, while organization and force structure planning are a synthetic argument
about implicationsin Part V.
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security—using planning strategy as a bridge to understanding al strategy.? A third example is

Richard Bett’s Soldiers, Statesman and Cold War Crises, which (as the title suggests) looks a

Cold War gtudtions or operationd drategy to understand the process of military advice to
civilian leaders. Betts is more careful to focus on operationd strategy Stuations, but in his case
dudies it is less clear when his subjects were making andyticd, organizationd (doctrind), or
operationa judgments.®

This sudy incorporates into its design the premise that different types of drategy may give
rise to different characteridtics in Strategic reasoning. By sdecting the four domains of Strategy
outlined in the previous chapter and discussed here, this research shows that, while there are
some patterns in civil-military reasoning across dl srategy, there are dso some dynamics which
are unigue to certain domains. Additiondly, one might anticipate that strategy may aso vary by
period or generation. To get at these important differences, and support investigation of military
stereotypes and subgroup differences, four representative contexts for US military strategy were
sdected. To mantan tempord consstency, al data was redricted to the 1995-2000
timeframe.

1. Andytic Strategy: This type of drategy exhibits problem-solving reasoning. Ided examples

of andytic strategy would be the estimates and proposed courses of action produced by military

8 Kanter, Defense Politics. A Budgetary Perspective, 1975. Kanter is certainly more cautious about his
generalizing from one domain to the others than is Builder, however. See Chapter 8, the conclusion.

° Betts, Soldiers, Statesmen and Cold War Crises, 1977. Betts does make an admirable distinction between
“whether-to” and “how-to” types of strategy that | also adopt in this study, but his generalizations about
the civil-military advice dynamic seem to gloss over any differences between a soldier’s analysis of a
situation versusjustification or explanation of potential strategy. Seethe conclusion in particular.
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officers and civilians for red-world crises and Stuations. However, these types of estimates are
usudly dassfied (meking them unavailadle for public research) in addition to varying in structure
and content across different Stuations’® The type of reasoning in these estimates may be
samulated, fortunately, by problems presented to experienced officers and civilians a military
colleges. Mid-career military officer essays on strategy were obtained from arecent class at the
Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell Air Force Base, Aladbama. Officers were tasked
with completing essays on a contemporary strategic question, in which they presented their own
andyds of events and recommendations for action. (Approximately 200 essays from academic
year 1998-99.) Classes included members of dl four services and Department of Defense
civilian participants. In addition, a smdl sample of Ohio State Univeraty history and politica
science graduate students produced smilar essays (given the same tasking) for comparison.
Detalls of this sample are in Appendix E.

2. Organizationd Strategy: This type of strategy focuses on how resources will be organized in

generd terms for the accomplishment of broad or generic objectives. For civilians, thisissmilar
to the most genera examples of grand dtrategy, and governmental documents such as the
National Security Strategy (for 1995, 1997 and 1999), chartered commissions and private
think-tank reports, and some individua speeches and congressond testimonies (including
President Clinton’s and Secretary of State Albright's 1999 nationd security statements) were

gathered. For the military there were two types of organizationd dtrategy available—doctrine

%1n other words, in order to make a systematic study, a large amount of data is needed, yet only a few
estimates may exist for any particular crisis, and they may vary by region and command responsibility.
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publications and vison statements. The sample includes each service' s basic, operations, and
warfighting documents, and mogt recent vison statement. See the bibliography for detalled
citations.

1. Civilian leaders. 1996, 1997, and 1999 National Security Strategy; Secretary of State
Albright's May 99 Congressiond testimony

2. Defense cvilians  Secretary of Defense statement in 1997 Quadrennid Defense
Review; Secretary of Air Force Widndl 1996 speech; Nationa Military Strategy of
1995 and 1997

3. Civilian experts Hart-Rudman Commisson Phase 2 report on nationa security;
National Defense Pandl report of 1997; RAND 1997 report

4. Air Force: Air Force Doctrine Document (AFDD)1 (Basic Doctrine); AFDD 2
(Organization and Employment of Aerospace Power); AFDD 2-1 (Air Warfare); 2000
Vidon gatement

5. Army: Fidd Manua (FM) 100-1 (The Army); FM 100-5 (Operations); FM 100-23
(Peacekeeping Operations); 2000 Vision Statement

6. Navy: Nava Doctrine Publication (NDP) 1 (Navd Warfare); NDP 6 (Command and
Control); NDP 5-1 (Naval Planning); Vision Statement

7. Marine Corps. Marine Corp Doctrine Publication (MCDP) 1 (Warfighting); MCDP 1-
1 (Strategy); Marine Corp Warfighting Pamphlet (MCWP) 0-1 (Operations); Vision
Statement

8. Joint: Joint Vison 2020

3. Operationd Strateqy: This type of drategy involves how particular objectives in specific

gtuaions will be attained. If some scholars are correct that military doctrine does not reflect
what the military may recommend for red crises, then asample of operationa Strategy is needed
for comparison to organizationa drategy. The most recent criss which involved US military
operations and exhibited sgnificant satements by al types of civilian and military individuas was

Operation Allied Force, the 1999 US-led and NATO executed intervention in Kosovo.™

"It has been suggested by reviewers that Desert Storm (1990-91) is also a significant crisis for which
extensive data may exist. However, there are at least two problems with the Gulf War: it is outside the 1995-
2000 timeframe (introducing potential generational problems) and pre-war to mid-war statements may be
much more difficult to gather (aresource problem for the study, as this predates many digital archives.)
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Military and civilian testimony (particularly congressond hearings) and published statements by

military service officers and civilians (both ‘expert’ and governmentd) on Kosovo operations

planning and execution was collected. In order to collect service-specific examples of

operationa drategy, Satements by retired genera officers were often included and treated as

service-oriented. Limited military experience, or even recognized service bias, by civilians was

present but was not trested as military or service-oriented. See the bibliography for

comprehengve citations.

1

6.
7.
8.

Civilian Leaders. Presdent Clinton; Secretary Albright; House Armed Services
Committee (April 1999); Senate Armed Services Committee (April 1999);
Ambassadors Slocombe, Tabott, Pickering; Senators McCain and Dole

Defense Civilians.  Secretary of Defense Cohen; Public Affairs representative Bacon;
various Department of Defense Statements

Civilian experts  Allard; Brzezinski; Collins, Cordesman; Daalder; Grant; Haess, Hill;
Hillen; Luttwak; O'Hanlon; CATO Indtitute; former Secretaries of Defense Carlucai,
Brown, and Schlesinger

Air Force: Generals Mclnerny, Link, McPeak, Jumper; Col Tretler

Army: Generds Clark, Gard, Joulwan, Reimer, Odom, Nash; Colonels Killebrew,
Summers

Navy: Navy Timeseditorid; VADM Fry; Rear Admirads Carrall, Wilson

Marine Corps. Gen. Ned, Lt. Gen. Van Riper

Joint: Gen. Shelton, Chairman JCS

4. Planning srategy: This type of drategy forecadts future requirements and force structures.

While there are a number of good examples for which public satements in the chosen timeframe

might be found (including the Joint Strike Fighter and Unmanned Aerid Vehicle programs), a

recent and high-profile example of US planning strategy is Nationa Missile Defense (NMD).

NMD has involved both military and civilian projections and different strategic approaches, but
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more importantly has dso garnered more senior-leve (including the President) attention with

public satements and advocecy. Civilian and military testimony (including congressond

hearings) and published satements by military service officers and civilians on Strategic Missle

Defense were gathered. While thisissue has a recurring higtory in the US, the focus of andyssis

post-1995.?  Of the four domains of Strategy, this one was the most difficult to find sufficient

specific military service examples. In this case, the Balistic Missle Defense Office chiefs were

treated as representing their individua services when they spoke about NMD. This dlowed

ggnificant data for three services (Air Force, Army and Navy) to exist. Unfortunately, though

understandably perhaps, Marine Corps officers rardly devote any statements to this particular

area. Agan, detailed citations are in the bibliography.

1

2.

N o oA

Civilian Leaders. President Clinton; Ambassador Socombe; House Armed Services
Committee (Oct 1999)

Defense Civilians: Secretaries Perry, Cohen, USD/AT Gander, Kaminski; DoD
gatements

Civilian Experts Rumgfdd Commisson (July 1998); Bulletin of Atomic Scientigs
report; Council for Livable World report; independent andyst Hawkins report;
Woolsey editorid

Air Force: Generds Kadish, Lyles, Estes, Fogleman

Army: Generd O'Nalll

Navy: Rear Admird West

Joint: Generd Shelton

Offensiveness or Offense-mindedness

Offense, assartive action to defeat afoe by winning in battle or scoring points to
win an athletic contest, usually based on a unified Strategy and tactics.

2 The year 1995 is chosen arbitrarily, and does not correspond to any particular event. Theintent isto keep
the body of statements used for data temporally contingent, and likewise relevant to the other strategy
contexts.
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Offensive actions involve operations that will force the defeat of armed forces
and destroy an enemy's will to fight. Offendve action permits initiative—the
choice of immediate objectives and direction of attack, and the organization and
timing of attack.

Defense entails the employment of al means and methods to prevent, rest, or
destroy an enemy attack.™®

Definitions of offense and offensve actions reved a number of congruencies with theories
about military strategy and offense-mindedness, but an important conceptud ditinction is not
present in dictionaries: the role of capabiilities and the idea of an offense-defense bdance. Ina
semind security studies article, Robert Jervis proposed that security dilemmas are directly
affected by two factors—whether offense or defense has the advantage in contemporary
circumstances, and whether offensive wespons are distinguishable from defensive weapons™
His nations of offense and defense are very smilar to the above definitions—they include
elements of destroying the adversary, having the initiative, and taking its territory versus
protecting and holding one's own in areactive stance. However, the concepts that offense or
defense may have an advantage, and that weapons and capabilities may somehow be classfied
or identified with one or the other, are now technical details with theoreticd gpplications. Even

more, these technical details introduce different possibilities for measurement.™

B Offense” and "Warfare," Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 99. © 1993-1998 Microsoft Corporation. All
rights reserved.

 Robert Jervis, “ Cooperation Under the Security Dilemma,” World Politics 30:2 (Jan 1978), pp. 186-214.
> The best critical analysis of the offense-defense balance and other elements of the term “offense” remains

Jack Levy’'s “The Offensive-Defensive balance of military technology: A theoretical and historical
analysis,” International Studies Quarterly 28 (1984), pp. 219-238.
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Thus, an essentia question about our hypotheses concerning “ offensveness’ in military
drategy (hypotheses A1 and B1) isits definition. The scholarship from which they were derived
(including Snyder, Van Evera, Posen, and Jervis) includes both the typical and more technica
notions of offense. For example, Snyder’ s theory about pre-World War | behavior of nationsis
that @) the offense-defense balance of the time clearly favored defense, b) militarieshad a
“penchant for offense” dueto inditutional and organizationd requirements, and €) a
pathologicd pattern of civil-military relations skewed gsrategic policymaking by dlowing or
encouraging military use of offensive operational strategy.’® Conceptualy, these uses of
“offensg’ include an objective quantification of cgpability (the ‘balance'), abehaviord trait or
motivation (preferentia leaning towards offense), and an interpretative classfication of purpose
(digtinguishing an offensive from a defensive Strategy.)

This study makes a didtinct choice in measuring motivation expressed in srategic rhetoric
as the most appropriate understanding of “offensg’ for the research hypotheses. The choice of
definition (and operationdization) of “offense’ is criticd, and must discern between the various
uses of the concept in previous scholarship, in addition to rdating directly to this sudy’s
hypotheses. The key isidentifying both the role of offense in these scholars theories, and the
impact it has on ther findings. In fact, Van Evera, Posen and Snyder are dl smilar in expressing

theories that rely on military organization's behaviord motivation for offense, revealed by their

offensve strategy choices, which produces destabilizing consequences.

18 Jack Snyder, “ Civil-Military Relations and the Cult of the Offensive,” esp. pp. 20-22.
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Firg, military organizations tend to exhibit a bias in favor of offensve
drategies...second, this bias will be particularly extreme in mature organizations
which have developed indtitutiond ideologies and operationd doctrines with
little civilian oversght. Findly, the destabilizing consequences of an inflexible,
offensve military drategy are compounded when it is mismatched with a
diplomatic drategy based on the assumption that risks can be calculated and
controlled through the skillful fine-tuning of threats"’

...Many of the proximate causes of the war of 1914 represent various guises of
[the theoretical] consequences of offense-dominance: ether they were
generated or exacerbated by the assumption that the offense was strong, or
their effects were rendered more dangerous by this assumption...Without the
cult of the offensive these problems probably would have been less acute, and
their effects would have posed smaller risks. Thus the cult of the offensve was
a maingpring driving many of the mechanisms which brought about the First
World War.8 (italics added)

Predictions about the behavior of civilians and soldiers derived from the
organization theory and cvil-military rdations literature broadly suggest a
tendency toward offensve, dsagnant military doctrine—doctrine poorly
integrated with the politica objectives of a date’ s grand strategy. The cases will
illugtrate that these tendencies do exist; organization theory does successfully
predict a far amount of military behavior and does explan much about civil-
military relations™

In none of these studies is the “objective’ offensve-defensive baance or capability a linchpin
to theoreticd explandions. In addition, few of these authors specify offensve purpose in

particular strategies or doctrines as their focus for theorizing about behavior. Instead, both the

7 Snyder, p. 41.

18 \van Evera, “Cult of the Offensive,” pp. 66-67. Note that the “cult of the offensive” liesin preferences and
beliefs, not in any objective measurement of an “ offense-defense balance.”

9 Posen, The Sources of Military Doctrine, p. 40.
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offense-defense baance and classfications of operationd drategies as offendgve or defensive
play supplementa roles to the more critica notion of amilitary motivation for the “ offensive”®
How does one dso take the next step of measuring the offensveness “moativation” of
drategy in order to determine whether one subject prefers more offense than another subject
does? Few of the scholars in this area specify measurement of offensiveness; ingtead, the
common gpproach is to classfy operationd Srategies as ather offendve or defensive and infer
offengveness®  In other words, these authors focus on purpose to assess the motivation of
drategy, but provide only generd or loose definitions to measure purpose. For instance, Barry

Posen writes that:

Offensive doctrinesaim to disarm an adversary—to destroy his armed forces.
Defensive doctrines aim to deny an adversary the objective that he seeks??

He later adds to this description by saying that nearly al offensve doctrines cdl for early and
intense attack, and include pre-emptive drains, while defensve doctrines usudly have a
protective component. Others agree on the offensve elements of early, intense or decisive

attacks to destroy adversary forces.

% For instance, both Snyder and Van Evera believe that the ‘real’ status of the offense-defense balance can
exacerbate the theoretical mechanisms they describe in their studies. Both compare the pre-World War |
situation to 1984 and nuclear strategy, and argue that the combination of actual defense dominance and
offensive military planning creates dangerous conditions. Offense-defense balances thus moderate, but are
not proximate causes. This contrasts with other theories such as Stephen Walt's “balance of threats,” in
which state behavior and alignment is explained by a function of aggregate power, perceptions of intent,
and the offense-defense balance. See Revolution and War (Cornell University Press, 1996), pp. 18-19; and
“Alliance Formation and the Balance of World Power,” International Security 9:4 (Spring 1985).

' While this can be a logical approach, a common problem is that several of the writers also seem to
subjectively infer the degree of offensiveness of some strategies, without a specification of how one
strategy is“more” offensive than another.

% Posen, p. 14. Italicsin original.
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When we say that the offense has the advantage, we smply mean that it is
easer to destroy the other’s army and take itsterritory than it isto defend one's
own. When the defense has the advantage, it is easier to protect and to hold
than it is to move forward, destroy, and take.®

The Schlieffen Plan embodied dl of the desiderata commonly found in fied
manuas and treetises on Srategy written by military officers: it was an offensive
campaign, designed to saize the initiative, to exploit flegting opportunities, and to
achieve a decigive victory by the rgpid annihilation of the opponents military
forces...The German's pursuit of a strategy for a short, offensive, decisve war
despite its operationd infeagbility is Smply an extreme case of an endemic bias
of military organizations®

In Marshdl Foch's words, the French army adopted ‘a singular formula for
success, a dngle combat doctrine, namely, the decisve power of offensve
action undertaken with the resolute determination to march on the enemy, reach
and destroy him.'%

This discussion leads to a related pair of concepts. the offense and defense.
The offense contributes striking power. We normally associate the offense with
initiative. The most obvious way to seize and maintain the initiative is to drike
first and keep driking. The defense, on the other hand, contributes ressting
power, the ability to preserve and protect ourselves. The defense generdly has
anegative aim, that of ressting the enemy’'s will. %

Air defensive operations are those operations conducted to deny another
force's ar operations in a defined argoace. Defensve operations include any
efforts to ensure that the enemy cannot use the air to successfully attack targets
exiding ether in the ar, on the ground, or on or under the sea..Defensve
operations can be further categorized into two types: active and passive...Active
defenses attempt to deny attacks by destroying or interfering with the attacker
or the atacker's munitions...Passve defenses atempt to deny weapons
employment by the attacker without assaulting the attacker or the munitions.

% Robert Jervis, “Offense, Defense and the Security Dilemma,” in International Politics by Robert Art and
Robert Jervis (4" ed., Harper-Collins, 1996), pp. 183-203.

# Jack Snyder, “Civil-Military Relations and the Cult of the Offensive,” pp. 27-28, 30. Emphasis added.
% Stephen Van Evera, “ Cult of the Offensive,” p. 61, quoting another author’ swork (Richard D. Challener.)

% MCDP 1, Warfighting, Chapter 2, Washington, D.C.: United States Marine Corps, June 1997.

49

www.manaraa.com



Air offensive operations include both those operations conducted ingde of the
airspace defended by another, and those operations conducted outside of one's
actively defended airgpace. No matter who controls the airspace, the offense
must aways employ measures required to defest passive defenses?’

These excerpts reved that offensveness is often inferred by classfying srategic purpose in
ways Smilar to dictionary definitions of offense and defense: offenseis quick, takes the initiative,
decisvely defeats or destroys opponents, while defense is protective and reactive to opponent
actions. But two problems are evident, aso—destroying the adversary may be common to
both offense and defense, and one’'s mobility may obscure whether one is taking the initigtive in
attack or making an active defense. One answer to these problems lies in defining the offense
by characteristics of both capability and intent that can be distinguished from the defense.
Jack Levy came to a similar conclusion in a critica andysis of the offense-defense balance®
and interpretations of historical cases by scholars inevitably include these two aspects.

However, another answer is to focus on motivation in drategy by assuming that
descriptions of capability and purpose in drategy communications will reflect both the presence
and degree of offensveness. Adapting descriptions of offense presented above to this
perspective, actions that describe atacking the adversary firdt, destroying their forces, and
rgpid and decisve defeats, particularly within territory under the adversary’s control, are

congdered offensve. Using capability-oriented terms, this offensve motivation is reveded by

% John Carter, Jr., “ Airpower and the Cult of the Offensive,” pp. 12-13.

% Jack Levy, “The Offense-defense balance of military technology: A theoretical and historical analysis,”
International Studies Quarterly 28 (1984), pp. 219-238. Specifically, he wrote “It must be concluded that
offensive or defensive characteristics of a weapons system must be defined by both its intrinsic
characteristics and the tactical doctrine which determineitsuse,” p. 226.
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preferences for initiative, mobility and destruction. Theoreticdly, mobility may aso be a
criticd dement. In each of the cited examples, offendve actions were focused on denying the
adversary its capability to act militarily, rather than preventing its immediate actions on one's
own forces, territory or populace. If one can capture the preference for mobility in a strategy or
communication, then one may be adle to infer an external location of the action essentid to
ideas of offense-mindedness.

The contrast of defense with offense becomes more direct under this conception. Defense
motivations are protective and reective; they seek to prevent degradation to on€'s own
populace, territory, or forces. Similar to indghts of Clausewitz and Quincy Wright, defense
includes relative passivity, immobility, and a state of expectancy.”® Defensve intentions aso
might be inferred from immohility that implies an internal location of action. While defense
may involve or even prefer destroying enemy forces, it typicdly is more focused on reducing
effects on friendly forces and resources.

The motivationad concept of Offensiveness can be congtructed from these six eements of
offense and defense: initiative (+), mobility (+), destruction (+), rlative passvity (-), immobility
(-), and expectancy (-). The assumption in a content-analytic approach to offensveness is that
people expressing their conceptions of strategy must use language which can be associated with
these ax dements. Persons who prefer offense will use the offensive elementsreatively

mor e often than the defensive elements. That is, measuring a subject’s rlative use of

#|_evy cites these aspects and the two theorists in “ The Offense-Defense balance...”, p. 224.
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different categories of language tells us something about a larger concept.®® This assumption is
key to the vdidity of the automated analys's, and requires addressing three threats:

1. “What if individuds are subtle or sophigticated communicators who might, for example,

use alot of defendve language but in fact recommend and support strong offense?”’

Mogt automated content analyss methods cannot distinguish this kind of subtle
communication, and the generd assumption is that communication such as this occurs
much less than instances where people use words to “mean what they say.” To
strengthen this assumption, however, two things can be done. Firgt, the volume of data
andyzed must be large so0 that measurement overcomes those “rare’ instances of subtle
communication which would be misclassfied. This study accomplishes that step in the
desgn. Second, a comparison can be made between a manudly coded and
automatically coded sub-sample of the data. Positive and reasonably strong correlation
between the two different methods will imply that the concept under study is susceptible
to automated measurement. Appendix A reports this andysis and its results.

2. “How can or how should measures of the ‘dements of a concept be combined into a

conceptud variable?’ It is one thing to examine definitions and uses of concepts by

scholars, and another thing to transform those definitions into a quantifiable measure.

% This larger concept may be psychological or cognitive (pertaining to a person’s thinking processes and
personality characteristics) or rhetorical (pertaining to a person’s particular choice of communication style
and substance.) In some cases the distinction may be important; however, in this study | do not classify
offensiveness, use of history, and uncertainty as being one or the other: | think, in fact, that elements of
both are involved. For a comparable discussion and conclusion, see Phil Tetlock, Kristin Hamman, and
Patrick Micheletti, “ Stability and Change in Complexity of Senatorial Debate: Testing Cognitive versus
Rhetorical Style Hypotheses,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 46:5, 1984, pp. 979-990.
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The theoretica explication of offensveness, for example, tells us that it may be postivey
related to three elements of offense, and negatively to three dements of defense. The
choice of mechanism or transformation in content andytic sudies is often based on the
scholar’s theoretica congtruction and particular choices that may be regarded as
cregtive in origin.  Appendix D describes some of this process by discussng the
methodologica background of automated content andysis. In this study, this threet is
dedt with by creating an insrument for measuring the conceptud varigbles—an
instrument based on both manud coding (and understanding) of the concepts and
automated coding (of language features) of the elementd categories. Appendix A aso
describes this effort.

3. “How do we know that the codings are in fact capturing the concepts in the texts?’

While it is obvioudy impossble to show dl the coded text files—4100 300-word text
files composing the current effort—it is reasonable to wonder about what kind of texts
are captured in the study’s coding scheme, and whether those codes then seem
reasonable. In this study, examples will be shown in each of the results chapters to both
illugtrate the particular findings and aso demondrate the capabilities of the automated

coding. These examples begin in Chapter 5.

Offensvenessin this study is a concept measured by the relative presence of Sx more basic
elements related to offense and defense. Figure 1 below shows the concept and theorized

relaions to dements. In addition, some examples from the element dictionaries are provided;
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the complete content analysis dictionaries for each eement can be found in Appendix C. The

actud ingrument or mechanism for connecting the eements to the concept of offensveness is

described in both Appendix A and Chapter 5.

// &\

Inltlatlve Moblllty Destructlon Passwlty Immoblllty ‘ Expectancy’
actively advance annihilate attrit arrest anticipate

challenge agile assault cede block P await
coerce deploy conquer deny contest defend

commence envelop crush inhibit prevent delay
compel insert destroy reduce protect expect
decisive occupy eradicate reject restrain pause
exploit storm overwhelm resist restrict react
unleash thrust win yield unmoving waiting

Figure 1 -- Offensiveness

Uncertainty

...But in war everything is uncertain, and cdculations have to be made with
variable quantities...If one has never persondly experienced war, one cannot
understand in what the difficulties constantly mentioned redly consst, nor why a
commander should need any brilliance and exceptiond ability. Everything looks
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ample; the knowledge required does not look remarkable, the strategic options
are S0 obvious that by comparison the smplest problem of higher mathematics
has an impressive scientific dignity.®*

Clausawitz concept of friction in war has inspired many theorists and scholars, and one of
friction’s essentiad components is the notion of uncertainty and chance: not everything can be
determined beforehand in strategy.®*  Hypotheses A2 and B2 spring from a modern concern of
the effects of technology on warfare, a concern tha increasing reliance on computer and
information systems redtricts a leeder’s consideration of unknown outcomes and unfavorable
possihilities. Williamson Murray quotes a number of senior military leaders on the subject of
technology and “information superiority,” and finds contemporary thought “so dangerous

[becausd] it fliesin the face of 2500 years of history, not to mention modern science.”*

Murray
beieves tha the military’s fascination with high technology may concomitantly bound its
awareness of the complexities of warfare. Clausewitz concept of friction may be giving way to
more mechanistic perspectives.

The contrast of friction and mechanism in perspectives is not, however, easly trandated

into a difference between uncertainty and certainty in outlooks.  Some writers define different

levels or types of uncertainty, and these varying types dso can lead to the concluson tha

3 Carl Von Clausawitz, On War, ed. and translated by Peter Paret and Michael Howard (Princeton, 1976),
“On the Theory of War,” p. 136, and “Frictionin War,” p. 119.

% Clausewitz does not provide a full description of friction and its components, rather he illustrates it and
describes its consequences. Some of the illustrative aspects of friction include complexity, human error,
weather, and chance. (The “fog of war” so often ascribed to him is, in fact, literally fog in war.) See
Clausewitz, pp. 119-121.

% Murray, “ Does Military Culture Matter,” p. 35.
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certainty may be a different characteristic rather than a polar opposite. For example, James
Thompson defines three levels of uncertainty that he gpplies to organizationa reasoning:®

1. Generdized uncertainty: a lack of causd understanding of the Stuation or the

environment

2. Contingency: outcomes that are dependent on Stuationa events which may not be
anticipated

3. Interdependence:  outcomes that are dependent on the complex interaction of
components

Though he does not detail certainty in the same manner, his logic and descriptions may dlow
the following pardld leves

1. Genegrd determinism: assertion of causal understanding of Situation or environment

2. Forecadting and estimation: knowledge of potentid events and their likelihoods

3. Control: confidence in the relationship between the task environment and one's own

participation in the Stuation

From this perspective, uncertainty and certainty are distinct conceptions and are not polar
opposites or ends of a spectrum. Uncertainty involves vagueness or the role of chancein one's
view of the environment around them, while certainty may mean not only some firmness or
determinism in outlook but dso confidence and some degree of efficacy in participating in the
environment. Between the two concepts may be some shared notions of probabilism—

estimates of chances or probabilities of event occurrence—but they differ criticdly on the axes

described above.®

% James D. Thompson, Organizationsin Action (New York: McGraw Hill, 1967), pp. 159-60.

% Because of this, the study attempts to be consistent in describing the opposite of uncertainty as
determinism, rather than certainty. For too many observers, certainty carries an air of confidence and
control, whose opposites are not necessarily part of uncertainty. One can be uncertain about the
environment, yet also very confident.
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The military concept of information superiority that Murray dludes to provides a
contemporary example of this problem. One writer cites that information superiority “is a
capability (not a proven condition) that the US armed forces are trying to develop. Once the
concept becomes robust it will help to reduce uncertainty, provide a more complete intelligence
picture of the battlefidd, and assst precison-guided missiles in obtaning and destroying
targets” But he goes on to argue that information superiority isamyth:

...Information superiority is not enough. One danger in information superiority,

then, is in assuming knowledge. Ancther danger...is in overesimating our

abilities®
In other words, the reduction of generdized uncertainty or even contingency through better
information should not be mistaken as increasing certainty through control or actua knowledge
of future events.

These differences between uncertainty and certainty arein fact the foundation of the study’s
hypotheses about uncertainty (A2 and B2, Chapter 2.) When various writers have expressed
concern about dleged military “discounting” of uncertainty, the common theme is that such
discounting leads to unhedthy confidence in one€'s control over outcomes. Y aacov Vertzberger
is more specific about the problem, and writes that

Controllability is thus a menta construct concerning the perceived relation
between the task environment and a decisionmaker’s attributes and kills... The
implications for risk taking are obvious when uncertainty is perceived to be

embedded in the externd environment, low confidence in success will cause
risk-averse behavior; but when uncertainty is condrued as internd, the

% Timothy Thomas, “Kosovo and the current myth of Information Superiority,” Parameters 30:1 (Spring
2000), pp. 14, 27.
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perceived probability of success increases, and so does the propensty to
accept risks. ¥’

The focus of interedt, then, lies in firs determining how much uncertainty one finds in modern
drategy and analyss, and whether the quantity or qudity of that uncertainty varies between
cvilians and military or their subgroups. Whether differences (if they exist) lead to different
degrees of certainty or risk-taking behavior is key to some critic’'s concerns, but this is a
Separate question not addressed in thisstudy.  For now, the interest is whether different groups
truly possess different redizations of uncertainty in strategy.

A dating point for measuring uncertainty across the levels of generdized uncertainty,
contingency, probabilism and interdependence may be found in decison and game theory. A
generdly common definition of uncertainty in decison theory isthat it describes conditions under
which the probakility of an event occurring is either unknown or so ambiguous as to be of little
use in forecagting or prediction.® The critics of military strategy, however, are concerned with
the role of uncertainty throughout the decison process. In messuring the extent that
uncertainty is incorporated into andyss, one must cgpture attention to or ambiguity in: the
range of aternatives, options, or events (number of decision nodes); the perceived conditiondity

between and within these events (chance nodes); the estimated probability of any individud

%Y aacov Vertzberger, Risk Taking and Decisionmaking (Stanford University Press, 1998), p. 68. In addition,
he writes that, “When uncertainty is ignored, decisionmakers make ‘something out of nothing’ by
misinterpreting random data and make ‘too much from too little’ by misinterpreting incomplete and
unrepresentative data.” Seefn. 23 p. 419.

% For example, see Vertzberger, pp. 20-21; and James Morrow, Game Theory for Political Scientists
(Princeton University Press, 1994), pp. 28-29.
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event occurring (probability); and the estimated consequences of options (payoffs)®* For a
content analysis approach, one needs to capture in dictionaries or codebooks both the breadth
of the decison cycle and the recognition of different ements of uncertainty.

A beginning point for capturing uncertainty in decison processes—one that measures most
of these dements—has been used in previous research, and is called Bayesian problem
representation. Bayesan representation is a concept where decisionmakers structure and
communicate problems as a product of prior judgements and diagnostics of facts or evidence.®
Probability updating of arange of options, estimation of the likelihood of outcomes, and
conditiond linking of options or outcomes are the primary functions of this kind of problem
representation. Content analys's has been used to capture Bayesian representation in strategy
by focusing on words and language structures that are common to this form of reasoning.

Borrowing from the concept of Bayesan representation and previous research, a coding
scheme for uncertainty in strategy will assess textual use of terms associated with four eements
described previoudy: causal uncertainty, contingency, interdependence, and probabilism. Each
of these eements possess a podtive association with uncertainty; that is, an increase in any

element is expected to increase overdl uncertainty. Figure 2 below shows the concept to

¥ Edith Stokey and Richard Zeckhauser, A Primer for Policy Analysis (W.W. Norton and Company, 1978), p.
203.

* See Donald Sylvan and James Voss, Problem Representation in Foreign Policy Decision Making
(Cambridge University Press, 1998): Chapter 8; Donald Sylvan, Matthew Diascro and Deborah Haddad.
“Stories, Ledgers, and Bayesian Calculations.  Studying Problem Representation in Foreign Policy,”
International Society for Political Psychology presentation, July 1996; and Donald Sylvan, Thomas Ostrum
and Katherine Gannon, *“Case-based, Model-based and Explanation-based Styles of Reasoning in Foreign
Policy,” inlnternational Studies Quarterly 38 (1994): 61-90.
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eement reationship, and some examples from the dement dictionaries Agan, specific
operationaization for uncertainty is described in Appendix A and Chapter 6, while the complete

dictionaries for uncertainty dements arein Appendix C.

+\/ VN

Causal Contl ngency I nterdependence Probabl lism J
ambiguity alternative associated about
ambivalent branch complex . approximate
baffling choice conflicting bet
doubt conditional connected . chance
guess course depending : gamble
imperceptible if interrelated ' likelihood
puzzing optional linked . possible
unsure variable upon unlikely

Figure 2 -- Uncertainty

Use of History

Higtoricd examples clarify everything and aso provide the best kind of proof in
the empiricd sciences. This is paticularly true of the art of war...Historicd
examples are, however, sldom used to such good effect. On the contrary, the
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use made of them by theorists normally not only leaves the reader dissatisfied
but even irritates hisintdligence™

The underlying assumption for those who write about, or study, Strategy and history, is that
higoricd facts and examples are useful or even criticadly important in the formation of Srategy
and policy. A number of important studies in politica science, for instance, examine how and
how well statesman and leaders use history in making foreign policy. These studies have,
broadly, concluded that history is &) often used by leaders to judtify, advocate, andyze, and
specify possible options when confronted with a problem; and b) often used poorly, from
incomplete consideration of applicable cases to imperfect reasoning about historical lessons.*

The question for this study, however, is not how or how well higtory is used in Strategy—
ingteed, it is whether history is used a dl, or how much. When Trachtenberg, Snider and
Murray address the role of history in drategy, their propodtion is that contemporary US
drategy is ahistoricdl—that it relies on other forms of reasoning than those involving historical
cases. This shift in focus from how/how well to how much greetly reduces some problems of
measurement: one does not have to trace a process of reasoning within strategy, or establish any
gandard for qualitative evauation. The chalenge in measuring how much history is used at first

blush appears to be primarily based on locating historica references.

“! Clausewitz, “On Historical Examples,” p. 170.

“2.0n looking at “how” and “how well” history is used, see May, Lessons of the Past, and May and
Neustadt, Thinkingin Time. In chapter 7 of Perception and Misperception, Jervis primarily addresses how
history is used. Khong asserts early in Analogies at War that others have paid limited attention to the
“how” of analogy and history use, and his research focuses more on that question than on how well history
isused. As an interesting side note, Clausewitz discusses all four uses of history in On War; see p. 171,
“On Historical Examples.”
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The use of higtorica events or facts in reasoning has a scholagtic history as case-based

reasoning (CBR), and may provide a framework for measuring how much higtory is used in

Srategy.

Case-based reasoning is an andogica reasoning method. It means reasoning
from old cases or experiences in an effort to solve problems, critique solutions,
explain anomalous situations, or interpret situations.™

The assumption is, broadly, that because new problems or new Stuations
remind us of problems or Stuations we have encountered in the past, or with
which we are familiar due to education or professond training, we intuitively
entertain the possbility that what we know of prior cases may apply to the
current one. The stock of cases that the professond utilizes in this effort to
reason by analogy, or reason by example, need not be present in his or her
personal memory, but may be collected and indexed in some database or
library.**

CBR provides a powerful fit with this study’s hypotheses concerning history because it dso
dedls with the pardld propositions concerning uncertainty. In contrasting CBR with other forms
of reasoning, Janet Kolodner writes that the “primary power...isthat [CBR] alows the decison
maker to deal with unknown and uncertain information.”*  If the military or any other subject
group discounts the role of uncertainty in strategy, the presence of CBR can be argued to be a
compensating or mitigating behavior. 1f, on the other hand, any subject group is rdaively low in
both considering uncertainty and using history through CBR, then there may be strong cause for

concern.

“8 Janet K olodner, “ Improving Human Decision Making through Case-based Decision Aiding,” Al Magazine
(Summer 1991), p. 53.

“ Dwain Mefford, “ Case Based Reasoning, Legal Reasoning, and the Study of Politics,” Political Behavior
12:2 (1990), p. 127.

** K olodner, p. 56.
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CBR can be measured in drategic communications by focusng on two dements. the
language structure underlying CBR, and historica case references or labels. Research into CBR
has identified three processua steps that may be reflected in examples of CBR:*

1. Recognition and retrievd: the identification, recall or assertion of a sdient case, and its
relevant details

2. Inspection of likeness/differences. comparison and contrast of the case to the problem
at hand, or to other cases

3. Evduation of utility: assessng what parts or lessons of a case gpply to the problem at
hand by some secondary reasoning or caculation of its vaue

When a reasoning subject uses cases, the language associated with recognition, comparison,
and evauation follows some common structures and patterns. Thus, a CBR category coding
Sructure could include:

CBR language: applicable; due to; because, if..then; if [we] consder,
consdering; recdling, recal, remember, remembering, lessons of, the lesson; in
order to understand; need to understand; of course; keep in mind; is apparent; it
seems clear; obvioudy; case of, this casglingtance, previous casefingtance, past
case/cases/ingtances, classc case, previoudy; in comparison, comparable,
comparing; in contrast, contragting; the difference/differences; like, smilar,
amilarity, smilarities, same; precedent, precedents, in the past; recent events,
recent history, most recent example; example of, examples of; shows/has shown

Reliance on language structure done for identifying CBR would be insufficient, so a second

element of identifying the use of history involves case references or labels. At least one group of

“® The first two steps are identified by Mefford in “Case Based Reasoning,” p. 131, while the third is
identified by Kolodner in “Improving Human Decision Making,” p. 62. Sylvan, Ostrom and Gannon also
point out these steps and further discuss how Kolodner’s approach may blur distinctions between case-
based reasoning and explanation-based reasoning. See " Case-Based, Model-Based, and Explanation-Based
Styles of Reasoning in Foreign Policy,” International Studies Quarterly 38 (1994), pp. 61-90 (esp. 66-67.)
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researchers has pointed out that case-based reasoning shares many structurd smilarities with
explanation-based reasoning, which may not have any specific history cases embedded.
...Groups charged with the responghbility of making foreign policy decisons
frequently contain statements, often grategic in nature, that argue logicaly for
the superiority of one option over another. The form of the argument might be,
‘if we choose option A, hereisthe chain of events that would follow, while if we
choose option B, the following chan of events would follow.” Such a
gtatement, when it does not make explicit reference to either cases or generd,
prepackaged principles, is an example of explanation-based reasoning.*’

The implication, then, is that without a case reference, CBR language may well be
explanation or model based reasoning.  This leads the authors to the postion that “explicit
reference to a specific case as the bass for a decision distinguishes case-based reasoning from
the other two varieties”*®

Thus, the concept of Use of History depends on two or more eements. case-based
reasoning (CBR); and case references or labels which may be in more than one group.
Because of the data selected for this study (more on this in Chapter 4) the Use of History

variable is conceptudized as shown in Figure 3 below, usng CBR and three categories of case

references.

*" Sylvan, Ostrom and Gannon, p. 63.

“8 Sylvan, Ostrom and Gannon, p. 65.
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Use of History

Deser Kosovo ‘ Other Cases CBR
Storm Cases
Cases Berlin l accordlngly
. ) Bosnia } ago
! Irag } Allied : Dorado | apparent
Khafji | Kosovo i Grenada } comparably
. Kuwait 1 * : Hitler ' contrasting
' Persian | * ! Khobar | demonstrates
| * l * i Iran-Iraq ' example
! * ' Rambouillet | * | *
Storm ' * } *
. Yorktown I warrants

Figure 3—Use of History

This chapter has outlined the primary portion of the study’s methodology and design by
developing the independent and dependent variables in accordance with the methodological
choice of content analysis. The next chapter completes the design description by presenting the
study’s perspective and choices regarding the actors in civil-military relations, associated

“factors’ of ideas and symbolic language, and some relevant controls for analyss.
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CHAPTER 4

CIVIL-MILITARY ACTORSAND FACTORS

Armed services do not exist independently of the nation-state; they are, by
definition, an integral part of the society that falls within national
territorial-state-boundaries.

Martin Edmonds, Armed Services and Society

The Great Divorce is the less-than-amicable separation of the military
from the financial, business, political and intellectual elites of this country,
particularly from the last two. Important sections of America regard
those who serve in today’ s armed forces as at best unwanted stepchildren,
at worst stepchildren not only unwanted but inclined to be vicious.

Arthur T. Hadley, The Srraw Giant (1987)

The end of the Cold War has coincided with a deterioration in the
relationship between civilian authority and the military institution in the
United Sates. Whilethereisno ‘crisis’ in US post-Cold War civil-military
relations, it seems clear that the United States is now experiencing a
weakening in civilian control of the military, at least compared with the
Cold War period.

Michad C. Desch, “ Soldiers, States and Structures’

A centrd point in any civil-military reaions study involves determining who the actors are.
Are military individuads smply part of a group-within-alarger group? Or is the civil-military
divide smply a matter of occupation? Most scholars believe the differences are greater than

bureaucratic or organizationa pogtion, and that the military isan intringcaly different, or at least
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highly specidized, form of cultura grouping within the larger society.® While theoretical studies
may smply distinguish between those wearing uniforms and those who do not, an empirica
sudy requires more definition, some attention to potentiad subgroups of both classes, and
congderation of the role of civilian and military ideas. This chapter explores these issues and
defines the actors for this study, while dso presenting additiona factors of symbolic language
and normative versus practica srategy. It concludes by describing how these actors and

factorswill be folded into three primary methods of satisticd anayss.

Civilian and Military subgroups

Mog civil-military relations study trests the military as a subset of civil society. This means
that while one may identify a military person by forma and indtitutional characteridtics, a civilian
amply is anyone who is not military. This minimalist gpproach can be found in a number of

dudies. For example, in Soldiers, Statesmen and Cold War Crises (1977), Richard Betts

focuses case study and interviews on a number of military leaders, and compares their advice
and preferences to those of civilian leaders in government.  Yet he never actudly defines who
quaifies as a civilian subject—Ietting it be ‘ self-evident’ —and a so treets leading figures such as

George Marshdl and Maxwell Taylor as military advisors, even when sarving later in ther

! As mentioned in a previous chapter, some authors take the difference as inherently obvious. Others note
the highly specialized nature of military organizations, responsibility for violence on behalf of the state, and
potential threat to internal security as setting them apart. See Edmonds, Chap. 2; Stephen Rosen, Winning
the Next War (Cornell University Press, 1991), p. 19; and Kurt Lang, “Military Organizations,” p. 838. For a
more philosophical view that the military creates different people through training and experience, see
Thomas Ricks, “The Widening Gap Between the Military and Society,” The Atlantic Monthly 280:1 (July
1997), pp. 66-78.
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careers in non-military positions after retirement.? In a recent work examining the question of a
gap in vaues between the military and civil society, Ole Holsti is more systemétic. He chooses
to compare surveys of military officers with civilians “holding comparable leadership postions’,
yet dso fals to gpecify whether there is more to being a civilian than smply not wearing a
uniform.®
There are some works, however, which identify two centrd issues in any sysematic

comparison of the military with civil society.  The firgt issue might be cdled group salience: on
whaever dimengon one investigates, are the military subjects comparable to civilian subjects
selected? Bruce Russatt explicitly recognized thisissuein a 1975 article, writing thet:

There are many ‘civilian minds, and the difference between any two civilian

ethics may be greater than the difference between any one of them and the

military ethic. What we need, therefore, is a systematic comparison of military

beliefs on particular issues with the beliefs of particular civilian groups

identifiable by interest or profession.”
Russett proceeds to examine differences in policy preferences by comparing military officers at
senior professona education schools to senior executives and vice presidents of Fortune 500

companies in banking, savings and loan, and investment and insurance. These executives were

felt to represent both a comparable leadership and experience level to the military, and dso

2 Richard Betts, Soldiers, Statesmen and Cold War Crises (Harvard University Press, 1977), 292 pp. While
many of his case references involve the Kennedy/Johnson administrations and civilian ‘whiz kids' with no
military experience, it is curious that the issue is not addressed when Betts also examines the Truman and
Eisenhower administrations, where it was more difficult to find a civilian leader without some World War |1
military service.

% Ole Holsti, “A Widening Gap Between the Military and Civilian Society?” Olin Institute for Strategic
Studies (October 1997), p. 10.

* Bruce Russett, “Political Perspectives of US Military and Business Elites,” Armed Forces and Society 1:1
(November 1974), p. 81.
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were arguably competent on the particular policy issues (such as defense spending) measured
by Russt. One can see that while civilians may merely be non-military people, it may be
necessary to sdect a particular group of civilians that act in comparable roles and possess
competence for the issues under study.

Russett did not address a second key issue, however, that might be cdled military
affiliation: are there civilian subsets which may be directly related to, or even conflated with,
militay personnd?  When Richard Betts, for instance, trested Marshadl and Taylor as
“military” even when holding Secretary of State and ambassadorid positions, a question about
military experience and civilian occupations was ignored. How should a systematic study of
cvil-military relaions dassfy retired military personsin civilian positions or civilian persons with
careers in military gtaffs or departments? In an unpublished article, Peter Feaver and Chris
Gdpi chose to classfy ther civilian dite sample into a variety of subgroups associated with the
military, including prior military service, military-rdated government jobs, and education a
professond military schools®  For ther particular study, they found divilian dites to be
ggnificantly different from military officers on key questions, while most of the civilian subgroups

are not ggnificantly different from each other. One subgroup, however, is generdly different

® The opposite possibility—military who may be more ‘ civilian’—is mostly disregarded by scholars. It isnot
treated in this study, but it should not be ignored, either. In some situations, National Guard or reservists
who spend a predominate portion of their lives in civilian professions may be better treated as civilian.
There are also those who believe a significant amount of civilian education may make military officers more
civilian-like; see Sam Sarkesian et.al. and Soldiers, Society, and National Security, Lynne Rienner Publishers,
1995.

® Peter Feaver and Christopher Gelpi, “The Civil-Military Gap and Casualty Aversion,” paper prepared for
the TISS Project on the Gap Between the Military and Civilian Society (1999), pp. 24-28.
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from the others—civilians with the experience of atending professond military education
schools.’

Group <dience and military effiliation will be integrated into how this sudy defines
“civilians’ in a number of ways. Each drategy domain involves different types of subjects, and
therefore reved's the different subgroup classifications necessary for systematic comparison. By
reviewing the data gathered for each drategy domain under the rubric of comparing military and
civilian reasoning, one can see three important civilian subgroups.  defense civilians, civilian
leadership, and civilian experts.

1. Andytic Strategy: The Srategy analyss domain compares mid-career military officers with

civilians who are predominately from the US Department of Defense. This is due to the nature
of this sample—essays from the Air Command and Staff College—but the issue of military
afiliation of these civiliansis prominent. On the one hand, they are in the same program, a the
same levd in thar careers, and share occupationd interests with the military officers, so the
samples are arguably the most sdient for comparison. On the other hand, Feaver and Gelpi's
finding that civilians from military education programs are different from other civiliansis critica
of any assumption that civilians in this sample can represent civil society a large. Two separate

efforts ded with this.

" The civilians with professional military education are found to be closer to the military in some particular
dimensions of casualty aversion than to other civilians. In my own study, using the ACSC student essays,
if thistrend is replicated the hypotheses tests will be made more difficult.
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Fird, the essays were examined with a complementary sample of political science and
hisory graduate students. While the graduate students do not share the occupationa
respongbilities, they were familiar with the issues raised in the particular andys's and possessed
at least aminima competence due to their education. The graduate students were found to be
ggnificantly different than the defense civilians in the sample; even more, the graduate students
were different both from other civilians in other domains and from the military in the essay
sanple. (Deails on this test are in Appendix E.) This test bolstered the idea that civilian
subgroups ought to be treated separatdy, but did not provide additiona information that might
have alowed inferences about where civilian leaders and experts might trend, if they dso had
completed analytic essays.

Second, relaive to the larger study a clear subgroup of civilians will be established as
defense civilians—those government employed civilians who by organization or training are
clearly more afilisted with the military organization(s) than any other cvilians, whether in
government or out. This classification has equivdents in the other srategy domains, and dso
dlows examination of Feaver and Gepi's finding that defense cvilians may be intringcaly
different.

2. Organizationd Strategy: The doctrine domain compares service basic doctrines and vison

gatements with three types of extra-military doctrind statements: the Nationd Security Strategy
(NSS, produced by the White House or National Security Council staff), National Military
Strategy (NMS, produced by the Defense Department and Joint Chiefs of Staff), and reports

from non-governmental or independent organizations on the Quadrennia Defense Review and
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nationdl security. While the NSS may have military personnd involved in its development, it is
the best example available of a civilian leadership document that addresses broad marshdling
of resources in pursuit of generad nationd objectives without extensve participation by the
military—in other words, it offers the most pardld and sdient examples opposite basic military
doctrine and vison statements. Civilian leadership, those civilians ether in the Administration or
Congress but not the Defense Department, is thus a second subgroup of civilians.

The Nationd Military Strategy (NMS) is a Defense Department document that has
direct and sgnificant military involvement through the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It is analyzed and
treated as a defense civilian example of military doctrine, however, because it is produced
under the authority, supervision, and participation of the Secretary of Defense and many other
defense civilians.  In addition, NMS documents tend to be more focused on broad political
objectives than military doctrine is, and are often rewritten with changes in civilian leadership
and the NSS. These factors argue for tresting NM S as some form of extra-military strategy.

Non-governmentd nationd security reports, the results of US commissions on nationd
security, and semi-independent expert reviews of nationd security (such as the 1997 Nationd
Defense Pand review of the QDR) and statements comprise a third type of extra-military
organizationd strategy. Each of these groups or organizations are treated as civilian experts—
individuds who by training, expertise and/or gppointment are non-governmenta civilians with
some degree of competence in drategy. The data set purposely avoids using products by
military service advocates (e.g., the Air Force Association or Nava Ingtitute) in order to keep

the civilian categories of leadership, defense, and outside experts as separable as possible.
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3. Opeationd and Planning Strategy: Both the operations and planning domains compare

military officer satements on Kosovo and nationd missle defense with a mixed sample of
civilians producing speeches, andlyses or reports, or cdled to testify in congressiond hearings—
primarily recognized civilian ‘experts, adminigration appointees and daffers, and career
government personnd. All of the data available in these areas thus conforms wdl to three
subgroupings of civilians—leadership, defense, and expert. (Note that congressmen and
senatorsin hearings are treated as civilian leaders))

An dffiligtion issue that does arise in these two domans concerns retired military
officers. Public debates about operationd Kosovo srategy (particularly prior to and during
Allied Force) rardy receive open participation by active-duty military officers® Comparing
military and civilian operationd or planning drategy requires openly published statements,
however. Fortunately, the tendency in operationa Stuations in both the media and Congressis
to invite retired generd officers to voice service views, concerns, and perspectives. These
retired generd officers both possess sgnificant and authoritative competence to represent their
sarvices, and are smultaneoudy unbeholden to civilian authority when making such statements.
Thus, severd ingtances of service-oriented strategy declarations in these domains come from

retired officers, and are not classified as a separate category. Additiondly, it must be noted that

8 In fact, Air Force Chief of Staff General Michael Dugan was asked to retire during the run-up to Desert
Storm because of somerelatively parochial comments made in public.
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in contrast to the Cold War period, in 1995-2000 there were no problematic Situations of
senior government officials who also were retired military officers®

A find issue that primarily arises in these two domains concerns the “joint military.”
Following the 1986 JCS reorganization, the idea of a joint military professon (or, colloquidly,
“purple suits’*°) received significant attention. JCS staff and portions of regiona commands (in
particular, their Commander in Chiefs or CINCs) are considered, once in position, to no longer
represent their services but rather the US military a large. The extent to which this objective is
redlized is debated both within and without the military; however, it is dear that the JCS
Chairman and occasiondly regiond CINCs take efforts to be service-neutrd parties in public
gatements.™ Within the data set collected, joint military positions fortunately present only afew
problems. Statements by CJCS concerning organizationa strategy and Kosovo are treated as
military, but non-service oriented (ajoint classfication.) In contrast, statements by Gen. Wedey
Clark, NATO commander during Allied Force, were treated as military and Army oriented.
This choice rests upon this author’s argument that Gen. Clark’s subsequent replacement by an

(unprecedented) US Air Force generd reflects some service-oriented issues present during

° One might consider this almost providential, as it appears the 2001 change in US administrations could
present more than one such problem for similar studies.

° This term is used mostly within military circles, and refers to a “fifth color” for uniforms that represents a
metaphorical blending of the current services.

! Betts, for example, considered the JCS as being in the ‘gray area’ between professionalized politicos and
politicized professionals. While the service Chiefs arguably still represent their service interests, and are
salient to the issuesin my study, the Chairman and his Vice, regardless of their uniforms, are clearly military
but debatable as service representatives. All military officer statements are analyzed, but | control for these
positional differences, including whether the officer isin a “joint” position established by the Goldwater-
Nichols Defense Reorganization Act (1986). This may become most important in the cross-service
comparisons.

74

www.manaraa.com



Kosovo. In any event, that portion of the data does not affect the research’s results, if others
object to this assumption.

By usng Russett’'s idea of comparable subgroups, and focusng on this study’s data or
domains of drategy, group sdience and military affiliation factors lead to eight classfications of
cvilians and military. Civilians comprise three groups. dvilian leadership, defense civilians, and
(non-governmentd) civilian experts. The military comprises five categories. Air Force, Army,
Navy, Marines, and joint. Table 3 below shows a pre-andyss classfication of data by
drategy domain and actor. Each unit of dataisa*chunk” (average 300-word text), so the cdll
counts show a per-unit count of data in these categories for each of the strategy domains.™

Looking a column 2, Analysis, for example, one sees that the data set has no essay texts
representing ether civilian leaders or civilian experts (due to the nature of the military college
class). Column 5, Planning, aso shows there were no Marine Corps attributable statements on
Nationd Missle Defense. A fina observetion concerns sratification:  one can see that each
domain is wesk in different types of actors, but across dl domains (the frequency column) the
data sample provides fairly baanced representation for dl the actors under study. (Air Force
over-representation is mostly due to the Andlysis domain, which uses Strategy essays from the

Air Command and Staff College.)

12 By “per-unit” | mean each ‘chunk’ or data point has an author who is classified to a particular category.
Thus, the total numbers shown in the table are not separate individuals but textual units with civilian or
military authors.
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Analysis Organization | Operations | Planning | Totals | Frequency
Strategy Essays Doctrine Kosovo NMD

Civilian 0 314 354 70 738 0.18
Leaders

Defense 91 95 117 154 457 0.11
Civilian

Civilian Expert 0 156 115 125 396 0.10

Air Force 493 235 51 99 878 0.21

Army 244 411 50 62 767 0.19

Navy 182 232 16 19 449 0.11

Marine 47 319 18 0 384 0.09

Joint 0 29 31 1 61 0.01

Totals 1057 1791 752 530 4130

Table 3—Textual Unitsper Actor and Domain

Cultural Factors and Symbolic Language in Strategy

We can now see that the assertion that a mgor military development, or the
plan for one, should be a matter for purey military opinion is unacceptable and
can be damaging. Nor indeed is it sensgble to summon soldiers, as many
governments do when they are planning a war, and ask them for purely military
advice. But it makes even less sense for theoreticians to assert that dl avalable
military resources should be put at the disposal of the commander so that on
their badis he can draw up purely military plans for awar or acampaign.™

Theissue that Clausewitz is addressing in discussing the interplay of politics and war is over
control and development of strategy. Organizationa theory proposes that the military or the
sarvices, as organizationd units themsalves, will advance their own tools and solutions to

problems. While this behavior is much like Kaplan's law of the instrument™—the boy who has

3 Clausewitz, “War is an Instrument of Policy,” p. 607.

' Abraham Kaplan, The Conduct of Inquiry (Transaction Publishers, 2™ ed. 1998), p. 28.

76

www.manaraa.com



a hammer will find that everything needs pounding—it dso is supposed to reinforce group
autonomy, legitimacy, and position in larger organizations or governments™  In terms of this
sudy’s purpose, one problem of interest is whether strategic discourse reveds civilians or the
military vying for control of srategy by advancing their own tools and symbols.

This proposition that groups may reason using some fundamenta ideas or assumptions has
its roots in both culture sudies and organizationd theory. The organizationd explanation sems
from Graham Allison's origina propostion that organizations advance their own tools and
solutions to problems, often to the exclusion of other dternatives™®  Internationd relations
theorigts, for example, propose that military responsbility for national security and fighting
capabilities dictate military recommendations for active violence that will use current capabilities,
and naiond policy to fund development of these capabilities.

For the military services, the size of their budgets—both absolutely and relative
to those of the other services—is a measure of organizational success...Defense
budgets reflect the military capabilities that define the Pentagon’s nationd

Security mission, the organizationa objectives of the services, and the outcomes
of the interactions among participants with different program priorities”

Academics who have argued that military organizations tend to Stagnate except
when goaded by some outsde force, have tended to make some implicit
assumptions about the nature of military organizations, typicaly portraying them
as monolithic units pursuing or protecting their self-interests, which are defined

!> For the application of organizational theory to military organizations, see Posen, The Sources of Military
Doctrine, pp. 41-46; Jack Snyder, “Civil-Military Relations and the Cult of the Offensive,” p. 21-22, and
Snyder, The Ideology of the Offensive (Cornell University Press, 1984), p. 211; and Alastair Johnston,
“Thinking about Strategic Culture,” pp. 56-60.

18 Graham Allison, Essence of Decision (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1971), Chap. 3. To befair, Allison’s
organizational model has a much richer description than my simplification, and includes the concepts of
SOP' s (standard operating procedures), programs and repertoires, and problem-directed search.

7 K anter, Defense Politics, p. 5.
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infarly narrow terms—bureaucratic “turf,” autonomy, protection of postions of
power within a hierarchy, or marshalling of material resources™®

The organizationd approach tends to focus on parochidism and sdf-measurement needs driving
a conscious effort to reason about strategy with one's own symbols or to advance one's own
tools. Compstition between services is often de-emphasized in this approach, and senior
military decison-makers are characterized as advancing al service priorities.™

Culture studies or organizationd culture theory advances a different perspective. If the
military is composed of didinctly different organizations in terms of structure, function and
culture, then individuds of these groups may innady or subconscioudy possess differing
conceptions of proper tools for conflict and the symbols expressed in drategic andyss. Don
Snider and Carl Builder suggest the existence of service culture orientations, where the Air
Force focuses on technology, the Army soldiers and the human dimenson, and the Navy
independent control and insularity.?® Each of these orientations reflects propositions about what
each sarvice vaues, and their beliefs and assumptions about the nature of conflict. James Burk
putsit likethis

Congder ds0 organizationd differences and the il intense rivary among army,
navy and air forces. The bases for these differences can be explained in part by

18 Rosen, Winning the Next War, p. 18.

9 For instance, Posen relegates interservice differences over forces to tactics rather than military doctrine;
Sources of Military Doctrine, p. 13-14 and footnote 3. In a similar vein, Rosen says that, “If the military
organization is healthy, there is some general agreement among the various branches about how they
should work together in wartime;” Winning the Next War, p. 19. Kanter presents a more detailed theory,
writing that the intensity of interservice rivalry depends on the level of civil-military conflict, the strength of
civilian leadership, and the size of the defense budget; Defense Politics, Chap. 3. For him, there are
structural incentivesin each decision context that may or may not promote interservice competition.

% gnider, “An Uninformed Debate on Military Culture,” pp. 18-20.
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the self-interested competition for scarce resources...yet more is a work than
compstitive sef-interest.  Each sarvice fights in a unique environment to gain
effective control over the land, sea, or ar. The unique features of these
environments affect wegpons technology, the way force is organized and
controlled, and, as a result, fundamenta beliefs about the nature of war and the
qualities of effective leaders®

Jack Snyder summarizes the culturd gpproach in stating, “Culture, if one may cdl it that, enters
the story when a ditinctive gpproach to strategy becomes ingrained in training, inditutions, and
force posture.” %

The interesting question that arises here is whether, apart from studying differences in
dvilian and military actors in their srategic reasoning, one can adso assess differences in civilian
and military ideas. On the one hand, if this or other sudies can show that civilian and military
actors possess ggnificantly different characteristics in their reasoning, these differences could be
attributed in part to ether organizationd or culturd differences, as James Burk suggests. On the
other hand, the culturd approach suggests that certain ideas and symbols arise in each
ingtitution, and that these idess are then used in reasoning and discourse. s it possible in this
same study to track or assess group tools and symbols in strategic reasoning, independent of the
actor usng them?

Research on organizationd culture and symbolic strategy provide a framework for thinking

about the influence of tools and symbols. Organizationa culture scholars propose that culture

may impact srategy by:

2 Burk, “Military Culture,” p. 455.

% Snyder, “The Concept of Strategic Culture: Caveat Emptor,” p. 7.
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1. Shaping a ‘toolkit’ of habits, skills and styles from which people construct ‘ strategies of
action'®

2. Seting the boundaries of drategic debate by language, logic and conceptud
categories™

3. Guiding and circumscribing thought, influencing the way drategic issues are formdized,
and setting the vocabulary and conceptual parameters of strategic debate™

Wha is common to these idess is the influence of language, conceptud categories and
vocabulary on srategic debate, and this closdy pardlesideas about symbolic srategy. Aladtair
Johngton writes that, “according to a substantia body of literature on the role of symbols in
human behavior...symbols can be used for three mgor related purposes, with differing effects
on operational strategic choice.”® These three purposes are;
1. Autocommunication—linguistic devices designed to reinforce the sense of competence
and legitimacy held by decison-makers
2. Officid language—concepts and language tha condrains dterndive drategies,
undermines chdlenges to authority, mobilizes support and upholds control of the
decision process
3. In-group solidarity—Ilanguage that crestes distance between the vaues of the in-group
and those of *others and hepsto legitimize externdly directed behavior
The concept of an “officid language” and its role in strategy discourse does engble a direct
measurement of military tools and symboals, because within the timeframe of this sudy each of

the US military organizations has provided a roadmap to their own symbols. Within the last

% Ann Swidler, American Sociological Review 51:2 (April 1986), p. 273-277.

2 Johnston, “ Thinking about Strategic Culture,” p. 58.

% Snyder, “The Soviet Strategic Culture: Implications for Limited Nuclear Options,” RAND R-2154-AF
(RAND Press, Sept. 1977), p. 9.

% Johnston, “ Thinking about Strategic Culture,” pp. 56-59.
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decade, a large number of corporations and governmentd agencies have published “vison
Satements’:
They grew out of the Totd Quaity management movement of the 1980's and
have become an inextricable part of corporate culture. Every large organization
has one. So do the Joint Chiefs of Staff and each of the armed
sarvices...Vison satements express a sense of identity, purpose and direction.

And since top management tends to take a persond interest in them, they are
often agood indication of an organization's innermost beliefs and intentions.’

Vison satements provide organizationd-level perspectives on forces, strategy and conflict. In
the course of expressing purposes and direction, these statements invoke symbolic phrases that
are intended to be ingrained in training, inditutions, and force posture.  In addition, in the
dynamics of strategic discourse such symbols can be invoked independently of actors involved:
organizationa ideas may be voiced by non-organizationd actors in order to communicate and
advocate various courses of action.

A codebook for andyzing the advancement of military tools and symbols in different
drategy domains has been condructed using service vison statements as a primary source.
Sarvice vidon daements were manualy andyzed for repeated phrases and words, and
digtinctive phraseology, to create four coding categories. Sym-AirForce, Sym-Army, Sym-
Navy, and Sym-Marines. In addition, a Sym-Civil category was congructed by andyzing the
mogt recent Nationd Security Strategy in a Smilar manner. These symbolic dictionaries are
purposely short and focused; they contain only frequently repesated and rlatively unique phrases

for each of the actor groups, and their sdlection was admittedly inductive. Since the intent is to

% John Correll, “Visions,” Air Force Magazine 83:9 (Sept. 2000), p. 35.
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measure how often such symbols are invoked in dsrategy, and in what ways, the five categories
were directly transformed to five variables usng term counts—in other words, these symbol

variables are aImply counts within the textud units of organizationdly unigque terms and phrases.

| Sym-USA | Sym-USAF | Sym-Navy |Sym-USMC| Sym-Civ |

deployable aerospace expeditionary air-ground  democracy
forward- airmen forward- amphibious democratic
deployed deployed
institution airpower littoral battles economic
invincible effects littorals forcible engagement
land expeditionary  maritime marine humanitarian
safeguard global naval marines leadership
safeguarding responsiveness presence scalable prosperity
soldier targeting projection self- security
contained

soldiers versatility sea warfighting

vigilance

Table 4 — Symbolic Categories

These symbol vaiables faclitate some cross-cutting andyss of both reasoning
characterigtics and the hypotheses in the sudy. Rather than only examining the differences
between actors, one can aso assess the relevance of cultural symbols in strategy. For instance,
one could find that offensveness in drategy is reduced (dl dse being equa) when civilian
symbols are invoked, and conversdy offensveness increased when military symbols—or
symbols of particular services—are invoked. In addition, the symbol varigbles afford at least a
partid test of an attribution question: if actors are found to be sgnificantly different in srategy,

and their cultura symbols are dso significant in these differences, one may conclude that culturd
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theory has some merit. Aswe will find in the following chapters, some limited evidence dong

these lines exigts and carries some interesting implications.

Strategic reasoning factors

While this study treets Strategy as a conceptual communication relating means and ends,
and focuses on nationd drategy with military implications or aspects, there is a least one
additiond digtinction to be made concerning drategic reasoning. In his investigation of the role
of military advice in cold war decison-making, Betts separated cases into two categories: the
decison to intervene (whether to do something) and the options for intervention (how to do
something.)”® He argued that these were two different domains of policy-making, and that the
ggnificance of the military role and its behaviord tendencies varied in these domains.  His
findings corroborated his intuition; unfortunately, Betts did not have explicit evidentiary rules for
classifying cases, and admitted his own data categories were subjective and interpretative. The
whether/how to didtinction is dso sgnificant for the study of Srategic reasoning, but raises a
amilar chalenge in sudy design—how does one classfy particular Strategies as being one or the
other type?

Strategic reasoning and analys's can be made in the course of deciding whether to act in
gtuations, and—once the decison has been made—how to act. The Stereotypica view of
military Srategy is that “whether t0” decisons are left to policy makers and dected officids,

while “how to” is well within the military’s authority, competence, and respongbility. As Betts

% Betts, p. 210 and Appendix 1 (Summary of case findings.)
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n29

puts it, “In theory, foreign policy determines military Strategy...Redity is rardly so smple.
Many drategy arguments may appear to be “how to” conceptions, yet are intended as more
politicd “whether to” judtifications; likewise, some “whether to” arguments may sgnificantly
congrain or direct “how” a drategy is put together. Graham Allison argued that contained
within the Air Force's reticence for the success of a surgicd strike on Soviet missles in Cuba
was an Air Force preference for a massive air grike. Thus, the Air Force answered a clear
“how to” question in a manner designed to influence “whether” to act.®® Not only are the two
types of drategic reasoning different, they aso overlgp and may form afeedback loop.

The chdlenge, then, is to somehow capture the distinction in strategic reasoning in order to
asess whether there are differences in behavior, yet dso make vaid comparisons between
subjects and their communications. Because of the existence of feedback, and the intent by
some communicators to present arguments in one form to influence another part of a decison
process, a sysematic classification may be unobtainable. It may not be possble to assess
individua instances of Strategy as whether/how to. However, it may be reasonable to treat or
classfy some drategy domains as being primarily one or the other type of reasoning. For
ingtance, the drategy andyses of the firsg domain in this sudy are dl re-examinations of Gulf
War draegy: that is, they take for granted the decison to intervene, and discuss and
recommend “how to” better execute that intervention. The organizationa domain, given its

more generic gpproach to objectives and means, is also more arguably “how to” dtrategy than

# Betts, p. 13 and p. 96.

% Allison, Essence of Decision, p. Xx.
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“whether.” Nationd missle defense statements and reports, on the other hand, are—as NMD
is a planning drategy or open security issue—a “whether t0” type of drategic reasoning.
Findly, Kosovo drategy testimony presents the possibility of both types of reasoning, in that
pre-strike discussons (up through March 1999) can be conddered mostly “whether to”
reasoning, while pogt-initiation statements (April and May) could be trested as “how-to”

reasoning. Table 4 below shows the pre-analyss classfication of text units per domain using

thislogic.
Analysis Organization Operations Planning Totals Frequency
Strategy Doctrine Kosovo NMD
Essays
How-To 1057 1791 103 0 2951 0.71
Whether-To 0 0 649 530 1179 0.29

Table5—A Priori Strategy Contexts of Data

These classfications are by no means perfect, but they adlow the opportunity to assess
differences in dtrategy without requiring a systematic rule or extensive, and coder-subjective,
interpretation. Simultaneoudy, they include al data for analyss, rather than arbitrarily excluding
some communicetions because they are of a Sereotypicd, “non-military” type, such as

“whether to” instances of dtrategic reasoning.®* Theoreticaly, one can examine whether Betts

3 Without this kind of approach, a study could face a serious internal validity threat: if, for instance,
civilians more often address “whether”, and military “how-to” (at least from appearances), how could one
even begin to compare their strategies? It is taken as a central assumption of this study that such
categorization of civilians and military into predominately different “types’ of strategy is false and
unsupportable. Civilian and military persons do both engage in comparable forms of strategic reasoning.
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conclusions extend across the data and subjects of this study. His primary dependent variable
was aggressveness of military and civilian actors, and he found that the military was much more
aggressive in the “how-to” context of criss strategy than the “whether-to.” Thus, we can
hypothesize that military offensveness will not only be grester than civilian offensveness, but that

controlling for strategy context will revedl most of any offensveness ‘ggp’ in how-to contexts.

Analysis of Civil-Military Relations and Strategy

Content andysisis used in this study as a measurement tool. Given the subject area of US
national Strategy as expressed in a variety of texts, content analys's assesses the existence and
magnitude of certain terms which have been pre-sdected and designated as representing certain
conceptua categories. These categorica results are largely intermediate measures on the road
to andyzing civil-military relations and drategy; they are al ether directly used or transformed
into the variables used in datistical andyss. In addition, severa factors or other variables are
derived from the nature of the data itsdf to ad in exploring the variety of questions and
hypotheses.

Table 6 beow outlines this sudy’s desgn in a tabular form. It shows the primary
relationships between the concepts and variables described in this and previous chapters, and

the study’ s questions and hypotheses raised in Chapters 1 and 2.

The most feasible way to account for these distinctions in strategy is by domain classification, rather than
interpretation of motives and intent.
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Analytic Variables

Key M easurements

Study Focus

Offensiveness (Offense-Defense categories)

Use of History (Case counts* CBR language)

Primary questions and

Dependent PropositionsA, B, C
Uncertainty (Uncertainty category)
Civilians (Leadership, Defense, Expert) Hypotheses
Al-A3and B1-B3
Military (Air Force, Army, Navy, Marine, Joint)
Independent
Symbols (Air Force, Army, Navy, Marine, Civilian) Hypotheses
Cc1-Cc2
Control Strategy Context (How To /Whether) -Check Bett’ s findings of

Context impacts

Table 6 — Study Design

In order to both characterize the nature of civil-military relations and strategy, and test the

presented hypotheses and tangentia issues, this study engages in three types of daidtica

andyss. Each type of analysis either provides essential answers or reved s important aspects of

the study questions. Though there are a variety of datistica techniques available in socid

science research, the techniques for this study are rdaively smple  andyss of vaiance

(ANOVA) tests and smple linear regression models.

1. ANOVA: ANOVA isadatigticd technique for andyzing whether data or responses from

two or more groups are sgnificantly different from each other. It is commonly used when the

independent variables are ordind or nomina in nature. The primary purpose of this sudy—to

acertain the differences between civilians, the military, and their subgroups—is achieved by
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usng ANOVA of these group's behavior (or ‘responses) in drategy characteridtics.
“Responses’ are dependent variables, and groups are defined by actors. Various ANOVA
tests will show whether the drategy of each group is sgnificantly different on the dependent
vaiable dimengons. The subgtantive impacts of differences (if found) will be assessed through
more quditative interpretation. These tests therefore will primarily address Hypotheses A1-A3
and B1-B3.

2. Regresson modds Regresson modes are techniques for andyzing whether one or more
factors (independent variables) can be used to predict outcomes (dependent variables) Such
models can be used in different ways, some researchers try to establish the best prediction
relationships possible (modds which can be used with more accuracy in predicting outcomes),
while others try to establish what factors have sgnificant reationships with the outcomes (the
accuracy of the overdl modd islessimportant than determining which factors are closdy related
to outcomes) In this study, some smple linear regresson models are used to assess the
ggnificance of culturd symbol varigbles to the dependent variable outcomes. In other words,
regresson modes in this sudy will help to identify which symbalic variables have sgnificant
relationships with the concepts of offensveness, use of higory, and uncertainty. While these
tests will complement assessment of Hypotheses A1-A3 and B1-B3, they will primarily support
the C1 and C2 hypotheses dedling with culture.

3. Exploratory andyss. ANOVA, regresson and anumber of descriptive statistical techniques
are used to assess the rdlationships of strategy contexts with the dependent variables.  Thetests

and results of the control variables and hypotheses will be presented a various points in the
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following chepters. For the mogt part, this is tangentid to the main study and involves issues

rased in this chapter.

The next three chapters report the results of both content and datisticd analyss in pursuit
of the understanding of civil-military relations and strategy. Chapter 5 looks at Offengveness;
Chapter 6 Uncertainty; and Chapter 7 Use of History. While these chapters possess some
interesting findings in themselves, Chapter 8 examines patterns across dl three varigbles and
asesses the implications for civil-military rdations and strategy, and the culturd hypotheses.

Chapter 9 evduates a number of issues that this research suggests for future sudies.
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CHAPTER 5

OFFENSIVENESS

In democratic armies all the soldiers may become officers, and that fact
makes desire for promotion general...promotion in times of peace must be
sower in democratic armies than in any other armies... therefore all the
ambitious minds in a democratic army ardently long for war, because war
makes vacancies available and allows violation of the rule of
seniority...We thus arrive at the strange conclusion that of all armies those
which long for war most ardently are the democratic ones, but that of all
peoples those most deeply attached to peace are the democratic nations.

Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America

The army is the impersonation of force. It does not deliberate, it acts; it
does not decide, it executes; it does not reason, it shoots. Militarismisthe
very antithesis of Democracy; they do not grow in the same soil; they do
not draw their nourishment from the same source.

William Jennings Bryan, "The Army"

For mogt dates, it is thar military that fights wars and conflicts, and the sate’'s military
officers possess the responghility for that fighting and (generdly) careers centered on the
responsibility. 1t might therefore seem reasonable for military officers to be more offengve than
others in thelir sate merely due to ther respective functions, but it is not necessaily true. In
contrast one can logicdly argue that the greeter risk to life might make military officers more

cautious than those who decide to fight but risk other’ s lives; and one might dso believe thereis
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more to war-fighting decisons than base motivations of career advancement suggested by
Tocqueville. There are other explanations offered by scholars for offense motivations of military
officers and military organizations, and these explanations have been integrated into a number of
dudies of domegtic and international behavior. Yet few dudies have subgtantiated by
systematic comparison any difference in offengve preferences in rategy between civilian and
military individuas

How is offensiveness expressed in drategy? What are the red differences between
cvilian and military strategy in offensveness? And does symbalic language, the context of the

drategy decison, or the domain of strategy matter?

Offensiveness in Strategy Language

The firg gep in sysemdticaly gopraisng offensveness in drategy is to determine how and
what one is measuring. Chapter 3 discussed the various definitions of offense used by scholars,
and noted the lack of any specific definition of “offensveness’ as a motivation or behavior
preference.  Instead, a conceptud definition of offensveness was inferred from a variety of
propositions and theories. The conceptua definition proposed that offensveness is composed
of three pogitive and three negative characteristics or dements of srategy: mobility (+), initiative
(+), destruction (+), passivity (-), immobility (-), and expectancy (-). These characterigtics are
measured in drategic language through dictionaries of associated words and terms.  (See

Appendix C for specific dictionaries.)

91

www.manaraa.com



Discovering the particular combination of these eements that best represents offensveness
in drategy is a matter of anadyss. By peforming a dua or pardld andyss that compared
human interpretation of offensveness and machine counting of the offensiveness dements, it was
possible to congruct a formula for messuring the degree of offensiveness in strategic language.!
Figure 4 below shows that the best correspondence between human interpretations of
offendveness and machine classfication of srategic language is achieved when offensvenessisa
weighted combination of the categories of destructive, expectant and immobile language?

This operationdization is interesting for how it implements the behaviord meaning of
offendveness.  Although theoretically we expected initiative, mobility and destruction terms,
moderated by passivity, immobility and expectancy, to indicate offensveness, the best indication
of presence and direction is provided by destructive terms for postive offense, and immobility
and expectancy for ‘negative offense’ or defense. Literdly, then, offensveness is destruction-
oriented action words less words indicating that one is staying in podtion or waiting for
another’s action.  Put another way, in this sudy, offendveness in drategy is defined as the
amount of language indicating dedtructive intentions, unless that language is combined with

words that show one is not moving, or iswaiting for someone else to act first.

! See Appendix A for afull description of the parallel analysis.

2 The formula reflects both the weights (multiplier) and the normalization (dividing by the mean score) of the
category counts.
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Offensiveness

+ - 4
ST w +$
e v
Initiative . Mobility . Passivity i{lmmobilityJ [Expectanch

Offensiveness = .628* Destr /1.21 - .706* Immob/1.29 - .485* Expect/.651

First discriminant function only; explains 77.8% of variance
Chi-square = 89.8, df = 12, sign. P<.000

Figure 4 —Measuring Offensiveness

While this formulation provides a sysemdtic and quantifiable measure of offengveness, the
reader may be curious about an “offensive’ text's content and the categorical coding performed
by the computer. Below are some examples of texts coded in both directions, dong with ther
scores.  Note, however, that they are only excerpts of passages that average 300 words in
length, and therefore they only provide the “flavor” of the text. To provide a “fed” for the
automatic coding function, Destruction terms are bold, Immohbility is underlined, and
Expectancy isinitdics. The score reported is caculated from the entire 300-word passage,

not the excerpts shown here.

Positive Offensiveness

Theattack eruptsin apowerful and violent assault upon the objective.
Its purpose is to destroy an enemy force or to seize the ground it
occupies... Synchronized fires, maneuver, and combat support are imperative to
achieve superior combat power at the point of the assault. Fring atillery
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preparations and suppressive fires, isolating the enemy force, concentrating
combat power, and overrunning the enemy dl combine to destroy the
defending force. [Army Field Manua 100-5, section 194] Score: +9.1

A hasly attack is an attack in which the commander decides to trade
preparation time for speed to exploit an opportunity. A hasty attack takes
advantage of audacity, surprise, and speed to achieve the commander's
objectives before the enemy can effectively respond...A ddliberate attack isa
type of offendve action characterized by pre-planed and coordinated
employment of firegpower and maneuver to close with and destroy the enemy.
Deliberate attacks usudly include the coordinated use of dl avalable
resources. [Marine Corps Warfighting Pamphlet 0-1, section 103] Score:
+7.1

A key part of counterinformation is "information attack." Information attack
refers to those activities taken to manipulate or destroy an adversary's
information or informaion sysem without necessxrily changing visbly the
physicd entity within which it resdes. Although different from the conventiona
concepts of physical and dectronic attack (EA), information attack can be an
equaly important part of ar warfare...Strategic attack is defined as military
action carried out againgt an enemy's COGs or other vitd target sets, including
command elements, war-production assets, and key supporting infrastructure.
It affects a levd of destruction and disntegration of the enemy's military
cagpacity to the point where the enemy no longer retains the ability or will to
wage war or carry out aggressive activity. [Air Force Doctrine Document 2-1,
section 15] Score: +5.5

With respect to the language that is used, we could use other types of words
which would then be an oversatement. For example, destroy, and that would
connote you had to destroy each and every dement in Milosevic's force in
order to achieve your military objective. We think that the words that we have
used about degrading and diminishing and damaging his military to the point
where we achieve the political objectives is the correct one. | notice the
Chairman, | didn't realize this before, but he added the word “decimate” ...
And so that is the reason why we didn't want to overdate it, and you say
destroy and the criticism would be you haven't destroyed everything yet, so
we think the calibration is right as far as the language and goals. [Secretary of
Defense Cohen statement to House Armed Services Committee, section 16]
Score: +3.1

Unfortunately, the military instrument of power could have done a better job
achieving these objectives...The military objective to gect forces from Kuwait
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was achieved without enough damage to the vaunted Republican Guards, while
amog totaly destroying the Iragi regulars. Given that General Schwarzkopf's
military objective was to destroy the Republican Guards, the military action
during the war must be cdled a military failure...Essentidly the USMC forces
attack into Kuwait was too soon, and the XVIII Airborne Corps and VII
Corps actions began too late. Had the timing of these attacks been
different...the result would have been a destroyed Republicen Guard and
gection of forcesfrom Kuwait. [Nava officer andyss] Score: +4.2

When we are referring to planning for the end state following hodtilities, there
are many items and thoughts to be discussed. But, first and foremost is the fact
that we must win militarily... We see that we ill need to kick Iraq out of
Kuwait, restore the legitimate Kuwaiti government, and ensure that Iraq is not a
threat to it's neighbors... Rather than risk the loss of many US service men and
women, we used our technological superiority and our targeting science to hit
wha meant most to Saddam. [Marine officer andyss] Score: +3.6

The rationde for the cease-fire at the time was that the strategic objective (those
of the UN resolution) had been met - Kuwait was liberated, and there was no
longer the need to risk more American lives. The US forces, however, had not
achieved dl their supporting objectives. Most notably, the Republican Guard
had not been destr oyed (and we did not know if dl the WMD were effectively
destroyed @ther). This is where | fed the US forces faled in their ability to
attain a better state of peace... The US forces objective was not just to defeat
the Republican Guard or render it "combat ineffective,” but to DESTROY the
force. That god was not fulfilled and haf the Republican Guard got away. [Air
Force officer andyss| Score: +3.6

Negative Offensiveness

The U.S. government is responsible for protecting the lives and persond safety
of Americans, maintaining our political freedom and independence as a nation
and promoting the well being and prosperity of our nation. No matter how
powerful we are as a nation, we cannot aways secure these basic gods
unilaterally. Whether the problem is nuclear proliferation, regiond ingtability, the
reversd of reform in the former Soviet empire, internationa crime and terrorism,
or unfair trade practices, the threats and chalenges we face frequently demand
cooperative, multinationa solutions. Therefore, the only responsible U.S.
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drategy is one that seeks to ensure U.S. influence over and participation in
callective decisonmaking in a wide and growing range of circumstances.
[National Security Strategy of 1996, section 29] Score: -6.0

Security forces postion themsaves between the main force and the enemy.
Security elements are dependent on the movement of the main force. As a
result, the operations of the security force must be closdly coordinated with the
concept of operations...The security force reduces the chance of surprise to
friendly forces...[and] gives the commander the time and space necessary to
counteract an enemy threat. [Marine Corps Warfighting Pamphlet O-1, section
67] Score: -9.2

The current approach to addressing nationa security engages the Department of
Defense and services too often and too quickly in Stuations that should have
been resolved by non-military means. Failure to devote adequate attention and
resources to promoting regiona stability and security increasingly results in the
use of military forces to restore socia normalcy in areas not centrd to U.S.
drategic interests, such as Somdia, Haiti, and Rwanda. Put in a more postive
way, by strengthening our diplomatic, politica, economic, and other assstance
efforts, we may be able to prevent the breakdown of order, which requires the
use of military force. [Nationa Defense Pand 1997 report, section 43] Score:
-9.6

Findly, we must continue to develop arobust technology base to underlie these
two programs--both the TMD program and the NMD program--which will
dlow us to develop and deploy more advanced missle defense systems over
time as the threat systems they must counter become more advanced...the
Depatment's immediate missile defense priority is to develop, procure, and
deploy Theater Defense systems to protect forward-deployed eements of the
U.S. amed forces, as wel as dlies and friends, againgt cruise and bdligtic
missiles (as well as arcraft). [Statement of Honorable Jacques S. Gander,
USD/AT, section 3] Score: -13.2

In conducting a delay, commanders deploy their maneuver forces forward and
disperse their CS and CSS units farther to the rear to reduce their vulnerability.
Artillery fire control, generdly centrdized in the defense, should be in postion
to support dl ddaying units. When feasble, commanders designate maneuver
reserves and use them to disengage committed units and retard the enemy's
advance by blocking or counterattacking his vulnerable forces. [Fied Manud
100-5, section 224] Score: -13.9
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Hypothesis Al: Militaries will prefer and advance more offensive strategies
and foreign policy solutions than their civilian counterparts.

Sometimes a proposition or hypothes's generates additiond interpretations once someone
atempts to investigate it. The firg civil-military hypothesis in this sudy is one example:  there
are severd ways to interpret militaries being more offendve in srategy. For ingtance, is this
samply overdl offensveness—an average for civilian and military groups across examples and
domains available? Or is it offendveness by count—taking X examples each of civilian and
military strategy, are there more military strategies that are offensive than civilian? Or could one
mean offensveness by degree—of dl strategies examined and found positively offensive, are the
mogt offengve srategies conggently military?

In examining civil-military offensvenessin drategy across the domains of andys's, doctrine,

operations and planning, the generd conclusion to al of these possible interpretations is that
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militaries are in fact more offensive than civilians—hypothesis Al is found to be true.
Figure 5 shows offensiveness from a perspective of averaging across examples and within
domains.

The average offensvenessis higher for the military examples, but an important point to note
isthat from aquditative perspective the genera stance of strategy appearsto be defensve. The
dataistdling us that, on average, there tends to be more use of words indicating immobility and
waiting on another to act, than of decisive action-oriented words. A score of —1 in the manua
coding handbooks is equivdent to: “Sightly Defengve: Statements and intentions lean towards
defense, but are not clear or unambiguous.” Subgtantively, civilian Strategy appears to be
adways dightly more defengve than military srategy—except for National Missle Defense. In
that case there is one true anomay to examine later—the military is sgnificantly more defensve
in NMD questions than are civilians.

Table 7 showsthat dl differences are satigticaly sgnificant with the exception of the essays

domain; there, the differences till track with other areas, but are not significant.

ANOVA N F Sign.
Overall 4131 143.50 0.00
Essays 1058 1.15 0.28
Doctrine 1791 176.90 0.00
Kosovo 752 17.20 0.00
NMD 530 18.20 0.00

Table 7 — Offensiveness ANOV A
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The differences between civilians and military continue to be sgnificant even if one uses different
perspectives to examine offensveness. If, for example, one only sdlects those data units that
were scored as positively offensve—which is 1643 units, or about 40% of the data set—the
military remains more offengve in quantity and degree. Table 8 presents this pergpective below.
The military makes pogtively offensve arguments about twice as often in the data set, and

civilians are only about 60% as offengve as the military in the arguments they do make.

N Mean s.d. F | Sign.

Civilians 484 0.441 0.746
30.34 .000

Military | 1159 0.721 | 1.008

Table 8 — Positive Offensiveness Only comparison

All of this would seem to support the arguments of Jack Snyder, Stephen Van Evera,
Barry Posen and others who argue that the military may have a penchant for offense, rdative at
least to civilian dites in ther nation.®> While the implications for theory and research will be
developed more later (Chapter 8), there are yet some underlying issues to examine. For

indance, Figure 5 shows the most substantive difference between civilians and military isin the

% See “Civil-Military Relations and the Cult of the Offensive, 1914 & 1984” by Jack Snyder, and “The Cult of
the Offensive and Origins of the First World War” by Stephen Van Evera in Military Strategy and the
Oriqgins of the First World War ed. by S. Miller, S. Lynn-Jones and Stephen Van Evera (International
Security Reader, Princeton University Press, 1991); and The Sources of Military Doctrine by Barry Posen
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1984).
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domain of doctrine. Civilians are more than twice as defengve as military in doctrine; and if one
focuses only on postively offengve arguments, the military makes more than Sx times as many
offendve arguments in doctrine, and is conggtently more offengve in those arguments.  Since
doctrine describes how one will organize and train to accomplish a function, and the military’s
function is generdly the use of force while civilians possess a broader function, this makes
logicd sense. Howeve, this finding il highlights this domain of strategy as different from the
others.

The firgt issue, then, is that Doctrine may be a separable domain of drategy. A t-test for
differences between domains on the dimenson of offensveness confirms this—between the
Doctrine and Kosovo domains, t = -10.651 and p<.000. This raises a serious question for
scholars who examine doctrine in order to generalize to nationd strategy in crises and war—
doctrind preferences may not trandate to ‘red-world srategy. While this will aso be
examined more later, the indication is that scholars such as Jack Snyder, Doug Porch and Ian
Johnston are correct to point out that doctrine may be problematic if taken as evidence of the
true intentions of leaders and the military.* In both cases, generd offensiveness may change—
and in different directions for military and civilian leaders—when one looks insteed a andytic,

operationd, or planning Srategies.

* See “Thinking about Strategic Culture” by Alastair |. Johnston, International Security 19:4, Spring 1995, p.
42; Jack Snyder, “The Soviet Strategic Culture,” R-2154, The RAND Corporation, Sept. 1977, p. 5; and
Douglas Porch, “Military Culture and the Fall of France in 1940,” International Security 24:4, Spring 2000, p.
163-165.
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A second issue arises when one poses the question Richard Betts asked in his study: is
advice sgnificantly different if the question is “should we do it” versus “how do we do it?” This
question is tregted as the context of drategy in this study, where “whether-to” Strategy is any
argument that a priori was pondering “should we do this’, and “how-to” drategy was
considering the practical aspects or particular execution of strategy.® For the data in this study,
Speeches about Kaosovo prior to Allied Force deliberated aspects of whether-to get involved,
while testimony and texts after Allied Force commenced were more generdly how-to

accomplish the given objectives. As Figure 6 shows, the context of strategy is very sgnificant in
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Figure 6 — Offensivenessin Context

® Chapter 4 described this division; basically, the Essay and Doctrine domains were mostly “how-to”
strategy arguments, while Kosovo had some of each (determined by date of text, where pre-April 99 text was
“whether-to” and post “how-t0”), and NMD was “whether-to” strategy.
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conddering civil-military offensveness  civilians are surprisngly more offensve in whether-to
decisions of gtrategy than are military officers, while the reverseis true in how-to.?

Overdl, an assessment of hypothess Al isthat militaries are more offensve than dviliansin

drategy, with four important cavedats:

1. The average offensveness across dl military and civilian drategy arguments—i.e,
tregting every drategic chunk of text as having equd importance—is negative, meaning
military and civilian Srategy on average is dightly defensve. This means that in Srategic
rhetoric, US actors generdly communicated defensive mativations for Strategy in the
1995-2000 timeframe.

2. Nationd Missle Defense presents an anomaous Stuation, where civilians continue to be
defensive but militaries become sharply more defensve.  Something about this domain
of drategy—possbly deding with aspects of homdand defense rather than
extraterritorid interventions—invokes more defensve motivations for military actors.

3. The mogt subgantia difference between military and civilian offensveness in srategy is
in doctrine. Doctrine is sgnificantly different from other drategy; and perhgps more
importantly, differences between civilians and military are much smdler in anaytic,
operaiond, and planning strategy. Doctrine gppears to clarify organizationd functions,

when compared to more “pragmetic’ domains of strategy.

® F-test on differences in Whether-To strategy was F=33.065, df (1,1177), sign p<.000. F-Test for How-To
strategy differences was F=261.294, df(1,2950), sign. p<.000.
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4. Context is critical. Civilians actudly are more offensve than militaries in consdering
entry or commitment decisons for conflict; but once the decison is made, civilians
become more defensve and militaries shaply more offensve. It is possble that
organizationd roles play an important part in offendve motivations: an actor exerts
relaively more offensve language when it possesses more responsihility for the Strategy
deliberations.

To this point the focus of discusson and evauation has been on the civilian-military ditinction.
Hypothesis B1 changes our focus to subgroup differentiation, and in fact offers some possible
explanations for the Nationd Missle Defense anomdy, in addition to uncovering some

underlying patternsin military strategy.

B1l. The services will vary on offense-oriented strategy preferences, with the
Air Force and Navy significantly more offense-minded than the Army and
Marine Corps.

There are & least two different perspectives at the root of examining the military services
and offengveness. One could be cdled technological: anumber of military theorists have long
held that ar power is inherently offensive, and this would imply Air Force strategy should be
more offensive than other military strategies” A second perspective could be parochia: both
theorists and military experts have suggested that the Air Force and Navy drategists or leaders
may have narrow conceptudizations of military power because their services rely predominately

on one environment for military force, while the Army and Marine Corps are both team-

" See, for instance, 10 Propositions Regarding Air Power by Col. Philip Meilinger, Air Force History and
Museums Program,1995. Proposition 3is*“Air Power isprimarily an offensive weapon.”
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centered and multi-environment® A ‘bridging argument between these perspectives suggests

that the Air Force and Navy rely on ‘distant firepower’, while the Army and Marine Corps are

team-reliant maneuver forces” Because of their relative distance from the human impacts of

their weapons, Air Force and Navy officers purportedly are less hesitant to recommend and use

them.

The andysis of military offensveness—in a surprise to this author—supports the argument

that there is a Sgnificant difference between the services, and that focusing on the Air Force and

Navy is appropriate. Figure 7 shows the subgroups in an ascending progresson of average

cvilians as leet

offensveness. Stdidicd teds of sgnificance identify three “clusers’:  dl
Mean Offensiveness
0.00
-0.20 1T J—
—~4— /
-0-40 (l\; Air Forca
-0.60 1 | - il
-0.80 +— (/_ _l'v'ialiuc Corps
-1.00 4— Nojnt Military aArmy )
-1.20 > —
-1.40 ivitamEERdERn-Experts
Defense
-1.60 & ns

Figure 7 — Subgroups and Offensiveness

8 This reasoning has been informally offered in the past as an explanation for why regional Commander’sin
Chief are more often Army and Marine Corps generals, with the exception of major sea areas such as the

Pacific and Atlantic, where the Navy clearly held sway.

° Williamson Murray favors this argument; see “Does Military Culture Matter,” Orbis 48:1, Winter 1999, p.

32.
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offensve, Army and Marine Corps officers as mid-offensve, and Air Force and Navy officers
as the mogt offendve. Clugters are defined by ANOVA tests between subgroups which
possess the following properties &) al members of a ‘cluser’ have datidicdly sgnificant
differences from members of other clusters, and b) dl members of a cluster can not be
statistically separated from each other.®  Consistent with the previous evidence, the differences
between these three clusters are not symmetric—both military groups are closer to each other
than they areto civilians.

This dugtering effect in military services versus dvilians d<o illuminates some of the action
in Naiond Missle Defense and provides some additiond information regarding contexts and
drategy. By araying the average offendveness in each domain againgt these three clugters of

actors, two points are highlighted. In Figure 8, the ordered arrangement of Air Force & Navy
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Fiaure 8 — Offensiveness by Cluster and Domain

1 Even if civilian data is excluded, the differences between the Air Force/Navy and the Army remain
statistically significant. The Marine Corps lies between these groups, and is closer to the Army, and is thus
grouped withiit.
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> Army and Marine Corps> All Civilians is conggtent through drategy domains of andyss
(essays), operations (Kosovo), and organization (Doctrine) Thus there seems to be a
meaningful pattern in these three cluster groups, and it is a pattern that resonates with Bett's
findingsin hisstudy.™ The Air Force and Navy have more offendive leanings than the Army and
Marine Corps, and it paticulaly shows in NMD drategy. These intramilitary offensve
differences may be directly related to service cgpabilities and functions; in the NMD arena in
paticular, the Army may have greater concerns about homeland defense as opposed to
“drategic attack” capabilities.

One can dso see another abrupt change in the planning domain, represented by relative
cvilian offendveness in Nationd Missle Defense arguments. In NMD, civilians cease being
more defensve than the military, and it also gppears that the Army/Marine Corps group is
disproportionately more defensive than their Air Force/Navy counterparts.  While functiona
reponsbilities may explan the intramilitary differences, as described above, civilian
offensveness reldive to the military may be more role-rdated. NMD is classfied as whether-to
drategy, meaning that one expects these ddliberations to be over whether to commit to courses

of action, rather than how to execute commitments. Both Betts and Petraeus bdieve that in this

" Richard Betts found that, in looking at aggressiveness vice offensiveness, Air Force and Navy officers
were more aggressive than Army officers (Marines not accounted for in his data). See Soldiers, Statesmen
and Cold War Crises, Harvard University Press, 1977, p. 209.
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areng, cvilians in the Cold War era were ether doser to the military, or more offensve
overdl.® The evidence here supports those contentions.

It is dso worthwhile to take a closer look a subgroup variation within their magor
groupings. For ingance, Figure 9 shows the relative changes in offensveness between civilian
leaders, defense civilians, and civilian experts as one looks at doctrine, NMD and Kosovo data
sets®™  In each domain, leaders and defense divilians remain rdatively dose, while divilian
experts seem to vary widdy. In NMD especidly, civilian experts are dmost hdf as defensve as

other dvilians, leading to an overdl effect of making civilians more offensve than both military

Doctrine NMD Kog)vo

= ==Cijvilian Leaders = O =Defense Civilians === Civilian Experts

Figure 9 — Offensivenessin Civilian Subgroups

12 Betts, Soldiers, Statesmen and Cold War Crises, especially Appendix 1. David Petraeus, “Military
Influence and the Post-Vietnam Use of Force,” Armed Forces & Society 15:4, Summer 1989, p. 492. For his
strong finding that civilians can be much more aggressive in whether-to instances, see pp. 490 and 497.

3 Essays data is excluded here because only defense civilians are included in that data set.
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groups. Thus a supporting explanation for civilian offensveness in NMD is that civilian experts
goproach that domain of strategy differently than other domains.

Examining the subgroup behavior of the military services aso supports the “homeand
defensg’ explanation for military offensiveness™®  Across the four domains of strategy and
focused on the characterigtic of offensveness, the Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps each
‘jockey’ for different relative postions. However, the one service that is consstent in dl areas

on offensveness behavior is the Army—it is dways the leedt offensve military

|
[ Civilian Experts

| | Navy
| Civilian Leaders

| (average)

| | :
| | Air Force
| | Defense Civilians

| Army

Figure 10 — Offensivenessin National Missile Defense

sarvice, regardless of strategy domain. In NMD in particular, the Army stakes out a completely

independent position of relatively extreme defensveness—it is nearly twice as defensive as the

“ A recent study that outlines the Army’ s preeminence in homeland security is Eric Larson and John Peters,
Preparing the US Army for Homeland Security, RAND MR-1251/A, Santa Monica, 2001.
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average of dl other military services. Figure 10 shows the Army’s position relaive to both the
other sarvices and the civilian subgroups. Together with the evidence of civilian divergence
across domains, it appears that civilian experts and Army officers both have uniquely
different approachesto NMD as compared to other strategy domains. This will be discussed
further in Chapter 8.

Another interesting pattern uncovered by looking a subgroups ingead of civilian and
military monoliths is that of service variaion in contexts. Hypothesis B1 proposed thet the Air
Force and Navy were more offendve than their Sster services, and the evidence favors
clusering these services together in their offensveness behavior. However, one of the

cautionary conclusons in civil-military offensveness was that context mattered:  civilians were
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Figure 11 — Offensiveness by Subgroup and Strategy Context
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more offensve in “whether-to” enter conflicts questions than the military, and the opposte in
“how-to” proceed questions. Does any smilar caution arise if one looks at subgroup clusters
and dtrategy contexts for offengveness?

Figure 11 below illustrates a duad conclusion to this question: context does still matter, and
yet the Air ForcelNavy and Army/Marine split dill perdsts.  The evidence shows that in
drategic arguments concerning entry or commitment into conflicts, the four
sarvices are remarkably homogenous and (as concluded before) more defensve than ther
cvilian counterparts.  However, once a commitment decison is made, and the drategy
questions become practicd or “how-to” chdlenges, the services diverge both from civilian
groups and from each other. Consgtent with hypothesis B1's generd direction, the Air Force
and Navy reman sgnificantly more offengve then their Army and Marine counterparts.  This
finding seems quite andogous to Bett' s conclusion that, “the greatest pressure from professiond
015

soldiers will come not on whether to use force, but on how to useiit.

Ovedl, then, an assessment of hypothesis Bl is that the Air Force and Navy are more

offengve than the Army and Marine Corps, with three supporting propositions.

1. Within offensveness, a ‘clustering’ effect seems to hold, such that most patterns repest
an ordering of Air Force & Navy > Army & Marine Corps > All Civilians. These
clusters dlign remarkably with intuitions by scholars that suggest the Air Force and Navy
are technologicdly or functiondly smilar partners, when compared to the Army and

Marine Corps.
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2. At least two subgroups exhibit divergent behaviors that may partidly explan unique
patterns in Nationd Missle Defense.  Civilian experts become rdatively offengve in
NMD apart from other domains, while Army officers are consstently less offengve than
military peers and extremely defensive in the case of NMD.  There may be both
functiond and role-oriented dynamics a work; in particular, Army homeand defense
interests may explain its defensve motivations

3. Strategy context continues to matter, even when looking at civil-military subgroups. The
military services are reatively homogenous in gpproaching “whether-to” questions of
strategy, but heterogeneous in “how-to” questions, where the Air Force and Navy are
ggnificantly more offensve. This effect only enhances the ‘cluster’ perspective on the
military services. if functiond questions dominate how-to strategy, one may expect the
Air Force and Navy to express more offensgve motivations if their capabilities and
resources are reatively more offensve in the firs place. In contrast, on questions of
whether to commit to a course of action, the military services may share equa restraint

in expressng their motivations or cgpabilities

Symbolic language and Organizational offensiveness
In Chapter 4 the idea was raised that symbolic language associated with different
organizations may aso affect offensveness. It is possble that particular words and phrases

carry ‘officid’ meanings associated both with a particular organization or group and that group’s

1> Betts, p. 210.
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generd position on different issues. In the case of offensveness, the idea might be that Group A
invokes particular words like X and Y to reinforce the credibility of its postion on an issue;
therefore, an andyss of dl mentions of X and Y might be associated with a particular

pogition...one which is expected a priori to be group A’s position.

Model A: Overall Mode B: Kosovo Modd C: Doctrinal
Offensiveness Offensiveness Offensiveness
I nter cept [+.465**] [-1.18*] [-1.06**]
Civ-Mil .038* .103** 115%*
(O=Civilian/
1=Muilitary)
Civilian Symbols -.338** -.301** -.342%*
Army Symboals .003 .048 .024
Air Force Symbols .046** .063 .100**
Navy Symbols -.078** .008 -.068**
Marine Symbols -.034* -.065 -.024
Model R? 13 12 18

Note: Cell values are standardized coefficients; * indicates p<.05, ** indicates p<.01

Table 9 — Symbolic Language and Offensiveness Models (OL S)

In order to assess the role of symboalic language with offensiveness in dtrategy, dl the texts

were classfied according to the civilian and military service dictionaries (found in Chapter 4 and
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Appendix C), and the category counts regressed againgt the offensiveness dependent variable.
Regressons were dso caculated for the Kosovo and Doctrine domains for comparison. Table
9 shows the standardized coefficients and significance for each symbolic category, and aso the
model R for each regresson. There are severd significant coefficients associated with the
symbolic variables; however, the modd R is uniformly low, and scatterplots (not shown) show
extremey week subgtantive associations between these variables and the offensiveness
measure.’® Overdl, symbolic language variables do not provide a sufficient explanatory modd,
but the Sgnificant coefficients do aid in understanding the dynamics of offensvenessin drategy.

These modds indicate that the strongest rlationship between symbols and offensiveness
lies in advilian language. The dictionary of dvilian teems—only eight words, including
democracy, prosperity, engagement and humanitarian—is consstently associated with less
offendve drategy. This is to say that regardiess of who expresses the language—military or
cvilian, of any subgroup—civilian symbols seem to reduce the offensve preference of any
drategic argument. In addition, this effect is substantively greater than that of distinguishing
which subgroup the spesker/author is amember (the civ-mil variable in Table 9 above))

Only two other categories of symbolic language have effects worth noting:  the Air Force
and Navy symbols. Both of these symbol sets are sgnificant in overdl offensveness and
doctrind offensveness; they aso have opposing effects. Navy symbols, like civilian, contribute

to less offensve drategy, while Air Force symbols provide the largest postive contribution to

1® Quite simply, the significance of the coefficients is due to large sample size rather than any substantive
association between the dependent and independent variables.
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offensveness of any category. These opposing sets of symbols are interesting for their contrast
with subgroup offensveness—generaly the Air Force and Navy cluster together as the most
offensgve groups in the sudy. Y€, in terms of language associated with their groups, they have
contrary effects. Only Air Force symbols seems to pardld organizationd/subject behavior in
offensveness—the Navy is generdly more offensve but its symbols are associated with less

offense.

Summary

Offensiveness is destruction-oriented action words |ess words indicating that one is staying
in pogtion or waiting for another’s action. Put another way, offensveness in drategy is the
amount of language indicating dedtructive intentions, unless that language is combined with
words that show one is not moving, or is waiting for someone else to act first. For practica
measurement in this study, the best indication of presence and direction of offensiveness was
provided by content analysis of dedructive terms for postive offense, and immohility and
expectancy for ‘negative offense,’ or defense.

An andyss of hypothesis Al reveded that militaries are more offengve then cvilians in

drateqy, with four important caveats.

1. The average offensveness across dl military and civilian drategy arguments—i.e,
tregting every drategic chunk of text as having equa importance—is negative, meaning

military and civilian srategy on average is dightly defensve. This means that in Srategic

114

www.manaraa.com



rhetoric, US actors generdly communicated defensive mativations for Strategy in the
1995-2000 timeframe.

2. Naiond Missle Defense presents an anomaous Stuation, where civilians continue to be
defensve but militaries become sharply more defensve.  Something about this domain
of drategy—possbly deding with aspects of homdand defense rather than
extraterritorid interventions—invokes more defengve motivations for military actors.

3. The mogt subgantia difference between military and civilian offensveness in srategy is
in doctrine. Doctrine is ggnificantly different from other drategy; and perhgps more
importantly, differences between civilians and military are much smdler in anaytic,
operaiond, and planning strategy. Doctrine gppears to clarify organizationd functions,
when compared to more “pragmetic’ domains of strategy.

4. Context is critical. Civilians actudly are more offensve than militaries in consdering
entry or commitment decisons for conflict; but once the decidon is made, civilians
become more defensve and militaries shaply more offensve. It is possble that
organizationd roles play an important part in offendve motivations: an actor exerts
relaively more offensve language when it possesses more responsihility for the Strategy
deliberations.

An analyss of hypothess B1 reveded that the Air Force and Navy are more offensive than

the Army and Marine Corps, with three supporting propositions.

1. Within offensveness, a ‘clustering’ effect seems to hold, such that most patterns repest

an ordering of Air Force & Navy > Army & Marine Corps > All Civilians. These
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clusters dlign remarkably with intuitions by scholars that suggest the Air Force and Navy
are technologicaly or functiondly smilar partners, when compared to the Army and
Marine Corps.

2. At least two subgroups exhibit divergent behaviors that may partidly explan unique
patterns in Nationd Missle Defense.  Civilian experts become rdatively offengve in
NMD apart from other domains, while Army officers are consgtently less offengve than
military peers and extremely defensive in the case of NMD. There may be both
functiond and role-oriented dynamics a work; in particular, Army homeand defense
interests may explain its defensve motivations

3. Strategy context continues to matter, even when looking at civil-military subgroups. The
military services are rdatively homogenous in gpproaching “whether-to” questions of
strategy, but heterogeneous in “how-to” questions, where the Air Force and Navy are
ggnificantly more offensve. This effect only enhances the ‘cluster’ perspective on the
military services. if functiond questions dominate how-to strategy, one may expect the
Air Force and Navy to express more offendgve motivations if their capabilities and
resources are reatively more offensive in the firs place. In contrast, on questions of
whether to commit to a course of action, the military services may share equa restraint
in expressng their motivations or cgpabilities

Symbolic language associated with the actors in the study highlights some additiond

dynamics of offensveness in Srategy. Although symbolic language variables do not provide a
aufficient explanatory mode in OLS regressons, the sgnificant coefficients do ad in
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understanding these dynamics. Fird, increasing civilian symbaolic language is associated with less
offendve drategy, and dso has the largest subgantive impact of any symbolic language
category. Secondly, civilian symbol effects on offensveness are subgtantively greater than the
dready ggnificant effect of identifying whether the actor is civilian or military. Ladtly, the Navy
and Air Force symbols are the only other language categories with any significant relationship to
offensveness.  Interestingly, while Air Force symbols are associated with more offensve
drategy—congstent with actor behavior in other anayss—Navy symbols contribute in an
oppodite direction from Navy officers, where naval symbols decrease offensveness and navd

officers are associated with higher offensveness.
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CHAPTER 6

UNCERTAINTY

Beginning with efforts at the RAND Corporation during the late 1980's,
the focus of defense planners has shifted from ‘the clear and present
danger’ of Soviet power to the intractable problem of ‘uncertainty.’
Along with this shift has come a new type of Pentagon partisan—the
‘uncertainty hawk.”  The uncertainty hawks forsake °‘threat-based’
planning for new methods variously called ‘adaptive,” ‘capability-based,’
or ‘scenario-based’ planning...any hypothetical danger that seems
remotely possible is deemed worthy of attention...A fixation on
uncertainty colors all of the major post-Cold War policy blueprints...

Carl Connettaand Charles Knight
“Duding with Uncertainty: The New Logic of American Military Planning”

Uncertainty...is to organizations what original sin is to individuals—they
are born into it. Government organizations are steeped in uncertainty
because it is so hard to know what might produce success or even what
constitutes success. Executives and higher-level managers have an
understandable urge to reduce that uncertainty. They also have a less
under standable belief that more information means less uncertainty...
James Q. Wilson, Bureaucracy
Without trying to force a play on words, one can never be entirely sure what scholars and
theorists mean by the term “uncertainty” unless a fair amount of explanation accompanies it.

Decison and game theorigs often use uncertainty to describe dtuations in which specific

outcomes could occur from known probabilities and circumstances, while others may use
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uncertainty as aterm encompassing anbiguity and unknowable detalls of the future. Literdly, of
course, one may only intend to describe things which are “not certain” or not fixed. But the
intersection of “uncertainty” and “strategy” produces a plethora of propositions about how
much or how little uncertainty “should” be included in strategy, or whether some Strategic actors
possess more redigtic or proper conceptions of uncertainty than others.

How can uncertainty be captured or assessed in Srategy arguments? Do civilians and
military officers congder or incorporate uncertainty in drategy differently? This chapter
examines these questions, and evauates the role of srategy context and symbolic language in

the incluson of uncertainty in Srategy.

Uncertainty in Strategy Language

In Chapter 3, definitions of uncertainty were contrasted with those of certainty, and it
was found that though both share some ements, they are fundamentally different on others.
For ingtance, both concepts involve opposing quantities or directions of causal understanding,
contingent events, interdependence (complexity) and probabilism (chance estimates) But
certainty often includes some degree of confidence in assessment and an increasing perception
of efficacy or control over Stuaions. Thus, the first step in defining how uncertainty could be
measured in strategy was to separate the dements focusing on that concept, and leave aside

questions and eements that dedlt only with certainty.*

! As also described in Chapter 3, for this study the opposite of uncertainty is generally labeled
“determinism.”
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The resulting definition was then agpplied as the theoreticd “mechanism” in a padld
andysis of a srategy subsample. Human coding of the concept of uncertainty was andyzed
dde-by-dde with machine coding of four dements of uncertainty: causd, contingent,
interdependent, and probabilistic terms? The pardld andyss (utilizing a technique caled
discriminant andyss) uncovered a mechanism for measuring uncertainty in Strategy texts thet
uses only two of the theoretical dements—contingency and probabilism.  Shown in figure 1
below, this formulaindicates that most of the time, what humans read as uncertainty in strategy
texts corresponds to focusing about 1/3 on use of contingent terms (like dternative, branch,

choice, if) and 2/3 on use of probabilistic estimates (like approximately, bet, chance, probable.)®

“Appendix C provides the dictionaries for the four uncertainty elements. Appendix A recounts the parallel
analysis and more results than reported here.

® Thus, the Uncertainty formula weights counts of Contingency and Probabilism (the multipliers) and also
normalizes them by dividing by their mean (the divisors.)
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Uncertainty

Pra R
e A _
' Causal Elnterdependence Probabilism

Uncertainty = .434*Contg/1.21 + .905* Probab/1.72

+

First discriminant function only; explains 92.6% of variance
Chi-square = 56.02; df = 6; p<.000

Figure 12 — Measuring Uncertainty

The entire drategy data set was coded for incluson of uncertainty usng the formula or
mechanism shown in Figure 12. The results provide empirica evidence that supports andysis of
the hypotheses deding with uncertainty (A2 and B2 at the end of Chapter 2), and dso reveds
some other interesting patterns in civil-military relations and drategy. Before presenting these
findings, however, it may be useful to review some examples of text coded for “high” and “low”
uncertainty. As in Chapter 5, note that the following are excerpts of gpproximately 300-word
drategy arguments, rather than complete files, the below only provides examples of what the
files contain, and how they were dassfied. Contingency terms are in bold, while Probabilism

terms are underlined. The score shown isfor the entire text, not the excerpts displayed.

High Uncertainty
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War is intrindcdly unpredictable. At best, we can hope to determine
possibilities and probabilities. This implies a cetan sandard of military
judgment: What is possible and what is not? What is probable and what is not?
By judging probability, we make an edimate of our enemy's designs and act
accordingly. Having sad this, we redlize that it is precisgly those actions that
seem improbable that often have the greastest impact on the outcome of war.
Because we can never diminate uncertainty, we must learn to fight effectively
despiteit. [Marine Corps Doctrine Pamphlet 1, section 6) Score: 10.8

The commission's view was that the eminence (Sc) of the threat posed by rogue
dates badlisic missle programs in particular was far grester than the 1995
edimate suggested. It stated that North Korea and Iran could have an ICBM
within 5 years of beginning a program and Iraq within 10, and further, the
commisson sressed tha we might well not know when a rogue date's
programs began leaving us with considerably less than 5 years or in Irag's case
10 years of warning. As if to punctuate the commission's work, a few weeks
after the report was filed a year ago July, North Korea tested a Tagpo-Dong
missile with a third stage, demongtrating substantial unexpected progress to an
ICBM program that was unexpected by the U.S. intdligence community.
[House Armed Services Committee hearing 106-33, section 1) Score: 8.8

Such a policy would entail continued aerid attacks on Serbian military assets,
prolonged economic sanctions, covert action designed to weaken the regime of
Slobodan Milosevic, and the arming and training of the Kosovo Liberation
Army, the force of the Kosovo opposition. By definition this option would do
nothing to hdt the humanitarian nightmare now unfolding. It might aso be
difficult to sustain over time given the oppostion in parts of Europe and Russa
to continued bombing. Insurgencies can take years to succeed, if
ever...Meanwhile, Serbia might sue for peace, making the West appear to be
the party unwilling to compromise. A third option would be to send in ground
forces... If successful, this option would be the best by humanitarian and
drategic yardgticks. But this choice, too, is fraught with costs and risks.
[Richard Haass article, section 1] Score: 8.5

Depending on the time reference that you use, the trigger event that leads usinto
the CPM can change, but for our discussion, let us be very generd and say that
it is the invasion of Kuwait by Irag... the desred end-state should have been
more decisive and included the removal of Saddam as leader of the Iragi people
and the dedtruction of Irag's capability to wage war on its neighbors. It is
perhaps easy to say that in the intdlectud vacuum of hindsght, but this course
may have held its own dangers. With Iraq defensdess, Iran may have decided
that the time was right to annex Irag. We may have become embroiled in a war
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defending Irag from Iran. The point is this: little or no thought was given to the
post-hodtility desired end-date at the international level. Did we want Saddam
in power or not, the Iragi army intact or not, what humanitarian congderations
are there, how are vital security concerns affected, and so on were virtudly left
to chance. [Navd officer analyss, section 2] Score: 7.8

Low Uncertainty

...Second, we have invested a great ded in Bosnia, and we bdieve that it is
important to make sure that that very positive process goes on. We obvioudy
a0 have humanitarian interests in the Balkans, and as we look a people out in
the mountains, or being daughtered, that is something that has adways troubled
Americans... Now what | think is of utmost importance here is tha we have
cdibrated this | believe, very, very wel. The brunt of the force will be
Europeans. Out of aforce of around 28,000, the U.S. will contribute less than
4000... | believe that obvioudy it is very hard and dways will be to answer a
mother or father who has lost somebody in a battle, and | would dways have a
hard time with that, but | would explain what our vita interests are because |
fully believe them. [Secretary of State Albright, section 35] Score: O

We operate aircraft and spacecraft optimized for their environments, but the art
of commanding aerospace power lies in integrating systems to produce the
exact effects the nation needs... Operation ALLIED FORCE demondtrated the
power of aerospace integration. During combat operations over Serbia, space
sensors identified time- critica targets, dlowing arborne survelllance platforms
to pinpoint exact target locations. The Aerospace Operations Center then
rapidly directed strike aircraft to engage and destroy those targets. Tomorrow's
fully- integrated aerogpace force will redize even greater potentid...Our airmen
will think in terms of controlling and explaiting the full aerospace continuum on a
regiond and globd scde to achieve effects both on earth and in flight regimes
beyond the horizon. [Air Force Vison statement, section 2] Score: 0

We ds0 are committed to maintaining information superiority - the capability to
collect, process, and disseminate an uninterrupted flow of information while
exploiting and/or denying an adversary's ability to do the same. Operationd
readiness, as well as the command and control of forces, relies increasingly on
information systems and technology. We must keep pace with rapidly evolving
information technology so that we can cultivate and harvest the promise of
information superiority among U.S. forces and codition partners while exploiting
the shortfdls in our adversaries information capabilities. [1999 Nationd
Security Strategy, section 29] Score: 0
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Overdl...the Persan Gulf War was a success, however as | sated earlier, the
one thing that would come back to bite us was not having the political where-
with-dl to target the destruction of Saddam. Our fallure to do so hasresulted in
being caught in a continuous conflict resolution framework loop in which we
float back and forth between Pogt hodtilities and pre-hodilities, with limited
hodtilities thrown in for good measure. [Army officer andyss, section 5]
Score: O

Hypothesis A2: Contemporary US military analysis and strategy downplays
or disregards the role of uncertainty (in the entire situation, rather than
merely choice options) compared to civilian analysis and policy on the same
issue.

How uncertain aworld does a military officer see? A remark by Jack Snyder in his classic
“Cult of the Offendve’ article dates thet, “The military professond tends to hold a smplified,
zero-sum view of internationa politics and the nature of war...”* As the results that follow
indicate, though, it may be more correct to say that military professonas express less
uncertainty about those things they are not respongible for deciding. Indeed, behind the writing
of classc theorids like Clausewitz and more recent scholars such as Williamson Murray lies an
implication that military officers are congtantly chalenged with imperfect redity, or the “friction”
that includes chance, probabilities, and complexity.>  Any inability to dedl with this imperfect
redlity introduces opportunities for overconfidence and failure.

If one compares the uncertainty that civilians and military officers include in their Srategy

arguments, the evidence is largely inconclusive. Figure 13 below shows that across dl domains

* See the version of “Cult of the Offensive” in The Use of Force, ed. by Robert Art and Kenneth Waltz, 5"
ed., Rowman and Littlefield Pulishers, 1999, p. 117.

® Williamson Murray, “Does Military Culture Matter,” Orbis 48:1 (Winter 99), pp. 33-34.
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of drategy, and within the domains represented by andytic essays and Kosovo arguments,
civilians and military are gatisticaly insgparable. Only the domains of doctrine and NMD show
dggnificance in andyds-of-variance tets—and there, avilians and military officers differ in
opposite directions. It seems that in doctrine, the military is about 1/3 more uncertain in their
language than cavilians, while in Nationd Missle Defense discussion, civilians are 1/3 more

uncertain than the military.®
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Figure 13 — Uncertainty Averages

One way to understand these differences in uncertainty is by comparing the definitions of
“low” and “medium” uncertainty used by human codersin the pardld andyss. In that andyss,

low uncertainty scored “1”, while medium uncertainty scored “2”.

® F-tests for overall, essays and Kosovo were not significant. F (1,1789) = 55.16 for the Doctrine domain,
significance p<.000, and F (1,528) = 32.99 for NMD, with p<.000.
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Low uncertainty: The subject acknowledgesthat not al causes-
effects can be known, or that actions are contingent, or some degree
of complexity in the Stuation, but generdly seemsto fed most things

can be anticipated or easly integrated to the Strategy.

Medium uncertainty: The subject conagtently quaifiestheir outlook for
the role of chance, or believes outcomes or adversary choices are difficult
to predict. Thiskind of outlook may mention efforts at forecasting and
esimation to identify al the posshilities, consder probakilities of

occurrence, and recommend gathering more information.

Comparison to the Doctrine and NMD domains tells us that the military, in generd, maintains a

“low” uncertainty perspective in both, while civilians seem to go from low uncertainty in

Doctrine to a “medium” uncertainty in NMD. There appears to be something about the NMD

domain which would lead civilian drategists to more “consggtently qualify their outlook” or

mention more forecasting and estimation.
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Figure 14 — Uncertainty in Context
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Another explanation may lie in a classfication difference between the doctrine and NMD
domains. doctrineis considered to be “how-to” strategy, while NMD is “whether-to” Strategy.
Whether-to strategy deliberates the necessity of a course of action, or choices between courses,
and NMD in the 1995-2000 timeframe is marked with debates over missle defense options.
An andysis of the effects of context on uncertainty across dl domains reveds that it is agan a
sgnificant factor in a drategy characteristic.  Figure 14 bdow shows that “whether-to”
arguments of drategy present civilians as being sgnificantly more uncertain, while “how-to”
arguments demongrate military assumptions of uncertainty over civilians. These differences are
datigticaly dgnificant, and importantly, they pardld the differences in the doctrine and NMD
domains” It seemslikely that one explanation for the divergence of civilians and military in these
two domains is that the context is different: civilians are more uncertain in “whether-to”
decisons of grategy, while the military is more uncertain in “how-to” decisons.

In examining hypothess A2 then, a couple of interesting conclusons arise from the

evidence. Firg, it does not appear that the military is either more or less uncertain than civilians

across types of drategy; therefore, hypothess A2 is unsupported. But, there are two
observations to add to this conclusion:

1. Civilians and the military gpproach doctrine and Nationd Missle Defense with differing

perspectives. In these areas, the two groups are sgnificantly different, and the military is

more uncertain in doctrine, while civilians are more uncertain about NMD. Doctring's

focus on how to organize and train resources to accomplish national objectives seemsto

"F (1,1177) = 7.21 with p<.007 for Whether-To differences, while F (1,2950) = 42.07 with p<.000 for How-To.
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draw more discussion of options and estimates from the military, while NMD’ s focus on
planning for a US missle defense draws more dternatives and probabilities from
cvilians

2. Context maiters in conddering uncertainty. Linked very cdosdy with the first
observation, strategy that weighs decisons of whether to enter conflicts or commitments
to courses of action involving force generdly shows the military less uncertain then
cvilians. In comparison, Strategy arguments about how to execute a commitment of
force or how to design courses of action typicaly have civilians less uncertain than the
military. This dynamic may reflect role responshilities, and the implication is that
increasing respongbility for the decisons under discusson is associated with increasing
expresson of uncertainty about the Stuation. One can argue tha civilians and military
should be more uncertain in the aress they are more competent in:  militaries should
design courses of action, and condder uncertainty a lot there, while civilians should

decide entry or commitment to actions, and they consider more uncertainty there.

B2. The services will vary on their consideration of uncertainty in strategy,
with the Air Force being most deterministic of all the services in strategic
analysis.

In the view of two defense andysts at the beginning of this chapter, robust defense budgets
and force structures are advocated by “uncertainty hawks’ who purportedly exploit uncertainty

in threat assessments. What is not clear—either from their perspective or the article it is a part
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of—is who the uncertainty hawks are supposed to be? Although these andysts point to
“Pentagon partisans’, their examples of uncertainty hawks span the civil-military continuum:
cvilian experts like RAND and the Nationd Defense Pand, defense civilians for the
Quadrennid Review, and military in the Joint Staff Vison 2010. In fact, the only hypothessthis
author was able to develop from scholar’ s writings about uncertainty centers on military service
differences.

It is hdpful, however, to begin an andyds of hypothess B2 by looking at dl subgroups
rather than just the military services. As Figure 15 shows, there are some significant subgroup
differences, particularly within types of civilians. Civilian experts, to borrow a term mentioned
previoudy, appear to be uncertainty hawks—they are sgnificantly more uncertain than dl other
subgroups. A second ‘cluster’ is formed by Army and Marine Corps officers, who are only
less uncertain than civilian experts. Either one or two clusters are formed by civilian leaders,
defense civilians, Air Force officers, and Navy officers, who comprise those with the least

amount of uncertainty.®

8 Carl Conetta and Charles Knight, “Dueling with Uncertainty: the New Logic Of American Military
Planning,” Project on Defense Alternatives, Commonwealth Institute, February 1998.

° Differences between subgroups were analyzed using Tukey’s HSD test. Differences between civilian
experts and all seven other groups had a significance of p<.000. Differences between Army and Marine
officers and other groups were p<.002, except for defense civilians, who were p<.152.
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Figure 15 — Subgroups and Uncertainty
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The firsg question that arises in looking at the postion and order of subgroups for
uncertainty in drategy is whether this pattern is conggtent within domains.  Aggregating the
subgroups into four clusters—experts, Marines & Army; Air Force & Navy; civilian leaders &
defense—and performing a series of anaysis of variance tests reveds more information.™
Figure 16 shows this evidence in a‘trend-line’ format for ease of undersanding. While andytic
drategy (essays) shows no sgnificant differences, the remaining domains of doctrine, Kosovo,
and NMD are significant. In particular, organizational and operationd Strategy (doctrine and

Kosovo) share smilar patterns, where Experts & Army/Marines > Air Force & Navy >

19 Clusters are revealed by ANOVA tests: members of a cluster are a) statistically different from any
subgroup in other clusters, and b) not statistically different from other members of the cluster. (P <.05.)
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Leaders and Defense civilians. In planning strategy or NMD arguments, Experts > Leaders and

Defense civilians > Air Force & Navy > Army.
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Fioure 16 — Uncertaintv bv Cluster and Domain

Once again, the divergence of the NMD domain from patterns found in other domains cdls
into question whether we are obsarving context effects. An andyss of uncertainty from the
perspective of the four ‘clusters of subgroups and the context of strategy produces the data
shown in Figure 17. Context maiters yet agan: in whether-to srategy discussons, civilian
experts are different from everyone ese, and include sgnificantly more uncertainty. In how-to,
or practica drategy discussons, the primary uncertainty pattern reasserts itsdf: Experts &
Army/Marines > Air Force & Navy > Leaders and defense civilians.  Although this can be

gpeculated on in more depth in Chapter 8, it initidly seems thet if “uncertainty hawks’ exig in

drateqy, then they are primarily civilian experts who are didinctive in consdering entry into
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conflicts, or commitments to long-term courses of action such as nationd missle defense. As
uncertainty hawks, these actors include sgnificantly more dternatives and probabilities when

discussng whether-to drategy; whether that is leveraged into distinctive recommendations

awaits further study.
3
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Figure 17 — Uncertainty Clustersand Context

The evidence thus far seems to demondirate that the Air Force and Navy track with each
other in terms of uncertainty, and that this cluster can be consdered different from other
subgroups of civilians and military. However, the origind hypothess is that the Air Force is
least uncertain of all the services. Andysis of variance tests for the Air Force versus dl other
services are shown in Table 1 below. Two conclusions should be drawn from these results.
Firg, it is far to say that the Air Force, in generd, is the least uncertain of the services.

However, this concluson must be qudified by stating that most of this difference appears to be
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derived from a difference in doctrine, or organizational drategy. That doman shows the
darkest difference between the Air Force and other services; in other domains, the Air Forceis
goproximately equa to the average of her counterparts. Doctrine may present the clearest
opportunity, and the one most separable from palitica controverses, for a military service to
express its motivations in the use of force—and the Air Force often touts the links between
technology and air power.** Perhaps, as some worry, a technologica focus is associated with

increasing determinism. (Murray 1994)

Air Force Other Military F Test Significance
average average
Essays 1.37 1.34 157 .692
Doctrine 1.28 1.65 12.65 .000
Kosovo 1.87 1.78 222 .638
NMD 1.37 1.37 .000 .983
All Domains 1.38 1.56 10.99 .001

Table 10— Air Forcevs. Other Services on Uncertainty

In summary, then, an andyss of uncertainty in Strategy taken from the perspective of

cvilian and military subgroups reveds a different picture than one taken purely a the civil-

1 “Technology and air power are integrally and synergistically related.” Proposition 9 of Col. Phillip
Meilinger, USAF, in 10 Propositions Regarding Airpower, Air Force History and Museums Program, 1995, p.
56.
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military level. With regards to hypothesis B2, the Air Force is less uncertain than other services

in drategy, but with some important caveats.

1. Attheleve of military services, mogt differences in uncertainty are found in doctrine, or
organizationd dtrategy. Herethe Air Force is definitely least uncertain.

2. In other domains, and across dl participants in strategy, it is better to condder clusters
of subgroups to diginguish different behaviors. The prominent pattern in uncertanty
among clugersis civilian experts, Army and Marine officers > Air Force and
Navy > leaders and defense civilians.

3. Nationd Missle Defense (NMD) is agan an exceptiond aea for uncertanty,
goparently driven by it's different strategy context. Whether-to strategy such as NMD
produces an uncertainty pattern in which civilian experts are most uncertain, and other

subgroups are generdly smilar to each other and less uncertain.

Symbolic language and Organizational uncertainty

If organizations imbue their members or representatives with certain concepts, perspectives
and vocabularies, then we might expect that any individud’s perspective on uncertainty may
include or be influenced by their organization's officid language. Finding evidence of a
relationship between symbolic language and uncertainty is difficult, however. Table 11 shows
the results of three OLS regresson models, using uncertainty as the dependent variable and

civil-military classfication and symbolic language category counts as the predictors. None of
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the models are strong at al—the highest R is .08—and the only relationship that seems to span

al the different models is between Marine symbolic language and uncertainty.

Model A: Overall Model B: Doctrinal Model C: NMD
Uncertainty Uncertainty Uncertainty
I nter cept [+.1.72¢%] [1.33%*] [2.15%*]
Civ-Mil -.022 A73%* 217
(0=Civilian/1=Military)

Civilian Symbols -.141** -.001** -.048
Army Symbols -021 -.055* -.044
Air Force Symbols -.044** -077** -.047
Navy Symbols -.066** -121%* 078
Marine Symbols -.033* -.055* -.086*
Mode R® 03 07 08

Note: Cell values are standardized coefficients; * indicates p<.05, ** indicates p<.01

Table 11 — Symboalic language and Uncertainty M odels

Perhaps these results are not surprising a dl, if one considers the Stuation. When an
individud invokes symbolic language, it is generdly their own symbols. When one spesks of
their own organization, they are within their sphere of competence...and confidence. Thus, we
might logicaly expect that the more any subject invokes their own symbols, the less uncertain
thelr communications gppear to be. In thisway, symbols might mask uncertainty. For the most
pat, dl of the coefficients associated with symbolic language indicate mitigating effects on

uncertainty—that is, use of any symbolic language set generdly is associated with decreased
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uncertainty in drategy.  Although we cannot use categorical counts of symbolic language to
predict anything about uncertainty in strategy, we can generdly note thet dl dse being equd, an
individua usng more symbalsis likely to be less uncertain.
Summary

A look a uncertainty in gtrategy shows that, while there is little remarkable at the civil-
military levd of andyds, there are some intereting petterns a finer grains, if one focuses on

subgroup behaviars. At the civil-military levd, it does not appear that the military is either more

or less uncertain than divilians across types of strategy; therefore, hypothesis A1 is unsupported.

There are two things worth noting:

1. Civilians and the military gpproach doctrine and Nationd Missle Defense with differing
perspectives. In these areas, the two groups are sgnificantly different, and the military is
more uncertain in doctrine, while civilians are more uncertain about NMD. Doctring's
focus on how to organize and train resources to accomplish national objectives seemsto
draw more discussion of options and estimates from the military, while NMD’ s focus on
planning for a US missle defense drawvs more dternatives and probabilities from
cavilians

2. Context meatters in conddering uncertainty. Linked very cdosdy with the fird
observation, strategy that weighs decisons of whether to enter conflicts or commitments
to courses of action involving force generdly shows the military less uncertain than
civilians. In comparison, Strategy arguments about how to execute a commitment of

force or how to design courses of action typicaly have civilians less uncertain than the
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military. This dynamic may reflect role responshilities, and the implication is that
increasing respongbility for the decisons under discusson is associated with increasing
expresson of uncertainty about the Stuation. One can argue tha civilians and military
should be more uncertain in the aress they are more competent in:  militaries should
design courses of action, and condder uncertainty a lot there, while civilians should

decide entry or commitment to actions, and they consider more uncertainty there.

At the subgroup levd of andysis, the Air Force is less uncertain than other services in Srategy,

which generdly supports hypothesis B2. But there are important cavedts.

1. At the leved of military services, mogt differences in uncertainty are found in doctrine,
where the Air Force is definitely least uncertain.

2. In other domains, and across dl participants in Strategy, it is better to consder clusters
of subgroups to diginguish different behaviors. The prominent pattern in uncertainty
among dudersis civilian experts, Army and Marine officers > Air Force and
Navy > leaders and defense civilians.

3. Naiond Missle Defense (NMD) is agan an exceptiona area for uncertainty,
goparently driven by it's different strategy context. Whether-to strategy such as NMD
produces an uncertainty pattern in which civilian experts are most uncertain, and other
subgroups are generdly smilar to each other and less uncertain.

Findly, symbolic language appears to have little relationship with uncertainty in srategy. In

generd, the increased use of symbaolic language by any subject may indicate less uncertainty.
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But this rdationship is fairly weak, and may only be reflecting any communicator’s confidence

and knowledge of particular subjectsin discusson.

* %k * % %

After looking at Offengveness and Uncertainty, it is apparent that there are a least three
patterns that may be present in civil-military rdations and srategy. Thefirg is the importance of
context: distinguishing whether the sirategy deals with “whether-to” commit questions or *how-
to” execute arguments is critical to identifying civil and military drategy petterns.  Secondly,
there may be a dlustering pattern among subgroups of civilians and military: the Air Force and
Navy, Army and Marines, and leaders and defense civilians may each form significant cohortsin
underdanding drategy. Thirdly, Nationd Missle Defense may be a sgnificantly different
domain of drategy, producing unique or specid behaviors, particularly in civilian experts and
Army officers. The next chapter will examine Use of Higtory, and will attempt to reflect findings

there on these three priminary patternsin the evidence.
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CHAPTER 7

USE OF HISTORY

History, for the strategists, when they used it at all, was more a source of
illustration than of insight...” One of the distinctive weaknesses,” [Bernard
Brodie] said, ‘of the otherwise spectacular kind of strategic analysis that
has developed especially in the United Sates is that it often seems to be
conspicuously lacking in something that | can only call historic sense or
sensitivity.’

Marc Trachtenberg, History & Strategy

Several persistent themes have appeared amid the accumulation of ideas
about air power in America, and these eventually influenced the use of air
forces in Vietnam...First, air power’s proponents, especially the most
ardent, have typically stressed the essential novelty of the air age and the
consequent irrelevance of historical experience. The new principles and
practices of air power supposedly superseded old military lessons and
dogmas, which had arisen in reflection on the character of surface
warfare.

Donad Mrozek, Air Power and the Ground War in Vietham

How important is history in the development and expresson of Srategy? To military
theorigts, the classica gpproach to the study of war and strategy lies in the appreciation of the
lessons of history.* History provides the evidence and data necessary not only to understanding

future conflicts, but also to prescribing potentia courses of action. Some theorists even suppose

! For one discussion on this, see Azar Gat, The Origins of Military Thought, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989,
esp. chapter 1.
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that history is the only relevant data for analyzing strategic problems and proposing solutions:?
In this light, a modern concern for a number of observers and scholars of Strategy and foreign
policy is reflected in statements such as the quotes presented above. |s contemporary strategy
marked by alack of higtorica sense? Can we assess the relative use of history by civilians and

the military services?

Use of History in Strategy Language

The primary decison to be made in assessing the use of higory in any communication is
“what kind of use?” Asdiscussed in Chapter 3, the “usg’ of history which is focused upon by
many of the scholars observing contemporary strategy seems to be the amount or frequency of
historical references. There are dso concerns with the qudity of reasoning about historical
events, and whether history isinvoked merdly to judtify or market particular courses of action or
decisons. However, an initid assessment of accusations that any party—civilian or military—is
not usng higory, or is ahigoricd in the making of drategy, must dart with some measure of
“how much” history is cited or used in strategy communications.

The primary dements of a Use of History measure are 1) case reference counts and 2)
case-based reasoning language counts. In regards to case references, two facets of the Strategy
data were important: the strategy essays were written about Desert Storm before Kosovo

(1999); and the Kosovo strategy texts, for obvious reasons, could not see Kosovo as history.

% See for instance Col. T. N. Dupuy, a distinguished military historian, in his “Military History and Case-
Based Reasoning,” in Proceedings of a Workshop on Case-Based Reasoning ed. by Janet Kolodner,
DARPA, May 1988, pp. 125-135.
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In order to assess questions such as “does military srategy fight the most recent war,” and
enable controlling for particular sets of event references, three case reference categories were
created: Desert Storm Cases, Kosovo Cases, and Other Cases. Andysis of every strategy
text in the data base resulted in counts of each time a case was mentioned (in one of these
categories) plus counts of words used in reasoning about history (case-based reasoning.) The
dictionaries associated with these four categories can be found in Appendix C.

The use of history formula was created based on pardld andyss of a subsample of the
data. Human coders assessed how much history was being used in a subsample of the data on
a4 point scale (0-3), while the computer counted for each of the four categories shown in figure
1 below. A discriminant andyss produced the adjusted Use of Higtory formula shown in the
figure. Thisformula presents the notion that a measure of history use, as interpreted by human
beings, is amilar to adding specified amounts of “other case counts’ and “case based
reasoning” while subtracting fractions of “kosovo references’” and “Desert Storm” references.

This formula may initiadly seem a bit Srange: why would one subtract counts of Kosovo
and Desart Storm references in cregting a use of history measure? Primarily, this is due to the
nature of two of the strategy domains—the anadytic essays and the Kosovo communications. In
each case, human coders would not assess citations of the Gulf War or Kosovar Albanian
‘massacres (for example) as ‘usng history’, since they were—within those domains—current
events. The computer, in creating category counts, does not know or care whether Desert

Storm or Kosovo would be a contemporary event in particular texts. Thus, the computer-
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created formula found the best fit was to subtract citations of these two events from the overall
measure. If one used this formula, it could provide a statistically comparable measure across
al the domains of the amount of history used by any subject, but a the same time it would seem
illogicd.

For this research a second approach is to create three logically comparable formula for
mesasuring use of history that are based on the mathematicd mechanism. Instead of a sngle
measure across the timeframes and Stuations of the strategy domains, formulas that are
modified for each domain’s history perspective make eminent sense. The three formula
shown in the figure are those used in this chapter's report of findings. It should be noted,
however, that the sngular measure of the discriminant formula was dso implemented, and its
results supported the same hypothess findings while aso highlighting some peculiaritiesin cvilian
and Marine Corps use of history. (See below and Appendix A for descriptions of these

peculiarities)
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Use of History

Desert Kosovo Other Cases ’ CBR
Storm Cases
Cases

Use of History =

.975*Ocases/2.33 + .617*CBR/2.7 - .790*DSCases/2.38 - .424*K oCases/.85

First discriminant function only; explains 96.6% of variance

Chi-sguare = 65.7; df = 8; p<.000

HiStoryeesy: .975* (Other Cases/2.33) + .617 * (CBR/2.7)
HiStor Yioswo: 975 * (DesertStorm/1.34 + Other Cases/2.33) + .617 * (CBR/2.7)

Histor Yooctrinenmp: -975* (Kosovo/.5 + DesertStorm/1.34 + Other Cases/2.33) +.617 * (CBR/2.7)

Figure 18 —Measuring Use of History

Use of History Examples

The fallowing examples illudrate the results of the automated coding for use of history.
Each is only an excerpt of a drategy text that averages 300 words in length, and the score
shown hereis the score of the entire text, not the portion provided. Underlining indicates a case
reference (for that domain’s formula) and itdics indicates a case-based reasoning (CBR) term.

They are highlighted merely as a depiction of how automated coding assesses srategy texts.

Offensive campaigns and mgor operations are designed to achieve operationa
and drategic objectives quickly and decisvely a least cost. Operations Just
Cause and Desert Storm are good examples. Army forces must aso be adept
and have the will to fight in more protracted conflicts if necessary. Severd
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dynamic characteristics gpply to offensve operations: initiative on the part of
subordinate commanders, rapid shifts in the main effort to take advantage of
opportunities, momentum and tempo, and the deepest, most rapid and
smultaneous destruction of enemy defenses possible... The Desert Storm phase
of the 1990-1991 Persan Gulf War reflects the dynamic joint and combined
nature of the operationa offensive and Ssmultaneous operations in depth. [Field
Manua 100-5, section 149] Score: 10.8

Presdent Clinton has dispatched troops to Bosnia, Haiti, Rwanda and
elsawhere in "do something” missons. Sometimes the troops had a clear mission
-- feed the hungry in Rwanda, for example -- but sometimes, as in Somdia,
they did not. If the United States perdgsts in "doing something” in Kosovo, it
mug fird define the misson -- in this case Stop the killing. But before
committing troops to Kosovo's internecine bloodbath, the United States should
look to its successes o far in the Bakans...In 1995, the United States used
conventiona air strikes and Tomahawk cruise missiles to bomb Serb targets in
Bosnia to bresk the Serbian siege of Sargevo and force Serbian President
Sobodan Milosevic to the negotiating table. It worked, and later that year the
Dayton peace agreement was sSigned. [Navy Times editorid, section 0] Score:
6.4

This was the case in Joint Task Force Andrew when 21,000 tons of materia
and food were arlifted in by 1,014 ar sorties to southern Forida after
Hurricane Andrew struck in 1992. Another example is Operation PROVIDE
COMFORT, which furnished Kurdish refugees food, water, rdief centers, and
medica assgance dfter they fled Iragi forces in northern Irag...Arms control
operations limit and reduce the number and types of weapons threstening
dability within aregion... The Open Skies Treaty, Sgned by 27 nations in 1992,
dlows overflight verification of each country's conventiond military posture and
confirms that Sgnatory nations are in compliance with the Conventional Forces
in_Europe Treaty... Counterterrorism operations are programs designed to
detect, prevent, or neutrdize terrorist activities by identifying, targeting, and
repressing individuals, groups, or organizations conducting or suspected of
conducting terrorigt activities. In 1986, Operation EL DORADO CANY ON
included air drikes againg terrorist Stes and encampments within Libya to
dissuade Muammar Qaddafi from supporting internationd terrorism. [Air Force
Doctrine Document 2, section 18] Score: 6.1

Operation Provide Comfort exhibited unity of effort in the joint, multinationd
and interagency arenas. Security is demonstrated by the establishment and
enforcement of the no-fly zones in both the North and South while regtraint is
demonstrated by the fact that we do not fire upon the Iragis unless they come
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into the no-fly zones or fire upon us and adhere to the ROE. Perseverance
continues to be demonstrated by the fact that we are il in Irag enforcing UN
sanctions through operations like Provide Comfort, Southern Watch, and the
most recent Desert Fox. The operation was deemed legitimate in the passage
of UN Security Council Resolution 688. [Defense civilian andyss| Score: 5.4

Let me say a word about the ABM Treaty. The ABM Tresaty is the mgor
problem impeding U.S. effortsto build ballistic missle defenses ... 23 years ago
the U.S. and the Soviet Union negotiated an armed control treaty, the SALT
treaty in this case, in which the U.S. intended to limit the build-up of the Soviet
ICBM force. In conjunction with that treaty, the two adversaries also negotiated
the ABM Treaty which was specificdly intended to ensure the continuing
vulnerability of both the U.S. and the Soviet Union to balisic missile attack.
The SALT | agreement was a falure in limiting the Soviet ICBM force which
was massvely expanded in cgpability after the SALT | agreement went into
effect... [House Armed Services Committee hearing 106-33, Congressman
Graham, section 7] Score: 4.9

Washington and other leading European governments are normdly willing to
tolerate genocide and mass murder around the globe--witness Cambodia
decades ago, Sudan continuoudy for years, and Burundi and Rwanda more
recently. The West is dso ever-ready to ignore brutal civil wars and anti-
secessionist campaigns conducted by dlies. NATO members are offended only
when other nations play by the same rules...In 1991 the West encouraged the
bresk-up of Yugodavia... NATO eventudly lent its ar force to Mudims in
Bosnia and helped impose the bizarre Dayton accord, under which three
antagonigtic groups are supposed to live together in an atificia date ruled by
internationa bureaucrats. The same hypocrisy is being played out in Kosovo...
[Doug Bandow, CATO Ingtitute, section 11] Score: 4.1

The Russans have never ddiberately adopted a strategy of retregting... The
point is that they have demonstrated an ability to retreat deeply into their own
country if they must do so in order to survive and ultimately preval. This
demonstrated ability was a matter of historical record to be considered by
Charles XIl of Sweden in 1708, Napoleon in 1812, Kaiser Wilhdm 11l in
1914, and Hitler in 1941. It is no coincidence that of these invaders, the only
one to succeed (Germany in World War 1) was the one that adopted a Strategy
containing a viable politicadl component, in this case the support of internd
revolution, used in conjunction with the military component. [Marine Core
Doctrine Pamphlet 1-1, section 15] Score: 3.4
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Hypothesis A3. Contemporary US military analysis and strategy discounts
the importance of history (past cases of conflict and war), compared to
civilian analysis and policy on the same issue.

Hypothesi's A3 seems contrary to the classcal conception of how the military approaches
drategy and warfighting—one might expect the military to be thinking of nothing but history and
tradition—and in fact it is derived from more recent concerns that information and technology is
changing the military gpproach to war. Instead of basing srategy in historicd cases and
possihilities, the military is (supposedly) focusing on technologica analysis and problem solving,
which requires “modding” the enemy, applying targeting formulas, and gathering “red-time”’

information on forces and disposition. In comparison, civilian leaders are (supposedly) using a

I
1 | | |
Kosovo !
1 |
Doctrine '
1 | |
Essay ! |
1 | |
All |
I I I
0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5
Use of History
OCivilians OMilitary

Figure 19 — Use of History Averages

gregter amount of higtory in political andlysis of the Situation, examining diplomatic options within

past cases and relationships.
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The evidence seems to indicate that this hypothess is supported: dvilians are usng more

higory in drateqy on average than the military.  Figure 19 shows sgnificant

differences overdl, and in each domain except anaytic Srategy (essays) and Kosovo. Although
ggnificant, this difference in use of history is a difference in degree rather than magnitude. One
way of describing the overdl difference involved in measures of 1.65 for civilians and 1.30 for
military isto sy that “civilians cite history in srategy about a quarter as much more than military
officers” Another rough description can be found in comparing the difference in verba
descriptions of “medium” and “high” use of history that were used in manud content andyss.

Medium: At least one referenceto ahistorica case in a 300-word ‘ chunk’

of strategy. Reasoning about  that/those casesis minimd; i.e. the cases do

not extengvely inform the author’ s reasoning. Mogt of the text unit does

not relate to this/these case(s).

High: One or more references to history that include case based language,

and adiscernible degree of influence on the author’ s reasoning is

present. Ascompared to ‘medium’, thisleve reflects a concentration in

the text unit of case-based reasoning.

Although civilians are sgnificantly more likdy to use higory than is the military, the essay
and Kosovo domains display relatively weak differences and were not satigticaly sgnificant.
What can explain the smdler margins of difference in these types of strategy? It is unlikely to be
related to context, as both student strategy essays and doctrine are classified as how-to, while
NMD and Kosovo texts include arguments about whether-to commit to courses of action. As

Table 12 shows, the context of drategy is significant in understanding use of history—but it does

not explain why the military has a higher average use in Kosovo drategy.
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Mean
N Useof History F Sign.
Whether-To Civilians 886 184 54.04 .000
Military 293 124
How-To Civilians 700 142 358 .058
Military 2252 131

Table 12 — Use of History in Context

Essentidly, the andysis of variance shown in Table 1 tells us that, in discussions about how to
achieve given objectives and use military force, civilians and the military are Satisticaly
inggparable on the amount of higtory they use. The trend is il for civilians to use more higtory,
but only a avery smdl margin. The red difference isin making the decison to commit force or
intervene:  in these prior deliberations the military is sharply less likdy to use higory in its
drategy argumentation.

Exploratory andyss reveds that a possible explanation for civil-military Smilarity in essay
and Kosovo use of higtory lies in civilian predispogitions. The study’s separate categories for
Desart Storm and Kosovo case references dlowed analyss for the role of the “current”
dtuation and “the last [mgor] war” in Strategy deliberations. Because the computer counted
these categories regardless of the eventud formulas used, the data base includes counts of
Desart Storm references in strategy essays and Kosovo references in Kosovo texts.

Comparison both within and across domains shows that civilians use the mogt recent, or even

current, war in widdy different ways from the military.
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One example of civilian variance is that civilians, prior to or during amgor conflict, invoke
the current case @ a much higher rate than any military subjects would. In Kosovo drategy,
civilians are much more likdly to reference Kosovo (mean of 2.7 references per text unit) than
are military subjects (mean of 1.8 references per text unit.)® While these case “references’ are
not directly present in figure 2 and Kosovo use of history measures, it is possible that when
given a specific context to reason about—as in the andytic strategy of the essays and the
operational strategy of Kosovo—civilians use comparably less actud history references because
they are occupied with the given stuation. If this were true, one would expect overdl use of
history by military and civiliansto be that much closer in those domains, as the data shows.

If aleadership role puts civilians in a podtion of talking about the * current’ politica Stuation
and actors much more than the military would, then one might expect the converse to aso be
true.  perhaps the military talks much more about the most recent war in specific Stuations,
which would again narrow any gap. If one treats Desart Storm or the Persan Gulf War as the
last mgjor war for the US, then counts of Desert Storm references could serve as a proxy to
evaduding how much the “last war” figures in avil-military drategy. Between military and

cvilians, who mentions the last war more in srategy?

% This differenceis significant at p<.000; F(1,750) = 15.86.
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Excluding the essays domain (which was focused on Desert Storm), references to the last
maor war in other srategy domains indicate a civilian rather than a military preference for
“fighting” the last war. Figure 20 shows the mean Desert Storm references in the Doctrine,

Kosovo, and NMD domains for civilians and military. The differences uniformly favor civilians,

NMD

Kosovo

Doctrine |

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3
Mean Desert Storm References

||:|Civi|ians O Military |

Figure 20— Fighting the Last War

and are datidticaly significant in the doctrine and NMD domains®  Overdl, this is quite
surprisng:  especidly in the doctrine domain, one might expect a predominance of military
references to operations dmost universaly regarded as highly successful.  Instead, the data
seems to indicate that in types of strategy where organizing or planning are playing centra roles,

civilians invoke the most recent war a sgnificantly greater rates.

* In Doctrine domain, F (1,1789) = 4.45, p<.035; in Kosovo, F (1,750) = .02, p<.890; in NMD, F (1,528) = 6.72,
p<.010.
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Ingtead of explaining why differences in civilian and military use of history in Kosovo and
andytic essays are relatively smdl, a look a current cases and the most recent war rather
explains why NMD and doctrine exposes sgnificant differences. While civilians have a higher
average use of history in dl four domains, the difference is only sgnificant in both a Satigtica
and substantive sense in NMD and doctrine. Two aspects of civilian use of history seem to
make those domains more sgnificant: a greater focus on the current ‘case  narrows history
gaps in operations and anaytic drategy, while greater reference to the ‘most recent war’
amplifies history gaps in planning and organizationd drategy.  In both instances, civilians are
citing “cases’ a much greeter rates than military, but not al “cases’ are higtorical.

The dynamic for cvil-military use of history thus seems to indicate that civilian Srategy
relieson case-based reasoning to a greater degree than the military, who perhaps relies on
principles and modds. Civilian use of history measures show rdatively frequent citation of
higoricd and current events, and case-based language is used with both types of citation.
Though dvilians and military are both citing higtory, the combinatorid effect of civilians citing
current events and most recent wars (and, possibly, dightly more case-based language) is that
what might be an otherwise margind difference becomes datisticaly and subgtantively significant
in NMD and doctrine domains of srategy. In these domains, an observer focusing on history
cites will see more civilian use of higory; meanwhile, the military may—particularly in these
planning and forecasting types of strategy—be usng mode and explanation-based reasoning
more than civilians do. The latter possbility points to this sudy’s inability to measure whether
any actor, and particularly the military, is using integrated history; thet is, the study cannot see
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whether invoked principles and tenets of Strategy are themselves based on history.®  Thus, an
hypothesis for future study might be that the military uses modd or explanation based reasoning
in drategy, and that reasoning: @) is used a a higher rate than civilians, and b) integrates past
history and lessons.

On the avil-military leve of andyss an examination of the use of hidory is quite
informative. Overdl, hypothesis A3 is supported, and civilians use hisory more in strategy than
doesthe military. There are dso three accompanying observations:

1. Inthe operaiond drategy or Kosovo domain, civilians were sgnificantly more likely to

invoke the current case in communicating strategy. Although this is not consdered a
‘use of higtory’, it may be biasing the use of history assessment in that the actors still use
case-based language to tak about ‘current’ cases. The effect is that an extant civil-

military gap is narrowed because civilian cites of Kosovo in Kosovo drategy are not
counted as higory. More sgnificantly, it is not immediatdy obvious why civilians would
invoke the contemporary Stuaion more than the military would in discussng dtrategy,

unless civilians predominately rely on case-based reasoning, and the military mixes case
and model-based reasoning.

2. Fghting the last war gpparently matters more to civilians than the military. Across dl

domains of drategy, civilians refer to the ‘last mgor war' (in this case, Desart Storm)

more often in NMD and doctrine than does the military. Reinforcing the findings

® Nor should it. The original purpose of the study is to establish the foundation for considering use-of-
history conjectures and hypotheses. Further study can examine why the difference exists; this shows that it
does exist.
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concerning ‘current cases (point 1 above), the greater invocation of the most recent
war by civilians may show a greater predisposition for case-based reasoning in Strategy.
The satigtical and substantive effect is that differences in NMD and doctrine between
cvilians and the military are 9gnificant.

3. The context of srategy mattersin use of history. Civilian and military are not satigticaly
different in their use of higory in deciding “how-to” drategy questions, they are
ggnificantly different on “whether-to” deliberations. In how-to strategy, the military is
only margindly less likdy to refer to higory then ae dvilians  The military’'s
predigoostion to use ggnificantly less higory in questions about intervention and
commitment to courses of action may indicate a preference for avoiding the politica
dimengon of drategy until the decison for action is made—past cases often highlight

political choices and values.

Hypothesis B3. The services will vary on their use of history in strategy,
with the Air Force being least likely of all the services to include historical
cases in strategic analysis.

The second level of andys's questions whether there is any pattern of history use among
subgroups of civilians and the military. Although hypothes's B3 focuses on differences between
the military services, afirg cut a testing this proposition includes the civilian groups of leaders,

experts, and defense-related actors. As Figure 21 shows, across al domains of strategy the

subgroups clugter into three “supergroups’:  dl civilians, the Air Force, Navy and Army; and
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the Marine Corps. These three dlugters are satigticaly significant in their differences’, and the
finding remains consgtent with the civil-military paitern in thet the three civilian groups are the
biggest users of history. What seemsimmediately of interest is the low use of higtory for Marine

Corps actorsin strategy.
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Figure 21 — Subgroups and Use of History

A closer look a the data shows that the Marine position as the lowest user of higtory is
sgnificant, but it rests on two interesting factors. the use of ‘recent’ higtory, and the sgnificance
of doctrine. Aswas discussed briefly a the beginning of this chapter, an dternative measure of

the use of history was possble—labeled as the dtatistically comparable form (see dso

® Meaning that any subgroup shown is statistically different from members of other clusters, and not
statistically different from any member of their own group.
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Appendix A for further details)—and an andlysis of that dternative revealed an important aspect

of Marine use of history. Marines, compared to their Sser services, use sgnificantly less

references to the Gulf War or Kosovo in their srategy discussons.  In the use of “other”

higtory, they are quite comparable. Combined with the second aspect—the significance of the
doctrine domain—much of the Marine difference is attributable to their approach in doctrine.

As the figure below shows, the Marine ‘duster’ gap is only significant in the doctrine domain.”
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Figure 22 -Use of History by Cluster and Domain

" Note in the table that there are no examples of Marine NMD strategy and only a parsimonious handful in
Kosovo; thus at the outset only the essay and doctrine domains are reasonable to use for drawing
conclusions. The ANOVA test for the doctrine domain is F (2,1759)=11.68, p<.000; Tukey t-tests for the
cluster differences are each significant at p<.02 overall.
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There is a two-fold implication to these factors of Marine use of hisory: we can only be
confident about the ‘cluster’ differences in doctrine, and the difference in that domain may
indicate understandable Marine reluctance to rely on the Gulf War or Kosovo as examples of
drategy. Figure 22 amply demondrates that the primary difference between Marines and
others in the use of higtory is doctrind. The only other domain with sufficient Marine examples
for comparison is andytic strategy essays, and in that domain Marines were inseparable from
the other two clusters. One will need to determine what varies between doctrine and andyss
before generdizing too much to other strategy. In this respect, the Marine difference may be
due to anatura reluctance to use the Gulf War or Kosovo in discussing strategy. In both cases
one can argue that the Marine role was ether digagteful (the Gulf War role as an amphibious
assault deception) or inggnificant (only Marine air and rescue forces played direct rolesin Allied
Force.)

An examination of the whether-to and how-to contexts of strategy and some exploratory
andysis reveds another facet of subgroup behavior: defense civilians are an independent
subgroup. In avariance from patterns in offensiveness and uncertainty, whether-to ddliberations
of dsrategy seem to draw more distinctions between subgroups than do how-to discussons.
While both contexts of srategy show dgnificant differences between the ‘cluster’ groups of
civilians, Air Force/Navy/Army, and Marines, the differences are larger in whether-to strategy.
In an effort to undergtand this pattern, exploratory andysis on the role of each subgroup was

performed. As Figure 23 shows, defense civilians play an independent role in using history in
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drategy: they use Sgnificantly more higtory than othersin how-to strategy, and occupy a unique

intermediary point in whether-to strategy.®

2.5

1.5

0.5

Whether-To How-To

OLeaders & Experts O Defense Civilians O Air Force/Navy/Army E Marines

Figure 23 — Clustersand Context in Use of History

A potential explanation for defense civilian preferences lies in their bureaucratic roles
these civilians are part of the civilian leadership, work closdy with military, and therefore may
possess some of the drategy qudities of both.  As part of the civilian leadership, defense
civilians are subordinate to Executive civilian lead in deciding whether-to intervene or commit to
courses of action. Concomitantly, as civilians, these non-military defense personnd lack the

competence to explain strategy in terms of principles and military modds. Y &, defense civilians

® Figure 5 shows no value for Marine whether-to strategy because their contribution to this arena of
strategy was too small for comparison (only 15 ‘chunks’ or strategy texts.) The only clustersin this figure
that are not statistically different from each other are leaders & experts from Air Force/Army/Navy in how-to
strategy.

157

www.manaraa.com



work cdosdy with the militay and presumably—with atention to the organization's
respongibilities, the course of experience, and persona relationships—they may adopt some of
the military perspective in drategy. The result, then, may be that defense civilians are
intermediaries. like the military, they are more reluctant to argue about whether-to strategy and
cite cases that may bring up politicd questions; like civilians, when they do foray strongly into
strategy—as the Defense Department should in how-to discussions—they are forced to rely on
case-based reasoning rather than principles.

Focusing on hypothes's B3—the difference between the Air Force and its Sster services—
it appears that the Air Force not only does not use less history than its military felows, it may
use more history because of the Marine Corps difference. While that istrue, Marines contribute
far less examples of publicly avalable srategy than the other services, so a concluson for the
hypothesis cannot be drawn directly from that difference. Instead one can assess this
hypothesis by comparing the Air Force to dl other services. From this perspective, it first
seems conclusive that the Air Force uses sgnificantly more history rather than less (though the
gap is subgantively amdl). Table 13 shows this result; yet it dso reveds more going on
underneath the surface. In looking at the domains of strategy, we find that only Kosovo and

Doctrine show ggnificant differencesin the use of hisory—and in opposing directions.
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N Mean F Sign.
Useof History

Overall Air Force 878 145 1853 .000
Other Military 1667 1.23

Essays Air Force 493 169 152 .696
Other Military 474 172

Doctrine | Air Force 235 120 957 .002
Other Military 991 92

Kosovo Air Force 51 144 8.44 004
Other Military 120 1.98

NMD Air Force 82 .80 712 400
Other Military 99 .88

Table 13— Air Forcevs. Other Military Use of History

This table and the previous results show that the high overdl average for Air Force use of
history may be due to the impact of Marines and an additiona artifact of sample Szes. Firg,
recdl the low overdl and doctrind use of history of the Marines, Marine use of hisory would
tend to lower the average for “other military.” This explains some of the difference shown in the
table. Another impact may be due to sample Szes: essays form hdf of the overdl Air Force
data s, and average use of higtory for any actor was rdatively higher in this domain. In the
two domains which have few to no Marines and exclude the essays, the Air Force is marginaly
(and in one case, Sgnificantly) asmdler user of higtory than the other services.

Thus, an assessment for hypothesis B3 is that it is not supported: the Air Force does not

use sgnificantly less higory then itsfellow military services. Although it may gppear that the Air

Force actudly uses more history rather than less, differences in data and domain create a
mideading datisticd sgnificance a the broadest level of andyss—while the Air Force appears

to use more higory overdl, in fact this difference is mitigated by acknowledging the effects of
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Marines in the data and the preponderance of essays in the Air Force sample.  There are dso
some corollary observations in summarizing the results of subgroup behavior:

1. The sarvices are different from each other in at least one respect: the Marine Corpsisa
sndler user of higory in organizationd srategy (doctrine) and gppears to bear a
reluctance for citing the Gulf War and Kosovo as higory that is relevant to strategy
deliberations.

2. From the subgroup perspective, there are four sgnificant clugters in use of higtory (in
order from highest average users to lowest): Leaders and Experts, Defense Civilians,
the Air Force, Army and Navy; and Maines. Defense civilians may play an
intermediary role as demondrated by their use of history in strategy:  they prefer to use
history and case-based reasoning to explain strategy when called upon to do o, yet are
less likely than their civilian brethren to use politicaly-loaded cases when discussng
dtrategy in whether-to contexts.

3. Findly, context matters again at the subgroup level. Unlike patterns in offensveness and
uncertainty, however, cluster differences in whether-to drategy are greater than
differences in how-to drategy. Without the large effects of defense civilian use of
history in how-to Strategy, there might be no difference between civilians and the largest
military cluster. This may be one indication that case-based reasoning is a preferred
mode of civilian ddiberaions of drategy: civilians bear respongbility for whether-to

drategy and therefore use rdatively more history there.
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Symbolic language and Organizational Use of History

If what is contaned in the symbolic language of inditutions is regarded as that
organization's idedls or is relaed to its vaues, one might expect remembered history to be
associated with those symbols. However, it gppears that in strategy discussions relationships
between symbols and use of history are spurious a best. Table 14 below shows the results of

three different regressons of use of history and the symbolic language of civilians and military

Model A: Overall Model B: Model C: NMD
Use of History Doctrinal Use of Use of History
History
I nter cept [+1.68**] [1.35%*] [1.60%*]
Civ-Mil -.115%* - 119** -.322%*
(0=Civilian/
1=Military)
Civilian Symbols -.012 -.056* 055
Army Symbols -.012 -.009 .065
Air Force -.007 .065** -.046
Symbols
Navy Symbols -.047** -.023 .033
Marine Symbols -.058** -.049* -012
Model R? 16 13 34

Note: Cell values are standardized coefficients; * indicates p<.05, ** indicates p<.01

Table 14 — Symbolic language and Use of History Models
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sarvices. None of the modelsis very sgnificant; and those coefficients that do show significance
in one area are not ggnificant in others. In sum, there seems to be no reason to consider any

paitern or sgnificance in symbolic language and the use of higtory in Strategy.

Summary

Measuring the use of history in drategy requires a focus on “what kind” of uses are
relevant to the theories being evaluated. In this study, the focus is on “how much” history is
used, rather than notions of “how wel” or in what ways the higory is used. A formulaic
measure for the use of history was created by a parale anadyss of manua and automated
coding of history references and case-based reasoning language. The formula presents the
notion that a measure of hisory use, as interpreted by human beings, is smilar to adding
specified amounts of “other case counts” and “case based reasoning” while adding “Kosovo
references’ and “Desart Storm” references when it is gppropriate by timeframe. This generated
three different formulas to cover the four domains of dtrategy.

On the avil-military leve of andyss, an examination of the use of hidory is quite
informative. Overal, hypothesis A3 is supported, and civilians use history more in srategy than
doesthe military. There are dso three accompanying observations:

1. In the operationd drategy or Kosovo domain, civilians were sgnificantly more likely to
invoke the current case in communicating strategy. Although thisis not consdered a* use of
history’, it may be biasing the use of higory assessment in that the actors gill use case-

based language to talk about ‘current’ cases. The effect isthat an extant civil-military gap is
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narrowed because civilian cites of Kosovo in Kosovo strategy are not counted as history.
More dgnificantly, it is not immediatdy obvious why dvilians would invoke the
contemporary Stuaion more than the military would in discussing drategy, unless civilians
predominately rely on case-based reasoning, and the military mixes case and mode-based
reasoning.

. Hghting the last war gpparently matters more to civilians than the military. Across dl
domains of drategy, civilians refer to the ‘last mgor war’ (in this case, Desart Storm) more
often in NMD and doctrine than does the military. Renforcing the findings concerning
‘current cases (point 1 above), the greater invocation of the most recent war by civilians
may show a greater predigposition for case-based reasoning in strategy. The dtatistical and
subgtantive effect is that differencesin NMD and doctrine between civilians and the military
are ggnificant.

. The context of drategy métters in use of higory. Civilian and military are not gatidticaly
different in their use of higtory in deciding “how-to” dtrategy questions; they are Sgnificantly
different on “whether-to” ddliberations. In how-to dtrategy, the military is only margindly
less likdy to refer to higory than ae civilians. The military’s predispostion to use
ggnificantly less history in questions about intervention and commitment to courses of action
may indicate a preference for avoiding the politica dimension of strategy until the decison

for action is made—past cases often highlight political choices and values.
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At the subgroup levd of analyss, hypothesis B3 is not supported—the Air Force is not a
gndler user of hisory than dl the other services There are some important corollary
observations, however:

1. The sarvices are different from each other in at least one respect: the Marine Corpsisa
sndler user of higory in organizationd srategy (doctrine) and gppears to bear a
reluctance for citing the Gulf War and Kosovo as higory that is relevant to strategy
deliberations.

2. From the subgroup perspective, there are four sgnificant clugters in use of higtory (in
order from highest average users to lowest): Leaders and Experts, Defense Civilians,
the Air Force, Army and Navy; and Maines. Defense civilians may play an
intermediary role as demondrated by their use of history in strategy:  they prefer to use
history and case-based reasoning to explain strategy when called upon to do o, yet are
less likely than their civilian brethren to use politicaly-loaded cases when discussng
dtrategy in whether-to contexts.

3. Findly, context matters again at the subgroup level. Unlike patterns in offensveness and
uncertainty, however, cluster differences in whether-to drategy are greater than
differences in how-to drategy. Without the large effects of defense civilian use of
history in how-to Strategy, there might be no difference between civilians and the largest
military cluster. This may be one indication that case-based reasoning is a preferred
mode of civilian ddiberaions of drategy: civilians bear respongbility for whether-to
drategy and therefore use rdatively more history there.
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CHAPTER 8

IMPLICATIONSFOR CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS

Civil-Military Relations. The type and extent of linkages between the
military ingtitution and various civilian institutions.

Juanita Firestone, “Overview of Warfare and Military Studies’
One reason for the confusion about the state of US post-Cold War civil-

military relations is that there is a remarkably broad range of ideas of
what constitutes “ good” or “ bad.”

Michael Desch, “Soldiers, States, and Structures’

The notions of what congtitutes good and bad procedures for the making of Strategy are
“ddeined” but not entirely separated from the hypotheses in this sudy. While each hypothes's
searches for a rdative difference in rhetorica style between groups, an underlying but unstated
interest is whether such a difference may be problematic. For ingtance, the idea that civilians
and the military have different preferences for offensve drategy is taken by some scholars to be
a crucid darting point for past instances of faulty drategy (Snyder 1984, Van Evera 1984,
Posen 1984). Others have noted a tendency for modern drategy to be ahistorica
(Trachtenberg 1991), or that some military services are more ahistorica than others (Smith
1970, Mrozek 1988, Murray 1999), with a seeming presumption that ahistoricism is not a

virtue.  Findly, between dassc military theory’s “friction” and modern technology’s
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“information dominance’ are conflicting notions of the necessty of uncertainty in decison-
making and srategy (Vertzberger 1998, Murray 1999, Thomas 2000).

This study essentialy sets out to lay a foundation by systematically measuring differences
between specified groups in their communicated srategies. The foundation is concerned with
establishing whether previoudy cited theories actudly have an empiricad basis for some critica
propositions, but aso is characterizing or describing the “lay of the land” for future study. Itis
not, however, comparing the differences found to any externd Standards, or determining
whether particular differences or particular values are “good” or “bad.” In consgderation of the
views of Firestone and Desch above, this sudy is examining the type and extent of linkages
between civilians and the military in specified characteridtics of drategy in order that future
sudy—to include measured, normative or practica judgements of efficiency or vaue—may
rest on more than a theoretica foundation.

The results are both sgnificant and interesting for those interested in strategy and civil-
military relations. Differences between civilians and military, and secondly civilian subgroups
and the military services, were substantiated on each of the dependent variables of
offensveness, uncertainty, and use of history in srategy. Furthermore, exploration of some of
these differences have important implications for offensiveness in strategy, doctrine as areadm
of drategy, and institutional identities and organizationa behavior. Findly, discusson of these
findings can form the bags for a prdiminary concluson regarding civil-military rdations and

culture, the third perspective of this study’s hypotheses.
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Findings concerning the hypotheses

The firgt of three pergpectives of civil-military relations and Strategy concerned broad
civilian-to-military comparisons, and differences exist a thisleve of andyssin the dimensons of
offensveness and use of higtory. An enduring theoretica notion about civil-military relations is
supported by evidence that the military is indeed sgnificantly more offensve than comparable
cvilians. However, this offensgveness differentid only seemed subgtantively large in the arena of
doctrine, and was reversed in naionad missle defense. More importantly, offensveness is
criticaly related to context: “whether-to” discussons of drategy reved amore offensive civilian
group, while only “how-to” discussions support the “offensve military” paradigm.

At the civil-military level, civilians are d 0 greater usars of higtory than is the military. The
difference existed across al domains of drategy, but was most sgnificant in doctrine and
nationd missle defense.  Interestingly, the difference is daidicaly negligible when looking at
“how-to” contexts of strategy-making, but is significant in “whether-to” discussons. Combined
with sgnificance in the doctrine and national missle defense domains, one might theorize that
cvilians use more higory in judifying and explaining draiegy for notiona cases or future
scenarios than does the military.  Civilians aso invoke the current case and the most recent war
more often than the military—a srong indication that civilians are predisposed towards case-
based reasoning.  The military may be relying more on principles, theories and modds for
explicating strategy—whether these principles and modds may themselves be based on history

is not observable for this sudy.
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It is more difficult to provide a generd characterization of civil-military differences in
uncertainty and drategy. The two groups are gpproximatdy equd in including uncertainty in
andytic and operationd drategy, but are in opposing postions in the doctrine and nationd
missle defense domains of drategy: civilians are sgnificantly less uncertain in doctrine than the
military, but more uncertain in NMD. Context is once again an important factor—civilians are
more uncertain in “whether-to” drategy, but less uncertain in “how-to.” While this does not
completely explain the differences in domains, a possble generdization is that groups may be
more likely to include uncertainty in strategy when they fed competence in or responghbility for
that dtrategy. This “stake-holder” interpretation begins with the propostion that civilians
gengrdly make intervention and commitment decisons, while the military generdly makes
execution and implementation decisons. If true, each may be more unsure of their choices and

options when they are “under the gun” for the responsibility of the decisons, and less uncertain

about their proposals when they possess less responsbility.
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Hypothess

Supported?

Context?

A1l. Militarieswill prefer and
advance more offensive
strategies and foreign policy
solutions than their civilian

Yes. Military more offengvein
al except NMD drategy.
Difference sharpest in doctrine.

Civilians dightly more offensve
in ‘whether-to’ drategy;
military sharply more offensve

counterparts. in ‘how-to.’
A2. Contemporary US military Civilians dightly more uncertain
analysis and strategy

downplays or disregards the
role of uncertainty (in the
entire situation, rather than
merely choice options)
compared to civilian analysis
and policy on the same issue.

No. Military more uncertainin
doctrine, but lessin NMD, and
about equa otherwise.

in ‘whether-to’ Strategy, but
sharply less uncertain than the
military in *how-to' Srategy.

A3. Contemporary US military
analysis and strategy
discounts the importance of
history (past cases of conflict
and war), compared to civilian
analysis and policy on the
sameissue.

Yes. Civiliansuse more hisory
in al areas of drategy,
particularly in doctrine and
NMD.

Civilians and military dosein
use of higory in *how-to’
contexts, but civilians use more
history in ‘whether-to’ Strategy.

B1l. Theserviceswill vary on
offense-oriented strategy
preferences, with the Air

Force and Navy significantly

more offense-minded than the
Army and Marine Corps.

Yes. Air Force and Navy
‘cluster’ together as more
offendve across dl domains.
Army leedt offensvein dl
domains.

Military services are rddively
homogenous in ‘whether-to’
discussions, but divergein
‘how-to’ with Air Force and
Navy more offensve.

B2. Theserviceswill vary on
their consideration of
uncertainty in strategy, with
the Air Force being most
deterministic of all the
servicesin strategic analysis.

Yes. TheAir Forceis
generdly less uncertain, but
particularly in doctrine. If
clustered with Navy, thereisa
more sgnificant pattern of
being less uncertain.

Civilian experts are most
uncertain in both contexts;
military services about the same
in ‘whether-to’ strategy, but
clugersin ‘how-to’ with Air
Force & Navy less uncertain
than Army & Marines

B3. Theserviceswill vary on
their use of history in
strategy, with the Air Force
being least likely of all the
services to include historical
casesin strategic analysis.

No. TheAir Forceisnot the
leest likely user of higtory;
rather, Marines are generaly
the least likely to use history
across services.

Defense aivilians display
independent behavior in
whether-to and how-to
drategy: they appear as
intermediaries between civilians
and the military

Table 15— Hypotheses and Findings
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In conddering subgroups of civilians and the military services, the evidence reveds tha
severd scholars possessed an accurate, if intuitive, outlook on US drategy making. One
outlook is that the more specidized services may be more offensve and less uncertain than the
more generdist services (Murray 1999). In support of this propostion, the Air Force and Navy
do form a ‘clugter’ or grouping with Smilar behavior in each of the dimendgons. they are the
most offensve military services, less uncertain in their strategy, and (along with the Army) the
sndlest users of history. Apparently, there is something common to the Air Force and Navy
that leads to different strategy perspectives, whether that commonadlity is due to specidization,
“distant firepower” versus “maneuver warfare” (Murray 1999), or service culture interest in
technology (Mrozek 1988) remains to be uncovered, and is discussed more below.

There were ds0 two unanticipated findings concerning the military services the Army is
least offensive sarvice in strategy, across al domains, and the Marine Corpsiis the smallest user
of history (of the services) The Army finding comes from a fairly representative data base,
snce they contributed strategy examplesto al of the domains (see Table 3 in Chapter 4.) One
proposition here might be that the Army is a service most dependent on people and most
affected by the legacies of Vietham (see Gabrid & Savage 78; Campbell 1998), therefore this
sarvice is contemporarily the most cautious and casudty averse (Feaver & Gelpi 2000).
Offengveness and this proposition are discussed in more detail below. The Marine Corps
finding, on the other hand, is based on fairly restricted data—most of the Marine Strategy
examples lie in the doctrine domain, and they have no contribution to the NMD domain. A

tentative concluson about Marine Corps use of history, based on manudly comparing the
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doctrine texts and looking at specific history counts, is that the Marine Corps may be reluctant
to cite Allied Force and the Gulf War as sgnificant history for their perspective on srategy.
This may be due to ether generd didike of the drategy employed (as in the Gulf War
amphibious deception) or a reatively subordinate or minor role in the operations (as in Allied
Force.)

Civilian subgroup behavior helps to unravd some myderies in the data, too. Civilian
experts cut their own paths when considering uncertainty in srategy: they are the most uncertain
of al groups (to incdude the military services), while tharr cvilian counterparts are the least
uncertain. Mogt of the strength of this difference comes from the NMD data, but it does
generdly exig in other domains. A manud review of civilian expert contributions to NMD
drategy reveds that their uniqueness may be due to two effects  a frequent citation of specific
treaties in case-based reasoning (they were the highest subgroup user-of-history); and an
apparent ‘gadfly’ role in explicating dl the possibilities and uncertainties of missile defense!
Across the various andyses, the unique petterns of nationd missle defense data might be largely
atributable to a combination of civilian experts setting high marks, and the Army setting low
marks, both gpart from their civil-military cohorts. Non-governmentd civilian experts may be
the “uncertainty hawks’ that some fed are driving contemporary strategy (Connetta & Knight

1998), but the Army may smultaneoudy be an unexplained uncertainty “dove.”

! See the next chapter for a discussion about “the price of admission” in strategy; civilian expert strategy
contributionsin NMD may be due to an external artifact that many commissions and reports are in response
to the controversies and high cost of potential NMD programs. Uncertainty may naturally increase when
the expert authors take on an ‘investigative' or challenging role.

171

www.manaraa.com



Offensiveness: arevised theory for civil-military relations and strategy

The evidence of offendveness in drategy as it pertains to civil-military rdations may be
among the most important in this study. Scholars have consdered differences between these
two groups in a variety of ways associaed with offensveness: from the more direct cult of the
offensgve (Snyder, Van Evera 1984), to offensve doctrine Posen 1984), to aggressiveness
(Betts 1977), to military caution (Patraeus 1989, Mandelbaum 1994, Luttwak 1994, Campbell
1998), to notions of casudty aversion (Mudler 1994; Larson 1996; Feaver & Gelpi 1999). In
each case there has been interest in the degree of difference between civilian and military
behavior, and those differences have ether been assumed or in varying degrees researched by
case or survey methods. This study supports dl of these efforts, dthough in adigtinctly different
manner using a broader data base, content andysi's, and quantitative statistica tests.

The finding that the military is more offengve than civilians across most domains of srategy
firs seems to support assumptions in research about the cult of the offendve and offendve
doctrine. Both Van Evera and Snyder perceive or describe a military penchant for offense
which we can prima facie equate with the finding that the military is, on average, more offengve.
Both scholar’ s writing imply that the military has at least an organizationd, and perhaps culturd,
motivational bias preferring offensve uses of military force, and that this preference can have
pathologicd effects on civil-military reaions and strategy. However, some serious qudifications
must be added to the generd finding, and in fact might change the focus of future research into

cults of the offensve.
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Fird, the overdl “offensve stance” in contemporary US drategy is dightly defensive (a
mean negative score for offensveness) In studying pre-World War | or between the wars
drategy and doctrine, a scholar should assess overal stances prior to leveraging a civil-military
difference into theories of behavior. If the state(s) involved dso have overdl defensve Strategy,
it is not clear that the more offengve preference of a subject military necessarily leads to any
“cult” of offensve Srategy. This may, in fact, be a problem with Posen’s andysis of French
military doctrine between the wars  he found French military doctrine to be somewha
defensive, and atributed it to civilian intervention in the strategy process. It is possible instead
that both the military and dvilians were defensve overdl, with the military only dightly more
offensve in comparison.

A second qudification concerns the context of dtrategy and offensveness differences:
questions of “whether-to” intervene or commit to action in Stuations are significantly different
from discussons or planning for “how-to” intervene. Civilians are more offensve than the
military in “whether-to” drategy, and the military more offengve than civilians in “how-to”
drategy. This complements the findings of other case and survey-based research.  Russett
found in a systlemdtic survey that military officers were more hawkish than a comparable group
of professond davilians, but only on some explicit defenserdated issues exhibiting
characterigtics of “how-to” strategy.” Betts found in Cold War case studies that the military

was only dightly more aggressve than civilians in “whether-to” drategy, but sharply more

% Russett, “ Political Perspectives of US Military and Business Elites,” pp. 83, 86-88.
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aggressve in “how-to.”*

Petraeus, expanding the case studies of Betts through 1989, found
that civilians since 1960 were much more aggressive than the military in “whether-to” questions,
but “once the decison has been made, the military have frequently, and understandably, sought
to use as much as they bdieved was necessary to bring the commitment to a speedy and
victorious conclusion.”* Findly, Holsti has found in his survey andysis that between civilians
and the military, “cleavages are better described as focused and limited rather than pervasve.”
In particular, differences in militancy and cooperation beliefs have narrowed since the 1960's,
except for sharp contrasts on two issues.  the legitimacy of CIA manipulation of foreign Sates
and the necessity of driking a the heart of an enemy’s power, both of which the military is
strongly more supportive.®

The implication for the cult of the offensve and offensve doctrine theories is Smple but
criticd: if the“cult of the offensve’ is primarily concerned with decisons to act in specific crises
or agang specific foes, then one actudly may have ether equanimity or a civilian penchant for
offense rather than military. |If instead the focus is on generd planning and practica issues of
how to intervene or conduct actions, then the military preference is strongly supported. Neither

Van Everanor Snyder make any clear distinctions on the context of strategy they discussin their

dudies—at various points they seem to be discussng both contexts without qudification.

® Betts, Soldiers, Statesmen and Cold War Crises, especially Appendix 1.

* David Petraeus, “Military Influence and the Post-Vietham Use of Force,” Armed Forces & Society 154,
Summer 1989, p. 492. For his strong finding that civilians can be much more aggressive in whether-to
instances, see pp. 490 and 497.

® OleHolsti, “A Widening Gap...”, pp. 6, 8.
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Posen’s The Sources of Military Doctrine is, by the definitions of this sudy, ostensibly looking

a “how-to” dtrategy, and therefore his assumptions are supported by this finding.

A third note for offensveness in theory concerns the one domain of drategy that exhibited
anomdous findings nationd missle defense or NMD. This arena of grategy, dubbed planning
or future gtrategy, exhibited cvilians as more offengve rdative to the military; however, the
subsgtantive pogitions included civilians who were sill defensive, but a military that was sharply
more defendve. The military’s strong defensiveness in NMD was d<o attributable in large part
to Army drategy. What made NMD so different, and what is the implication for other
research?

While the propogtion is largely speculative, this scholar believes that NMD drategy is

particularly different because of an inherent focus on homeland defense versus intervention and

warfighting. Homeland defense may invoke substantively different behaviors in military officers
and ther drategy: in particular, despite a modern expeditionary stance, the US Army is the
service with the strongest traditions of homeland defense, civic duties, and popul ace protection.®
Smilarly, avilian experts may diverge in NMD drategy from other civilians because of ther
non-governmental roles as the “fourth estate’ with afocus on domestic interests, instead of the
foreign policy focus of other domains. Homeand defense does not often arise in US drategy,
and thus it gppears here (in this study) as an anomaous domain. However—in a very critica

point—comparative research, particularly any involving European history and conflicts, may

% See for instance Eric Larson and John Peters, Preparing the US Army for Homeland Security, RAND M-
1251/A, SantaMonica, 2001; also see Carl Builder, The Masks of War, pp. 33-34 and 86-92.
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face a difficult problem in disentangling a dat€s homeand draegy preferences from
intervention strategy preferences. If this propostion is accurate, these two arenas may invoke
very different behaviors for some military and some civilians.

A find important implication of these offengveness findings relates to military caution and
casudty averdon propostions in civil-military rdations. the context of drategy is criticd to
accounting for indirect military influence on decisons for intervention. Research on casudty
averson in cvil-military reations has pointed to an overriding tenson between acknowledged
casudlty sengtivity by al Americans and the perceived stakes of a potentia or ongoing conflict.”
In a survey study intended to isolate preferences of civilian and military groups regarding
casudty averson, Feaver and Gdpi generdly find that military dites have the highest averson,
followed by civilian leaders, then the American public. However, their sudy is only roughly able
to account for the stakes of potentid conflicts, distinguishing between traditional and non-
traditiond interventions (where non-traditiond would, by their descriptions, be more ambiguous
about the nationa security stakes involved.)? Regardiess of whether one accepts their
questionable approach of asking respondents to specify the number of casudties it would take

to forgo an intervention,® there is an open question of when and how disparate civil-military

" This tension is the major theme of Eric Larson’s “Casualties and Consensus: The historical role of
Casualties,” MR-726-RC, SantaMonica: RAND, 1996. John Mueller also outlinesthistension in Policy and
Opinion in the Gulf War, University of Chicago Press, 1994, pp. xvii, 124-125,

8 Feaver and Gelpi, “The Civil-Military Gap and Casualty Aversion,” esp. pp. 29-34.

® Asking the military how many casualties are acceptable is akin to asking a parent to make a hypothetical
choice between their children in an emergency scenario: there is a duty to do something if it happens, but
the choice is utterly despised. Another view is that the choice is like the “Sorites’ puzzle of Eubulides of
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preferences actudly matter. Even those scholars who focus on the sengtivity versus stakes
tenson (Mudler 94; Larson 96) may be missing an important specification of when the military
is asked for its input.

Research into military caution in modern strategy has found that the military is primarily
averse to conflicts with underspecified objectives and stakes rather than averse to conflicts—
and presumably attendant casuaties—in particular. K. J. Campbell writes:

Whenever civilian leaders in the Bush and Clinton adminigrations have
suggested gpplying military force to internationd crises, the Joint Chiefs have
responded by stubbornly inssting that before US military forces be placed in
harm’s way, certain clear conditions for the proper use of force first be met.

These military leaders pointed to codly failures and humiliating withdrawals from
places such as Vietnam, Beirut, and Somalia as clear examples...*°

Much of the debate over the Weinberger or Weinberger-Powell Doctrine has focused on
exactly the same point (Twining 1990; Marthinsen 1990; Gacek 1994; Handel 1996; Hillen
1996), with occasond emphads on the complexity and uncertainty of identifying interests and
objectives (Haas 1994). Colin Powdl first publicly indorsed the so-cdled doctrine in an
editorid which directly cdls atention to successful military action in a variety of contemporary
conflicts, and only cites that “generas get nervous’ when military force and politica objectives

are not matched in a careful and clear process.™

Miletus—how many grains of sand does it take to make a heap? The modern answer is that one knows it
when they seeit, but it cannot be putin arule.

19 Campbell, “Once Burned, Twice Cautious,” p. 357.

! Gen. Colin Powell, “Why Generals Get Nervous,” New Y ork Times editorial, October 8, 1992.
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The implication when one marries the findings of this sudy with the propostions of military

caution and casuaty averson is tha the military preferences for intervention or commitment of

military force are critically related to the kinds of questions the military are asked. Since military

offensveness is true when the discourse concerns “how-to” strategy, one must expect less
caution and less casudty averson if the military is asked how to execute a potentid conflict. If,
however, the question is “whether-to” commit to an intervention, the military is expected to be
more cautious and probably more casudty averse than comparable civilians. This becomes

much more criticd when one condders that military leaders may aso express their whether-to

preferences even when asked how-to questions: Petraeus has found in case studies from 1973-

1989 that military leaders have had congderable influence on intervention decisons in exactly
this manner.*?

The concluson, then, is that civil-military relations and drategy presents a complex
mechanism when one focuses on offensveness. If one is observing strategy at the broadest or
al-encompassng levd, it is true that the military is more offensve than comparable civilians.
For contemporary US drategy, that overdl stance is dso somewhat defensive in orientation.

AS 300N as one focuses on particular strategy Stuations, however, there are three critical factors

that change—and can even reverse—the civilian and military preferences: casudty sengtivity,

the perceived stakes, and the “whether-to” or “how-to” context.

2 David Petraeus, “Military influence and the Post-Vietnam Use of Force,” pp. 493-495.
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1. Caaudty sendtivity: Americans are generdly casudty averse. The public may be least

averse, civilian leaders more averse, and military eites most averse™®  Extrapolating
from other studies, offensiveness for dl groups may proportionally decrease as actua or
perceived risks of casudtiesincrease.  Therefore, the higher the casudty risk, the closer
together civilians and military are in offensveness, due to the military’s higher ‘sarting
point’ and effects of this factor.

2. Perceived stakes: There are two dimensions to the *stakes of strategy—how specified

and clear they are, and how important they are percaived to be. Based on findings in
other dudies, the propostion is that civilian offensveness increases with perceived
importance, while military offensveness decreases with ambiguity in objectives but
increases with the importance of objectives.

3. Context: Civilians are more offengve than the military when consdering whether to use
military force in gdtuations.  The military expresses more offensve drategy when
conddering how to use military force. A complicating issue is that the military may use
questions of “how-to” use military force to express “whether-to” and therefore less

offensive preferences, if it is perceived that the actud context is“whether-to” strategy.

Doctrine—is it Strategy? How is it Different?

3 The author is most cautious and skeptical on this point. Only Feaver and Gelpi have supported this
proposition, and there were a number of problems with that study. It can be ainitial position for theory,
however.
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In order to address the argument that scholars may be too permissive in extending their
study of one type of strategy to generdizations about dl Strategy, this study incorporated into its
design the premise that different types of strategy might give rise to different characteristics in
drategic reasoning. By sdecting four representative domains of Strategy—andyss,
organization, operations, and planning a a politico-military levd, including both grand and
national military strategy—this research showed that there are both patterns across all domains
and some dynamics within certan domains. In generd, the least subgtantive differences
between civilians and military, or their subgroups, occurred in the domains of analys's (Strategy
essays) and operations (Kosovo reports and testimony.) Important, and in some ways
anomaous, differences were shown in the planning domain regarding Nationd Missle Defense,
as discussed in the previous section. But across dl the evidence a separate and possibly vita
pattern asserted itsdlf:  organizationd drategy, as expressed by civilian and military doctrine,
illustrated some of the strongest substantive differences and supported every basic hypothess
finding in the study.

Organizationd drategy, as defined in this study, focuses on how resources will be
organized in generd terms for the accomplishment of broad or generic objectives. Severd
Nationa Security Strategies served as examples of civilian leader doctrine, non-governmenta
experts were represented by prominent nationa security studies, and each service's vison
gatements and basic, warfighting, and operations doctrine publications served as the military
examples. This study accepted doctrine as atype of strategy based on the generd definition that

treats strategy as a communicated concept that links ends desired with means required. While a
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number of scholars agree that doctrine is a vaid expresson of drategy (Huntington 1961;
Snyder 1984; Van Evera 1984; Posen 1984), thisis not an uncontroversid assumption.

To assess whether doctrine redly is strategy, and consider its differences, it is worthwhile
to review two facets of the doctrine-strategy controversy: a definitiona debate, and a words
versus actions debate. Those who would argue that doctrine is not Strategy per se fdl into two
separate camps, focusing on whally different considerations. One camp is composed of civilian
and military theorists who largely argue that doctrine does not focus on ends, or at least thet it
certainly does not focus on policy ends, and for this camp Strategy is specifically something that
links policy ends with military and other means. The other camp is composed of civil-military
scholars who are concerned that doctrine is primarily awritten concept, and that in the study of
drategy one often assesses that strategy in materid actions and physical outcomes which may
be wholly different from the written concept.

The definitiond debate over doctrine may be overly contrived, yet it dso points to an
important consideration for this sudy—the role of doctrine in civil-military strategy. The debate
beginsironicaly within basc US military doctrine, which States:

Military doctrine describes how a job should be done to accomplish military

gods, drategy defines how it will be done to accomplish nationd poalitica
objectives. Strategy differs fundamentaly from doctrine even though each is
necessary for employing military forces. Strategy originates in policy and
addresses broad objectives and the plans for achieving them. Doctrine evolves
from military theory and experience and addresses how best to use military
power. "

 Air Force Basic Doctrine, AFDD 1, Department of the Air Force, September 1997, p. 4. This definition is
nearly identical to those that can be found in the other service doctrine documents.
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A prominent theorist adds that, “Doctrine is guidance on how to fight, tactics is what forces do,

while strategy is the meaning of what forces do for the course and outcome of a conflict.”*

These definitions, however, may be idedidtic, unredigtically narrow, and may not recognize that
written doctrine dready includes some broad or generic policy objectives. Even one Air Force
study concluded that:

Doctrine, however, is often driven by a myriad of influences that dant its ‘basic
truths” Not the least of these influences is policy. Often, doctrine is shaped
ggnificantly by the policies of the time and reflects more the influences of
individuas, budgets, and emerging technologica changes than the evidence of
experience, critica andyss, and study.

The key to this debate may lie in recognizing the role that military theorists are ascribing to
doctrine. A recognized scholar on military strategy and doctrine, 1.B. Holley, describes the
difference between grand strategy and military strategy as follows:.

Although the dividing line between the two is a times hazy, it is not
ingppropriate to say that while grand drategy dedls with ends, the nationd

objectives, military drategy deds with means, and in paticular the military
means for achieving the nationa objectives’’

While not identifying doctrine in this satement, the focus of differences in drategy is on
responsibility. nationd authorities produce grand drategy, but the military applies itsdf to

military means for accomplishing given objectives. Barry Posen integrates this view into his

!> Colin Gray, Explorations in Strategy, Westport: Greenwood Press, 1996, p. 5.

1°Lt. Col. Johnny Jones, Development of Air Force Basic Doctrine, Airpower Research Institute: Maxwell
AFB, Air University Press, 1997, p. vii.

71.B. Holley, “Technology and Strategy: A historical review,” Technology. Strategy and National Security,
edited by Franklin Margiotta and Ralph Sanders, Washington D.C.: National Defense University Press,
1985, p. 17.
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definition of military doctrine as a subcomponent of grand strategy dedling explicitly with military
means.*® In other words, military doctrine is overtly separated from any process that develops
nationa policy to preserve and uphold the civilian origin of “ends’ and the military’s functiond
role—and competency—for “means.”

Doctrine still meets the broad definition of drategy used in this study, but it is Srategy
communicated with both an underlying functiond role—how to execute a group’'s
responsbility—and a generd, principle-based purpose. The functional role means that
doctrine asserts and devotes itsdf to those elements of dtrategy for which particular group is
responsble; for the military, doctrine focuses on military means. Civilian doctrine such as the
Nationa Security Strategy focuses on military, diplomatic, economic and informationa means.
The general purpose describes doctrine's treatment of both ends and means in a routine or
broad-based manner. Doctrine is often described by military theorists as “fundamentd
principles that guide the employment of forces...It provides the didtilled ingghts and wisdom
gained from our collective experience in warfare”*® It is not focused on specific situations, nor
does it deny adjustments or changes in particular circumstances. As Henry Kissinger states,
doctrine alows a date to:

...act purposefully as a unit...by reducing most problems to a standard of
average performance which enables the other members of the group to take

certain actions accordingly...By explaining the significance of events in advance
of their occurrence, [drategic doctring] enables society to ded with most

'8 Posen, Sources of Military Doctrine, p. 13.

9 As cited by Lt. Col. Jones from Joint Publication 1 of November 1991, the basic joint doctrine document
for the US military forces;, Development of Air Force Basic Dactrine, p. vii.
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problems as a matter of routine and reserves creative thought for unusua or
unexpected Situations?

In summary, then, the definitiona debate over doctrine is due to an interest by some observers
in differentiating doctrine from Strategy in order to emphasize or idedize its functiond role (how

a group will organize means to accomplish given ends) and its broad, generic purpose

(establishing the means for “average’” dtuations vice specific ones))

The words versus actions debate over doctrine is more evidence or research-oriented than
the definitiond debate. This debate is concerned that some may “confuse drategy and
doctring’ by asserting the equivaence of particular doctrines and Strategies, or a causd role for
doctrine in observed drategies or the outcomes of conflicts. Douglas Porch writes that

Strategy and policy determine a military organization's offensve or defensve
posture, not its doctrine...Doctrines are merely techniques, methods of
organization...Armies goply ther doctrines well or badly depending on the leve

of training and professondism, the nature of the drategic gods, the terrain, and
the actions of the enemy.?

Porch’'s critique, however, may itsdf be confused, in that neither doctrine nor srategy are
necessarily congruent with observed outcomes or materid actions in a Stuation.  Labeing
doctrine as “merely techniques’ and strategy as determining “posture’ is incorrect (see the prior
discusson on definitions) and moreover it miscongrues the issue a hand. What may be
problematic for research is the relationship between particular doctrines, srategies, and

outcomes rather than their differences.

“ Henry A. Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy, New York: Harper & Bros,, 1957, pp. 403-404.

# Douglas Porch, “Military ‘ Culture’ and the Fall of Francein 1940,” |nternational Security 24:4, Spring 2000,
p. 164. The article reviews Elizabeth Kier's Imagining War: French and British Military Doctrine Between
the Wars, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997.
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Accepting doctrine as an expresson of strategy does not mean that a state’'s doctrine,
operationd drategy in a Stuation, and observed behavior should be dl be the same. As Jack
Snyder writes,

Unfortunately, actions can be just as ambiguous as words. ...examination of US
drategic posture and doctrine suggests that the relationship between the two

can be frequently tenuous. Doctrines sometimes change while postures do not.
Conversdly, postures sometimes change while doctrines do not.

Note that Snyder is not saying that operationa Strategy or “srategic posture’ and doctrine are
different in a definitiond sense, but rather that the in the US situations he was studying the extant
drategy and doctrine might not be materidly the same, or that one might not determine what the
other was. Essentidly, the relationship between operationd strategy and organizationd strategy
IS undetermined.

The present research does not address the problem that the words versus actions debate
brings to the table: the only reationship asserted here between doctrine and other Strategies
(andytic, operationd, and planning) is that they are all communicated concepts of ends and
means for national security. If aparticular doctrine is under study, or one examines Stuations
to understand the relationship between the existing doctrine, operationa Strategy, and outcome,
then treating doctrine separately from that operational strategy and that outcome makes eminent
sene. As Alagair Johngton points out, “in some ingtiances, military doctrine is the dependent

variable, and this raises the under-explored question whether declared and operationa doctrines

 Jack Snyder, The Soviet Strategic Culture: Implications for Limited Nuclear Operations, R-2154, Santa
Monica: RAND Corporation, Sept. 1977, p. 5.
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are different.”* The fundamental conclusion of the words versus actions debate over doctrine
is not that doctrine is not drategy, but rather that it makes sense to keep doctrine or
organizationd drategy separate from operationa (or any other) drategy in order to further
undergtanding of their interna relationships (for Sate strategy) and externd relaionships (to Sate
behavior and crisis outcomes.)

The review of these two debates does bring focus, however, to the findings of this study
concerning doctrine. For there is now evidence that doctrine as a form of Strategy exhibits
notable characteridtics pertaining to its nature as generic drategy, to the functiona roles of
groups, and to the didtinct effects of organizationa drategy on offendveness, uncertainty, and
use of higory. From the civil-military perspective of this study, one may conclude tha
organizationd drategy or doctrine plays a role as an exemplar of nationd drategy, one which
clarifies group roles and reinforces group functionsin nationa security.

1. Doctrine as an Exemplar.  The evidence for dvilian and military differences in

offensgveness, uncertainty and use of history was sharpest in the strategy domain of
doctrine and yet consistent (in direction) with other domains. Specificdly, the biggest
substantive difference in offengveness, showing the military more offensve than civilians,
wasin doctrine. Likewise, the biggest substantive difference in uncertainty, showing that
cvilians were less uncertain than the military, was in doctrine. There was adso a
ggnificant difference in use of higory, with dvilians usng more hisory than the military,

in doctrine. The implication is that organizationa srategy—above and beyond andytic,

# Johnston, “ Thinking about Strategic Culture,” p. 42.
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operationa and planning strategy—ypresents the starkest differentiation between groups
in the characteridtics of drategy of interest in this sudy. Doctrine is a paragon of
strategy: it not only illustrates the differences between approaches that any particular
actor may have in any area of strategy, it dso displays a heightened degree of
difference, or an emphass on differences.

. Doctrine as role daification At the subgroup level of andyss, doctrine dso

exemplified important and consgtent differences, particularly in the military services.
Doctrine supported the otherwise generd finding that the Air Force is the most offensve
sarvice, and the Air Force and Navy clustered together as more offensive and less
uncertain than therr ground-oriented counterparts.  Civilians were generdly equd to
each other in doctrind offensveness (they were defengve), but civilian experts were
gregter users of higory than dl other subgroups—military or civilian. Findly, civilian
experts, the Army, and the Marines clustered together as the most uncertain subgroups
on thar outlooks within organizationd drategy. These findings imply that doctrine
clarifiesroles: the Air Force and Navy reved their specidization vis-a-vis the other
sarvices through srong offendveness and less uncertainty; civilians demondrate a
reliance on case-based reasoning for justifying and explaining nationd security postures,
and cvilian expets the Maines and the Army expose a digtinctively uncertain
perspective, perhaps based upon ground forces being the least-preferred tool of choice

in contemporary strategy.
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3. Doctrine as functiond reinforcement. Doctrine is how-to dtrategy:  within this study,

doctrine texts were classfied as how-to based on the definition of doctrine as
organizationd drategy, where policy objectives are generic and given. The research
findings across dl domans emphasized that groups show the mogt difference in
offensveness and uncertainty when the strategy dedt with “how-to” accomplish agiven
problem, rather than on decisons of “whether-to” get involved in a potentid Stuation.
For example, the military services are remarkably smilar and homogeneous on
offensveness and uncertainty when one only looks at whether-to types of strategy, but
are ggnificantly different from each other, and from civilians, when expressng how-to
drategy such as doctrine. In use of higtory, the Marines are different from their military
counterparts, usng sgnificantly less history in doctrine  Although these are not direct
measurements of organizationd advocacy, how-to srategy is displaying the greatest
differentiation between groups, which might be expected if groups try to market ther
advantages. The implication is that doctrine reinforces function: differences in the
dimensons of draegy found in this research reflect the differences in group
competencies; i.e. organizationa groups use doctrine to reinforce their own and other’s
beliefs about functiona responsbilities. AsHuntington describes,

The importance of doctrine sems from the extent to which the military groups

are perceived to be and perceive themsdves to be smply the instruments of a

higher nationd policy. The armed services explicitly rationdize their exigence in

terms of a higher nationd end, and each activity and unit is judtified only by its

contribution to the redization of the prescribed hierarchy of vaues and
purposes. This ingrumentaism is reflected in the emphasis, peculiar to the
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military, on the concept of ‘misson’, and it manifests itself most concretely in the
elaboration of doctrine.®*

Institutional identities and bureaucracy

The relation of the services to fundamentd issues of drategy in a sense tended
to resemble the relaion of the politicd parties to fundamentd issues of nationa
policy. The two parties have different centers of gravity with respect to policy,
and yet each includes groups representing dmogt dl viewpoints on the politica
gpectrum... At times, of course, there may be party votes on mgor issues of
policy, and at times, also differences over strategy may coincide with
differences between the services.”® [emphasis added]

This study provides a wedlth of evidence on differences over strategy, and a key question
gmilar to Huntington's indght concerns what they reved about differences between the services,
or about differences between subgroups of civilians. One possible perspective is to treat any
differences as culturd, if one can edtablish that they are persstent over time and areas of
drategy and resistant to change. (Builder 84; Jacobsen 90; Snider 99) Culturd implications—
and the answers to this study’s third set of hypotheses—will be discussed in the next section.
But another perspective can view such group differences as inditutiond: varying interests and
authority in a bureaucratic environment can encourage competition and convergence in strategy
deveopment and expression. (Kanter 75; Betts 77; Kincade 90; Sarkesian et. d. 95) There
were two important ingtitutiona identities uncovered in this study:  the clustering of the Air Force
and Navy versus Army and Marine Corps, and the intermediary nature of defense civilians in

avil-military Srategy.

# Samuel Huntington, “Interservice Competition and the Political Roles of the Armed Services,” American
Palitical Science Review 55:1, March 1961, p. 48.

% Huntington, p. 51.
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Some of the hypotheses of this study were based on intuitive propositions or observations
based on sparse evidence, which have been perpetuated in civil-military relations scholarship.
In particular, the notion that the Air Force and Navy might be both more offendgve and less
uncertain than their sster services of the Army and Marine Corps has arisen in different forms
but rardy is empiricaly investigated® What was interesting was that these hypotheses were
strongly supported, and moreover that the Air Force and Navy “cluster” effect extended across
domains of drategy and the three characteristics under study. As an Air Force officer with
experience in drategy development, the author had expected either no support to the clustering
propogition, or support only in some limited circumstances, such as a particular doman

(doctrine) or particular characteristic (offensiveness.)

% Williamson Murray has espoused this in an essay, and subsequently has been cited by others in civil-
military relations. See Murray, “Does Military Culture Matter?’, p. 31-32; for one example of replication, see
Jim Smith, “USAF Culture and Cohesion,” Institute for National Security Studies, Colorado Springs. INSS,
1997. Betts also proposed the Air Force and Navy might be more offensive than other services; see Betts,
Soldiers, Civilians and Cold War Crises, pp. 120, 209. His study provided some evidence that advice of
senior military leaders did reflect this difference. Stephen Rosen also proposed an Air Force and Navy
cluster might be significant in comparing different states offensive power because these services will be less
affected by social structures, but his cases did not focus on this proposition; see Rosen, Societies and
Military Power, Cornell: Cornell University Press, 1996, p. 30.
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While this finding is important to establishing the hypotheses and complements other

scholars intuitions, there is dso a criticd implication for civil-military relations displayed in

Figure 24. The “clustering” effect is Sgnificant when the strategy under consderation is *“how-

to” in nature, and not when strateqy is debating “whether-to” commit to a course of action.?’

This can be taken as an indication tha while commitments of military force are being

contemplated, the military is rather homogeneous in viewpoints and reasoning. However, in a

pardld to the foreign policy dictum that Congressiona politics “stops at the water’s edge,”

military differences in perspective and reasoning about dtrategy begin once a commitment is

" In fact, in whether-to strategy, only the difference between civilians and all the military is significant at
p<.05 for both offensiveness and uncertainty. In how-to strategy, all three groups are significantly different
from each other at p<.01 using ANOV A with Tukey’sHSD test.
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made and an objective given. This may be empiricad evidence that US civilians and military
recognize the principle that cvilians decide and the militay implements.  Ingitutiond
convergence of the Air Force and Navy, and Army and Marines, respectively, only occurs
when discussing and formulating implementation Strategy, and gives rise to a competition of
views between the two clugters.

The notiond representation in Figure 25 arrays the two military and one civilian duster
agang dimensons of uncertanty and offensveness in a manner described as a
“ psychogeography.”?® The center points represent the uncertainty and offensiveness means for
each clugter, while the semicircles represent variance around those means for each group. This
representation of the cluster effect of military services highlights two aspects of the research
findings The fird isthat, in generd, the military clusters are not more uniform in outlooks than
the civilian: the Szes of the circles, representing the variance of views for each group, are about
the same® The second aspect of note is that the groups overlap in their views. Huntington's

propogition that the differences between groups may be much like politicd parties, which

28 | attribute the term and idea to Ronald Inglehart, who used it to show the relative positions of Western
states based on a variety of measures (through survey instruments) of values. See Inglehart, Ronald, The
Silent Revolution: Changing Values and Political Styles Among Western Publics. Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1977.

» gpecifically, the military does not have significantly smaller variance in the distribution of measures of
uncertainty and offensiveness. The circles are approximately one standard deviation; if drawn to scale,
civilians have marginally smaller deviation in uncertainty (approx. 1.28 vs. 1.32) and marginaly larger in
offensiveness (1.95 vs 1.90), and the circles would be éllipses (1.3 wide by 1.9 high.) Uniformity—a
significantly smaller variation in measures—might indicate greater agreement or cohesion in agroup. Bruce
Russett investigated the hypothesis that the military is more uniform in views than are civilians in his 1974
study of political perspectives; similar to these findings, he did not discover more uniformity in the military.
See Russett, “Political Perspectives of US Military and Business Elites,” Armed Forces and Society 1:1, Nov.
1974, pp. 79-108.
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encompass a variety of viewpoints yet rest on “average’ on different anchor points, seems an

effective description of the differences between service dusters, and civilians®

0.2 9
0.4 -
-0.6 1
-0.8

1.2 4
1.4 4
1.6
-1.8

Offensiveness
P
1

| Civilians 4 Army & Marine e Air Force & Navy

Figure25 -- " Psychogeography" of Clusters

What can explain these relationships or inditutiona identities which arise in a politica
setting of developing and choodsing srategy? One possibility is that there may smply be a

bureaucratic explanaion: the groupings of services illudrates hierarchicd bargaining. The

% In fact, a discriminant analysis (predicting which cluster an observation belongs to) based on
offensiveness, use of history, and uncertainty measures, yielded two functions. One loaded on
offensiveness and use of history (and explains 90% of the variance), the other on uncertainty (explaining the
remaining variance), but the overlap between groups is reflected by the canonical correlation of .25 which
resultsin the analysis. In other words, any single set of measures of an ‘unknown’ actor will generally only
yield acorrect prediction about onein four times. The more sets of measures (taken from what is believed to
be only one of the groups) available, the better the ability to accurately predict the ‘owner’ group.
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clusters observed in the Strategy process may reflect the current distribution of influence by both
President and Congress to the services®  In the period of this study, 1995-2000, it is possble
that the Air Force and Navy enjoyed differentid trestment compared to the Army and Marines.
Differentid trestment then leads to divergence in outlooks between the service clugters, including
offensveness and uncertainty. As Betts suggests, “changes in service interests and ideologies

n32

are more likely to derive from civilian policy changes than to determine them.”* Others agree.

Sam Sarkesian writes;

As aresult of the changing agenda and the emerging domestic environment, the
US military will need to compete aggressively for its share of federd resources.
This will leed to a more dearly visble military involvement in the nationd
political scene, sharpening interservice disputes as each service seeks politica
dlies. Interservice issues will slem from a reduced defense budget, the need to
delineste and clarify military contingencies and missions, and the need for more
effective joint-service operationd efforts®

Huntington believes that interservice conflicts will have three power gods in view: jurisdiction,
appropriations, and influence®

The bureaucratic pergpective can explain why one observes differences between groups,
but it isinsufficient in explaining the kinds of differences one finds and the particular convergence

of specific groupsinto clusters. If, for ingtance, the Air Force and Navy are digning as a cluster

% See Arnold Kanter, Defense Politics, Chapter 7, pp. 95-115. In supporting this proposition he also cites
the research of Vincent Davis and Perry Smith; see p. 100.

% Betts, Soldiers, Statesmen and Cold War Crises, p. 126.

% Sarkesian, Williams and Bryant, Soldiers. Society., and National Security, Boulder: Lynne Rienner
Publishers, 1995, p. 11.

¥ Huntington, “ Interservice Competition and Political Roles,” p. 48.
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in response to nationd security preferentid politics, why those two services, and why ther
particular characteristics on offensiveness and uncertainty only in how-to strategy: why is there
no evidence of differences in whether-to strategy? In one study of how similarities in strategy
preferences might arise across different states, William Kincade suggested four factors for
convergence:
1. The military ‘demondration effect’ or imitative phenomenon, whereby a popular
strategy becomes a desired symbol
2. Principles of wafare with broad gpplication due to politicd or military problems
presenting themsdlves in the same forms
3. The interactive nature of drategy which requires consdering exising or presumed

adversaries in order to shape forces and plans for war
4. The technicd environment, including the sate of the art and the symbolic importance of

military technology™
Each of these factors relates to how-to drategy, rather than whether-to arguments. It is
possible that service clusters form not because of direct political preferences, but rather around
certain facets of how each service gpproaches warfighting (or other military applications.)

These factors offer a framework for explaining military clusters and drategy behavior:
sarvices may dign and share preferences for drategy—including offensveness, outlook on
uncertainty, and use of higory in drategy—based on technologicd symbolism, drategic
symbolism, and functional competency. Bureaucratic politics provides the motivation for
competition and sharpening of viewpoints, but other factors provide the catalysts for clustering
and taking particular positions. Williamson Murray is a proponent of technologica and strategic

symbolism as an explanation of service clustering:  the Navy and Air Force share a common

®William Kincade, “ American National Style and Strategic Culture,” in Strategic Power: USA/USSR, ed. by
Carl Jacobsen, MacMillan Press, 1990, p. 14.
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preference for both high technology and “distant firepower,” or the ability to attack adversaries
from adistance® In his view, the predisposition for technology has a corresponding effect that
its users become overly confident in capabilities—they are less uncertain about dStrategic
gtuations—while the preference for distant firepower leads to greater desire and lessredtraint in
exercigng capabilities in every Stuation—a greeter preference for offensve srategy, compared
to other sarvices. Thus a politica environment favoring technologica solutions and distant
attack forges an dliance between Air Force and Navy and smilar strategy characteristics for
how to prosecute a use of military force, but does not effect the same aliance on whether to get
involved in thefirg place.

Don Snider, Richard Betts and Edward Luttwak offer more functiond explanations.
Snider quotes James Burk in citing a functiond view that “warfighting till determines the centrd
beliefs, values and complex symbolic formations’ underlying service differences®  Services
may view the nature of wars—whether to get involved—the same, but naturdly differ on how to
do it. Betts proposes that the Air Force and Navy (in the period of his study) have a wedth of
capabilities, and that wedlth restricts caution.® The Army and Marine Corps of his time—and
perhaps today—offered fewer options to leaders, and were smultaneoudy more dependent on
othersto act. To press their politicd advantage, the Air Force and Navy both offer functiona

solutions—forces with greater flexibility in crises—with increased offensveness (a ‘we can do

% Murray, “Does Military Culture Matter,” primarily pp. 31-33.

%" Snider, “ An uninformed debate on military culture,” Orbis 43:1, Winter 99, p. 14.
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it attitude) and less uncertainty (fewer dependencies to restrict action.) But those solutions and
atitudes are generdly only expressed when faced with “how-to” questions by leaders. In
another functiona view, Luttwak beieves that a societd sengtivity to casudties leads to
preference for Air Force and Navy action from air and sea—they use, and therefore risk, fewer
soldiers—which in turn imbues those services with greater freedom to act in, but not necessarily
prior to, strategy Situations®

In summary, one ingtitutiond identity reveded in this sudy is the dudering effect of Air
Force and Navy versus Army and Marine Corps in characteristics of strategy, with the Air
Force and Navy dgnificantly more offensve and less uncertain than their Sger sarvices. This
clustering may be due to bureaucratic competition over gppropriations and influence, but it is
only reveded when the services are presented “how-to” deliberations over strategy. In those
gtuations, factors of technology, Strategic principles or symbols, and functiond competencies
forge amilarities in strategy between the air and sea services, and the ground and contingency
sarvices, respectively. The extent of the cluster’s effects on the substance of drategy, and a
more complete picture of which factor or combination of factors is a primary cause, awaits
further sudy.

A second indtitutiond identity reveded in this research concerns the role of defense civilians

in drategy: this subgroup of dvilians is unique in its own right, yet their place in Strategy

% Betts, Soldiers, Statesmen and Cold War Crises, p. 120.

¥ Edward Luttwak, “Where are the Great Powers? At home with thekids,” Foreign Affairs 73:4, July/August
94, pp. 23-28.
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processes has been redively little examined by civil-military scholars.  Civil-military relaions
scholarship has conggtently been concerned with how civilians in a democracy can maintan
their authority and control of the military, but has paid surprisngly little atention to the “front-
ling’ of civilian leadership in the US. the Defense Department divilians™  Whether these
cavilians are different, or should be different, from the military in important characterittics is
avoided in some prominent studies by sdlecting a comparison group of civilians from non-
governmental professonds, or not screening a pool of divilians for such digtinctions®  The
problem for civil-military relaions and drategy is, what if defense civilians are different from
their cohort?

There is some speculation about defense civilians that warrants closer analyss of the
evidence some suggest defense civilians may exhibit characterigtics of the military, as if they
have been ‘captured by their close contact and reationship with military personnd and
organizations. In organizationd theory, Kurt Lang proposed in 1965 that the juncture of civil-
military inditutions such as the Defense Depatment may dlow interpenetration of military

personnel and civilians, a process that absorbs civilians into military beliefs and practices, and

“0 Gene Lyons explored the front line relationships in a 1961 article, but the author was unable to find more
contemporary explorations. This is also unusual because the modern US Defense Department places an
emphasison “civilianizing” where possible, to minimize active duty personnel in staff positions and increase
staff continuity and competence. See “The New Civil-Military Relations,” American Political Science
Review 55:1, March 1961, pp. 53-63.

! Russett’s 1974 study deliberately selected non-governmental civilian professionals. Ole Holsti’s more
recent work with civil-military values uses the Foreign Policy Leadership Project surveys, which draws on
Who’s Who directories that span government and private positions. See Russett, “Political Perspectives of
US Military and Business Elites,” and Holsti, “A Widening Gap Between Military and Civil Society?’
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likewise military into civilian beliefs and practices™ As mentioned earlier, Petraeus found that
the only senior cvilian in the pogt-Vietnam period who was consgtently like the military in
strategy discussions was the Secretary of Defense®® Similarly, Feaver and Gelpi proposed that
civilians who attended professond military education were both defense-oriented because of
their qualifying jobs, and defense indoctrinated due to the education experience. There was
some support in their data that such civilians became more like their military coworkers.*
Fndly, Sarkesan and others extensvey discuss the possibility that civilian graduate education
“broadens’ military officers and recommends it to make them more like civilian leaders and
public, without addressing the complementary possibility thet military education and relaionships

might broaden civilian professionals and draw them dloser to the military.*

* Lang, “Military Organizations,” in Handbook of Organizations ed. by James March, Rand McNally, 1965,
p. 842.

“® Petraeus, “Military Influence and the Post-Vietnam Use of Force,” fn. 38, p. 504.

“ Feaver and Gelpi, “The Civil-Military Gap and Casualty Aversion,” p. 28. The authors also controlled for a
variety of ‘effiliation’ effects, including brief military experience and attitudes about the military, but most of
these had no significance for their particular focus.

“® Sarkesian, Williams, and Bryant, Soldiers, Society and National Security, esp. pp. 19-20.
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Note: Valuesin each category normalized for ease of display
O Other Civilians O Defense Civilians O Army&Marines E AirForce&Navy

Figure 26 — Defense Civilians and Whether-To Strategy

The proposition that defense civilians may be uniquely different and more like their military
coworkers than civilian cohort finds surprisng support in the present research. The only

civilians who digned to any sgnificant degree with the military in the characteridics of drategy

dudied were defense civilians. In addition, defense civilian postions were often datiticaly

independent from both civilian counterparts and military services, and their postions establish a
unique pattern.

Looking a whether-to and how-to contexts of Strategy, defense civiliansare: like the military in
offengveness, smilar to one or the other cluster in use of history, and midway between other

civilians and the Air Force and Navy dluster in uncertainty.”® When the data is narrowed only to

“® |n overall Offensiveness, defense civilians are statistically indistinguishable from other civilians, but a
focus on contexts shows differences at p<.01. In Use of History, they are statistically different from other
civilians; in context, they are similar to the Army & Marine cluster in whether-to strategy, and the Air Force
and Navy cluster in how-to, at p<.05. Finally, in overal Uncertainty, defense civilians are ailmost exactly
midway between other civilians and the Air Force and Navy cluster, and cannot be distinguished from either
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the doctrine domain, these trends perdst, with the only exception being that defense civilians are
s0 positioned between other cvilians and the military in use of higory tha they ae

indigtinguishable from dl groups

o v
e —
3 v
et
o —
£

—

Offensiveness Use of History Uncertainty

OOther Civilians ODefense Civilians OArmy&Marines E AirForce&Navy

Figure 27 — Defense Civiliansand How-To Strategy

When defense civilian behavior is examined in the light of Strategy contexts—whether to
versus how to strategy—their intermediary nature is mogt illuminated.*”  Interestingly, previous

trends showing that whether-to strategy minimizes group differences are ill present when

(though those two groups are different from each other). They are statistically independent of Marines and
Army in how-to strategy uncertainty, at p<.05. [ANOVA using Tukey’sHSD test.]

*" Findings in this and the next paragraph are derived from ANOVA of defense civilians, other civilians, and
the two military cluster groups on both how-to and whether-to strategy and each of the strategy

characteristics. Defense civilian alignment with other groups comes from Tukey's HSD test and an
evaluation of homogeneous subsets.
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looking athe dynamics of defense civilians. One exception isin offensveness—defense dvilians

dign with dl the military as being more defendve in whether-to drateqy than other civilians.

One can speculate that due to ther relaionships with military personne and understanding of
military cgpabilities, defense civilians are ether less willing to commit thelr associates to potentid
conflicts, or more understanding of the limits of military force. Additiondly, asthe civilians & the
front line of civilian control, defense professonas may desre—as do their military brethren—
clear objectives and priorities, and in their absence be less offengve in whether-to strategy
deliberations.

In how-to drategy, or formulaion of Strategy given commitments to a course of action,
defense civilians continue a unique pattern of dignments between the military and other civilians.
In offensveness and how-to Strategy, defense civilians are associated with the Army and Marine
cuger, making them dgnificantly more offendve than other dvilians but dgnificantly less
offengve than the Air Force and Navy cluster. Examining use of history and how-to strategy,
defense civilians are mogt like the Air Force and Navy and use sgnificantly more history than
other civilians. Findly, consdering uncertainty in how-to strategy, defense civilians are perched
between other civilians and the Air Force/Navy cluse—where other civilians are least
uncertain, and the Air Force/lNavy are second-most uncertain—and include sgnificantly less
uncertainty than does the Army/Marine clugter.

Taken together, these findings point to a unique indtitutiond identity for defense civiliansin

civil-military reations and the making of srategy. Defense civilians digplay attributes of being an
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interpenetrated group, but not a“captured” group; their variation from al other groups indicates
they are indtitutionaly unique; and finaly, their particular positions in srategy characteristics may
indicate that defense civilians play an intermediary role in civil-military relations.

1. Interpenetrated, not captured. Defense divilians are the only civilians who dign with the

military on Srategy characteristics, across al domains of drategy. However, in most
cases defense civilians are not teaking on the same preferences as military in
offendveness, use of higory, and uncertainty. Instead, they are often postioned
between other civilians and one or more of the military clusters (Air Force/Navy or
Army/Marines) There is no evidence, therefore, that defense civilians have become
military personnd without uniforms.

2. Unique professonds. Defense civilians do not display any smplistic dignment with any

group, civilian or military. For example, they are like other civilians in generd
offensiveness (less offensive than military), like dl military for offensiveness in whether-
to drategy (less offensgve than other civilians), and like the Army/Marine clugter for
offengveness in how-to drategy (more offengve than other civilians, less offensve than
Air Force/Navy.) Though they are like the Army and Marines in offensveness and
how-to drategy, defense civilians ‘switch' and are like Air Force and Navy in
uncertainty and how-to strategy. Defense civilians have an independent and complex
pattern in characterigtics of strategy making.

3. Inditutiond intermediaries. Defense civilians rardly stake out a high or low ground in

any characterigtic of strategy—with the exception of use of higtory in how-to Srategy,
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they are dways postioned with or between civilian and military groups. (Note in
comparison that civilian experts do take the highest podtion in areas of uncertainty,
while avilian leaders gtake out low postions in uncertainty and generd offensveness)
A probable inference given this pattern of behavior and the nature of defense civilians—
part of the cvilian group, yet living and working in and with military ingtitutions—is thet
defense civilians facilitate and mediate in srategy development and formulation between

civilian leadership (and possibly public) and the military organizations.

The two inditutiond identities reveded in this research of military service dugering and
defense civilian rales in the making of srategy are important findings for civil-military relations
theory. In bureaucratic settings in particular, the military is neither a homogenous group of
martid inditutions, nor asmple st of four military organizations. Defense civilians, too, are not
merely civilians with the closest contact to the military, nor are they captured bureaucrats who
represent the military but do not wear uniforms. In examining Gen. MacArthur and the
decison-making surrounding the Inchon landing, Ronald Carpenter wrote:

Martid decison-making is not smply a matter of objective estimates of the
capabilities of both one's own forces and those of the enemy, including
assessments of numbers of personnel, ease of their movements, sophidtication
and rdiability of their equipment, support of dlies (or lacks thereof), and
predictions about outcomes—both tactica and strategic. To affect outcomes of

these ddiberations, for good or ill, commanders inevitably engage in rhetoric as
the process of ‘ adjusting ideas to people and people to idess.’ *®

“8 Ronald Carpenter, “On Rhetoric in Martial Decision-making,” Chapter 7 in Rhetoric and Community ed. by
J. Michael Hogan, University of South Carolina Press, 1998, p. 135.
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Explaining drategy requires that one undersand and account for varying influences in
organizationd settings, and civil-military relations must account for the roles of military clusters
such as the Air Force and Navy, and Army and Marines, and the independent yet intermediary
role of defense civilians. For in the making of drategy, each of these indtitutiond ‘actors is
engaged in their own form of adjusting ideas to people and people to ideas, and each will have

potentialy different effects on the outcomes of ddiberations.

The Organizational and Strategic Culture Hypotheses

Are the didtinctive group behaviors and patterns in offensveness, use of history, and
uncertainty found in this study indications of culture a work in strategy making? The definition
of culture borrowed for this investigation was:

...the body of attitudes and beliefs that guide and circumscribe thought on
drategic questions, influences the way drategic issues are formulated, and sets
the vocabulary and perceptud parameters of drategic debate...culture is

generally consdered to be along-term phenomenon, a concept thet is pervasive
and which is taught or reinforced by those who possessiit.*

This definition is farly broad; it does not identify other possble explanations for drategy
formulation or vocabulary as invdidating a cultura explanation, nor does it necessarily pecify
whether culture lies in the differences between groups or merdy in any identifidble body of
atitudes and bdiefs. Using the above definition, and reviewing the findings discussed in this and

the previous three chapters, one would probably conclude that the sgnificant differences in

“ As defined in Chapter 2. Also see Jack Snyder, “The Soviet Strategic Culture,” R-2154, RAND
Corporation, 1977; and Forrest Morgan, “Compellance and the Strategic Culture of Imperial Japan,” Ph.D.
dissertation (University of Maryland, 1998), Chapter 2.
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drategy characteristics across the different domains does imply that there is both military
culture and bureaucratic cultures at work in strategic processes.

There is, however, an aspect of the study of culture that has been reserved for discusson
here  under what conditions should identifigble patterns of behavior be explained as semming
from culture rather than other factors? This question is important (and better examined a this
point in the study) for at least two reasons. Firs, a some points in this andys's concepts such
as technology, functiond competency, or bureaucratic politics have been offered as explanations
for differences in group behavior. Can these concepts be subsumed under the rubric of culture
as a primary explanation? Second, there is an interest by some in internationa relations and
civil-military relations to narrow examinations and make more rigorous studies of the effects of
culture. To assart at this point that culture is evident in Strategy making would only gpply alabe
to the findings, rather than asss future scholars in isolating dements of culture and ther
proposed—or substantiated—effects.

Recommendations from three prominent scholars are critica to understanding the results of
this andysgs culture investigations should be rigoroudy defined; the elements of culture should
be identified and distinguished from other factors, culture should be found in differences
between groups, and lastly, cultura explanations should demondrate impact. In Bureaucracy,
James Wilson proposes that culture is a*” persstent, patterned way of thinking” about the central
tasks and human reations within organizations, but criticizes most gpproaches of the time as

being “journdigic’ in Iamply describing differences and attributes, rather than rigoroudy

206

www.manaraa.com



identifying relationships®  Jack Snyder agreed with this view, and went further over the course
of three decades:

Strategic culture [ig ... bdiefs, dtitudes and behaviora petterns ...with a
semipermanence that makes them culturd rather than mere palicy; ... problems
are not assessed objectively...rather, as seen through a perceptud lens™

Structurd, Stuationd or indtitutiona explanations may be legitimate preferences
to cultura ones smply on the grounds that they make sharper, more specific,
more testable predictions...culture, if one may cdl it that, enters the story when
adidtinctive approach to strategy becomes ingrained in training, ingtitutions, and
force podture. . .it mediates strategic thought®

Socid theorigts have aways dlowed that behavior [is rdated to] ... materid
circumstances, socid sructure, and cultural symbolism ... One advantage of the
‘newer’ definition, which limits culture to meaningful symbals, is thét it facilitates
diginguishing culture from other socid phenomena, especidly inditutiond
patterns of behavior.>

Snyder essentidly outlines what “more rigor” means in the sudy of culture. Initidly he desires
to see culture understood as an influence separate from factors of policy or “objective’
assessments. Policy and “objectivity” become more defined in later writings i there are
gructurd or inditutiond factors with causal roles in the strategy under study, then differences
observed may not be cultura per se. His most recent proposition, building on earlier theory, is
that culture should be confined to meaningful symbols, and not aspects of materid circumstances

or inditutiona behavior.

0 \Wilson, Bureaucracy, pp. 91-93.
*! Jack Snyder, “The Soviet Strategic Culture,” 1977, p. v.

%2 Jack Snyder, “The Concept of Strategic Culture: Caveat Emptor,” in Strategic Power USA/USSR ed. by
Carl Jacobsen, MacMillan Press: 1990, pp. 5-7.

% Jack Snyder, unpublished draft paper entitled “Anarchy and Culture: Insights from the Anthropology of
War,” February 2001, pp. 3, 12.
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Alagtar Johnston suggedts the last ement of a refined study of culture: focus on group
differences which have observable impacts In “Thinking about Strategic Culture,” he writes:

Much of the impetus behind the research on drategic culture has been the
conviction that decison-makers in different [groups] do indeed think and act
differently from one another when faced with amilar strategic circumstances and
choices. However, ...even if the procedures...uncover the presence of a
drategic culture, we need to treet the possbility of a priori differences in the
content of strategic cultures across [groups] with a greet ded of caution for two
very different sets of reasons. The fird is that Strategic culture may exist but
may not have any measurable behaviord effects...The second reason for
caution comes from the possbility that strategic culture may indeed exigt, but
that different [groups] share a common drategic culture. ..if thisis the case, then
drategic culture may [only] be an essentid [macro-leve] variable. ..

Johngton is emphasizing that merdly identifying characterigtics of groups that might be commonly
cdled culture is insufficient in offering cultural explanations of behavior: we need to instead
suggest or demondtrate the impacts of those characteristics and smultaneoudy be assured that
the groups under study differ on those characterigtics.

The concerns of these authors are important here because the findings of the anays's offer
only glimmerings of support to culture as an explanation of the patterns of differences (or, more
properly, the effects of those differences), as opposed to using culture as a descriptive labdl.
Integrating the concerns outlined above to the earlier definition of culture, a new gpproach to
strategic culture is proposed:

Strategic culture exists if distinctions in characteristics (values, beliefs, symbols)
and behavior (predispositions for action or reasoning) between groups exist, pervasive

* Johnston’s article was focusing on the study of state-level interactions and culture, and | have
substituted the word “group” for his terms “society” and “state”; | believe the meaning and intent of
Johnston is still intact. See Alastair I. Johnston, “ Thinking about Strategic Culture,” International Security
19:4, Spring 95, pp. 55-56.
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over time, which significantly account for differences in behaviors of interest, apart
from the impacts of material resources (capabilities, functions, and constraints) or
social structure (hierarchy, authority, roles), which may also vary between groups™
Usng this definition and applying it to the results (and hypotheses), this study finds that
diginctions in characterigtics (specificaly, symbolic language) have little effect on the drategy
behaviors of interest, but does subgtantiate the posshbility that digtinctions in behavior
(predigpogtions for rhetoric in drategy language) may account for differences in Srategy.
Symbolic language, as discussed further beow, is shown to be used by groups in digtinct
patterns, but it does not impact substantidly on the behaviors of offensveness, use of history,
and uncertainty in strategy. Predispositions for offensveness, use of history, and uncertainty in
drategy, do vary subgantidly between groups in discernible patterns in the 1995-2000
timeframe, but this sudy is unable to verify impacts to the substance of drategy, nor can it
completely exclude materid or sructurd accounts for these differences. The laiter is dso
discussed below.

Symbolic Language:  This study proposed that one dement of culture in Strategy
communications could be evauaed by assessng differences in the use of civilian and military
idess, as expressed with particular uses of language. Military service vison statements and the
civilian Nationa Security Strategy were reviewed for oft-repeated terms and phrases, under the
guidance that these publications had an express purpose of invoking officid language and
organizationd symbols. As defined in Chapter 4, officid language is concepts and language that

condrains dternative drategies, undermines chalenges to authority, mobilizes support and

% This definition is, without apology, the author’s own.
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upholds control of the decison process. The study design was focused on measuring the uses
of these language sets to determine potentid relationships between officid language and the
drategy characteristics of offensveness, use of higtory, and uncertainty.

One finding not reported earlier was the fact that groups do invoke their own vison

concepts within grategy discussions at sgnificantly higher rates than other groups.  Although this

may be taken for granted, it is hdpful to verify that the vison statements gpparently play more
than an obligatory role in organizationd behavior—ther effects extend beyond the vison
gatements themselves. The symbols were focused, semi-independent sets (approximately ten
words each) of terms that were frequently invoked in civilian and military “vison” documents.
Table 16 reports the rates of each actor’s use of any of the symbolic language sets, across dl
the domains of srategy communication. While we have no sandard for determining if the
absolute rates of use are “norma”, one can see that each group clearly uses their own symbols
within drategy communications gpproximately two to two and a haf times more often than do

other groups.
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Act or Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
N Civilian | Air Force Ar ny Navy Mar i ne
Synbol s Synbol s Synbol s Synbol s Cor ps
Synbol s
Cvilian 738 2.87** .30 .08 .13 .03
Leaders
Def ense 457 1.19 .27 .11 . 26 .13
Civilians
Civilian 396 1.33 .44 .17 . 28 .05
Experts
Air Force 878 1.04 1.09** .11 .28 .09
Ar ny 769 1.02 .31 .53x* .31 .19
Navy 449 1.00 .33 .18 2.88** . B7**
Mari ne 384 1.01 . 60 .17 1.11** 2.50**
Joi nt 60 1.13 .57 .22 .32 .12
of ficer
Overal | 4131 1.40 .51 . 20 .62 .38
** = significantly different fromother scores at p < .01 [ Tukey’'s HSD]

Table 16 — Use of Symboalic Language

Two other interegting findings are reveded in this table.  Fird, the only dvilians who

frequently invoke symbols of the Nationd Security Strategy are civilian leeders.  Although

cvilian experts are non-governmenta, one might expect defense civilians—many of them
Adminigration gppointees—to dso use the officid language. That they do not may be yet
another indication of the independent and intermediary role of defense civilians. Secondly, the

unique relationship of the Navy and Marine Corps—the Marine Corps is officidly part of the
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Navy Depatment—perastsin thair language used in strateqy:  both of these sarvices invoke not

only their own officid language, but also that of their organizationd partner. (The Marine Corps
is dightly more cognizant of their parent, too, as they invoke Navy symbols about twice as often
as the Navy invokes Marine language.)

Though the use of symbalic language may be interesting in itsdf, the sudy showed thet it
usudly did not contribute to understanding the drategy characteristics of offendveness, use of
higtory, and uncertainty. In looking at each dependent variable, the study showed only weak
rdaionships with symbolic language: in other words, one cannot explan how much
offengveness, higtory, or uncertainty one might find in strategy based on an actor’s use of officid
language® One“meager” relationship is worth reporting here, however, asit offers possibilities
for future research: civilian symbols, including words like “democracy,” “engagement,”
“humanitarian,” and “prosperity,” may be associated with expressng less uncertainty and
offendvenessin drategy.  The figures below show that as the number of civilian symbols found
in a strategy text increase, the mean measurements of uncertainty and offensiveness decrease.™
Although this was gdidicdly sgnificant, the variagtion around each mean measurement was so
broad that civilian symbols offered little predictive power for those two characterigics. Civilian
symbols dso tended to show more sgnificance than military symbol sets when focusng on
gpecific domains of drategy for each characteristic. The indication for future research is that

dvilian symbology might be a contributor to modds of drategic reasoning but not an

% See the end of Chapters 5, 6, and 7 for specific findings relating symbol use to the dependent variables.

* This accounts for finding civilian symbols significant in several area.
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independent explanation; another possihility is that one might refine and build a more complete

civilian language “set” that may have better explanatory power.*®

Mean Offensiveness Scores
w

.00 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400  17.00
1.00 3.00 5.00 7.00 9.00 11.00 1300  15.00

Civilian Symbols Used

Figure 28 — Civilian Symbols and Offensiveness

% It may also be interesting to consider—and investigate—why uncertainty decreases as one talks more
about democracy, prosperity, and engagement. Arethese, in fact, confidence-boosting terms?
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Figure 29 — Civilian Symbols and Uncertainty

Predispositionsfor action: Throughout this study, a number of distinctive patterns have
been found on civilian and military expresson of offensveness, use of higtory, and uncertainty in
drategy in the 1995-2000 timeframe.® Using the new definition of culture proposed above, this
isan important first step in establishing that a“ drategic culture’ may exist for one or more of the

groups. However, two hurdles remain to asserting culture as an important explanation for

% The author did not perform alongitudinal analysis of the strategy texts, as neither the 5-year time frame
nor the texts collected support such analysis. In the author’s opinion, the convergence between past
studies and even intuitions of scholars and the findings here are partial evidence of pervasiveness. Butitis
admitted that the pervasiveness over time of the patterns of differences could use further study.
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drategy: do the patterns discovered have a substantive impact on the outcomes of Strategy
deliberations, and can we discount or a least minimize the dternative explanations of materia
circumstances and socid structure?

There are two possible gpproaches to understanding the substantive impact of these
differences in characterigtics on strategy outcomes. a Ssmplistic assertion that offensveness, use
of history, and uncertainty rhetoric are themselves outcomes; or an admission that one needs to
measure outcomes in the strategy texts or perform post-hoc reviews of what Strategy resulted.
The first gpproach is unsatisfying, but needs to be mentioned here. One could take the position
that, for ingtance, the finding of greater offengveness in military how-to strategy texts indicates
offendve draegy preferences for the military. If military Srategies themselves are more
offengve than civilian drategies offered in the same domains, then we may have substance
dready: leaders may condder evidence of offengve military Strategy important in sdecting
advisors and courses of action. However, this gpproach would miss an vitd aspect of the
findings offensveness in language may not indicate the “find” Strategy recommended, nor can
any particular actor’s strategy text be taken as the “final” product of that actor, or the process
they areinvolved in. The second approach takes these problems into account.

The second approach to substance recognizes that offensive predispostions (as an
example) are just that—tendencies that may generdly, but not dways, result in offensve
outcomes. Thus, the digtinctive patterns discovered between groups for this study’s Strategy
characterigtics dill require examination for outcomes and impact. Impact measurement would

require an investigator to observe the results that any Srategy text might have for the process
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they were a part of: in the andytic essays, for example (which shared a common purpose and
Setting), one could seek to measure the strategy recommendations made by each actor. Then, a
comparison of the recommendations and predispositions might verify that offensveness, use of
history, and/or uncertainty each had an impact on the recommendations made. |If those impacts
mirror the patterns discovered across domains, there is better evidence of culture—or at least
the “second” hurdle will have been crossed.

Another posshility is amulti-method approach: perform some case studies on the domains
chosen for this research to use for comparison and anadlyss. If an investigator examined the
Kosovo operations (Allied Force) and ddiberations of strategy in order to assess particular
Srategy recommendations and resulting decisons, the case study could highlight where civilian
and military strategies impacted the decison process. Again, treating the strategy texts as actor
inputs to the strategy process—advice or recommendations—allows the researcher to then
measure the effects on outcomes. This, too, would establish whether the differences in question
meet the second test for culture.

A preliminary conclusion, based on this review, is that this study does not provide evidence
that sufficiently meets the requirements for asserting Strategic culture effects in strategy. There
needs to be an evauation of the impact of the patterns discovered here on drategy, and this
gudy is not designed to accomplish that task. Despite this shortcoming, it is dso useful to
examine the “third hurdl€’ for examining culture, to gppreciate the full chalenge for hypotheses

about culture in drategy. The third test is to examine other dternaive explanations for the
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vaidions in predigoostions found in the study; specificdly, are there materid or socid factors
which might account for the patternsin offensveness, use of history, and uncertainty?

One of the mogt important patterns found in andys's concerned offensveness in dtrategy
and context effects  while civilians are more offengve than the military in deliberations of
“whether-to” commit to a course of action, the military is sharply more offensive in *how-to”
prosecute a course of action. As discussed previoudy, the military’s offensveness in how-to
drategy could be taken as reasonable and naturd: the military is responsible for forceful action
(dedtruction is one dement of offensveness) and offense is a classc principle of military action,
whatever service employs it (where the principle involves initigtive and mobility, two other
dements of offengveness) Additiondly, as some scholars remind us, militaries should
theoreticdly be less offensve in whether-to drategy, as it involves more than military force and

the military is not responsble for whether-to decisons in an authoritative sense (Betts 77;

Petraeus 87) Both of these observations lend themsdves to attributing the primary

offendveness patterns of behavior to materia resources—the military function is offendve—and

s0cid gructure—the military is subordinate to civilians, who decide whether-to and ddegate

how-to Strategy.

One of the primary findings in looking a uncertainty in Srategy communications was that
civilians are more uncertain in both whether-to drategy and the Nationa Missle Defense
domain, while the military is more uncertain in how-to strategy and doctrine. It was suggested
that this “mixed result” in uncertainty characteristics might be explained as a product of actor’s

roles. organizations and their members may be more uncertain when expressng srategy for
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which they possess more respongbility. In other words, civilians are uncertainin NMD because
they must make the critical decisons about what kind of defense is necessary and how much
resources must be spent to acquire it. In contrast, the military is more uncertain about the
environment of war and the necessary actions to accomplish objectives using military force,

because they will be held responsible for executing those actions. If the overal concluson is

that increesang respongbility is rdated to incressing uncertainty, then the patern in this

characterigic of strateqy may be attributed to socid structure—organizational authority and

roles explains differences.

The generd finding in patterns of group use of history within strategy was thet civilians use
more higory than the military. Interestingly, while civilians and military were generdly equd in
their use of history for how-to drategy, civilians used sharply more history than the military in
whether-to dtrategy. In addition, civilians were found to frequently invoke both current events
and the Gulf War at rates much higher than the military. On its face this might be taken as
indicating that civilians use far more case-based reasoning in deciding whether to accomplish
nationa security objectives than the military, which is presumably reticent about discussng
historica casesin apoaliticd, rather than military, context. A deegper concern, however, that was
suggested in andyzing the findings is that perhaps the military dso uses higory (in both whether-
to and how-to dtrategy), but that much of its own history use is integrated and subsumed by
principles, theories, models and doctrine for war. This study is unable to assess either how
higtory is integrated into the recorded texts, nor how well any actor uses history—the design

was only to assess how much history is directly cited and used. The result is that one cannot
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confidently assert that the patterns in use of history are not due to materid resources—the

military’ s use of less hisory may be afunction of itstools, training, and documented experience.

Each of these points presents a formidable counter-argument to a cultural explanation of
the patterns of differences between civilians and the military (and their subgroups). The
evidence dearly shows distinct patterns of differences between groups, in amyriad of ways, and
those differences can be consdered as behaviord predispostions that are observed through
each actor’s rhetoric in strategy communications. However, arigorous definition and approach
to culture, as offered in this section above, requires assessment of the impact of those
differences and accounting for dternative explanaions. On both of these counts the evidence is
found wanting: the impacts are unobserved, and functiona responghilities and organizationa
roles of civilian and military groups may be the dominant source of variation found in this study.
A cautious and wise conclusion for the cultura hypotheses of this sudy, therefore, is that only
tentative evidence has been established, and further work remains—the hypotheses are neither

supported, nor denied, as aresult of the study.
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Hypothesis

Supported?

Context?

C1. A pattern of differences
between the military and
civilian strategy will remain
coherent and stable across
domains (i.e. there ismilitary
culture at work in strategic
processes.)

C2. A pattern of differences
between civilian subgroups
and military service
strategies will remain
coherent and stable across
domains (i.e. thereis
bureaucratic or service
culture at work in strategic
processes.)

Partially. Meaningful
patterns of differences were
discovered a civil-military and
subgroup levels, that were aso
coherent across domains.
However, the impacts of those
differences are not observed;
and, the possibility they are due
to material resources
(capabilities, functions) or
socid structure (authority,
roles, hierarchy) cannot be
excluded.

A large part of the “action”
in differences between groups lies
in appreciating the effects of
how-to strategy. That arena of
strategy, however, cals both
material and socid explanations
into the foreground—how one
does something is often related to
one's capahilities, tools, roles and
authority.

Table 17 — Cultural Hypotheses Findings
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CHAPTER 9

HYPOTHESESFOR FUTURE STUDY

International relations scholars are just beginning to grapple with
problems of how to systematically analyze phenomena that arise from
highly non-linear, and contingent, processes. Case study researchers tend
to deal with these problems as they arise in individual cases, but they face
the problem of how to generalize their findings to other cases and validate
those generalizations empirically. More quantitatively oriented scholars
have recently begun to develop methods for dealing with such problems,
and the further refinement of these methods is an important task for
future researchers.

Jack Levy, “Reflections on the Scientific Study of War”

The foundation of this study is the gpplication of a rdatively new methodology to the study
of drategy and decison making in civil-military affairs. In taking srategy communications as the
unit of analyss, and focusing atention on the differences between important civilian and military
groups, it succeeds a establishing an empirical assessment of a number of propositions about
civil-military behavior and a basdine measurement on some characteridtics of drategy. In
addition to the assessment and measurement efforts, this study aso proposes new theories
regarding offensveness in drategy, the role of doctrine vis-a-vis other drategy, the function of

military ‘cdlusters and defense civilians in politico-military organizationd reaions, and the
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goprecidion of culture as an explanation of civil-military behavior. Each of these resultsis owed
to the systematic gpproach afforded by manua and automated content analys's.

It isintriguing that Levy’s observation concerning how scholars can bring new ingghts and
evidence to internationd relations actudly concerns quantitative methodologies and events data,
rather than content analysis® Nonetheless, his statements al so encompass the efforts of many to
sudy decison-making in internationd reaions and civil-military affairs by usng content analyss,
and his recommendation that further refinement and research needs to be accomplished is
worthy of some discusson. The findings reported here generate a variety of potentia topics for
future study, dl of which can add both to the knowledge of civil-military srategy and the
productivity and accuracy of content analyss methodology.

Thisis not to state that other methods cannot contribute to the topics of this research—they
certainly have in the past and will continue to do so—buit rather that it is useful to describe future
research in the light of the need to refine content andyss. An underlying assertion of this sudy
is tha there are some things that content andys's can provide more systematic and generdizable
results to than is possble for case study, or possbly survey and experimenta methods. The
“proof isin the pudding,” however, and only future study will provide a broader baseline upon
which others might make such an assertion agreesble to the field of scholars and statesmen

interested in these topics. The focus of this chapter is to describe future topics generated by or

! Although events data research does share many commonalities with content analysis methods. See Levy,
“Reflections on the Scientific Study of War,” Chapter 15 in What do we know about War ed. by John
Vasquez, Rowmand & Littlefield Publishers, 2000, p. 326.

222

www.manaraa.com



related to the results of this study, with a purposeful focus on content andysis development,

often in conjunction with other methods.

Actors in Strategy Making and Going beyond the US

How many different actors are rdevant to the making of nationd drategy? The answer
depends upon the type of study being undertaken, and the theoretica framework encompassing
nationa drategy. For example, a minimum requirement for the use of content andyss in
research is the avalability of texts that are ether generated by the actors one is studying
(decison-making and persondlity assessments), or are directly related to the phenomena (events
data derived from news reports) In this study, this requirement drove the sdection of three
cvilian and five military subgroups, with a focus on the United States. But, which civilians and
which military are theoreticdly rdevant to Sate srategy making—are they dl contained in this
data set? One classic theoretica framework for the relationship between a date and its Strategy
comes from Clausewitz and his proposition of a societd trinity.” As shown in Figure 30, the
trinity conadts of the government (reason), the military (creativity and action) and the people

(emotions and violence)®

2 Karl von Clausewitz, On War, ed. Michael Howard and Peter Paret (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1976), p. 89.

% David Jablonsky, “Why is Strategy Difficult,” in The Search For Strateqy ed. by Gary Guertner, Westport:
Greenwood Press, 1993, p. 6.
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Government

Military People

Figure 30 — Clausewitzian Trinity

The firg posshility of ‘incompleteness in the study may be its focus on US actors and
drategy: some of the hypotheses examined were derived from internationd relations
propositions, and were not intended to be purely US-oriented observations. The Clausewitzian
trinity—and afar amount of civil-military scholarship—are smilarly not confined to US nationa
Security organizations and relations.  Since a number of internaiond actors possess militaries,
governments and people, there is no a priori reason to exclude the gpplicability of the
hypotheses and utility of the methodology employed in this study. Therefore, afirst chalenge to

the findings concerns whether they can be generalized to other Sates.
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Secondly, the theory of the trinity’ srole in Strategy may present another potentia chalenge
to the findings, in that one pole of the trinity is under-gppreciated: the people. Clausewitz
proposed (and many scholars have indorsed) the notion that the military acts *in subordination,
as an ingtrument of policy” to the government, while the people provided “primordid violence,

hatred and enmity, which are to be regarded asablind

Government

Figure 31 —Trinity Representatives

n4

natural force.”” The subgroups for this anays's, when arrayed againg the trinity, ostensibly span
al three points:  the military represented by the four services and joint officers, the government
by civilian leaders and defense civilians, and, thirdly, the people by non-governmenta civilian

experts. However, civilian experts, who in mogt cases in the data were either members of

* Clausewitz, On War, p. 89, and discussion by Jablonsky, “Why Strategy is Difficult,” p. 5-10.
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“think tanks’ or commissions, or recognized experts writing in the media or tedtifying in
Congress, may not be representative of the people or “blind naturd forceg’” Clausewitz
proposes. Survey studies focusing on foreign policy and nationa security issues have often used
other civilian professonds and businessmen as domain-competent and comparable sets of
actors to military personne. Russett 1974; Holsti 1997; Herrmann 2000) Though not a
complete answer to the problem of assessing the mass public in drategy, the addition of
professionas and business people could offer significant support to the third * pole’

Thus, atwofold chdlenge for future study is anayss and comparison of other sa€'s civil-
military Strategy, and the integration of another civilian subgroup—ypotentidly, professonas in
busness. The fird step in a comparative gpplication of this research may be to sdect a date
with Smilar inditutions and an event or set of events that are common to both. Thiswould alow
a sraightforward application of the same set of hypotheses to the second state, with a macro-
hypothess that both states will exhibit the same civil-military patterns. One suggedtion is the
United Kingdom: it is a ‘great power’ partner of the US in numerous internationd actions, a
comparable large democracy with very smilar civilian and military inditutions, and possesses the
added advantage—for content analys's methods—of being an English-spesking country. To
narrow a prospective study to a reasonable sze, a firg effort could focus on Allied Force
operationd drategy, where both dtates acted in amilar timeframes, with smilar objectives,
leadership roles, and nationad media attention that should provide a wedth of comparable text

units.
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D;: USand UK civil-military patternsin strategy characteristics of offensiveness,
use of history, and uncertainty will be identical.

A separate sudy might address the problem of expanding the civilian subgroup to include
professond civilians. Based on the results of this andyss, we might expect two dispositions for
these additiond civilians. fird, they will be much like civilian experts; and second, due to ther
decreased respongbility for policy decisons, they may be less offensve (as military are in
whether-to strategy) and less uncertain (as ether civilians or military are in Smilar Stuations.)

D,: Civilian professionalsin society will be less offensive and less uncertain than
government civilians and the military in national strategy preferences, and most
similar to civilian experts.

Sysematic study of this hypothesis will require added sophitication in data collection and
content andyss. In order to access civilian professonds expressons of drategy, the
researcher may need to consider two possibilities. One gpproach would be the use of extensive
survey interviews, such asthose of professonds and businessmen included in the Foreign Policy
Leadership Project or FPLP (begun in 1974; see Holdi 1997). An extensve interview
gpproach to the questions of this study might be efficiently executed as an addition to the
andytic srategy domain, and interview subjects sdected from a pool similar to the FPLP could
be asked for anarrative opinion of how to gpproach a hypothetical policy problem including the
use of force. A second approach may be to collect non-expert opinions on drategy from the

editorid pages of leading newspapers; in mgjor newspapers, |etters to the editor are often from

professonds with an interest in policy. In this case, a sdlect group of newspapers could be
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scoured for gppropriate letters to the editor regarding either the Allied Force operations

(Kosovo in 1999) or Nationd Missle Defense in the 1995-2000 timeframe.

The “Price of Admission,” Contexts of Strategy, and Theoretical Category
Construction

An additiona issue for this research arises when one considers the “price of admisson” to
drategic discussons. who is dlowed to spesk out publicly, and for what purposes? Civilian
leaders may spesk out on Strategy issues to explain decisons and courses of action, to judtify
positions, and to advocate future possihilities to generate gpprova and support. In comparison,
defense civilians—restricted somewheat in their organizationd role—may only explain and judtify,
while military personnel may only publicly explain courses of action. An exception to the latter
might be senior retired military officers, who often testify and spesk out in adversarid roles to
current policies;, such people were dill dassfied as military in this sudy. And as discussed in
earlier chapters, civilian experts—the only representative of the people in this andyss—may
aso be primarily adversarid (advocates of aternative policies) Experts may be more likely to
tetify before Congress or be published in newspapers and journds when their positions
chdlenge established governmentd policy. Based on the propostion that judtification and
advocacy are much like whether-to drategy, and explanation smilar to how-to, an trid
hypothesisis.

Ds: Strategy communications that are advocating or justifying courses of action

will exhibit less differentiation of civilian and military groups than dsrategy
communicationswhich are explanatory in nature.
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In addition to communicative roles and the price of admisson, this sudy has highlighted the
importance of the context of strategy ddiberations. whether-to and how-to Strategy display
diginctly different patterns at both the civil-military and subgroup levels of andyss. If whether-
to and how-to drategy display such different behaviors, it could be very useful to perform ‘fine-
gran andyss of those contexts in order to better understand the roles of the actors and
inditutions involved. For ingtance, if one possessed a means of isolating a data set of only
whether-to drategy communications, the dynamics of civilian offensveness in this area might be
better explained: isthe concept of modern military caution (Patraeus 1989, Mandelbaum 1994,
Luttwak 1994, Campbell 1998) supported with Srategy examples of pertinent civilian and
military groups, or isit an artifact of military (and possible defense civilian) reticence in Stuations
with ambiguous objectives (Twining 1990; Marthinsen 1990; Gacek 1994; Haas 1994, Handel
1996; Hillen 1996)? A second example concerns how-to strategy: is it possble that actor or
ingtitutiond roles explain uncertainty outlooks, whereby increasing responghbility for decisonsis
indicative of increasing uncertainty? Apprehending this set of questions requires a greet ded of
work in conceptual categories.

D, Strategy communications that deliberate “whether-to” commit to a cour se of
action will show civilians as being mor e offensive than military because the military will
be concerned about ambiguity in national and military objectives. Put alternatively,
civil-military offensiveness in “whether-to” dsrategy will be directly related to
per ceptions of ambiguity in national interests and objectives.

Ds:  Uncertainty outlooks in strategy communications that deliberate “how-to”
accomplish given objectives will be directly related to role responsbility: asan actor’s

responsibility for the strategy increases, uncertainty in outlook increases, relative to
all other actorsin the strategy process.
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Testing dtrategy for these hypotheses about communication purposes and strategy contexts
using content analysis requires that the researcher have a means for classfying strategy texts into
theoretical categories. Since one might rarely expect any actor to state precisely why they are
gpeaking or writing, or with what purpose (as opposed to other purposes), there must be some
means of clasdfication developed in order to assemble the data set.  One must somehow
trandate the concept of judtification, advocacy, explanation, ambiguity in objectives, and role
respongbility and select and measure the gppropriate texts. A potentid answer to this problem
and addition to the content anadysis repertoire is abduction.

Scholars interested in computational models of politics continudly face the problem of how
congtruct the ‘parts of a theoretica mechanism when palitical actors or Stuations do not share
their theoreticd understanding—the behavior, language or actions can naot, in other words, be
directly subgtituted into the modd. As one group of scholars describe, the issue is “how to
move from archival materids to modd-specific data, without in the process losing the critical
nuances by which policy recommendations are differentiated from each other.”®>  Although the
task of computationd model congruction is different from content analysis of theoretica

categories, the generd solution the authors suggest—" grounded theorizing”—can be adapted,

® David Sylvan, Stephen Majeski, and Jennifer Milliken, “Theoretical Categories and Data Construction in
Computational Models of Foreign Policy,” in Artificial Intelligence and International Politics ed. by Vaerie
Hudson, Westview Press, 1991, pp. 327-345.
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usng a Smilar process. The authors propose two broad steps.  entering documents and
abducing® categories; and constructing and categorizing data.

1. Abducing categories. In order to develop what is meant by judtification, advocacy,

explanation, ambiguity in objectives, and role respongbility, actud archivd materiad
(strategy texts) must be gathered, reviewed, and divided into types that are drawn from
the subject materid itsdf. For instance, if a review of Kosovo-related texts reveds
repetition of the theme, “we must help the Kosovar refugees’, ajustification type can be
assgned, and dl the texts coded for that type. This process continues--developing and
assgning type classfications for the data set—until the researcher has sufficient type
classes to begin associating types with the concepts desired.  In this manner, the
researcher develops a grounded relationship between the texts and the concepts under
dudy, that ads classfication. An essentid digtinction between the efforts of
computationd modders and evauative content andyss is tha the data set for
developing categories should be a representative subset of the research data. Using the
entire set for both theory development and analysis threstens the validity of the andysis.”

2. Condructing and categorizing datar The content analys's categories and variables must

be congructed, and then the entire data st classfied. Consruction describes the

® Inspection of desk dictionaries may reveal quite different meanings for the word “abduction.” In the
context here (and in logic), it is generally taken to mean an intuitive leap from theory to practical use, or the
opposite, from a single event to a complete theory. Thisis similar to “leading away by force,” but is not
meant to be similar to “leading away by fraud,” which some definitions indicate as a possibility. Theirony,
however, is palpable.

" Sylvan, Majeski, and Milliken, pp. 329-332. Instead of the term “type” that | have used, the authors
describe “summaries.” Their target concept was “bona fide policy recommendations.”
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necessary steps of deciding: &) how to reduce strategy texts to the selected categories;
and b) how to transform category scores to the variable(s) for andysis. For example, if
severd types or themes are associated with each concept of justification, advocacy, and
explanation, the researcher must decide whether texts can be primarily one or dl
categories. Additionaly, the decison must be made on whether repested types within
one text unit condtitutes a greater degree of each concept’s presence. Next, these
category decisons must dso be trandated into one or more variables for analyss, for
example, is “judtification” measured for a text unit as a category count of judtification-
type phrases, or smply as the predominate type when al three categories (justification,
explanation, advocacy) are compared?  Findly, the constructed categories and
variables are used in content andysisto classify the entire data set.

Theoreticd category condruction provides a means for exploring the issues of
communicative role and strategy contexts with content andyss. What is needed is a relevant
domain of drategy, that will provide variaion in both actors and communication types, while
focusng on the same drategy problem. The best candidate may be the Quadrennid Defense
Review process, which in the past involved the military services, Defense Department
leadership, and civilian experts in direct (Nationd Defense Pand) and indirect roles. Whether

sufficient documentation of this caseis available remains to be explored.
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Doctrinal strategy as leverage for case-based reasoning and service cluster
investigation

Doctrine' s exemplary characteristics and content andlysis methodology provides the means
for investigating two important findings. the role of history and case-based reasoning in srategy;
and the function of service clusters in the development of strategy. Doctrine was discovered to
have three strong characterigtics as aresult of this sudy—it isan exemplar that exhibits greater
differentiction yet condstency with civil-military petterns in grategy, and a role and function
clarifier of civilian and military subgroups. Coupled with the more obvious fact that doctrineis
primarily a textuad Strategy available to the public,? this provides researchers interested in civil-
military relations and nationa strategy a sSgnificant domain for exploring hypotheses.

One quedtion arising in the findings of this study concerns the use of history by civilians and
the military: why are civilians found citing the past more often, and in particular why do they cite
the “last mgjor war” more than the military? Civilians use more history in srategy—particularly
when the ddliberations are over whether-to gpply military force—and they cited the Gulf War in
NMD and doctrine a a sgnificantly greater rate than military groups. One proposition offered
in reviewing this data was that it is possble military srategists integrate relevant historical cases
into principles, modds, and explanations, and therefore do not need to cite specifics when
reasoning. On the other hand, civilians have little in the way of shared principles and theory, and

may therefore rely on case-based reasoning and specific precedents to formulate strategy.

8 There are, of course, classified doctrine publications in the US national security inventory. However, there
are a large number of unclassified doctrine texts that are meaningful to military and civilians yet publicly
available.
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Because of this, the “last war” aso figures more prominently for them when reasoning about
contemporary problems.

An potentidly promising investigation would be to “unpack” the historica reasoning in
drategy to look at these issues. instead of merely measuring citations of history and case-based
language terms, one could also assess the use of identifiable principles, theories, models, and
integrated explanations. If the military’ s use of history is mitigated by the fact that their history is
integrated into their reasoning, then an assessment of their use of principles and modds should
show greater uses by military than civilians. Indeed, the greater use should be amplified in how-
to drategy, where one might expect to see more modds and integrated explanations. Doctrine
provides the ideal domain of strategy, and theoretical categories will need to be constructed to
measure modds, principles, and explanations in strategy. The primary hypothesisis:

Ds: Civilians display greater case-based reasoning in strategy, while the military
displays greater model- and explanation-based reasoning. Specifically, the military
uses mor e principles, models, and theories than civiliansin the formulation of strategy,
while civilians use mor e citations of history.

A second question arising in the findings concerns the implications of service clusters. does
the Air Force and Navy versus Army and Marine Corps clustering on dimensions of
offengveness and uncertainty extend into more subgtantive issues of srategy? This study found
that the Air Force and Navy grouped together on al three characteristics of strategy studied
(the Army ‘joined’ them in use of higory), which led to an observation that this clustering

portended an important inditutiona identity in Srategy. A potentia issue in military strategy and
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doctrine may dlow an invedigaor to explore the cdudering effects while investigating a
contemporary problem: essentidly, the question is whether joint doctrine istruly joint?

Within US military cirdes (and largely undocumented) are a number of issues about joint
doctrine; it is intended to represent the US military’s unified views on how to marsha forcesto
accomplish nationa objectives. Yet, due to organizationd competence and some perceptions
of dominance in joint leadership postions, the Army’s doctrine is dleged to be the primary
supplement to joint doctrine. On some warfighting issues, such as something cdled the Fire
Support Coordination Line (FSCL), this perceived dominance in doctrine is the basis of a great
ded of bureaucratic infighting. Joint doctrine may be an optimd issue for investigating service

influence on drategy and the potentid existence of sarvice clustering.

D;: On identifiable principles and procedures for organizing military forces, joint
doctrine displays Air Force/Navy and Army/Marine Corps alignments, and a
dominance acrossjoint doctrine by the latter ‘cluster.’

A dudy of this hypothesis would be very smilar to the methodology employed in this studly,
with three proposed modifications. Fird, the actors included would be military only—examples
of each sarvice and comparable joint doctrine publications. Domains in this study would then
be doctrine series—for ingtance, domains of Basic, Warfighting, Operations and Logigtics are
common to al services and joint doctrine.  Second, categories measured could include

offensveness and uncertainty, but aso would require some inductively-constructed categories

for service-oriented principles—language associated with each particular service's warfighting
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methods. Third, the dependent variable would be joint doctrine measures of the sdected
characterigtics and principles, and the test would be which service or combination of services

best “predicts’ the joint doctrine result.

Content Analysis factors
The content analysis gpproach used in this sudy is an example of a methodologica
endeavor caled “at-a-distance assessment,” and the measurement strategies applied carry with

them a number of technical concerns. A recent symposium in the journa Political Psychology

addressed some of these concerns and presented findings that are rdevant to this study.’
Specificaly, the design procedure that measured behaviord characteristics of severa groups by
andlyss of drategic statements and speeches raises three concerns: individual versus aggregate
levels of analysis, prepared versus spontaneous materid; and socid cognition versus persondity
traits.

1. Individud versus aggregete levels of andyss: If a generdization can be made about the use

of at-a-distance techniques, it isthat it is most often gpplied to individua subjects and the results
extended to explain date behavior. The extenson is accomplished ether by assuming the
particular individud directly influences the ate’' s behavior (as in assessng a date leader), or by
aggregaing one or more individuas who as a leadership group have direct influence on

behavior. Thiskind of ecologicd inference has inherent logic problems.

® Mark Schafer, “ Assessing Psychological Characteristics at adistance,” introductory article to “ Symposium
on At-a-Distance Psychological Assessment” in Palitical Psychology 21:3 (Sept. 2000): 511-527.
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In this study, dthough individuds are usudly the subject of andyss (the exception is the
doctrine domain), they are not treated as individuas per se, but rather as representatives of
particular groups. The important assumption made is that subject measurements are aggregated
to particular military or civilian groups, and it is vaid to compare group behavior tendencies. To
elaborate on this somewhat, consider that each text unit has an author, and that authors are only
classfied by type of actor (civilian and military subgroups.) Any author may produce severd
text units, and dl units are aggregated only by type of actor, not author. Therefore, the sudy
compares and andyzes types of actors, not specific authors.  Attribution of behavior
characterigtics of the group to any specific individud is not warranted, and not necessary to

establishing the truth of the hypotheses.

Analysis Organization Operations Planning Totals Frequency
Strategy Doctrine Kosovo NMD
Essays
Male 757 0 512 452 1721 0.42
Female 300 44 172 0 516 0.12
Group 0 1747 68 78 1893 0.46

Table 18 — Text Unitsauthored by Groups and Individuals

This dudy design does hint a another posshility for andyss, however: do individuds
formulate Srategy differently than organizationa actors? All of the text unitsin this Sudy can be
classfied as to their authors being an individua or a group (additiondly, individuas can be
classfied as to their gender.) In other words, the study alows a control variable for types of
author—individuas (maefemae) or groups. Table 18 shows these classifications with respect
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to the text units in this sudy. Note tha the Organization domain did include femae draegists
due to statements by the Secretary of State and a Secretary of the Air Force, and that none of
the Planning or NMD drategy texts came from femdes. Only the Analyss and Operaions
domains dlow thorough looks & made versus femae drategy within a domain, and only the
Operations category includes dl three classes, both genders and group. There is little prior
theorizing about differences between individuas and organizations, or men and women, in
drategy formulation. But two tentative hypothesis may be:

Dg:  Organizational drategy, particularly doctrine, frames the pattern and
direction of differences between civilian and military individuals when they express

strategy.

Do:  In comparable domains of strategy, male strategists will exhibit greater
offensiveness and less uncertainty than female strategists, while use of history will be
indigtinguishable between men and women.

These hypotheses are offered here because the data gathered for this study did not alow
ether to be explored, even as tangentia concerns. Idedly, research on ether topic will require
more than one domain in which there are sufficient examples of the actors being compared—for
individud versus group, there were no acceptable domains, while for mae versus femae only

the analytic essays came close™®

2. Prepared versus spontaneous materid: In content andysis, the nature of the source materid

is often a concern.  One common assumption in the past has been that spontaneous materia

1% Though not reported in the study, in essays there was evidence of greater offensiveness by men than
women, but the data also indicated men being more rather than less uncertain. | chose the hypothesis of
less offensiveness and less uncertainty for women based on broader psychological work on gender and risk
taking.

238

www.manaraa.com



such as interview responses more directly reflects an individud’s traits than prepared materia
such as speeches that may be ghostwritten.™  In a series of research findings, the symposium
cited earlier found that there generdly is a Sgnificant difference in measurements of the same
subjects based on type of source materid. However, the differences usudly trended in the
same direction—that is, prepared sources have a systematic bias from spontaneous materids.
The inherent problem, then, is that one must be cautious in comparing results from spontaneous
sources to results from prepared sources, or take particular care in using both sources together
in measurement.  In this study, most of the data for andys's, operations and planning domains
could be classfied as prepared—adthough there are certainly instances where congressiond
testimony or senior officia responses and Statements contain spontanecus remarks.  The
doctrine domain is predominately prepared materid. Table 6 shows the division of textua units
in this study by source types of communication. A basic propogtion from other research is that
the spontaneous materia will enhance the magnitude of certain characterigtics. If true:

Dio:  Spontaneous expressions of strategy will display more offensiveness and less
uncertainty than prepared statements of strategy.

A proper investigation would require more spontaneous materials, and more baance within

domains, than available in this sudy, as can be seenin Table 19.

" For one instance of such a claim, see “Assessing Leadership Style: A Trait Analysis’ by Margaret
Hermann, Social Science Automation, Inc., 1999, p. 2.
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Analysis Organization | Operations | Planning Totals Frequency
Strategy Doctrine Kosovo NMD
Essays
Spontaneous 0 44 586 317 947 0.23
Prepar ed 1057 1747 166 213 3183 0.77

Table 19 — Sour ce types of Text Unitsin Study

3. Socid cognition versus persondity traits: Another generdization that can be made about at-

adisance measurement is that it is generally employed either to assess the exigtence of
particular cognitions (such as beliefs, attitudes or perceptions) or evauate underlying persondity
traits (motivations or psychological mechanisms such as need for power or ego-defense)™® This
diginction becomes important both in the sdection of source materid (where persondity is
assumed to be more directly accessible in spontaneous materid) and in the issue of stability.
While persondity traits are often assumed to be more stable across different dimensions due to
their subconscious nature, socid cognition may be subject to both tempora and domain
ingability. In other words, one should not assume that a cognitive measurement like a belief is
necessarily the same in another situation or a another point in time.

In this study, the dependent variables are generdly attitudina or perceptua—i.e., they are
mog like socid cognition.  Stability across domains or time would be an inherent concern;

however, this investigation controlled for time in the sdection of data (1995-2000), and

12 Schafer, “ Assessing Psychological Characteristics at adistance,” pp. 517-518.
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specificaly focused on assessng stability across domains in the design. Therefore, thisissue is

integrated to the structure of the studly.

Summary

Content andysis and at-a-distance techniques are rigorous methodologies, and often raise
concerns in observers who wonder how psychologica characteristics can be measured outside
a controlled environment. Indeed, the most important assumption in at-a-distance research is
that it is possble to assess such characterigics with a sysemdic andyss of texts and
speeches.™® It may, perhaps, be better to say that the fundamental assumption is that texts and
gpeeches include better evidence of these characteridtics than is available in case interpretation,
or even that it is the only direct evidence beyond having the subjects in a controlled environment
like a laboratory.  Military dSrategy, however, is inherently a communicated concept—non-
linear, contingent, and most often expressed in text or gpeech—and the problems in obtaining
either the gppropriate subjects or a generdizable context for experimentation are legion.
Though chdlenging, content andyss is sdient to the subject, and can be an effective,
productive, and thought-provoking methodology in civil-military relations study.

The myriad of findings this application of content andyss produced aso generaied a
number of future topics for amplification and study. Civil-military srategy petterns discovered

here should be verified in a comparative context—such as the US versus the UK—and the

3 Schafer, p. 512.
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concepts of civilian subgroups refined to better encompass government and people poles of
Clausawitz' trinity. The ‘price of admisson’ to strategy ddliberations needs to be examined by
exploring communication roles of explanation, judtification, and advocacy, while the contextud
effects of whether-to and how-to drategy on civilian offensveness and military caution dso
warrant atention. Doctrine, in paticular, is argued to be a type of drategy tha can be
leveraged into critica explorations of the role of history in srategy and the dynamics of service
clugtering in predispogtions, and possbly subgstance.  Findly, there are technica issues of
content andyss of drategy that can dso yidd some findings of relevance to civil-military
relations and the use of this method in research.

Taken together, ten hypotheses for future study in civil-military rdations and Srategy are
offered in Table 20. As described in this chapter, each one can be explored with content

andysis, supplemented by a variety of other methods, and data Smilar to that used in this study.
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New Hypothesesfor Civil-Military Relationsand Strategy

D,: United States and United Kingdom civil-military patternsin strategy characteristics of offensiveness,
use of history, and uncertainty will beidentical.

D,: Civilian professionalsin society will be less offensive and | ess uncertain than government civilians
and the military in national strategy preferences, and most similar to civilian experts.

D;: Strategy communications that are advocating or justifying courses of action will exhibit|ess
differentiation of civilian and military groups than strategy communications which are explanatory in
nature.

D4 Strategy communications that deliberate “whether-to” commit to a course of action will show civilians
as being more offensive than military because the military will be concerned about ambiguity in national
and military objectives. Put alternatively, civil-military offensivenessin “whether-to” strategy will be
directly related to perceptions of ambiguity in national interests and objectives.

Ds: Uncertainty outlooks in strategy communications that deliberate “how-to” accomplish given
objectiveswill be directly related to role responsibility: as an actor’sresponsibility for the strategy
increases, uncertainty in outlook increases, relative to all other actorsin the strategy process.

De: Civiliansdisplay greater case-based reasoning in strategy, while the military displays greater model-
and explanation-based reasoning. Specifically, the military uses more principles, models, and theories
than civiliansin the formulation of strategy, while civilians use more citations of history.

D;: Onidentifiable principles and procedures for organizing military forces, joint doctrine displays Air
Force/Navy and Army/Marine Corps alignments, and a dominance across joint doctrine by the |atter
‘cluster.’

Dg: Organizational strategy, particularly doctrine, determines the pattern and direction of differences
between civilian and military individuals when they express strategy.

Dy: In comparable domains of strategy, male strategists will exhibit greater offensiveness and less
uncertainty than femal e strategists, while use of history will be indistinguishable between men and
women.

D,o: Spontaneous expressions of strategy will display more offensiveness and | ess uncertainty than
prepared statements of strategy.

Table 20 — Hypotheses for futureresearch
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CHAPTER 10

CONCLUSION

The first advice I’'m going to give my successor is to watch the generals
and avoid feeling that just because they were military men their opinion
on military matters were worth a damn. —President John F. Kennedy

Benjamin Bradlee, Conversations with Kennedy

The concept of civilian control of the military ignores two other factors
that complicate civil-military relations. On the one hand, the military
themselves accept the principle of civilian supremacy; on the other, they
have been thrown into a political role in the formation of policy...Their
advice as expertsis not only used by the Executive to bolster its case, but
is eagerly courted by Congress and the public as a basis for testing the
caliber of executive action.

Gene Lyons, “The New Civil-Military Relations’

Do civilians ddiberate nationd drategy differently than military officers? This sudy began
with that question because dvil-military rdaions—a cross-disciplinary effort spanning
sociology, internationd relations, domestic politics, management, democratic theory, security
dudies, and history—heas to date shown rdativey little empirica evidence on the differences

between dvilian and military srategy.®  This is important since there are a number of

! Among the large number of works reviewed and cited in this study, only three are regarded by the author
as attempting empirical investigation of civil-military relations and strategy. Those are Betts 1977, Petraeus
1989, and Kanter 1975. Most others, including outstanding work by Russett 1974 and Holsti 1997, either
focus on values and beliefs, or do not address civil-military differences systematically in any manner.
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propositions about such differences thet lie at the heart of theories of state and group behavior
a internationdl and domestic levels  In addition to thinking about civilians and the military as
homogeneous groups, this research proposed a closer look at civilian and military subgroupsin
order to better understand the different influences such groups exert on (or through) strategy as
it isbeing developed.

This research tested some fundamental notions and aso characterized several dimensions
of strategy-making using the methodology of automated content andysis. An ided gpproach to
Sudying differences in civilian and military strategy might be stuations where a scholar could
observe: @) representatives of every group of interest, who b) possessed the competence and
respongbility for nationd strategy, deliberating c) the very same drategic problem(s) in a d)
semi-public setting amenable to andyss and reporting. Unfortunatdly, these types of Stuations
are not avalable, and to date the most common approach has been case studies of criss
stuations (Betts 1977, Petraeus 1989) or budgetary strategies (Kanter 1975, Builder 1989),
or comparative survey analyses of civilian and military vaues ingead of actud srategy-making
(Russett 1974, Holsti 1997, CSIS 2000.) While each of these have contributed vauable
information to explaining civil-military relations and strategy, content andysis offered a meansto
asess the same concepts of interest from another direction and thereby increase the robustness

of understanding in this area?

% There are other methodologies that may be under-utilized in civil-military relations study. Given sufficient
resources and willing subjects, a scholar could also try scenario experiments by ‘piggybacking’ on routine
national security exercises and workshops, or even field study as an authorized observer to National
Security Council sessions over an extended period.
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Automated content analyss supported the study of civilian and military motivetions as
captured in their rhetorical style when they talked or wrote about strategy. The approach
capitdized on a primary assumption that strategy is a communicated concept of how a state
will exercise specified meansto attain nationd objectives. Because it is communicated, one can
andyze the texts which include the drategic reasoning of members of groups and atribute
patterns of language and reasoning found there to be representative of that group’s dtrategy
characterigtics. Automated content analysi's does not assess the actual meanings or substance of
drategy as well as case sudy might, but it does complement that gpproach and adds to it a
sysematic means for assessing behaviord characteridics in large amounts of primary daa
across a breadth of strategy types.

The evaduation of a variety of drategy texts in this manne—divided into “domains’ of
andydss, organization, operations, and planning—verified some propositions, discounted others,
and gave rise to a number of new ingghts about civil-military relations and strategy. The degree
to which this study’s findings confirmed the conclusons of Beits and Petraeus regarding civil-
military offendgveness, for example, is impressve when one condders this research uses an
entirdy different data set and method. In addition, the systematic approach added to their
previous ingghts by more rigoroudy evauaing differences in subgroups of civilians and the
military services, and confirming that previoudy established patterns gppear “dive and well” in
the late 1990's.  One firm concluson of this research therefore is that automated content
andyss should be further developed and applied to the study of civil-military relations as a

another vauable toodl in the scholar’ s arsend.
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Probably the mogt theoreticaly sgnificant findings included the patterns of offensvenessin
drategy and the influence of context on group behaviors. Civilians are less offensve, in generd,
than the military, a result that supports both gpocrypha understandings and some limited studies
accomplished in the past. However, that difference in offensveness requires a sgnificant

qudification: the military is only more offengve than dvilians when ddiberating “how to”

accomplish courses of action, which was described in this study as the “how-to” context of

drategy. In “whether-to” strategy which deliberates commitments to action or intervention with
military force, cvilians were found to be more offengve than the military. As previoudy
mentioned, this conclusion supported and expanded upon previous studies by Richard Betts and

David Petraeus, in addition to propositions put forward by others.

Hypothesis Supported? Context?
Al. Militarieswill prefer and Yes. Military more offensive | Civilians dightly more offensivein
advance more offensive strategies inall except NMD strategy. ‘whether-to’ strategy; military
and foreign policy solutions than Difference sharpestin sharply more offensivein ‘how-to.’
their civilian counterparts. doctrine.
A2. Contemporary US military No. Military more uncertain Civilians dightly more uncertainin
analysis and strategy downplaysor | indoctring, but lessinNMD, | ‘whether-to’ strategy, but sharply
disregardsthe role of uncertainty and about equal otherwise. less uncertain than the military in
(inthe entire situation, rather than ‘how-t0’ strategy.

merely choice options) compared to
civilian analysis and policy on the

sameissue.

A3. Contemporary US military Yes. Civilians use more Civilians and military closein use
analysis and strategy discountsthe history in all areas of of history in “how-to’ contexts, but
importance of history (past cases of strategy, particularly in civilians use more history in

conflict and war), compared to doctrine and NMD. ‘whether-to’ strategy.

civilian analysis and policy on the
sameissue.

Table 21 — The Tests and the Findings (continued on next page)
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Table 21 — The Testsand the Findings (continued from previous)

B1. Theserviceswill vary on
offense-oriented strategy
preferences, with the Air Force and
Navy significantly more offense-
minded than the Army and Marine
Corps.

Yes. Air Force and Navy
‘cluster’ together as more

offensive across all domains.

Army least offensivein all
domains.

Military services are relatively
homogenous in ‘whether-to’
discussions, but divergein ‘how-
to’ with Air Force and Navy more
offensive.

B2. Theserviceswill vary on their
consideration of uncertainty in
strategy, with the Air Force being
most deterministic of al the
servicesin strategic analysis.

Yes. TheAir Forceis
generally less uncertain, but
particularly in doctrine. If
clustered with Navy, thereis
amore significant pattern of
being less uncertain.

Civilian experts are most uncertain
in both contexts; military services
about the same in ‘whether-to’
strategy, but clustersin ‘ how-to’
with Air Force & Navy less
uncertain than Army & Marines

B3. Theserviceswill vary on their
use of history in strategy, with the
Air Force being least likely of all the
servicesto include historical cases
in strategic analysis.

No. The Air Forceisnot the
least likely user of history;
rather, Marines are generally
theleast likely to use history
across services.

Defense civilians display
independent behavior in whether-
to and how-to strategy: they
appear as intermediaries between
civilians and the military

C1. A pattern of differences
between the military and civilian
strategy will remain coherent and
stable across domains (i.e. thereis
military culture at work in strategic
processes.)

C2. A pattern of differences
between civilian subgroups and
military service strategies will
remain coherent and stable across
domains (i.e. there isbureaucratic
or service culture at work in
strategic processes.)

Partially. Meaningful
patterns of differenceswere
discovered at civil-military
and subgroup levels, that
were also coherent across
domains. However, the
impacts of those differences
are not observed; and, the
possibility they are dueto
material resources
(capabilities, functions) or
social structure (authority,
roles, hierarchy) cannot be
excluded.

A large part of the “action” in
differences between groupsliesin
appreciating the effects of how-to

strategy. That arenaof strategy,
however, calls both material and
social explanationsinto the
foreground—how one does
something is often related to one's
capabilities, tools, roles and
authority.

The effects of context upon group behaviors in drategy-making aso highlighted another
important finding for the study of civil-military strategy—monolithic perspectives may only be

appropriate in whether-to ddliberations of srategy. Many theorists and scholars in the past
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have treated civilians and military as monalithic groups in describing their vaues, bdiefs, and
behavior in political settings  In this sudy, dvilians and military were most homogeneous in
offensveness, use of history, and uncertainty outlooks in strategy when deliberating whether-to
commit or intervene.  Subgroups became important and significant—in dl three of the sudied
characteristics—when strategy was how-to in nature®>  Two key findings here were the
clustering effect of military services into Air Force/Navy and Army/Marine groups, and the

intermediary role of defense civilians. Civil-military scholars will be well advised in future sudies

to condder that subgroups may vary in vaues, bdiefs and behavior if the context of the

guestions or dtuations is on how to do a job, rather than more genera questions of the

commitment of military force.

The study aso reveded a condgtency in trends across domains of srategy and the
exemplary nature of doctrine. One of the motivations for examining different arenas of drategy
was an interest in the extendibility of findings previous research, such as Kanter's study of
defense politics in budgeting for military forces, was limited in making observations about other
types of srategy and intergroup behavior. This research found that civil-military petterns are
gmilar on most characteristics across most domains. Nationd Missle Defense examples

(NMD) were most likely to vary from overdl patterns, and this possibly indicates that homeland

% One exception to this was that civilian experts are still significantly different from other civilians and the
military in uncertainty outlooks and whether-to strategy, in addition to being different on the how-to
dimension.
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defense is didtinctively different in nationa security affairs from generd strategy-making.*
Doctrine, or organizationd Strategy, was on the other hand the domain of strategy most likely to
show the greatest differentiation in groups, a ather civil-military or subgroup leves of andyss.

Doctrine is an exemplar of srateqy, an area within which groups darify therr roles and

reinforce uniqueness of function If cvilians are less offensve in practica drategy than the

military, then in doctrine they are clearly less offensive. If the Air Forceis an inherently offensve
am of military force, doctrine shows it to be the mogt offengve of the military services in
expressng drategy. Uncertainty of outlook, as expressed in drategy communications, is
associaed with how much relative respongbility a group has for the drategy in question:
civilians are more uncertain in whether-to strategy and Nationd Missle Defense in particular,
while the military is more uncertain in how-to srategy and Doctrine.  Civilians dso showed a
gregter use of history examples in doctrine than the military; though initidly surprising, this may
be evidence of functiond differences in which the military has integrated history into principles
and models, while civilians generdly rely upon case-based reasoning to explicate strategy points
and postions.

Patterns of civil-military differences possessed a coherence across domains, and
congstency with previous research, that potentialy could be attributed to culture—but careful
scholars should not draw this concluson. Drawing upon internationa and civil-military reaions

works, this study proposes that:

* The distinctive differences in NMD were largely due to different behavior by two groups: civilian experts
and the Army. Speculation was that these two groups, more than others, see homeland strategy in a
different light.
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Strategic culture exists if distinctions in characteristics (values, beliefs, symbols)
and behavior (predispostions for action or reasoning) between groups exist, pervasive
over time, which significantly account for differences in behaviors of interest, apart
from the impacts of material resources (capabilities, functions, and constraints) or
social structure (hierarchy, authority, roles), which may also vary between groups?
This gpproach to the use of drategic culture as an explanation of the civil-military patterns in
drategy highlights two chalenges to a finding of “culture’ as a cause. Fird, the desgn of this
Study did not dlow examination of the substantive impacts of the group differences. we could
not observe whether, for example, military offengveness in how-to srategy actudly resulted in
more offensve drategy choices than civilians desred. Nor could we observe whether the

military’s predigpogtion for using less higtory in doctrine somehow limited their influence in the

decison-making process surrounding strategy.  Without demongrable impacts, culture is

insufficient as an explanation for differences.

Perhgps more significant than unobserved impacts is the possibility of materid or structurd
explanations for civil-military strategy. On each of the characteristics of drategy studied—
offensveness, use of history, and uncertanty—reasonable explanations generated in the andyss
of findings relate to both material resources and socia sructure. As daborated above, it is
possble tha increasng respongbility is related to increesing uncertainty in strategy outlooks,
which is an indication the pattern in this characteristic of strategy may be attributed to socid
sructure—organizationd authority and roles explains differences. The patterns in use of history

amilarly have a non-culturd factor of materia resource differences—the military’s use of less

® Thisisthe author’s definition. Seethe end of Chapter 8 for discussion and development.

251

www.manaraa.com



history may be a function of its todls, training, and documented experience, whereby higory is
integrated into assumptions and preferences, rather than cited in case-based reasoning.

Offendveness may have the most significant non-culturd explanation for the patterns found
inthisstudy. Asdiscussed in this research, the military’s preference for offensveness in how-to
drategy might be taken as reasonable and naturd: the military is responsible for forceful action
(dedtruction is one dement of offensveness) and offense is a classc principle of military action,
whatever service employs it (initiative and mobility are time-honored tenets of warfighting.)
Additiondly, as some scholars remind us, militaries should theoreticdly be less offensve in
whether-to drategy, as it involves more than military force consderations and the military is not
responsble for whether-to decisions in an authoritative sense. (Betts 1977; Petraeus 1989)
Both of these observations lend themselves to attributing the primary offensiveness patterns of
behavior to materid resources—the military function is offensve—and socid structure—the
military is subordinate to civilians, who decide whether-to and delegate how-to Strategy.

These conclusons about civil-military relaions and drategy are sgnificant in themseves
and dso generate a myriad of new theories and testable hypotheses. Taken together, the
hypothesis tests and findings support and complement a number of contentions that have existed
inthefidd of avil-military rdations. For example, it may be smultaneoudy true that the military
ismor e offensive than civilians, yet dso cautious in contemporary strategy: the differences in
whether-to and how-to contexts between civilians and the military mirror this seeming

contradiction. Another supported proposition is that the Air Force and Navy do cluster
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together in preferences as being both more offensive and less uncertain than their counterpart
services of Army and Marine Corps. This “indiitutiond identity” may reflect that the Air Force
and Navy have smilar gpproaches to Strategy due to their interest in technology, shared
drategic assumptions such as “distant attack”, and functiond competencies of being more
flexible and independent forces.

Each area of findings generated new propositions and potentia areas for exploration. The
content analyss methodology used here offers another route to scientific understanding of non-
linear processes such as the formulation of dtrategy. Asdiscussed in Chapter 9, it is possble to
investigate a number of new propositions about civil-military relations and strategy in a manner
that will dso refine and improve this rdaively new methodology. The hypotheses for future
sudy offered below are by no means the only questions generated by this research.  Civil-
military relaions and drategy remains an area of scholarship with relatively little or no rigorous
and systematic research into its leading propositions and theories. This is not meant to be an
overly critical observation, for the phenomena of interest in this area are notorioudy difficult to
goprase without a modern combination of extendve archivd materids new quantitative

methods, and computer processing capabilities.
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New Hypothesesfor Civil-Military Relations and Strategy

D,: United States and United Kingdom civil-military patternsin strategy characteristics of offensiveness,
use of history, and uncertainty will beidentical.

D,: Civilian professionalsin society will be less offensive and | ess uncertain than government civilians
and the military in national strategy preferences, and most similar to civilian experts.

D;: Strategy communications that are advocating or justifying courses of action will exhibit|ess
differentiation of civilian and military groups than strategy communications which are explanatory in
nature.

D4 Strategy communications that deliberate “whether-to” commit to a course of action will show civilians
as being more offensive than military because the military will be concerned about ambiguity in national
and military objectives. Put alternatively, civil-military offensivenessin “whether-to” strategy will be
directly related to perceptions of ambiguity in national interests and objectives.

Ds: Uncertainty outlooks in strategy communications that deliberate “how-to” accomplish given
objectiveswill be directly related to role responsibility: as an actor’sresponsibility for the strategy
increases, uncertainty in outlook increases, relative to all other actorsin the strategy process.

De: Civiliansdisplay greater case-based reasoning in strategy, while the military displays greater model -
and explanation-based reasoning. Specifically, the military uses more principles, models, and theories than
civiliansin the formulation of strategy, while civilians use more citations of history.

D;: Onidentifiable principles and procedures for organizing military forces, joint doctrine displays Air
Force/Navy and Army/Marine Corps alignments, and a dominance across joint doctrine by the |atter
‘cluster.’

Dg: Organizational strategy, particularly doctrine, frames the pattern and direction of differences between
civilian and military individuals when they express strategy.

Dy: In comparable domains of strategy, male strategists will exhibit greater offensiveness and less
uncertainty than female strategists, while use of history will be indistinguishable between men and women.

D,o: Spontaneous expressions of strategy will display more offensiveness and | ess uncertainty than
prepared statements of strategy.

Table 22 — New Hypotheses for Resear ch

This research effort conditutes an experiment, a different way to consder, study, and
understand strategy. As another scholar wrote about the use of automated content analys's,

This volume condtitutes an experiment ... in a particular kind of discernment ...
To use a computer to understand ... behavior may seem an dien thing to do.
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To convert words into numbers ... isitsdf a process fraught with uncertainty, a
process rendered even more troublesome when one infers politica
consequences from such rarified, numerica data.®

The method is extremely ussful and appropriate, however, when the subject of invedtigetion is
itself an expresson of language. Strategies are found in the language used by and shared
between people. Words and syntax choice carry meaning, even when there are other holistic or
‘gestat’ meanings to be drawn by readers who appreciate and interpret whole texts. Inferences
about speakers and writers can be drawn from observing patterns in their rhetoric.

Whaever one may think about Presdent Kennedy's opinion of military advice, and
gengdsin paticular, there is an eement of truth in the belief that membership in the military, or
the variety of subgroups of civilians and military, can tel an observer something about the
drategy they may hear or read. Knowledge of exising group tendencies can be helpful in
explaining the pad, in understanding decison-making processes, and in choosing advisors and
deliberating recommendations.

Under the best of circumstances (a consensus on interests, objectives, and
threats), srategy formulation is an intensdy politica process, heavily influenced
by parochid interests, conflict, bargaining, and ultimately compromise. We do
what we can agree to do; rationa decison-making in a democracy is the ability

to harmonize competing drategic visons and interests...the dominant factor in
the search for strategy is the domestic politica environment.”

® Roderick Hart wrote this his first book-length analysis that used Diction, an automated content analysis
program also utilized in this research. See Verba Style and the Presidency: A Computer-based Analysis,
Academic Press, 1984, p. 239-240.

" Gary Guertner, “Introduction,” The Search For Strategy: Politics and Strategic Vision, Westport:
Greenwood Press, 1993, p. xvi.
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APPENDIX A

CORRESPONDENCE AND VARIABLE FUNCTIONS

This study uses an automated approach to content andysis in order to efficiently process a
large amount of textud data. Automated content andys's, however, is a burgeoning field, and
faces a number of critiques and misunderstandings for scholars who choose to use it. Two
important critiques are addressed in this study by performing a pardld andyss of a subsample
of the data—pardld, meaning manud and automated coding are both performed, and
subsample, meaning a samdl and partidly dratified group of data files sdected from dl of the
data. These two critiques may be summarized as.

1. “What if individuds are subtle or sophisticated communicators who might say one thing

literdly but mean quite ancother contextudly? How do we know that language

asessment isin fact capturing the concepts in action?”

2. “How can one be sure that measurement of ‘édements somehow corresponds to a

reasonable measurement of the greater concept when those dementa categories are

combined? In other words, what mechanism combines the ‘ parts from content anayss

into conceptud ‘wholes , and what is the mechanisn'’ s vdidity?’
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An gpproach that is somewha more common to psychologicd sudies is applied in this
dudy to provide answers to these two critiques—a padld andyss that shows
correspondence’ and yet also generates variable functions’ or mechanisms for the research’s
dependent varidbles. That is, to enhance the vdidity of this study’s methodology, a comparison
of manua and automated coding was performed to show consstency in measurement.  Then,
the two sets of coding were secondarily used in discriminant analys's to generate weightings for
the dement categories which best predicted the manua coding of particular concepts.

Descriptions of these steps and their results follow.

Congstency and Correspondence

An underlying chalenge in dl content andlyss is implementing a method which supports
systematic processing of the data, accurate identification and classfication of textud “messages’
into variable categories, and replication of andysis by other scholars. A common approach to
this chdlenge is to develop codebooks describing identification and classification in detail, and
then sdect and train two or more coders to execute the codebooks. The coding team is
assigned a set of data (often a subsample) which it processes, checks for divergence among
coders, and reprocesses if necessary. A quiding characterigtic for the training period is

‘intercoder reliability’: a datidic indicating the degree to which coders are dassifying the same

! Correspondence is defined here as “ a positive association between measurements obtained by one means
and measurements obtained by a second of the same phenomena.”

2 Variable functions are formulawhich combine multiple, raw elements into asingle measure. In this section,
and the study, | refer to the larger single measure as the “conceptual variable.” For some readers, that may

seem a redundant term, but it suffices to distinguish the dependent variable measure from multiple content
analysis category measures.
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st of datain amilar ways, where O indicates no agreement and 1.0 perfect agreement. If an
intercoder reliability greater than .80 can be attained, scholars often are comfortable proceeding
with andyds of afull data set.

Although there are other types of rdiability checks involved in content andys's, intercoder
reliability is the key check in such research. This is because it is often taken as the firgt
indication of how well the scholar’s theory and variables trandate to empiricd data—if severd
coders can agree on the presence or absence of a concept in many examples of the data units,
then perhaps the categorica variables across the entire data set represent meaningful measures
of the scholar’s variables. While the more obvious, and intentiond, use of intercoder rdiability
is an assurance of replicability of research, the underlying purpose is more of a vdidity and
consstency examination of the variables, the scholar’s definitions, and the efficacy of a content
andyss method.

Automated analys's presents an interesting conundrum to the scholar in thisregard. On the
one hand, automated methods present perfect reliability—once defined by the researcher, we
could have any number of computers execute the ‘ codebooks or dictionaries and reach the
same results every time.  On the other hand, the underlying purpose of intercoder rdiability
checks described above is ignored: no one can be assured that human beings would see the
scholar’s concepts in the data processed by the computer and classify the texts in a smilar
manner. This Stuation cdls for a ‘correspondence’ check by the scholar:  a test that shows

human coding (and interpretation) would reach Smilar conclusons as the automated coding.
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It is not clear in content anaysis methodology how correspondence checks should take
place; i.e, there is not yet any accepted practice among scholars®  This study proposes and
executes a par allel analysis to address correspondence. Paralld analysis is defined here as a
reliability test gpplied to a set of data by usng two separate content andytic definitions and
processes rather than two or more coders. In this case, the two methods are:

1. Maud andyss: A coding handbook was developed for the author’s conceptual

variables’ of offensveness, use of history, and uncertainty. This handbook (at
Appendix B) focuses a the conceptua level vice the elements or characteristics level
used in the tudy to define the operationdization of variables. Three coders processed
278 files in a partidly dratified subsample (described below). The coders were
predoctora graduate students, two in politicd science and one in military history.
Coders were trained and the sample processed until intercoder reliability was grester
than .80 (actud figures reported below.)

2. Automated andydss: Coding dictionaries were developed for the author’s categorical

variables described in the text of this study (Chapters 3 and 4) Mogt of these
categorical variables correspond to the elements or characteristics of the conceptual
vaiables. (Appendix C reports the dictionaries) The same 278 files were processed

and coded for these categorical variables.

% See Appendix D, Methodological Background, for a description of some other approaches.

*Toreiterate for the reader: the term conceptual variable is this author’s choice for distinguishing between
dependent variable measures—the measure of the entire concept—and categorical measures which are
focused on the elements of the concepts.
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The key to the paralel andysisis that the two methods do not code according to the same
definitions; if they did, the computer coding would dways be more accurate. Instead, the
object is to have one method which the scholar feds is ‘privileged' in assessing the conceptud
variables; i.e. one of the methodsis assumed to ‘get at’ the concepts better than another. In this
case, manud analyss according to definitions focused at the dependent variable leve is treated
as a better gpproximation of textuad meaning than is automated analyss. The subsequent task of
correspondence is to show that the automated codes track with the manua codes at an
acceptable or reasonable rate of accuracy.

Three sets of figures are shown for the correspondence test: intercoder reiability for the
manua anayds, inter-method correlation when categoricd variables are Smply aggregated; and
canonica correlation for each dependent variable in a discriminant andysis of the two method's

results.

Sub-sample set

The sample of data selected for both tests was partidly Stratified—file selection was guided
by concernsfor coding dl types of data and subjectsinvolved in the sudy. Fileswithin any type
were selected a random, however; for example, while 5 essays of each military service were
purposaly included, the particular Air Force officer writers of the five Air Force essays were
randomly drawn. The table below shows the digtribution of data units between subject types

and data domains. Data units in this study are file ‘chunks’: coherent paragraph sequences
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averaging 300 words, produced by bresking up the larger data units, which may have been

interviews, reports, satements, articles or essays, or hearing transcripts.

Leaders| Defense |Experts|Air Force | Army | Navy Marine Totals
Essays 25 29 28 27 27 136
Doctrine 35 10 5 10 10 70
Kosovo 44 7 5 6 4 6 72
278

Table A1 — Subsample Distribution

Reliability and Consistency

The figuresin Table A2 show test results in comparisons of manua and automated coding.
The religbility figures (row one) are only for three-coder rdiability of the manua coding. The
“Inter-method” correlation aggregates automated codes for the conceptua eements (eg., for
offendveness there is mobility, initigive, and destruction minus immobility, passvity, and
expectancy) and compares the smple aggregate to the manualy coded dependent variable.
The “canonicd” corrdation is the firs order (first function) correation resulting from
discriminant andyss which treats the manuad codes as a grouping variable and the automated

codes asinput (classfication) variables.
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Offensiveness

Uncertainty

Use of History

Reliability (Manual code only) 0.85 0.87 0.97
Inter-method correlation 432 .382** .389**
(Manual to Automated-simple)
Canonical correlation 0.471** 0.414** 0.454**

(Manual to Automated-discriminant)
** = signif. @ p<.001

Table A2 —Consistency and Correspondence Tests

The figures show that the automated coding for the conceptua variables trends positively
and ggnificantly with the manua coding. The subgtantive correlations are not idedl, but can be
considered reasonably good for an automated analyss application. Automated andysis relies
subgtantialy on the assumption that particular word/phrase usage by an individud is associated
with particular, target concepts. This means that an automated method—even a its best
performance—is dways assuming non-perfect relaionships between its categories and the
scholar’s concepts.  The degree of associaion necessary to identify patterns in the data is
wholly dependent on the nature of the concepts involved, the amount and breadth of data
available, and the “grain” or precison of the measurement desired. For this study, correlations
of .40 or greater were desired between the manua coding and the automated coding, and these

were achieved when relying on discriminant functions to operationdize the variables.

Conceptual Variable Mechanisms

Each of the conceptud or dependent variables for this study were developed as a
combination of theory and derivations from other research. Each was found to have severd

elements or characteristics which together might indicate the presence or degree of presence of

262

www.manaraa.com



the target characteridtics of offengveness, uncertainty, and use of hisory. The dements are
represented by, and measured through, independent dictionaries or lists of words associated
with that characterigtic. The actual operationdization of the concept variables—in other words,
how the dements are specificdly combined to make an overdl measure—is something that is
neither given through theory nor a practicad result of content andysis.

Offengveness, uncertainty and use of history ae by nature ether psychologicd or
rhetorical characteristics (or both), and possess no external standards for measurement or
definition. In order to investigate and measure these characteristics, the author faced two
options—either theorize and define particular operationdizations for each concept, or find a
gandard which could be converted into particular operationdizations. Due to the study’s
choice of automated content analysis and the effort (described above) to verify correspondence
between manua and automated coding, the latter option became feasible.

Discriminant analyds of the manud and automated coding generated best-fit functions for
classfying the offensveness, uncertainty or use of higtory in each text unit based on automated
measurements of the ‘dements’ The discriminant functions therefore provide specific
mechanisms that connect the elements to the concepts; in essence, the functions are formulas
involving weights, signs, and the eement measures.  These mechanisms were chosen as the
study’ s operationdizations for the conceptua variables because they provide the best gatistical
match between the automated andysis and the manud, interpretative andyss.

The folowing figures illudtrate the results of the discriminant andyss and the

operationaizations chosen for the conceptud variables. Since each discriminant function used
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dandardized vaues of the categoricd variables, the formulas beow include sample mean

divisors.

Figure A1l — Offensiveness

\Offena veness
L . b”/‘

Initiative ' Moblllty Destructlon Passwlty Immoblllty Expectancy

Offensiveness = .628* Destr/1.21 - .706*Immob/1.29 - .485* Expect/.651

First discriminant function only; explains 77.8% of variance
Chi-square = 89.8 , df = 12, sign. P<.000

Figure A2 — Uncertainty

Uncertainty

- Causal .Interdependencei Probabilism

Uncertainty = .434*Contg/1.21 + .905*Probab/1.72

First discriminant function only; explains 92.6% of variance
Chi-square = 56.02; df = 6; p<.000
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Figure A3—Useof History

Use of History
Deser Kosovo [ Other Cases CBR
Storm Cases
Cases
Useof History =

975* Ocases/2.33 + .617*CBR/2.7 - .790* DSCases/2.38 - .424*K 0Cases/.85

Firstdiscriminant function only; explains 96.6% of variance
Chi-square = 65.7; df = 8; p<.000

It should be noted that the Use of History operationdization includes a counterintuitive
result: that both Desert Storm and Kosovo case citations are negatively associated with use of
history as measured by the human coders. There is a practica and reasonable explanation,
however, and it relates directly to the data sets in use. Two mgor domains of data—the
sudent essays used for andytic drategy, and the variety of texts used for Kosovo and
operationa drategy—include numerous text citations that are not “history” related! Recal that
higtory is events in the past, and for two of the domains of dtrategy, this affects the counting of
event citations. The essay question in the andytic drategy domain specificaly tasked students

to examine and redevelop Strategy for the Stuation following the Gulf War as if the student was
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in that scenario, while the Kosovo deta deals with Allied Force as its current, rather than
higtorica, subject.

In both domains, then, while the computer notes numerous case citations, the human
coders did not note actua references to (or use of) history. The discriminant function is in
effect, adjusting al data for Desart Storm and Kosovo references which in some instances are
not higtoricd references. This presented an important chalenge for measurement: what kind of
formula(s) were necessary for a“moving target” such as citations of history? Two choices were
implemented, and one subsequently chosen for reporting in this study. One choiceisfor logical
validity. adjust the mechanism depending on what is history for that domain, resulting in three
formula.  The second choiceis (more or less) a statistical validity approach: for consstency
across domains, the functiona form illustrated above was used for detaiin al domains.

It seems logicd to adjust the caculation of use of history for whatever is higory in a
particular domain, and the first gpproach doesthis. Three formula are produced:

1. Higtoryessy: 975 * (Other Cased2.33) + .617 * (CBR/2.7) ... In the andytic
drategy domain, Desert Storm is the criss under consideration; additionally, the essays
were written prior to the Kosovo crisis. Therefore neither of those categorical counts
should be part of history measuresin this domain.

2. Historykesovo: -975* (DesertStorm/1.34 + Other Cases/2.33) + .617 * (CBR/2.7)
... In operational strategy, Kosovo is the current criss, but Desert Storm does lie in the

past.
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3. Higtorypoctrinenmp: 975 * (Kosovo/.5 + DesertStorm/1.34 + Other Cases/2.33) +
617 * (CBR/2.7) ... Both organizationd and planning strategy domains can refer to
ether the Gulf War or Allied Force as history, and those citations are therefore
included.

Idedly, the use of history measure would be adjusted for the knowledge of the strategy
author and the timeframe within which they were writing. In this research, the smple but crude
goproach was to ingead use one formula for each domain. This meant that some of the
doctrine or some of the NMD dtrategy texts, for example, were alowed to mention Kosovo as
history even though they may have been written prior to Allied Force operations. Reviews of
the data showed this not to have any noticeable effects on reaults.

The second approach favoring datistica vdidity certainly seems counterintuitive in actudly
subtracting citations of Kosovo and Desert Storm from “use of history,” but was worth
implementing for background comparison and accuracy checks. The basic formula shown in
figure A3 adds the weighted elements of case-based reasoning and al other cases, but subtracts
weighted dements of Kosovo and Desart Storm. When gpplied equdly to dl domains, this
meant there were cases in both Doctrine and National Missle Defense where vaid uses of
Kosovo or Gulf War history occurred, but the instrumental function treasted them as non-
references.  Although logicaly suspect, satisticdly this dlowed the mechanism to adjust for
these instances, and one gains the advantage of keegping the domains comparable for Satistica

andyss.
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Anayss results of usng this method supported the same hypothesis findings reported in the
Sudy, and uncovered some peculiarities with both civilian and Marine Corps use of higtory.
The unitary formula gpplied to dl four domains sill generated evidence that civilians use more
history than the military, that the Air Force was not a less common user of history than its Sster
sarvices, and aso showed other important subgroup variations. However, these dternative
findings depended on somewhat different explanations. The unitary formula measurements
would indicate that civilians use less higory in the Kosovo domain, that context effects
(whether-to versus how-to strategy) would reverse from the logical approach, and that Marines
were—across the domains—the larger users-of-history than the other military services.

These indications run contrary to the chosen method's results for two reasons.  Firdt,
andysis shows tha civilians invoke Kosovo-rdated terms in Kosovo drategy a a sgnificantly
greater rate than the military. Using the unitary formula, this created a systemdtic bias agangt
cviliansin ther use of higtory in Kosovo. Though corrected by the preferred method chosen in
the study, it is noteworthy: why, after al, should civilians be invoking the current criss at such a
greater rate? The second reason for this method's contrary results regards the Marine Corps
use of higory: it ssemsthat service is, by aggnificant margin, the service least likely to mention
either Desart Storm or Kosovo in 1995-2000 strategy. Because of this, the unitary formula
biased dl other service's use of history downward, but the Marines were rdatively unaffected.
The Marine Corps relatively low use of history seems to be rdated to its lack of enthusiasm for

reflecting on Desart Storm or Kosovo in contemporary strategy.  Although the unitary formula
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gpproach is not reported in the study, these two peculiarities are cited within as a result of
examining its utility.

The “logica consstency” approach was the preferred method for the Sudy: it seems to
best fit the concept of use of higtory, it produced results comparable (in magnitude) across
domains, and it is more eadly explained than the “datidicd vdidity” method. In addition,
background andysis of the results generated by both methods showed, as discussed in the
research and above, that dthough the hypothess findings would not change, use of the
“gatistical” method might incorrectly report civilian and Marine Corps behavior if it were the

only basis of the findings.
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APPENDIX B

CODING HANDBOOK: A COMPARISON FOR
MEASUREMENT ACCURACY AND CONCEPTUAL
VALIDITY

The methodology of this study proposes that one can measure conceptua variables' in text
and speech by the use of automated content analysis. The conceptua variables are captured
through dictionaries that contain language—usudly individua words—that are associated with
expression of the particular concepts in typicad communication.  The computer programs
Diction and Profiler count the instances of each term in the dictionaries, and output aggregeate
totas in caegoricd variables Those categoricd variables, in turn, are mathematically
transformed into the find conceptud variables.

The automated method alows andysis of a substantialy greater amount of datain a shorter
period of time as compared to manua coding. However, the automated method aso is less
capable of capturing the context of any subject’s use of the terms in the dictionary. For

example, in discussions about “offensveness’ it has been noted that most definitions of the

! In this section, and the study, | refer to the measure of the strategy characteristic—the dependent
variable—as the “conceptual variable.” For some readers, that may seem a redundant term, but it suffices
to distinguish the dependent variable measure from multiple content analysis category measures.
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concept include not only notions of initiative, attack, and destruction, but dso the locdity of the
action—outward or outside on€e's sphere of control. The “use of history” concept involves not
only a subject’s mention of a historica event, but dso some degree of reasoning dependent on
that event. Automated andlysisis not, at this date, sophisticated enough to capture the object of
words indicating initiative, attack and destruction, nor can it explicitly link every mention of a
case with dl the reasoning relative to that case® In contrast, manua coding—though less
efficient in time resources and congstency—is very capable of contextua measurement.

The purpose of this coding handbook and sample test is to demondirate that the automated
coding chosen for this study possesses both measurement accuracy and conceptud vaidity. A
comparison of content andys's usang both the automated coding and a manua coding method
can show whether the outputs of both measures are smilar in substance and trend in the same
directions across the domains of datain question. If both outputs do correlate on substance and
direction of change, it is reasonable to use the more efficient method. It is adso incumbent on
such a test to chose a manua coding protocol that focuses on the presence of the concepts in

the context of subject communications, rather than any counting of terms.

2 The field of computational linguistics does, in fact, focus on exactly this type of problem. Many models
are extremely sophisticated, and capable of tackling this issue with a significant investment of time and
effort. The investment addresses building complex, combinatorial and syntactic dictionaries and linguistic
‘trees’ that will support contextual inferences. My statement applies to the existence of generic or ready-to-
use automated analysis programs that do not require unique development for each possible variable/subject
combination.
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A Codebook for Manual Content Analysis

Manud coding in content andlysis demands that human coders possess concept definitions
and measurement procedures for processing data. These definitions and procedures can be
considered the coding handbook or protocol for analyss. The codebook that was used by
human coders for the study—in particular, the parale analyss described in Appendix A—for
each of the conceptud variables follows below. The ingructions are, for the most part, exactly

as they appeared in a separate handbook given to each coder.

Offensiveness

Offensveness is an rdative measure within a communication, indicating the degree to which
offense is preferred over defense to accomplish tasks. The concept of offensiveness will be
inferred by a coder, and measured on a scale reflecting the overdl offensveness of a passage.
The inference requires the coder to interpret intentions of offense and defense expressed by an
author, and subsequently weigh offensiveness as a resultant vector when dl these intentions are
taken together.

Offense is inferred or interpreted by classfying Srategy Statements in ways Smilar to
dictionary definitions of offense and defense: offense is quick, tekes the initiative, and decisvely
defeats or destroys opponents, while defense is protective and reactive to opponent actions.
Sentences within paragraph units will be classfied as offense when they describe proactive
operations, attacking the adversary, destroying their forces, and rapid and decisve defedts.

Additiondly, these actions described must focus on territory under the adversary’s control, or
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outsde friendly sphere of control. Contextually, this could be reduced to initiative, mobility
and destruction, with an external location of the action.

1. Initigtive: the choice of immediate objectives and direction of atack, and the
organization and timing of attack.

2. Mohility: operations requiring movement towards the enemy, maneuver to exploit a
gtuation, and reaching and accessing targets, locations, or adversaries in order to
execute an action.

3. Dedruction:  operations focused on diminding, largely reducing, obliterating,
dominating, and decisvely defeating the adversary.

4. Externd location: the adversary or target is not currently engaged at friendly positions,
but is outsde of or removed from friendly sphere(s) of control.

Defense is protective and reactive; it seeks to prevent degradation to one's own populace,
territory, or forces. Defense is indicated in a sentence when the actions describe a focus on
protection, security, reaction to adversary forces, and degradation or disruption of adversary
atacks Additiondly, defense contrasts with offense in locality, by deding with actions within
the friendly sphere of control. Contextudly, defense includes security, relative passivity,
immobility, and a state of expectancy, and an internal location of action. While defense
may involve or even prefer destroying enemy forces, it typicdly is more focused on reducing
effects on friendly forces and resources.

1. Security: operations predominately involve protection of one's own forces, reducing the
effects of adversary action, or degrading the opponent’s ability to conduct operations in
friendly aress.

2. Relative passvity: one's own forces are reacting to, or intended to react to, an
adversary’ sinitiative, or an adversary’stimetable.

3. Immobility: Operaions require relatively litle or no movement by friendly forces
toward other positions or locations.

4. Sate of expectancy: sSmilar to passvity, operations will only occur as a reaction to
other events, rather than as proactive operations using initiative.

5. Internd location of action: the locus of events is a friendly postions or within friendly
sphere(s) of control.
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Manua content andysis should not count the presence of offense or defense terms, but an
awareness of such terms can facilitate the interpretation of statements. To that end, the
following list supplements the above definitions.

Offense:  attack, destroy, defeat, decisve, maneuver, preempt, surprise, act
firdt, force, initiate; words or phrases indicating adversary space, and targets
externd to one sown or an aly’s space

Defense:  prevent, protect, secure, degrade, disrupt, attrit, restrict, deny, react,
respond, defend; words or phrases indicating friendly space and targets interna
to one€ sown or an dly’s space

Coding Offensiveness. Offensiveness of textua units will be assessed by the coder using

the following scae

-2 = Defensive: Author recommends or discusses primarily defensive means

-1 = Slightly Defensive: Statements and intentions lean towards defense, but
are not clear or unambiguous

0 = Neutral: Either thetext sseemsto include neither offense nor defense, or
the intentions seem baanced, preferring neither.

1 = Sightly Offensive: Statements and intentions lean towards offense, but
are not clear or unambiguous

2 = Offensive: Author recommendsor discusses primarily offensve means

Uncertainty
Uncertainty in this study describes how much or to what degree individuds consder
generdized uncertainty, contingency, and interdependence in aspects of their drategy. A person
is regarded as expressing uncertainty in their strategic reasoning when descriptions or statements

of thefollowing areas reflect recognition of and/or ambiguity in:
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1. Generdized uncertainty: any lack of causd understanding of the Stuation or the
environment

2. Contingency: outcomes that are dependent on Stuationd events which may not be
anticipated fully

3. Interdependence:  outcomes that are dependent on the complex interaction of
components

Manud coding of uncertainty will be a angle, aggregate assessment of discernible recognition
or doubt across these three areas within a text unit. The human coder can, for example, focus
on the range of dternatives, options, or events (number of decison nodes), the perceived
conditionality between and within these events (chance nodes), the estimated probability of any
individual event occurring (probability), and the estimated consequences of options (payoffs.)
Attention to these areas by any subject reflects some aspects of uncertainty. In addition, when
a subject describes ambiguity (a lack of full knowledge) in these areas, or dso focuses on
perceived complexities which hamper full understanding, uncertainty is dso being conddered.
The measurement is an inference of the author's overdl incluson of uncertainty in reasoning

about intended actions, operations, or the eventsin theworld & large.

0 = None: The subject does not seem to reved or express any view or
perspective on uncertainty
1 = L ow uncertainty: The subject acknowledgesthat not al causes-

effects can be known, or that actions are contingent, or some
degree of complexity in the Stuation, but generdly seemsto fed
most things can be anticipated or eadly integrated to the Strategy.

2 = Medium uncertainty: The subject conastently qudifies their outlook for
the role of chance, or believes outcomes or adversary choices are
difficult to predict. Thiskind of outlook may mention efforts at
forecadting and estimation to identify al the possibilities, consder
probabilities of occurrence, and recommend gathering
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more information.

3 = High uncertainty: The subject believesthe red world is
ambiguous, and plans and actions cannot possibly anticipate
al dternatives. A successful course of action dways adapts to
the changing circumstances. There are things one can never
know, and information that is unobtainable.

Similar to the offensiveness variable, aterminology list for uncertainty facilitates but does
not subdtitute for interpretation of the text. English language terms associated with uncertainty
are listed below.

Uncertainty: Probability, probably, likdy/unlikely, chance/chances,
possible/possibility; gamble; risk/risky; underestimate, overestimate; complex,
complexities, depends/depended on, depends upon; connected; linked;

might/might have, may/may have pehgos maybe/may be  uncertain,
unknown/not known, remote; range of options'range of dternatives

Use of History

The question for this Sudy regarding use of higtory is not how or how well history is used
in strategy—instead, it is whether history is used at dl, or how much. Case-based reasoning
(CBR) provides the framework for automated measurement of how much history is used in
drategy, and will aso be usad for manud coding. However, the human coder will not count
both cases and reasoning terms to produce an interactive measurement. Instead, manua coding
will be a single assessment of how much of the author’s reasoning relies on comparisons and
contrasts of cited historica cases, or draws lessons from historica events as a bagis for
Satements.

Use of higory isinferred from an author’ s treetment of history in the following ways.
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1. Recognition and retrievd: the identification, recall or assertion of a sdient case, and its
relevant details

2. Inspection of likeness/differences. comparison and contrast of the case to the problem
at hand, or to other cases

3. Evduation of utility: assessng what parts or lessons of a case gpply to the problem at
hand by some secondary reasoning or caculation of its vaue

Two aspects will key the manua coding process. identifying a case reference, and recognizing
language that reflects comparison and evauation of historical cases.

1. Case References. The mention of a specific event, recognized participant, or past
military operation. This can range from “World War 11” to “Hitler” or “Milosavic” to
“Operation Desat Storm.”  Additionally, some case references may smply date
locations or countries which cdl to mind particular events; eg., “Smilar to Rwanda...”
Finaly, a case reference must refer to history or events digtinct from the author’s
context; for ingtance, what one did last week or experienced last month may inform
today’ s plans, but they are not a case reference. However, the 1992 events in Bosnia
are an historica case reference when discussng Kosovo in 1999.

2. Case-based language: Manud coders should note not only case references, but aso
the amount of reasoning associated with it. A smple statement of “like World War 117
should be treated as less a use of history than “World War 11 taught three lessons about
arpower...” Essentidly, the coder is giving grester weight to historical references that
are used in reasoning than to those that are “name-dropped,” athough both count as
use of history.

Terms which may indicate the presence of case based language include the below, and are
intended to facilitate recognition.

CBR: gpplicable; due to; because, if..then; if [we] condder, considering;
recaling, recal, remember, remembering, lessons of, the lesson; in order to
understand; need to understand; of course; keep in mind; is gpparent; it seems
clear; obvioudy; case of, this casglingance, previous casglindance, past
case/cases/ingtances, classc case, previoudy; in comparison, comparable,
compaing; in contrast, contragting; the difference/differences; like, smilar,
amilarity, smilarities, same; precedent, precedents; in the past; recent events,
recent history, most recent example; example of, examples of; shows/has shown
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Use of History will be coded as an aggregate assessment of each textud unit, using the

following scde
0 = None: No discernible use of history. Case-based language terms
may be present, but are without any direct historical case,
1= Medium: At least one reference to ahistorica case. Reasoning about

that/those casesis minimdl; i.e. the cases do not extengvely inform
the author’ s reasoning. Most of the text unit does not relate to
this/these cas(s).

N
I

High: One or more references to history that include case based language,
and adiscernible degree of influence on the author’ s reasoning is
present. Ascompared to ‘mediun’, thisleved reflectsa
concentration in the text unit of case-based reasoning.

A Secondary Analysis: Tools and Symbols

The fourth dependent variable for this study is a measure of symbolic communication and
reasoning by dvilians, the military at large, and individud military services. Similar to the use of
history varigble, the intent is not to measure how or how well symbols are used, but rather how
much. The symboals of interest in this investigation are terms or phrases which might indicate an
“officid language” However, these tools or symbols are to be derived from government and
military vison statements, and the measurement in the larger study will smply be counts of these
terms or phrasesin dl text units.

Although this approach leaves little difference between what manual and automated coding
would achieve for this particular variable (i.e., context is not a direct issue), the manua coders
can il establish a basdine for comparison.  Coders will note the use of terms and phrases

which may be regarded as officid language, and which are in a preiminary tools and symbols
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dictionary. While the coder is measuring offensveness, uncertainty, and use of higtory, texts will
be ‘flagged’ for the presence of officid language. The focus of thistask is to identify individud
terms or phrases which seem to be oft repeated or invoked by subjects. A symbolic word or
phrase has a purpose of accomplishing one or more of the following:

1 Shgoi ngg a‘toolkit’ of habits, skills and styles from which people congruct ‘ srategies of

2. a(Sit(i):g the boundaries of strategic debate by language, logic and conceptua categories’

3. Guiding and circumscribing thought, influencing the way drategic issues are formdized,

and setting the vocabulary and conceptua parameters of strategic debate®

Five coding categories will be evduated: Sym-Civ, Sym-AirForce, Sym-Army, Sym-
Navy, and Sym-Marines. Coders will amply note the use of terms in each category by the
authors of text units when such use seems to communicate more than the literal meanings of

the words. Such use will be coded with a“1” to indicate presence and a“0” to indicate their

absence. The priminary dictionary for Symbols is

® Ann Swidler, American Sociological Review 51:2 (April 1986), p. 273-277.

* Johnston, “ Thinking about Strategic Culture,” p. 58.
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Navy Marine Corps Air Force Army Civilian
Power projection Self-contained | Aerospace Land force Prosperity
Naval Air-ground Aerospace
expeditionary (team) expeditionary Soldier(s) * | eadership
force Force
Littoral(s) First to fight Effects Institution Engagement
Forward-deployed | Battle(s) *Responsive/ Deploy(ed)(able) | Humanitarian

responsiveness
Forward presence | Warfighting Versatile/ *Responsive/ Democracy/
versatility democratic
responsiveness
*Leadership

TableB1 - Symbolsand Tools categories and terms

* indicates duplication with another category

Note: the final symbols dictionary (see Appendix C and Chapter 4) revised the above
and included some different terms

Test Sample

The comparison test will use a smdl subsample of the available data  Both manua and
automated coding will focus on paragraph units of andysis. To provide some variation across
types of data (essays, prepared text, and testimony) the subsample will include data from the

anaysis, doctrine, and K osovo operations domains, as follows:

® Snyder, “The Soviet Strategic Culture: Implications for Limited Nuclear Options,” RAND R-2154-AF
(RAND Press, Sept. 1977), p. 9.
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1. Essays: a dratified sample of 5 randomly sdected essays from each subject type:
civilians, Army, Air Force, Navy, and Marines. (25 essays) Thetotd sample of essays
is gpproximately 200, and this subsample will provide variation across the independent
variables of the study.

2. Doctrine:  One Vison statement from each subject type. (5 data files) Each vison
datement is gpproximately 6-8 pages, or 25 paragraph units of text. Again, this
subsample will provide typicd examples of Doctrine text and variation across the
independent variables.

3. Kosovo: Two interviews or testimony from each subject type (10 data files) Each
interview or testimony extract includes from 3-6 pages of text, or 8-20 paragraph units,
providing a sufficient sample with variation across independent variables of interest.
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Attachment 1

Coding Reference Guide

1. Offensiveness:
-2 = Defensive: Author recommends or discusses primarily defensive means

-1 = Slightly Defensive: Statements and intentions lean towards defense, but
are not clear or unambiguous

0 = Neutral: Either the text seemsto include neither offense nor defense, or
the intentions seem baanced, preferring neither.

1 = Slightly Offensive: Statements and intentions lean towards offense, but
are not clear or unambiguous

2

Offensive: Author recommends or discusses primarily offendve means

2. Uncertainty: The measurement is an inference of the author's perspective concerning
intended actions, operations, or the eventsin the world at large.

-2 = Certain: The subject beieves al important aspects of the situation are controllable, the
dternaives have dl been consdered, and operations or actions will successfully create
the intended effects.

-1 = Reatively Certain: The subject believes chance only playsimportant rolesin a
few areas. These areas can usually be anticipated, and probabilities assessed and
assigned to different courses of action and events.

0 = Neutral: The subject does not seem to reveal or express any view or perspective
on uncertainty ... OR The subject recognizes events in the world that involve
uncertainty, but emphasizes making plans or taking actions that will account for
the mogt likely Stuations; barring any defects or unreasonable actions by people
involved, the actions should be successful.

1 = Rédatively Uncertain: The subject dways qudifiestheir outlook for the role of
chance, and believes adversary choices are difficult to predict. Thiskind of world

demands efforts at forecasting and estimation to identify dl the possihilities,
congder probabilities of occurrence, and continually gather more information.
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2 = Uncertain: Thesubject believes the red world is ambiguous, and plans and
actions cannot possibly anticipate dl dternatives. A successful course of action
aways adapts to the changing circumstances. There are things one can never
know, and information thet is unobtainable.

3. Useof History: an aggregate assessment of each textud unit, using the following:

0

None: No discernible use of higtory. Case-based language terms
may be present, but are without any direct historical case.

[ERN
I

Medium: At least onereference to ahistorica case. Reasoning about
that/those casesis minimdl; i.e. the cases do not extengvely inform
the author’ s reasoning. Most of the text unit does not relate to
this/these cas(s).

2 = High: One or more references to history that include case based language,
and adiscernible degree of influence on the author’ s reasoning is
present. Ascompared to ‘mediun’, thisleved reflectsa
concentration in the text unit of case-based reasoning.

4. Symboals: Coders will smply note the use of terms in each category by the authors of
text units when such use seems to communicate mor e than the literal meanings of the words.
Such use will be coded with a“1” to indicate presence and a“0” to indicate their absence. The
preliminary dictionary for Symbolsis

Navy Marine Corps Air Force Army Civilian
Power projection Self-contained | Aerospace Land force Prosperity
Naval Air-ground Aerospace Soldier(s) * | eadership
expeditionary (team) expeditionary
force Force
Littoral(s) First to fight Effects Institution Engagement
Forward-deployed | Battle(s) *Responsive/ Deploy(ed)(able) | Humanitarian

responsiveness
Forward presence | Warfighting Versatile/ *Responsive/ Democracy/
Versatility responsiveness | democratic
*eadership

Symbolsand Tools categories and terms

* indicates duplication with another category
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APPENDIX C

CONCEPTUAL ELEMENTSAND DICTIONARIES

Dictionaries in content analys's are generdly derived from a scholar’ s understanding of the
concept under study. Most research using this methodology shares a common approach of
breaking down larger concepts into narrower elements or ingredients. These elements are often
what the researcher then builds unique dictionaries for, in order to enable the content analyss
coder (human or machine) to score a text or communication in Separate categories
corresponding to the elements.

Dictionaries are developed in a variety of ways—sometimes scholars merely present the
coding dictionary with little background as to how they were composed or what process was
followed. Acrossdl the dictionaries presented in this gppendix, a Smilar process was used:

1. Theoretica explication of the concepts, which is found primarily in chapters 3 and 4.
Here concepts were developed or defined as containing disparate dements, each of
which focus on different ideas which rely on differing language. Language terms
associated with the lement were gathered.

2. Anintengve review of smilar content andys's variables by other scholars often reveded

some additiond code possibilities. These were added to the elementd dictionaries.
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3. A consgtency test of the automated coding schemes (Appendix A), in which manuad
coding of a sub-sample was compared to automated results, also revealed some word
usage associated with each concept.  Appropriate terms were then added to
dictionaries. In some cases, the manuad analyss o reveded that certain words would
be ingppropriate for coding because of aternate meanings and usage.

4. Some amount of manua andyss of the data, in particular for the ‘use of higtory’
variable and case-based reasoning, to inductively gather other rdlevant terms and
language. In some Stuations, the dement dictionaries require some domain-specific
work, or reading and use of the dataitself, to generate appropriate terms.

5. Feedback is a final but often necessary step. This describes working back after the
data has been completely coded to assess whether conceptual variables are ‘scoring’
correctly; i.e., does a particularly high concept score correspond to a text file that can
be read as high on that concept? Sometimes coding anomdies are uncovered which

may necessitate changesin the dictionaries and recoding of the data.

What follows are separate tables for each of the elements corresponding to the concepts of

Offensveness, Uncertainty, Use of History, and Symboalic language.
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Table C1 - Offensiveness Element Dictionaries

Initiative Mobility Destruction Passivity Immobility | Expectancy
active advance annihilate attrit arrest anticipate
actively advances annihilates attriting arrested anticipated
aggression |advancing |annihilating attrition arresting anticipates
aggressive |agile assault cede arrests anticipating
begin agility assaulted ceded block await
challenge deploy assaulting cedes blocked awaiting
challenging |deployed assaults ceding blocking awaits
coerce deploying attack degrade blocks defend
coerced deploys attacked degraded contest defending
coerces envelop attacking degrades contested defends
coercing enveloping |attacks denial contesting defense
commence |flexibility conguer denied contests delay
commences [flexible conquered deny curb delayed
commencing |insert conguering denying curbed delaying
compel inserting crush disrupt curbing delays
compelling |insertion crushes disrupting curbs expect
compels inserts crushing disruption immobile expected
decisive leap damage disrupts immobility expecting
decisively leapfrog damages forgo immobilized |expects
escalate leaping damaging inhibit neutralize pause
escalated mobile decimate inhibited neutralized |pauses
escalates mobility decimated inhibiting neutralizes  |pausing
escalating  |move decimates inhibits neutralizing |react
exploit movement |decimating interfere pacified reacting
exploiting moves defeat interfered pacifies reaction
exploits moving defeated interference |pacify reacts
forced occupies defeating interferes pacifying respond
forcing occupy defeats protest prevent responding
initiate occupying |destroy protested preventing response
initiative skirt destroyed protesting prevention responses
introduce skirting destroying protests prevents stand
introduced |storm destroys reduce protect standing
introducing |stormed devastate reduced protecting stands
preempt storming devastated reduces protection wait
preempting |surround devastates reducing protects waiting
preemptive |surrounding |devastating refrain restrain waits
preemptively |surrounds |dismantle refrained restraining
preemptory |thrust dismantles refraining restraint
preempts thrusting dismantling refrains restrict
seize thrusts dominance reject restricting
seized dominate rejected restriction
seizing dominated rejecting restrictions
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Table C1 — Offensiveness Element Dictionaries (continued)

Initiative Mobility Destruction Passivity Immobility | Expectancy
start dominates rejects restricts
starting dominating resist secure
surprise eliminate resisted secured
surprises eliminates resisting secures
take eliminating resists securing
taking eradicate retreat security
threaten eradicated retreated stasis
threatening eradicates retreating static
unleash eradicating retreats unmovable
unleashed kill submission |unmoving
unleashes killing submit
kills submits
obliterate submitted
obliterating submitting
overwhelm surrender
overwhelming [surrendered
overwhelms surrendering
smash surrenders
smashes yield
smashing yielding
subdue yields
subduing
unlimited
unrestrained
win
winning
wins
Table C2 — Uncertainty Element Dictionaries
Causal Contingency Interdependence Probabilism
ambiguities alternative associated about
ambiguity alternatively complex approximate
ambiguous alternatives complexities approximately
ambivalence branch complexity approximates
ambivalent branches conflicting approximating
baffled branching connected bet
baffles choice connects bets
baffling choices coordinate betting
doubt conditional coordinated chance
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Table C2 — Uncertainty Element Dictionaries (continued)

Causal Contingency Interdependence Probabilism
doubtful conditionally coordinating chances
doubts course depend could
dubious courses depended dice
dubiously if dependencies dicey
guess next depending estimate
guessed option depends estimated
guesses optional interconnected estimates
guessing optionally interdependencies estimating
imperceptible options interdependency gamble
imperceptibly possibilities interdependent gambled
incoherent provisional interrelated gambles
maybe risk linked gambling
mayhap risking linking improbable
mysterious risks links likelihood
mystery sequel numerous likely
obscure sequels related may
obscurely sequence requires might
obscurity sequences requiring overestimate
ostensibly seguencing synergetic overestimated
ought simultaneous theory overestimates
perhaps simultaneously upon overestimating
puzzle variable possibility
puzzled variables possible
puzzles probabilities
puzzling probability
guandaries probable
quandary probably
Seem/seems remote
seemed risky
seeming sometime
seemingly sometimes
unclear theorize
unclearly theorizes
unexpected tossup
unexpectedly uncertain
unimaginable uncertainty
unimaginably underestimate
unimagined underestimated
unknown underestimates
unsure underestimating
vagaries unlikely
vague
vaguely
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Table C3 —Use of History Element Dictionaries

Desert Storm Kosovo Other Case Based
Cases Cases Cases Reasoning

Iraq Allied Afghanistan accordingly

Khafji Kosovo Andrew ago

Kuwait Milosevic Balkans alike

Persian Rambouillet BALTOPS apparent

Saddam Bangladesh apparently

Safwan Barbary applicable

Shield Belleau aspect

Storm Berlin aspects
blitzkrieg because
Bosnia case
BREEZE cases
Cambodia centuries
Cole classic
Cuba comparable
Dayton comparably
Dominican compared
Dorado comparing
Falklands comparison
Fox consider
Grenada considering
Guadalcanal consistent
Guardian consistently
Haiti contemporary
Hitler contrast
Hook contrasting
Hugo contrasts
Inchon correlate
Iniki correlates
Iran-Iraq correlating
Khartoum correlation
Khashmir decades
Khobar demonstrated
Korean demonstrates
Kosovo difference
Kurds differences
Kuwait different
Kyoto distinguish
Lebanon distinguishing
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Table C3-Useof History Element Dictionaries (continued)

Other Case Based
Cases Reasoning
Liberty due
Libya earlier
Maldives eons
Marshall event
Mayaguez events
Midway example
Nairobi examples
Nicaragua fact
Normandy facts
Northern generally
Osirak heretofore
Palestine historical
Panama historically
Persian history
Philippines identical
Pinatubo illustrate
Pueblo illustrates
Rhine illustratively
Rwanda instance
Salvador instances
Sentry lesson
Sinai lessons
Somalia like
Southern likewise
Stark matches
Strike matching
Sword mirroring
Thunder mirrors
Treaty now
UNAMIR nowadays
UNOSOM obviously
UNPROFOR parallel
Uphold paralleling
Veracruz parallels
Vietham past
Vigil precedent
Vigilant precedents
WWwW previous
Yorktown previously
proved
proves
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Table C3—-Useof History Element Dictionaries (continued)

Case Based
Reasoning

recall

recalling

recent

recently

recurrent

recurrently

regularly

remember

remembering

repeated

repeatedly

resemble

resembles

resembling

routinely

same

Sameness

Seems

show

showing

shown

shows

similar

similarities

similarity

therefore

thus

time-honored

timeless

tradition

traditional

traditionally

traditions

unlike

warranting

warrants
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Table C4 — Symbolic L anguage Dictionaries

Sym-USA Sym-USAF Sym-Navy Sym-USMC Sym-Civ
deployable aerospace expeditionary air-ground democracy
forward- airmen forward- amphibious democratic
deployed deployed
institution airpower littoral battles economic
invincible effects littorals forcible engagement
land expeditionary maritime marine humanitarian
safeguard global naval marines leadership
safeguarding |responsiveness presence scalable prosperity
soldier targeting projection self-contained security
soldiers versatility sea warfighting
vigilance
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APPENDIX D

METHODOLOGICAL BACKGROUND

Automated content andysis is a developing endeavor, particularly in political psychology,
which has a rich higtory of content analyss methods applied to a variety of problems. In the
past, content analysis has been a primary tool in research involving operationa codes, schema,
cognitive mapping, and image theory, in addition to a variety of computation modds of decison-
meking.! In most of these applications, however, manua analysis by one or more coders of a
tremendous depth of data hampered broader research because of the resource costs. As one
writer in thisfidd notes:

...how do we ded with the huge volumes of text that are generated by our
subjects? In many cases the vast mgority of this materid is ignored or used for
vauable but idiosyncratic quditative studies. In other cases a few researchers
develop manuad techniques to turn text into quantitetive data but they can reduce
the text from only a few subjects into data. This produces interesting smal N
gudies that are hard to vdidate; the cost of the techniques in time and money
inhibits their adoption by others?

! For an excellent overview of many of these research applications, see Michael D. Y oung and Mark Schafer,
“Is There a Method in our Madness? Ways of Assessing Cognition in International Relations,” Mershon
International Studies Review 42, 1998, pp. 63-96.

#Michael Y oung, in an introduction to Profiler+, copyright 2000, www.social science.net.
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This appendix briefly describes computerized techniques for content andys's adopted by
three researchers, each of whom have gpplied or are applying these methods to contemporary
political problems. Following the brief descriptions, a comparison is made to the conceptua

design of the author’s current study.

Description and Taxonomy

Content andlys's dassfies communicative materids—usudly texts—by reducing them to
relevant, measurable and manipulable pieces of data® The techniques associated with content
andyss dlow socid scientigts to gpply quantitative approaches in research involving palitics,
communications, sociology, and psychology, to problems that previoudy could only be
gppreciated with quaitative methods. Some might say that the quantitative approach supports
more scientific testing of hypotheses and theories, however, it is more accurate and meaningful
to say tha the quantitative approach complements other study methods, does support more
rigorous datistica testing, and in some cases may better support those problems with ether a
broad focus (such as international crisis or conflict events) or large data sets (such as the public
statements and speeches of a set of dtate leaders) Content andlysisis a set of techniques that
help aresearcher transform alarge set of communications into a set of measures that researcher

bdievesis associated with variables of interest.

® This definition paraphrases one presented in Robert Weber’s Basic Content Analysis, Sage Publications,
1990, p. 5. That definition specified texts rather than communications; since its publication, the analysis of
voice and video communications has become more common.
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While content andys's, done manudly or with a computer, is quite rigorous and systemétic
as a methodology for research, those who employ it have rdatively few standard references to

rely on. Two classic texts often cited by researchers are Klaus Krippendorf’ s Content Andysis.

An Introduction to its Methodology, Sage Publications, 1980, and Robert Weber's Basc

Content Andysis, 2 ed., Sage Publications, 1990. Nether delves deeply into automated

goplications, Weber discusses computer technology and software programs, but his examples
are extremdy dated. Two new texts on automated content analys's are expected asthisis being

written, both by Mark West: Applications of Computer Content Analys's and Theory, Method

and Practice in Computer Content Analysis, Ablex Publishing, 2001.

Despite the paucity of information available on content andysis, it is possible to describe a
generd taxonomy for its use in political science.  Content anadyss is a method most often
gpplied to palitica language rather than other observable behaviors. The common assumptionis
that politicdl language reveds aspects of an actor's vaues, bediefs, attitudes, cognitive
processes, and decison-making characterigtics, in addition to an actor’s substantive choice or
position on issues and events of interest. To get a any of these factors, the researcher focuses
on some unit of andysisin the communication record thet is available. Robert Weber describes
the units of language as. words, word senses, sentences, themes, paragraphs, and whole text.*

The choice of content analys's unit is associated with the generd divison of techniquesin

content andyss.  word; Smple semantic classfication; complex semantic classfication; and

* Weber, Basic Content Analysis, pp. 22-23.
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universdist dasdfication.> Word-oriented techniques are commonly referred to as keyword
searches or word frequency correlation; in this type of gpproach a researcher only counts
words associated with categories established beforenand. Simple semantic classfication
involves sentence-levedl analysis through structurd or syntactic reduction of sentences, in order
to assess conjunctions of words and words in context. Complex semantic classification builds
on ample techniquesin avariety of ways, and generdly involves classfication schemes that may
either provide cross-sentence measurements or whole-paragraph classfications of meaning.
One author Findly, universdist classfication—the most complex form of content andyss-
involves reduction of communications into “a set of universa semantic primitives” and is
sometimes employed to support computational modeing of political phenomena®

Figure D1 depicts this taxonomy of content anadyss techniques, and some research
associated with each branch. 1t must be noted than none of these techniques is necessarily
restricted to automated gpproaches—al can dso be implemented manudly. Automated
techniques are mogt efficient at word-level analyss, and can tackle smple semantic, complex,
and universdigt tasks with increasing degrees of difficulty. Manud or human-coding techniques
are (arguably) mogt efficient a the universaist end, and can accomplish the complex, smple,

and word-centered tasks with increasing degrees of difficulty. The difficulties, of course, are not

® This scheme is the author’s arrangement, or abridgment, of John Mallery’s taxonomy presented in
“Thinking about Foreign Policy: Finding an appropriate role for Artificially Intelligent Computers,” a Paper
for the 1988 International Studies Association meeting, 3 April 1988, pp. 47-52.

® For aricher description, see Mallery, “Thinking about Foreign Policy,” pp. 47-52.
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the same: computers require more difficult programming and initid inputs, while human beings

require more time, resources, and attention to detall.

Focus Political Language
,,,,,,, |
P ¢
Options Qualitative Quantitative
Methods Word Simple Semantic Complex Universalist
Semantic
Software Diction 5.0 General Inquirer Profiler + RELATUS
Profiler + RELATUS
Research Communication Leadership Traits Role Theory Computational
Style Assessment-at-a- Operational Modeling
Rhetorical distance Codes
Analysis Events data

Figure D1 —A Simple Content Analysis Taxonomy

To present the background to the content anadyss choices made in this study, the next
section briefly describes leading examples—using automated approaches—of the first three
content andyss techniques. These examples are: political communication style; leadership trait

andyds, and role theory and operationa coding.
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Political Communication Style

Roderick Hart has studied politicd communication and rhetoric for a number of years,
secidizing in presdentid, campaign, and media communications.” He mantans that a
systematic dudy of dyle in presdentid communications requires a method that will offer
precison, quantitative measurement, the ability to process a comprehensve st of data
(speeches), and the ability to compare measurements across subjects and type of
communications. In order to achieve these gods, he developed an automated content analysis
program called Diction.®

Diction is ardativedy smple sysem of content anays's which assesses dementa syles or
characteristics based on word dictionaries, then builds conceptua variables from combinations
of the dementd scores. As an example, Certainty indicates resoluteness, inflexibility, and
completeness and a tendency to speak ex cathedra. Certainty measures are constructed using
the following formula®

Certainty = [Tenecity + Leveling + Collectives + Insgstence] —[Numerica Terms +

Ambivaence + Sdf Reference + Variety |
Each of the ‘dementd’ variables in the formula possesses a dictionary defining that term.

Thus, in the above formulafor Certainty, Tenacity is measured in a prospective text as.

" One broad example is his Verbal Style and the Presidency: A computer-based analysis (Academic Press,
1984), in which he analyzes the speeches of eight presidents (Truman through Reagan).

8 1bid., pp. 14-17.

° Roderick Hart, Diction 5.0 User’s Manual, 2000, p. 32-33.
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Tenacity: All uses of the verb to be (is, am, will, shdl), three definitive verb
forms (has, must, do) and their variants, as well as dl associated contractions
(hell, they’ve, an't). These verbs connote confidence and totality. ™

Diction possesses dictionaries for 35 dementa variables which are used to create five
conceptua style measures of Certainty, Optimism, Activity, Redism, and Commondity. All of
the dictionaries are singular terms or words, rather than word combinations and phrases.
Diction does not evauae syntax or grammatica dructure; instead, various word forms are
included in the dictionaries. One sophigticated addition to this word search and classfication
scheme is word frequency weighting: using pre-established word frequency tables, word
occurrences are weighted for probable meanings. For example, if ‘light’ is used 50% of the
time to indicate dectromagnetic radiation, and 50% of the time to indicate weight, then in a
dictionary which favors the weight but not radiation interpretation, each occurrence will be
weighted by half. This increases accuracy of the measures, but it should be noted, does not
assess actual meanings in prospective texts.

Hat's content andyss method and application shares characteristics of both
Leadership Trait analysis and Operationd Coding. Like trait analyss, Diction establishes a
basdline measure for the conceptua variables by comparing them to communications ‘norms.’
Norms are average measures for each of the concepts and dements across 20,000 texts
divided into six classes (Busness, Dally Life, Entertainment, Journdism, Literature, Politics, and
Scholarship.) Norms allow the researcher to compare both between subjects and across types

of communication. Similar to operaiona coding and VICS, though, Diction's conceptud

bid., p. 33
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variables have no externa means for establishing reliadility and vdidity, beyond interpretative

comparisonsin certain cases.

Leadership Trait Analysis

Margaret Hermann has spent a number of years developing a technique for at-a-distance
assessment of politica leaders. Leadership Trait Analys's rests upon evauating public speeches
and statements of political persondities and measuring seven trait characterigtics Belief, Need
for Power, Sdlf-Confidence, Conceptual Complexity, Task Focus, Ingroup Bias, and Distrust
of Others. Once measures are made of these traits, psychological profiles can be developed on
the subject of study by combining trait scoresin avariety of ways.

Once a leader's interview responses have been coded and overdl scores have
been cdculated for each of the seven traits described here, it is time to put the
scores into perspective by determining how they compare with those of other
leaders. Without doing such a comparison, there islittle basis on which to judge
if the particular leader’s traits are unusudly high or low or about average. The
issue is deciding what group of leaders to use as the comparison--or horming--
group. Table 7 [not included] presents scores on al seven traits for the 87
heads of gtate and 122 more generd palitical leaders mentioned earlier. The
table presents the mean or average score on a particular trait for the two
samples of leaders as well as the scores that are one standard deviation above
and below that mean. If the leader under study has a score that exceeds that
listed as one standard deviation above the mean for the sample of leaders, he or
she is high on the trait; if the leader's score is more than one standard deviation
below the mean for the sample of leaders, he or she is low on the trait. If the
leader's score falls around the mean for the sample (neither one standard
deviation above or below the mean), he or she is moderate in the trait and like
the average leader in that comparison group. The 87 heads of state represent
some 46 countries from all parts of the globe; the 122 leaders are drawn from
48 countries and include members of cabinets, revolutionary leaders, legidative
leaders, leaders of opposition parties, and terrorist leaders in addition to the 87
heads of state. The sample includes leaders who held positions of authority from
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1945 to the present. Scores for particular regiona, country, or cultura groups
embedded in these 122 |eaders are available from the author.™

While the above describes how the traits are related to leadership profiles, and presents the
standard for comparison, it does not describe how the traits themselves are measured. In past
research, each trait was manudly coded usng an extensve handbook and training for each
coder. Currently, an automated system is being refined to perform the same coding of traits
using only text data files of a subject’s speeches and statements. As an example, consder a

description of Conceptual Complexity coding:

Conceptud complexity is the degree of differentiation which an individua shows
in describing or discussing other people, places, policies, idess, or things. The
more conceptualy complex individua can see varying reasons for a particular
postion, is willing to entertain the posshility that there is ambiguity in the
environment, and is flexible in reacting to objects or ideas. In the opposte
manner, the more conceptualy smple individua tends to classfy objects and
ideas into good-bad, black-white, ether-or dimensons, has difficulty in
percaiving ambiguity in the environment; and reacts rather inflexibly to stimuli.

In coding for conceptua complexity, the focus is on particular words--words
that suggest the spesker can see different dimensons in the environment as
opposed to words that indicate the speaker sees only a few categories aong
which to classfy objects and idess. Words that are suggestive of high
conceptud complexity are: gpproximately, possihility, trend, and for example
words indicative of low conceptua complexity include: absolutely, without a
doubt, certainly, and irreversble. As with the other traits above, the score for
conceptua complexity is the percentage of high and low complexity words in
any interview response that suggest high complexity. The overdl score for any
leader is his or her average score across interview responses.

Thus, some of the traits are measured in ardatively smple manner by automated search for

particular words associated with the concept in question. These words are commonly collected

" Margaret G. Hermann, “Assessing Leadership Style: A Trait Analysis,” Social Science Automation,
November 1999.
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and used in the software programs as dictionaries or tables of designated search terms.  Other
traits may require dightly more complicated measurement. To accomplish both forms of
measurement, Hermann and others have developed the program Profiler+.*

Profiler+ is a generd purpose content analyss engine designed for leadership
andyss...The basc drategy of content analysis used by Profiler+ is very
ample; Profiler+ searches a sentence from left to right for ordered sets of
tokens (words and/or punctuation) that have been identified as indicators of a
trait, of another measure of interest or perhgps of a particular type of
communication. Profiler+ examines each token in turn and queries a database to
determine if the token serves as the anchor for any target sets. If the token does
serve as an anchor in one or more target sets the program determines if the
other tokens in the set are dso present in the sentence in the appropriate order.
If dl the tokens in a set can be matched then the indicated actions are taken--in
the amplest case a code is written to afile. Any remaining target sets that have
not been diminated are ignored.

This draightforward drategy is sufficient to code texts for indicators of
conceptua  complexity and task focus, two of the seven traits used for
leadership trait anadyss. However, this type of smple pattern matching can be
rather inefficient and limited in English due the ability of words to serve multiple
functions (that isto have multiple parts of speech) depending on their placement
within a sentence and their relationship to other words. For example, consider
the following Smple examples:

She broke her promise and married another. (noun)
| promise to be faithful. (verb)

The car turned | eft at the intersection. (adverb)
Heleft the room. (verb)

Content anadysis for actions can be made more efficient if target sets can be
eliminated after congdering the smdlest number of tokensin the sentence. In the
examples above, if we are looking for the verbs ‘promise and ‘leave, then the

2 The description that follows is excerpted from Profiler+ User’s Guide, Social Science Automation, June
2000.
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firs and third sentences can be diminated after congdering only one token
provided the program knows that they are not verbs. In addition the coding
schemes for VICS and WorldView pay close attention to the tense of verbs
including normative and hypothetica statements. To accommodate these coding
schemes and the coding schemes for the other five leadership andlyss traits
Profiler+ performs the following steps as it processes each text file:

parses the input text to identify sentence boundaries, tokenizes, assgns parts, of
gpeech to al tokens and assigns canonica forms (lemmas) to verbs,

builds a sentence where each token is represented by a data structure,
and, for each sentence,

performs token reduction,

transforms passve voice structures,

codes the sentence.

This more sophisticated gpproach to automated anadysis is often referred to as “words in
context” coding. However, one should be careful to note that the context referred to is
sentence or syntactical context, not meaning or interpretative context. The program is till only
assessing positions and conjunctive occurrences of words as a tool to inferring their meaning,
whereas the ‘smpler’ methods rely only on word or term occurrences and frequencies to infer
meaning.

Given that Leadership Trait analys's has a research higtory that includes reliance on manua
content analys's, how does manua and automated analysis compare?

Across a number of studies (e.g., Hermann, 1980a, 1980b, 1984a, 1987b;
Hermann and Hermann, 1989), the inter-coder agreement for the seven traits
described in this chapter have ranged from 0.78 to 1.00 between a set of
coders and the author. Where there were disagreements, the discussions that
followed between coders permitted refinements of the coding system.

Generdly, currently, a coder is not permitted to content andyze a leader's
interview responses to be included in the larger data set until he or she achieves
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inter-coder reliabilities with the author on dl traits that are 0.90 or higher. Asthe
automated coding sysem is being developed, smilar types of rdiability
coefficients are being calculated to determine how accurately that coding system
reflects the origind intent of this author.

Therefore, as a developmentd program, the reiability of automated coding remains to be
edablished. A gmilar question can be raised as to vdidity of trat andyss i.e, do the trait
measures correspond to some other, established standard for persondity trait assessment?

Although the author has received numerous suggestions about how to determine
the vdidity of this technique ranging from running experiments with college
sudents to participant observation in city councils, it seemed important to find
some means of comparing the results from this coding system with the
experiences of those who had interacted with heads of dtate. In a series of
studies, this writer (Hermann, 1984b, 1985, 1986b, 1988b) developed profiles
on 21 leaders following the procedure described here and based on these
profiles indicated on a series of rating scaes the nature of the leadership
behaviors a particular head of state should exhibit given a particular leadership
syle. These ratings were compared with those made by journdists and former
government personnd who had had the opportunity to observe or interact with
the particular leaders. The correlations between the two sets of ratings averaged
0.84 across the set of leaders suggesting that the profiles derived from this at-a
digance technique furnished the author with smilar types of information on
which to judge behavior as had the other raters experiences with the actud
figures

Operational Codes and VICS

Stephen Walker aso conducts political psychologica research involving content anays's,
and has spent some time developing Role Theory in foreign policy analyss. More recently, he

has been developing an automated approach to the assessment of Operationa Codes of
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political leaders, and he is involved with Sociad Science Automation’s Profiler+ project.™ His
gpproach to measuring variables which relate to leader’s operationd codes differs from that of
trat andyss, but amilarly relies on a syntactic or words in context method which he cdls the
Verbsin Context System, or VICS.

Asamethod of content andlys's, VICS isaset of techniques for retrieving belief
patterns from a leader’ s public statements and drawing inferences about public
behavior that are compatible with these bdiefs...While the retrievd unit is the
public statement, the recording unit is the “utterance,” which is each verb in the
statement and the corresponding parts of speech associated with each verb—
the subject and object (if it is a trangtive verb) or the subject and predicate
nominative or adjective (if it is an intrangtive verb)...the VICS method extracts
vaues for gx attributes from each recording unit (verb) and its surrounding
context: subject, verb category, domain of politics, tense of the verb,
intended target, and context.*

Profiler+ measures the 9x essentid variables through a series of steps involving tables and
dictionaries produced by Waker. These tables identify verbs, reduce texts to grammatical
dructures, and classfy words and variable values according to predetermined settings in the
dictionaries. This takes placein six generd steps™

1. Identify the Subject as Sdf or Other
2. ldentify the tense of the trangitive verb as Pagt, Present, or Future; identify the category
of the verb as podtive or negdtive; and assign vaues according to meanings, including

Words (appeals [1], promises [2], resstance [-1], threats [-2]) and Deeds (rewards
[+3], punishments [-3])

13 See “Integrative Complexity And British Decisions During The Munich And Polish Crises,” by Stephen G.
Walker and George L. Watson in Journal of Conflict Resolution, Mar94, Vol. 38 Issue 1, p3, 21p; and
Stephen Walker, “The Political Universe of Lyndon B. Johnson and His Advisors,” Palitical Psychology
21:3, Sept. 2000, pp. 529-544.

14 Stephen Walker, “Role Identities and the Operational Codes of Political Leaders,” paper presented at the
Annual Meeting for the International Society of Political Psychology, Seattle, WA, July 1-4, 2000, p. 12.

% bid., Figure 3 on p. 29.
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3. ldentify the domain as Domestic or Foreign
4. ldentify the Target and place in context

These measurements are used to classfy each subject’s role position according to an
operationa code typology and a number of theoretical assumptions. Compared to leadership
trait andyss, little exigts to establish either reliability (compared to other operationa code work)
or validity of the operational code and role measurements. Walker has used the method to
asess roles and predicted behaviors or perspectives of leaders in a smal number of case
gudies, and found it consstent and useful, which could be consdered a basdine vaidity
evauation. As a macrotheoretic endeavor, his method is proposed as a means to further
research and generdization in role theory, rather than as an means to assessng known

behaviord characteristics.

In Comparison: This Study’s Method

The brief review of three methods of automated content andyss highlights a number of
guiddines for this sudy. Similar to dl threg, this sudy focuses on a particular type of politica
communication—in this case, politico-military strategy—and requires andyss of alarge body of
daa And as specificaly noted by Hart, a systematic andysis dso requires a means that allows
precison, quantitative measurement, and comparison. A third shared concern among these
examples is a measurement design that proceeds from some categoricd or elementa measures
to the conceptua varidble measure.  Findly, each treat issues of rdiability and vdidity
differently; if they share anything on this count, it is that externa or a priori measures of ether is

difficult when dedling with palitica and/or psychologica concepts.
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This study borrows from each of the thregs intdlectud history for its own design
methodology. While Offensveness, Use of Higtory, and Uncertainty can be considered
behaviord, reasoning style, and psychological measures respectively, it is possible to ground the
automated measurement of these variables. This study conducted a manud coding of a
sggnificant subsample of the data, usng vaidble definitions directed a the meanings associated
with the concepts. (See Appendix A for details) The manua coding serves both as an
instrument to conducting automated measurement, and a partid measure of rdiability. Thus, like
some parts of leadership trait andysis and operationa coding projects, the conceptua measures
will possess a background in manud coding.

A second amilarity in this sudy’s design is that each conceptud variable is derived from a
combination of elemental measures performed on the textua data Like Hermann's traits and
Hat's syles, Offensveness, for example, is derived from measures of initiative, mobility, and
destruction, and moderated by passvity, immobility, and expectancy. A characterigtic differing
from the above gudies, however, is that these dementd measures are combined using the
manua analyds as an indrument. Rather than amply, a priori, establish Offendveness as an
addition of the first three measures and subtraction of the latter three, this study performs a
factor analyss of the demental measures versus manudly coded conceptua measures. The
factor anadlys's provides the operationalization of concepts by mapping the autometicaly coded
elements into their conceptud parents using factor weightings. This step increases the rdiability

of the udy and grounds its variables indirectly in interpretative measures.
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A find dmilarity to the previous sudies is that dictionaries for eementd measures—the
content andys's direct measurement—are, for the most part, unique products of the researcher.
In each of the cases above, the scholars dictionaries were created by their own understandings
of the concepts in question, with little explicit judtification, and in fact rare citation of the
dictionaries themsdves.  In this study, the complete dictionaries are provided; in addition,
though they are the author’'s cregtion, they are based on theoretical arguments and some
assmilation of other research. Each dictionary is created by aggregating: words associated with
the definitions cited in the main body discussion; words found in sample readings of the strategy
texts (the data itself); and words drawn from (for example) other researcher’s *aggresson’ or
‘pro-active’ dictionaries that were appropriate for offensveness dements. A find dep in
dictionary formation rests in the analysis process, where the initia automated coding is reviewed
and compared to the source texts, in order to identify anomdies and possible candidates for
addition to the dictionaries. Each of these steps are largdly interpretative acts of the author with

little explication in the study itsdlf.
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APPENDIX E

STRATEGY ESSAYSDATA

Anaytic srategy exhibits problem-solving reasoning. Ided examples of andytic Srategy
would be the estimates and proposed courses of action produced by military officers and
civiliansfor red-world crises and Stuations. However, these types of estimates are usudly
classfied (making them unavailable for public research) in addition to varying in structure and
content across different situations The type of reasoning in these estimates may be smulated,
fortunatdly, by problems presented to experienced officers and civilians & military colleges.
One such source is essay tests on hypothetica (but 'real world' based) strategy problems
adminigered to officers atending professond military school. The Air Command and Staff
College (ACSC) a Maxwell AFB, Alabama, isayear long school for mid-career officersin
which military strategy isaprimary topic, and the student population includes officers from al
sarvices. A mgor advantage of this school's environment is that al essay tests are submitted
and stored in dectronic form by student number, and the student popul ation's demographics are

aready collected and can be correlated to the student numbers.

! In other words, in order to make a systematic study, a large amount of data is needed, yet only a few
estimates may exist for any particular crisis, and they may vary by region and command responsibility.
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The larger sudy examines communicationsin text form and analyzes them for paiterns
across authors, stuations, and types of communication. It is not astudy in persondity, and does
not examine particular texts nor in most cases report particular individud’ s (authors)
characterigtics. The focus of study is a concern, however, with this particular sample of data—
Student essays written to meet professond military study requirements. It isimportant with this
portion of the overdl study’s data to protect individua’s privacy and not andyze or report
individua characteristics without consent. There are three levels of protection and authorization
involved:

1. Theuse of essaysin the manner described and executed in this study was gpproved in
an Ohio State University Ingtitutional Review Board process. Protocol OOEO318 was
approved on 30 Oct 2000 with provisos noted in (3) below. [Ohio State University
Ingtitutionad Review Board, Columbus, OH 43210.]

2. Essayswere gathered from two sources. The bulk of the data—military officers and
defense civilian essays—was released by the Air Command and Staff College from
class year 1998-99 for one course by ACSC/DEV, 225 Chennault Circle, Maxwell
AFB AL 36112-642. The remaining essays were solicited from Ohio State University
graduate history and political science sudents under additiona guidelines of human
subjects protocol OOEQ318.

3. The provisosfor use of these essays were that: @) al persona data was stripped, if
present, from essays, b) none of the military essays would be released further without

permission of ACSC; c) essayswould not be extensvely quoted nor critiqued for

310

www.manaraa.com



gpecific wordings of any individud; d) al research use would focus on authors as

representatives of groups (military service, or gender, or career specidties) and not on

persondity factors of any individua quathemselves.

The essays selected for the andlysis domain of strategy form a Stratified sample of ACSC

sudents. mid-career professond education schoals strive to have sudents from all services,

aong with professond civilians and internationa officers, but the host service dominates the

classin representation. Thus the sample (see Table E1) conssts of about athird of Air Force

students and nearly dl of other service students out of atotal class Size of about 600 for class

year 1998-99.

Frequency

Air Force

92

Navy

34

Army

46

Marines

10

Total

182

Table E1 — Sample Distribution of Military Officer Strategy Essays
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Essays were written to fulfill final requirements for a course of military study in “conflict
resolution.” The essay topic therefore presented a Stuation involving red events and history,
yet dso asked the students to speculate and devel op dternative Strategy in considering the
issues put before them. The test question is provided below in Figure E1. Students had
goproximately four hours to write a4-5 page, double spaced, origind compostion, without any

further guiddines than those included in the question below.

CR 600

CONFLICT RESOLUTION FINAL EXAMINATION QUESTION:

Almost eight years after the 1990-1991 Persan Gulf War consderable debate surrounds its
concluson and a host of commentators have criticized the war's untidy end. Few, however,
have paused to consder how the military instrument of power was employed in support of
conflict resolution. What did US forces do in support of conflict resolution during and
immediately after the war? Anadyze war and MOOTW at the operaiond/theater leve
supportlng conflict resolution.

Y our response must address (a)) end state, (b.) objectives and center(s) of gravity, and (c.)

course(s) of action. Include what US forces could have done differently to attain a “better

state of peace.”

Do not restate the history of the Gulf War or Operation DESERT STORM, but any

response should reflect the context. Be sure to support your answer.

Figure E1 — Strategy Test question

One question concerning this data set was whether the defense civilians present could in
some way be linked to civilian leaders and civilian experts in other domains of strategy. If some
linkage could be established, generdizations about |eaders and expertsin andytic strategy might
have firmer foundations. One atempt at this was to solicit graduate students a Ohio State
University to take the same essay, under the presumption that they were competent for such a
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guestion and possibly representative of civilian expertsin other domains of strategy. Initid
andyss, comparing the graduate students to defense civilians on the project’s primary

dependent variables, is shown below in Table E2.

Subjects N Mean Std. F Sig.
Deviation
Offensiveness |Defense Civilians 91 2.87 3.40 21.80 0.00
Graduate Students| 46 5.61 2.90 (1,135)
Total 137 3.79 3.48
Use of History |Defense Civilians 91 19.42 29.87 0.43 0.51
Graduate Students| 46 16.30 17.14 (1,135)
Total 137 18.37 26.26
Uncertainty Defense Civilians 91 2.54 2.15 15.20 0.00
Graduate Students| 46 4.04 2.10 (1,135)
Total 137 3.04 2.24

Table E2 — Analysis of Civilian Essays

This andyss shows that it is proper to treat defense civilians as a separate or digtinct
subgroup of civiliansin generd. On at least two dimensions, graduate students are significantly
different from defense civiliansin andytic strategy. Wheat this analysis does not help, however, is
in making specific links to civilian leaders and experts in the broader project. Although the data
is not presented here, graduate student trends or differences from defense civilians are digtinct
from the differences between defense civilians, leaders, and experts in dl other domains. In
essence it can be said that graduate students seem to form yet another category of civilians, if

such a category was significant or relevant to strategy research.

313

www.manaraa.com



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Allison, G. (1971) Essence of Decision, Bogton: Little, Brown and Co.

Annual Report to the Congress, Fiscal Year 1987. (1986) Washington, D.C.. Government
Printing Office, 5 Feb 1986.

Art, R. and K. Waltz, ed.s. (1999) The Use of Force, 5th ed., Rowman and Littlefidd
Publishers.

Betts, R. (1977) Soldiers, Satesmen, and Cold War Crises, Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Beyerchen, A. (1993) Clausewitz, Non-linearity, and the Unpredictability of War.
International Security, 17:3 (Winter 92/93), 59-90.

Booth, K. (1990) The Concept of Strategic Culture Affirmed. Strategic Power: USA/USSR,
ed. by Carl Jacobsen, MacMillan Press, 10-34.

Bradlee, B. (1975) Conversations with Kennedy, New York: W.W. Norton.
Builder, C. (1989) The Masks of War, SantaMonica RAND.

Builder, C. (1995) Rethinking National Security and the role of the military, P-7943,
SantaMonicas RAND.

Builder, C. (1986) Onthe Army Stylein anayss, RAND P-7267, SantaMonica: RAND.

Burk, J. (1999) Military Culture. Encyclopedia of Violence, Peace and Conflict, Vol. 2, ed.
by Kurtz, L. and Turpin, J., Academic Press, 447-462.

Burk, J. (1998) The Logic of Crigs and Civil-Military Theory: A comment. Armed Forces
and Society, 24.4, 455-462.

Campbdl, K.J. (1998) Once Burned, Twice Cautious. Explaining the Weinberger-Powell
Doctrine. Armed Forces and Society, 24:3 (Spring), 357-374.

314

www.manaraa.com



Carpenter, R. (1998) On Rhetoric in Martial Decision-making. Chapter 7 in Rhetoric and
Community ed. by J. Michagl Hogan, University of South Carolina Press,

Carter, Mg. J. (1998) Airpower and the Cult of the Offensive, Maxwel AFB: Air
University Press.

Clausawitz, C. (1976) On War, ed. and trandated by Peter Paret and Michad Howard.
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Coallins, J. (2000) American Military Culturein the 21st Century. Army, March 2000, 14-18.

Callins, J. (1998) The Complex Content of American Military Culture A Practitioner's View.
Washington Quarterly, 21:4 (August), 213-228.

Conetta, C. and Knight, C. (1998) Dueling with Uncertainty: the New Logic Of American
Military Planning. Project on Defense Alternatives, Commonwed th Indtitute.

Corrdl, J. (2000) Visons. Air Force Magazine, 83:9, 35-39.

CSIS, Center for Strategic and International Studies. (2000) American Military Culture in
the 21st Century. Washington, D.C.

Department of the Army. (1994) FM 100-23, Peacekeeping Operations. US Army,
Washington, D.C.

Department of the Navy. (1997) MCDP 1, Warfighting. US Marine Corps, Washington,
D.C.

Department of the Air Force. (1997) AFDD 1, Air Force Basic Doctrine. US Air Force,
Washington D.C.

Desch, M. (1998) Soldiers, States, and Structures. Armed Forces and Society, 24:3
(Spring), 389-406.

Dupuy, Col. T. N. (1988) Military History and Case-Based Reasoning. Proceedings of a
Workshop on Case-Based Reasoning,ed. by Janet Kolodner, DARPA, 125-135.

Edmonds, M. (1988) Armed Services and Society, Leicester Univergity Press,

315

www.manaraa.com



Ehrhard, Lt. Col. T. (2000) Unmanned Aerial Vehicles in the United States Armed
Services: A Comparative Study of Weapon System Innovation, dissertation presented
to Johns Hopkins University, June 2000.

Feaver, P. and Gelpi, C. (1999) The Civil-Military Gap and Casualty Aversion. Paper for
the TISS Project on the Gap between Military and Civil Society.

Feaver, P. (1998) Modding Civil-military reations. A Reply. Armed Forces and Society,
24:4, 595-602.

Feaver, P. (1998) Crids as Shirking: An agency theory explanation of the souring of
American Civil-Military reaions. Armed Forces and Society, 24:3, 407-434.

Firestone, J. (1999) Overview of Warfare and Military Studies. Encyclopedia of Violence,
Peace and Conflict Vol. 3, ed. by Kurtz, L and Turpin, J., Academic Press, 739-750.

Friedman, M. (1953) The methodology of Postive Economics. Essays in Positive
Economics, Chicago: Universty of Chicago Press, 3-43.

Gacek, C. (1994) The Logic of Force: The Dilemma of Limited War in American
Foreign Policy, New York: ColubmiaUniversty Press.

Gat, A. (1989) The Origins of Military Thought, Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Gray, C. (1996) Explorationsin Srategy, Westport: Greenwood Press.
Gray, C. (1999) Why Strategy Is Difficult. Joint Forces Quarterly, 22 (Summer), 7-12.

Guertner, G. (1993) Introduction. The Search For Srategy: Politics and Strategic Vision,
ed. by Gary Guertner, Westport: Greenwood Press, Xv-XiX.

Haas, R. (1994) Military Force: A User's Guide. Foreign Policy, 96, 21-37.

Hadley, A. (1971) The Straw Giant: America's Armed Forces. Triumphs and Failures,
Avon Books.

Handd, M. (1996) Appendix B: The Wenberger Doctrine. Masters of War: Classical
Strategic Thought by Handel, M., London: Rank Cass Publishers.

Hat, R.P. (1984) Verbal Syle and the Presidency: A Computer-based Analysis,
Academic Press.

316

www.manaraa.com



Hart, R.P. (2000) Diction 5.0 User's Manual, Scolari Software, Sage Press.

Hart, R. (1984) Systematic Analysis of Political Discourse. Politicd Communication
Y earbook 1984, ed. by Sanders, K., et. d., Southern Illinois University Press, 97-134.

Hat, R. (2000) Campaign Talk: Why Elections are good for us, Princeton University
Press.

Hermann, M. (1999) Assessing Leadership Style: A Trait Analysis, Socid Science
Automation, Inc.

Hillen, J. (1996) American Military Intervention: A User's Guide, Heritage Foundation
Backgrounder #1079, May 96.

Hillen, J. (1999) Mugt Military Culture Reform? Parameters, August, 9-23.

Holley, I.B. (1985) Technology and Strategy: A higtorica review. Technology, Strategy
and National Security, edited by Franklin Margiotta and Raph Sanders, Washington
D.C.. Nationd Defense University Press, 15-36.

Holsti, O. (1997) A Widening Gap between Military and Civil Society? Some evidence,
1976-1996, John M. Olin Indtitute for Strategic Studies, Harvard University.

Howard, M. (1974) Military Science in an Age of Peace. Journal of the Royal United
Services Ingtitute (RUS), 119:1, 3-9.

Hudson, V. and Sampson, M. (1999) Culture is more than dtatic residua: Introduction to
specid section on Culture and Foreign Policy. Palitical Psychology, 20:4 (December),
667-675.

Huntington, S. (1986) The Elements of American Strategy. Policy Papers in Internationa
Affars, Number 28, Berkdley: Inditute of International Studies.

Huntington, S. (1961) Interservice Competition and the Political Roles of the Armed Services.
American Political Science Review, 55:1 (March), 40-52.

Inglehart, R. (1977) The Slent Revolution: Changing Values and Political Styles Among
Western Publics. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

317

www.manaraa.com



Jablonsky, D. (1993) Why is Strategy Difficult. The Search For Srategy, ed. by Gary
Guertner, Westport: Greenwood Press, 3-46.

Jacobsen, C., ed. (1990) Strategic Power: USA/USSR, London: S. Martins Press.

Jarvis, R. (1976) Perception and Misperception in International Politics, Princeton:
Princeton University Press,

Jarvis, R. (1978) Cooperation Under the Security Dilemma. World Politics, 30:2 (January),
186-214.

Jarvis R. (1996) Offense, Defense and the Security Dilemma. International Palitics, 4th ed.
by Robert Art and Robert Jervis, Harper-Collins, 183-203.

Johnson, H. (1999) Warfare, Strategies and Tactics of. Encyclopedia of Violence, Peace
and Conflict Vol. 3, ed. by Kurtz, L and Turpin, J., Academic Press, 759-762.

Johnston, A. I. (1995) Cultural Realism, Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Johngton, A. I. (1995) Thinking about Strategic Culture. International Security, 19:4
(Spring), 32-64.

Jones, Lt. Col. J. (1997) Development of Air Force Basic Doctrine, Airpower Research
Inditute: Maxwell AFB, Air Univerdty Press.

Kanter, A. (1975) Defense Palitics: A Budgetary Perspective Universty of Chicago
Press.

Kanwisher, N. (1989) Cognitive Heuristics and American Security Policy. Journal of
Conflict Resolution, 33:4, 652-675.

Kaplan, A. (1998) The Conduct of Inquiry, Transaction Publishers, 2nd ed.
Khong, Y. (1992) Analogiesat War, Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Kier, E. (1997) Imagining War: French and British Military Doctrine Between the Wars,
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Kincade, W. (1990) American Nationd Style and Strategic Culture. Strategic Power:
USA/USSR, ed. by Carl Jacobsen, MacMillan Press, 10-34.

318

www.manaraa.com



Kissnger, H. A. (1957) Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy, New York: Harper &
Bros.

Kolodner, J. (1991) Improving Human Decison Making through Case-based Decison
Aiding. Al Magazine (Summer), 52-68.

Krippendorf, K. (1980) Content Analysis. An Introduction to its Methodology, Sege
Commtext Series.

Lake, D. and Powell, R. (1999) Strategic Choice and International Relations, Princeton:
Princeton University Press,

Lang, K. (1965) Military Organizations. Handbook of Organizations by James March,
Rand McNally Press, 838-878.

Larson, E. (1996) Casualties and Consensus. The historical role of Casualties, MR-726-
RC, SantaMonicaz RAND.

Larson E. and John Peters. (2001) Preparing the US Army for Homeland Security, MR-
1251/A, SantaMonicac RAND.

Lederman, G. (1999) Reorganizing the JCS The Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986,
Greenwood Press.

Legro, J. (1995) Cooperation Under Fire, Corndl University Press.

Legro, J. (1994) Military Culture and Inadvertent Escaation in World War 11. International
Security, 18:4 (Spring), 108-142.

Legro, J. (1996) Culture and Preferences in the International Cooperation Two-Step.
American Political Science Review, 90:1 (March), 118-137.

Levy, J. (1984) The Offensve-Defensve baance of military technology: A theoreticd and
hisorical andyss. International Sudies Quarterly, 28 (1984), 219-238.

Levy, J. (2000) Reflections on the Scientific Study of War. What do we know about War
ed. by John Vasgquez, Rowmand & Littlefield Publishers, 319-328.

Luttwak, E. (1994) Where are the Great Powers? At home with the kids. Foreign Affairs,
73:4 (July/August), 23-28.

319

www.manaraa.com



Lykke, Col. A. (1997) Defining Military Strategy. Military Review, Jan-Feb 1997, 1-8.

Lyons, G. (1961) The New Civil-Military Relations. American Political Science Review,
55:1 (March), 53-63.

Mallery, J. (1988) Thinking about Foreign Policy: Finding an appropriate role for
Artificially Intelligent Computers, Paper for the 1988 Internationa Studies Association
mesting, 3 April 1988.

Mandelbaum, M. (1994) The Reluctanceto Intervene. Foreign Policy, 95 (Summer), 3-18.

Marsden, P. and Swingle, J. (1993) Conceptualiziing and Measuring Culture in Surveys:
Values, Srrategies, and Symbols, paper for American Sociological Associaion Meeting
of August 1993.

May, E. (1973) 'Lessons of the Past: The Use and Misuse of History in American
Foreign Policy, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

May, E. and Neustadt, R. (1986) Thinking in Time: The uses of history for decision
makers, Detroit: Free Press.

Mefford, D. (1990) Case Based Reasoning, Lega Reasoning, and the Study of Politics.
Palitical Behavior, 12:2, 125-158.

Mellinger, Col. P. (1995) 10 Propositions Regarding Air Power, Air Force History and
Musaums Program.

Miller, S., Lynn-Jones, S,, and Van Evera, S. (1991) Military Srrategy and the Origins of
the First World War, Princeton:  Princeton University Press.

Morgan, Lt. Col. F. (1998) Compellance and the Strategic Culture of Imperial Japan,
Ph.D. dissertation, University of Maryland.

Morrow, J. (1994) Game Theory for Political Scientists Princeton: Princeton University
Press.

Mrozek, D. (1988) Air Power and the Ground War in Vietham, Maxwel AFB, AL: Air
University Press.

Mudler, J. (1994) Policy and Opinion in the Gulf War, University of Chicago Press.

320

www.manaraa.com



Murray, W. (1999) Does Military Culture Matter. Orbis, 43:1 (Winter), 27-43.

Murray, W. (1997) Clausawitz Out, Computer In: Military Culture and Technological Hubris.
The National Interest (Summer), 57-64.

Nowlin, D. and Stupak, R. (1998) War as an Instrument of Policy, New York: Universty
Press of America

Pearson, J. (1998) Termsin Context, John Benjamin Publishing.

Petraeus, D. (1989) Military Influence and the Post-Vietham Use of Force. Armed Forces &
Society, 15:4 (Summer), 489-505.

Fardl, T. (1996) Fguring Out Fighting Organizations. Journal of Security Sudies, 19:1
(March), 122-135.

Porch, D. (2000) Military Culture and the Fall of France in 1940. International Security,
24:4 (Spring), 157-181.

Posen, B. (1984) The Sources of Military Doctrine, Cornell University Press.
Powdll, Gen. C. (1992) Why Generals Get Nervous. New York Times, Oct 8 1992 editorial.

Rapaport, D. (1962) A Comparative Theory of Military and Politica Types. Changing
Patterns of Military Poalitics, ed. by Huntington, S., Free Press of Glencoe, 71-101.

Ricks, T. (1997) The Widening Gap Between the Military and Society. The Atlantic
Monthly, 280:1 (July), 66-78.

Ripley, B. (1995) Cognition, Culture and Bureaucratic Politics. Foreign Policy Analysis.
Continuity and Change, ed. by Neuck, J. and Henry, P., Prentice Hall, 85-97.

Rosen, S. (1996) Societies and Military Power: India and its Armies, Corndl University
Press.

Rosen, S. (1991) Winning the Next War: Innovation and the Modern Military, Corndl
Universty Press.

Rothmann, D. (1993) The NMS. The Search For Srategy, ed. by Gary Guertner,
Westport: Greenwood Press, 58-67.

321

www.manaraa.com



Russett, B. (1974) Politica Pergpectives of US Military and Business Elites. Armed Forces
and Society, 1:1 (November), 79-108.

Russett, B. and Hanson, E. (1975) Interest and Ideology: The Foreign Policy Beliefs of
American Businessmen, Yde University Press.

Sarkesan, S., Williams, J. and Bryant, F. (1995) Soldiers, Society, and National Security,
Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Schafer, M. (2000) Assessng Psychologica Characterigtics at a distance.  Political
Psychology, 21:3 (September), 511-527.

Simon, H. (1985) Human Naturein Politics The didogue of psychology with palitica science.
American Political Science Review, 79, 293-304.

Smith, P. M. (1970) The Air Force Plans for Peace, 1943-45, Johns Hopkins University
Press.

Smith, J. (1997) USAF Culture and Cohesion, Colorado Springs. Indtitute for Nationd
Security Studies.

Snider, D. (1993) The NSS: Documenting Strategic Vison. The Search For Srategy, ed.
by Gary Guertner, Westport: Greenwood Press, 47-57.

Snider, D. (1999) An Uninformed Debate on Military Culture. Orbis, 43:1 (Winter), 11-27.

Snyder, R, Bruck, H. and Sapin, B. (1962) Foreign Policy Decision Making, MacMillan
Co.

Snyder, J. (1991) Civil-Military Relations and the Cult of the Offensve, 1914 and 1984.
Military Srategy and the Origins of the First World War, ed. by Miller, S,, Lunn
Jones, S. and Van Evera, S, Internationd Security Reader, Princeton University Press,
20-58.

Snyder, J. (2001) Anarchy and Culture: Insights from the Anthropology of War, draft
paper presented at Ohio State University, February 2000.

Snyder, J. (1984) The Ideology of the Offensive: Military Decision-Making and the
Disasters of 1914, Ithacas Cornell University Press.

Snyder, J. (1977) The Soviet Strategic Culture, R-2154-AF, SantaMonica: RAND.

322

www.manaraa.com



Snyder, J. (1990) The Concept of Strategic Culture: Caveat Emptor. Strategic Power
USA/USSR, ed. by Carl Jacobsen, MacMillan Press, 5-7.

Stokey, E. and Zeckhauser, R. (1978) A Primer for Policy Analysis, W.W. Norton and
Company.

Stubbing, R. (1986) The Defense Game, Harper & Row Publishers.

Swidler, A. (1986) Cluture in Action: Symbols and Strategies. American Sociological
Review, 51:2 (April), 273-286.

Sylvan, D. and Voss, J. (1998) Problem Representation in Foreign Policy Decision
Making, Cambridge University Press.

Sylvan, D., Diascro, M. and Haddad, D. (1996) Stories, Ledgers, and Bayesian
Calculations:  Sudying Problem Representation in Foreign Policy, Internationd
Society for Politica Psychology presentation, July 1996.

Sylvan, D., Ostrum, T. and Gannon, K. (1994) Case-based, Model-based and Explanation-
based Styles of Reasoning in Foreign Policy. International Sudies Quarterly, 38
(1994), 61-90.

Sylvan, David, Mageski, S. and Milliken, J. (1991) Theoretical Categories and Data
Condruction in Computationd Modds of Foreign Policy. Artificial Intelligence and
International Politics ed. by Valerie Hudson, Westview Press, 327-345.

Tetlock, P., Hamman, K. and Micheletti, P. (1984) Stability and Change in Complexity of
Senatorid Debate:  Testing Cognitive versus Rhetorical Style Hypotheses.  Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 46:5, 979-990.

Thomas, T. (2000) Kosovo and the current myth of Information Superiority. Parameters,
30:1 (Spring), 14-27.

Thompson, J. (1967) Organizations in Action, New York: McGraw Hill.

Towdl, P. (1999) Isthe Military's Warrior Culture in Americas Best Interest? Congressional
Quarterly Weekly, 57:1, 25-29.

Trachtenberg, M. (1991) History and Strategy, Princeton: Princeton University Press.

323

www.manaraa.com



United States Code. (1995) US Code verson 1994 Volume 4, Title 10, Subtitle D,
Washington D.C.: US Government Printing Office.

Van Evera, S. (1991) The Cult of the Offensve and the Origins of First World War. Military
Strategy and the Origins of the First World War, ed. by Miller, S., Lunn-Jones, S. and
Van Evera, S, Internationa Security Reader, Princeton University Press, 59-108.

VanEvera, S. (1986) Why Cooperation Failed in 1914. Cooperation Under Anarchy ed.
by Oye, K., Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Van Evera, S. (1984) Causes of War, Ph.D. dissartation, Berkdey: Universty of Cdifornia
Vertzberger, Y. (1998) Risk Taking and Decision Making, Stanford University Press.

Waker, S. and Watson, G. (1994) Integrative Complexity And British Decisons During The
Munich And Polish Crises. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 38:1 (March), 3-24.

Waker, S. (2000) The Palitica Universe of Lyndon B. Johnson and His Advisors. Political
Psychology, 21:3 (September), 529-544.

Walker, S. (2000) Role Identities and the Operational Codes of Political Leaders, paper
presented at the Annua Mesting for the International Society of Political Psychology,
Sedttle, WA, July 1-4, 2000.

Walt, S. (1996) Revolution and War, Cornell University Press.

wadt, S. (1985) Alliance Formation and the Balance of World Power. International
Security, 9:4 (Spring).

Warren, J. (1999) Smal Wars and Military Culture. Society, 36:6 (Sept/Oct), 56-62.
Weber, R. (1990) Basic Content Analysis, 2nd ed., Sage Publications.

West, M. (2001) Theory, Method and Practice in Computer Content Analysis, Ablex
Publishing.

Wilson, JQ. (1989) Bureaucracy, Basic Books.
Young, M.D. and Schafer, M. (1998) Is There aMethod in our Madness? Ways of Assessing

Cognition in Internationa Relaions. Mershon International Studies Review, 42, 63-96.

324

www.manaraa.com



Young, M.D. (2000) Profiler+ User's Guide, Socid Science Automation, June.

Data Set Bibliography

Doctrine

Albright, Secretary of State Maddene K. (1999) Satement before the Senate
Appropriations Committee on Foreign Operations. US Department of State Press
Release, May 20, 1999.

Chairman, US Joint Chiefs of Staff. (1995) National Military Strategy of 1995. Washington
DC.

Chairman, US Joint Chiefs of Staff. (1997) Nationa Military Strategy. Shape, Respond,
Prepare Now, Washington, DC, September 1997.

Department of the Air Force. (1997) Air Force Doctrine Document 1. Basic Doctrine,
September 1997.

Department of the Air Force. (1999) America’'s Air Force/Vision 2020: Global Vigilance,
Reach and Power. US Air Force Vision Statement, Washington, DC, 1999.

Department of the Air Force. (2000) Air Force Doctrine Document 2. Organization And
Employment Of Aerospace Power, 17 February 2000.

Department of the Air Force. (2000) Air Force Doctrine Document 2-1. Air Warfare, 22
January 2000.

Department of the Army. (1993) Field Manua 100-5. Operations, Washington, DC, 14 June
1993.

Department of the Army. (1994) Field Manua 100-1. The Army, Washington, DC, 14 June
1994.

Department of the Army. (1994) Fidd Manua 100-23, Peace Operations, Washington, DC,
30 December 1994.

325

www.manaraa.com



Department of the Army. (2000) The Army Vision: Soldiers on Point for the Nation—
Persuasive in Peace, Invincible in War. US Army Vison Statement, February 2000.

Depatment of the Navy. (1994) Forward from the Sea. US Navy Vison Statement,
Washington, DC, November 1994.

Department of the Navy. (1994) Naval Doctrine Publication 1. Naval Warfare, Washington,
DC, 28 March 1994.

Department of the Navy. (1995) Nava Doctrine Publication 6. Naval Command And
Control, Washington, DC, 19 May 1995.

Department of the Navy. (1996) Nava Doctrine Publication 5. Naval Planning, Washington,
DC, January, 1996.

Department of the Navy. (1997) Marine Corps Doctrine Pamphlet 1-1. Strategy, HQ
USMC, 12 November 1997.

Depatment of the Navy. (1997) Marine Corps Doctrine Pamphlet 1. Warfighting, HQ
USMC, 20 June 1997.

Department of the Navy. (1999) Making Marines, Winning Battles. US Marine Corps
Vison Statement, Washington, DC, 1999.

Department of the Navy. (1999) Marine Corps Warfighting Publication 0-1. Marine Corps
Operations, U.S. Marine Corps, 25 June 1999.

Hart-Rudman Commission on Nationa Security. (1999) A New World Coming: American
Security in the 21% Century. Mgor Themes and Implications: The Phase 1 report on the
Emerging Globa Security Environment for the Firg Quarter of the 21t Century,
September 15, 1999.

Hart-Rudman Commisson on Nationd Security. (2000) A New World Coming: American
Security in the 21% Century. Seeking A Nationa Strategy: A Concert For Preserving
Security And Promoting Freedom, the Phase 2 report on the Emerging Globa Security
Environment for the First Quarter of the 21st Century, April 15, 2000.

Kugler, Richard. (1995) National Strategy analysis. RAND, Santa Monica, CA.

Nationad Defense Pand. (1997) Transforming Defense:  National Security in the 21
Century. Report of the Nationa Defense Panel, December 1997.

326

www.manaraa.com



The White House. (1996) National Security Strategy, A National Security Strategy of
Engagement and Enlargement. White House, Feb 1996.

The White House. (1997) National Security Strategy. A National Security Strategy for A
New Century, White House, May 1997.

The White House. (1999) Nationd Security Strategy. National Security Strategy For A
New Century, White House, December 1999.

US Department of Defense. (1997) Quadrennid Defense Review. Secretary of Defense
Preface, Washington, DC, May 1997.

US Joint Chiefs of Staff. (2000) Joint Vision 2020. Washington, DC, June 2000.

Widndl, Secretary of the Air Force Shella E. (1996) Remarks to the Ingtitute on World Affairs.
Department of Defense Public Affairs release, February 8, 1996.

K osovo Operations

Adolph, Robert B. (1999) Lbj's Mistake Is Now Clinton's. Bombing Alone Won't Win War.
The Army Times, 31 May 1999.

Albright, US Secretary of State Maddeine K. (1999) Public reease of transcripts, US

Department of State.

Children's Hospita Washington, D.C., January 18, 1999

Statement on NATO Fina Warning on Kosovo Washington, DC, January 30, 1999

U.S. Indtitute of Peace, Washington, D.C., February 4, 1999

Press briefing following meeting with Contact Group on Kosovo, Kleber Centre,
Paris, France, February 14, 1999

Press conference on the Kosovo peace taks Rambouillet, France, February 20, 1999

Press availability on the Kosovo Peace Taks Rambouillet, France, February 21, 1999

Interview on CNN Late Edition, Rambouillet, France, February 21, 1999

Remarks on Developments in Kosovo prior to meeting with members of Congress,
Washington, D.C., March 18, 1999

Interview on Serbiaon CNN's Larry King Live, March 23, 1999

Press Conference on Kosovo, Washington, DC, March 25, 1999

Interview on Kosovo on NBC's Today Show with Katie Couric, Washington, D.C.,
March 26, 1999

Interview on CBS's Face the Nation Washington, DC, March 28, 1999

327

www.manaraa.com



The Brookings Ingtitution, National 1ssues Forum: A New NATO for aNew Century,
Washington, D.C., April 6, 1999

Press Conference a NATO Headquarters, Brussels, Belgium, April 12, 1999

"U.S. and NATO Policy Toward the Crisisin Kosovo", statement before the SASC,
Apr 20, 1999

Press Briefing on NATO Summit and Kosovo, The Briefing Room, The White House,
Washington, D.C., April 20, 1999

PBS Newshour with Jm Lehrer May 7, 1999, Washington, D.C.

"NATO Mugt Continue Airgtrikes Until Milosevic Rdents', Op-Ed for USA Today,

May 21, 1999

Allard, Kenneth. (1999) Glimmer of Hope or Recipe for Surrender? The Scotsman, May 7,
1999.

Allard, Kenneth. (1999) Has Anyone Asked What NATO Will Do If It Wins? The
Scotsman, April 22, 1999.

Bacon, Kenneth. (1999) Assgant Secretary of Defense for Public Affars. DoD News
Briefing, Tuesday, March 23, 1999 1:45 p.m.

Bandow, Doug. (1999) The U.S. Role in Kosovo. Tegimony of Doug Bandow, Senior
Fellow, Cato Indtitute before the House Internationad Relations Committee Hearing, March
10, 1999.

Berger, Sandy. (1999) Assgtant to the Presdent for Nationd Security Affairs. Joint Briefing in
May 1999.

Brzezinski, Zbigniew. (1999) Get Serious The planned celebrations of NATO's 50"
anniversary., National Review, April, 1999.

Clark, Gen. Wedey. (1999) Interview with Jim Lehrer. March 29, 1999, MacNell-Lehrer
Productions, www.newshour.org.

Clinton, Presdent William. (1999) Public releases by the White House, released by the Office
of the Press Secretary, Washington, DC.
Radio Address, February 13, 1999
Excerpt from press conference, March 19, 1999
Address to the Nation, March 24, 1999
Remarks at photo opportunity, March 25, 1999
Radio Address to the Nation, March 27, 1999
Remarks to Hampton Roads Military Community, Norfolk, Virginia, April 1, 1999

328

www.manaraa.com



Joint statement with Secretary of Defense Cohen on Kosovo, April 5, 1999

Remarks upon departure to Philadelphia, April 9, 1999

Statement on Kosovo, April 13, 1999

Statement on Kosovo, April 28, 1999

Remarks aboard Air Force One, May 25, 1999

Commencement address at the United States Air Force Academy, Colorado Springs,
Colorado, June 2, 1999

Cohen, Dr. Eliot. (1999) Statement before the House Armed Services Committee. April
1999.

Cohen, Secretary of Defense William and Generd Hugh Shelton. (1999) DoD News Briefing.
Wednesday, May 12, 1999.

Cohen, Hon. William S, (1999) Public statements released by the Public Affairs office, US
Department of Defense.
Statement before House Armed Services Committee, April 1999
Interview with Jm Lehrer, March 25, 1999
Prepared Statement for the Senate Armed Services Committee Hearing on Operation
Allied Force, 15 April 1999

Coallins, Joseph. (1999) 10 Reasonsto Avoid a Land War. The Boston Globe, p. C7, May
23, 1999.

Cordesman, Anthony H. (1999) Kosovo: Unpleasant Questions, Unpleasant Answers.
Center for Strategic and Internationa Studies, Washington, DC, April 6, 1999.

Dadder, Ivo H. (1999) We are in a mgor war, having moved too little and too late a each
stage. San Diego Union-Tribune, April 4, 1999.

Dole, Bob. (1998) We Must Stop the Kosovo Terror. Washington Post, p. A19, Monday,
September 14, 1998.

Eagleton, Thomas F. (1999) Clinton succeeded despite the generds, statesmen, pundits. The
Kansas City Sar, June 13, 1999.

Garamone, Jm. (1999) NATO Hoalds, So Ask Milosevic When Hell Fold. American Forces
Press Service, April 1999.

Griffin, Capt. Jdesa. (1999) If Ground Troops Go In, Don't Let Politicians Decide Strategy.
The Army Times, 17 May 1999.

329

www.manaraa.com



Haas, Richard N. (1999) U.S. Needsto Consider Ground Forces. Newsday, April 1, 1999.

Hill, Ambassador Christopher and US Envoy Robert Dole. (1999) Press Conference on
Kosovo. U.S. Embassy London, England, March 6, 1999.

Hillen, John and Robert Zodlick. (1999) A Little Clarity of Purpose, Please.  The
Washington Post, March 17, 1999.

Hillen, John. (1999) In and Out NATO countries need to define a Strategy for the desired
outcome of the NATO-Y ugodavia conflict. National Review, May 17, 1999.

Kozaryn, LindaD. (1999) Refugee Exodus Spurs NATO Strikes. American Forces Press
Service, March 1999.

Kozaryn, Linda D. (1999) U.S. Defense Chiefs Plan Smdl U.S. Force for Kosovo.
American Forces Press Service, February 1999.

Luttwak, Edward N. (1999) Milosevic is in charge of this conflict—the West has trapped
itsdf. The Sunday Telegraph (London), March 28, 1999.

Luttwak, Edward N. (1999) Will NATO be able to Survive the War? Los Angeles Times,
April 28, 1999.

Macnell-Lehrer Newshour. (1999) Strategic Thinking. April 6, 1999, McNeil-Lehrer
Newshour, including former Secretaries of Defense Harold Brown, Frank Carlucci, and
James Schlesinger.

Matthew, William. (1999) Ground Strategy Not Clear-cut. Marine Times, 26 April 1999.

Matthews, William. (1999) Should Bakan Bombings Be More Aggressve? Air Force Times,
19 April 1999.

McCain, Senator John. (1999) The Bakans Criss Statement of Senator John McCan (R-
AZ) a the Center for Strategic and Internationa Studies. April 13, 1999.

Navy Times-Marine Corps Ed. (1999) Define The Misson First. Editorid, 15 February,
1999.

O'Hanlon, Michadl. (1999) Invade Kosovo, But Let Serbs Keep a Sice. The Wall Street
Journal, April 6, 1999.

330

www.manaraa.com



Pdmer, Jennifer. (1999) 'Gradua Bombings Dont Work, Vet Says. Air Force Times, 26
April 1999.

Pickering, Thomas. (1999) Interview on Fox News with the Under Secretary for Politicd
Affairs. Fox News Network, Washington, DC, March 28, 1999.

Ponce, Phil. (1999) Civilian Casualties. News Hour with Jm Lehrer Transcript, May 14,
1999; Phil Ponce with USAF Lt. Gen. Ret. Mclnerney; Army Gen. Ret. Robert Gard;
MacNeil-Lehrer Productions, www.newshour.org.

Shelton, Gen. Henry. (1999) Chairman, Joint Chiefs Of Staff Statement before House Armed
Services Committee. April 1999.

Slocombe, Hon. Walter B. (1999) Prepared statement of the Undersecretary of Defense for
Policy. HASC Hearing on the Balkans, March 17, 1999.

Tabott, Strobe. (1999) Interview with the Deputy Secretary of State. NBC TV's Meet the
Press, April 18, 1999.

US Department of Defense. (1999) DoD News Briefing. March 30, 1999; with Vice Adm.
Scott A. Fry, Rear Adm. Thomas R. Wilson.

US Department of Defense. (1999) DoD News Briefing. May 14, 1999; participating in the
briefing were Gen. John P. Jumper, CINCUSAFE and Mgor General Chuck Wald, J-5.

US House Armed Services Committee. (1999) US Policy Toward FRY. House ASC
Hearings HASC 106-13, held April 15 And 28, 1999.
Statements Of Mg. Gen. Charles Link, USAF (Ret.), Presdent, Air Force Memoria
Foundation; Col. Robert Killebrew, USA (Ret.), Former Director, Army After Next
Program; Mg. Gen. Bill Nash, USA (Ret.), Director, Civil-Military Programs, Nationa
Democratic Inditute For Internationd Affairs, Col. Harry Summers, USA (Ret.), Military
Andys And Columnigt, Author, On Strategy; Lt. Gen. Paul Van Riper, USMC (Ret.),
Former Asssgant Commandant Of The Marine Corps, (Command, Control, And
Communications)

US Senate. (1999) The War in Kosovo. Senate ASC Hearing 106-265, Held April 20,
1999.

Wagner, Robert F. (1999) In Kosovo, The Army's Guns Were Silent And Forgotten. The
Army Times, 12 July 1999.

331

www.manaraa.com



Warner, Margaret. (1999) Military Options. News Hour with Jm Lehrer Transcript, April
15, 1999; Margaret Warner hosts discussions with USAF Ret. Colond David Tretler;
USMC Gen. Ret. Richard Neal; MacNeil-Lehrer Productions, www.newshour.org.

Warner, Margaret. (1999) The Next Step. News Hour with Jm Lehrer Transcript, March 31,
1999; Margaret Warner with USAF Gen. Ret. Merrill McPeak, former USAF Chief of
Staff; Army Gen. Ret. George Joulwan; Army Lt. Gen. William Odom; Navy Rear
Admird Eugene Carrol; MacNeil-Lehrer Productions, www.newshour.org.

Wilson, George C. (1999) Exit Strategy A Must For Army Invasion Endorsement. The Army
Times, 10 May 1999.

NMD

Bacon, Kenneth. (1999) Assdant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs briefing. DoD News
Briefing, January 7, 1999.

Clinton, Presdent William. (2000) Clinton speech a Georgetown Univerdty on nationd
missle defense. Reuters News Service, Washington, DC, Sept 1, 2000.

Cohen, Secretary of Defense William S, (1999) Cohen Announces Plan To Augment Missile
Defense Programs. Reuters News Service, January 20, 1999.

Cohen, Secretary of Defense William S. (1999) Nationa Missile Defense Issues. DoD News
Briefing, January 2,0 1999.

Cohen, Secretary of Defense William S, (20000 A Look at..Missle Defense. The
Washington Post, Sunday, June 11, 2000.

Cohen, Secretary of Defense William S. (2000) Interview with Nationd Public Radio. DoD
News Briefing, July 7 2000.

Commission to Assess the Bdligic Missle Threat to the US. (1998) Executive Summary.
Report of the Commission To Assess The Ballistic Missile Threat To The United
Sates, Washington, DC, July 15, 1998.

Estes, Gen. Howdl M. IIl. (1997) Sudaning the Strategic Space Advantage. Prepared
gatement of Air Force Gen. Howdl M. Egtes 11, commander in chief, North American

332

www.manaraa.com



Aerospace Defense Command and U.S. Space Command, before the Senate Armed
Services Committee, Defense Issues Vol. 12 Num. 15, March 13, 1997.

Fogleman, Gen. Rondd R. (1996) Nationa Missle Defense Program: When, not Whether.
Prepared remarks by Gen. Rondd R. Fogleman, Air Force chief of gaff, to American
Defense Preparedness Association/Nationa Defense University Missile Defense Breskfad,
Defense Issues Vol. 11 Num. 48, Washington, May 16, 1996.

Gander, Hon. Dr. Jacques. (2000) DoD News Briefing. With Lt. Gen. Rondd Kadish, June
20, 2000.

Gander, Hon. Jacques S. (1999) Statement Of Honorable Jacques S. Gander, USD/AT,
before the House Armed Services Committee. FY 2000 Budget For Ballistic Missile
Defense, February 25, 1999.

Gander, Hon. Jacques S. and Lt. Gen. Rondd Kadish. (2000) Briefing on Nationd Missle
Defense programs. DoD News Briefing, June 20, 2000.

Garwin, Richard L. (2000) Nationd Missle Defense. Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists
March/April 2000 Val. 56, No. 2, 36-41.

Gilmore, Gerry J. (2000) Presdent Defers Missle Defense System Decison. American
Forces Press Service, Washington, DC, Sept. 1, 2000.

Hawkins, William. (1997) Space Based Missle Defense. National Security Studies Council
report.

Isaacs, John. (2000) Anatomy Of A Victory: Clinton Decides Againg Nationd Missle
Defense. Council For a Livable World, September 5, 2000.

Kadish, Lt. Gen. Rondd T. (2000) Statement of Lieutenant Genera Rondd T. Kadish, USAF
Director, Bdligic Missle Defense Organization Before the Senate Armed Services
Committee Strategic Forces Subcommittee. Monday, February 28, 2000.

Kaminski, Paul G. (1996) DoD's Bdlistic Missile Defense Strategy.  Prepared statement to
the Senate Armed Services Committeg, Defense Issues VVol.11 Num. 25, March 6, 1996.

Kaminski, Paul G. (1997) DoD's Bdligtic Missile Defense Programs. Prepared statement to
the Military Research and Development Subcommittee, House Nationa Security
Committee, Defense IssuesVol.12 Num. 14, March 6, 1997.

333

www.manaraa.com



Lyles, Lt. Gen. Lester L. (1999) DoD News Briefing. January 20, 1999.

Lyles, Lt. Gen. Lester L. (1999) Statement of Director, Bdlistic Missle Defense Organization
before the Subcommittees on Strategic Forces Committee on Armed Services. US Senate,
March 11, 1999.

O'Naill, Lt. Gen. Mdcom R. (1995) Badligic Missle Defense: 12 Years of Achievement.
Prepared dstatement of Lt. Gen. Mdcolm R. ONelll, USA, director, Bdligic Missle
Defense Organization, to the House Nationd Security Committee, Defense Issues Val. 10
Num. 37, April 4, 1995.

O'Nsill, Lt. Gen. Macom R. (1996) Staying Prepared Againgt Balistic Missiles. Prepared
datement of Lt. Gen. Mdcolm R. ONell, USA, director, Baligic Missle Defense
Organization, to the House Nationd Security Committee, March 7, 1996, and Strategic
Forces Subcommittee, Senate Armed Services Committee, March 25, 1996, Defense
Issues Volume 11, Number 18, March, 1996.

Pena, CharlesV. (2000) From the Sea: Nationad Missile Defense Is Neither Cheap Nor Easy.
Foreign Palicy Briefing No.60, Cato Ingtitute, September 6, 2000.

Perry, Secretary of Defense William J. (1996) Protecting the Nation Through Bdligic Missle
Defense.  Prepared remarks at George Washington University, Defense Issues Vol.11
Num. 37, April 25, 1996.

Slocombe, Hon. Wdter B. (1999) Statement Of Walter B. Slocombe, Under Secretary Of
Defense For Policy. Center for Strategic and International Studies Statesmen's
Forum, November 5, 1999.

US House Armed Services Committee. (1999) US National Missile Defense Policy And
The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. HASC 106-33 Hearing held October 13, 1999.
Statement Of Dr. Keith Payne, President, Nationa Ingtitute For Public Policy
Statement Of Hon. Floyd D. Spence (SC), Chairman, Committee On Armed Services
Statement Of Hon. R. James Woolsey, Former Director Of Centrd Intelligence
Statement Of Hon. William R. Graham, Former Director, White House Office Of Science
And Technology Policy
Statement Of Lucas Fischer, Deputy Assstant Secretary Of State For Strategic Affairs
Statement Of Michadl Krepon, President, The Henry L. Stimson Center

US House Armed Services Committee. (2000) Nationa Missle Defense: Countering the
bdligic missle threat. National Security Report Vol. 4 Iss. 3 (House Armed Services

334

www.manaraa.com



Committee public bulletin), September, 2000. Includes a separate editorid by Rep. Floyd
Spence (SC), Chairmain, HASC.

West, Rear Adm. Richard D. (1996) Statement of Rear Admird Richard D. West, USN,
Director (Acting), Baligic Missle Defense Organization before the Committee on Nationd
Security. US House of Representatives, June 18, 1996.

Woolsey, R. J. (2000) The Way to Missle Defenses Deding with Russa and Ourselves.
National Strategy Forum Review Vol. 10 Iss. 1, Autumn 2000.

335

www.manharaa.com




	Cover
	Abstract
	Acknowledgments
	Vita
	Table of Contents
	List of Figures
	List of Tables
	Chapter 1 -- Introduction
	The roles of offensiveness, history, and uncertainty

	Chapter 2 -- Civil-Military Relations and Strategy
	Hypotheses about Strategy
	Strategy and Service cultures
	Hypotheses and Contexts

	Chapter 3 -- Methodology and Design
	Methodology
	Design
	Domains of Strategy
	Offensiveness
	Uncertainty
	Use of History

	Chapter 4 -- Civil-Military Actors and Factors
	Civilian and Military subgroups
	Cultural Factors and Symbolic Language
	Strategic Reasoning factors
	Analysis of Civil-Military Relations and Strategy

	Chapter 5 -- Offensiveness
	Offensiveness in Strategy Language
	Hypothesis A1
	Hypothesis B1
	Symbolic Language and Offensiveness
	Summary

	Chapter 6 -- Uncertainty
	Uncertainty in Strategy Language
	Hypothesis A2
	Hypothesis B2
	Symbolic Language and Uncertainty
	Summary

	Chapter 7 -- Use of History
	Use of History in Strategy Language
	Hypothesis A3
	Hypothesis B3
	Symbolic Language and Use of History
	Summary

	Chapter 8 -- Implications
	Findings concerning the hypotheses
	Offensiveness:  a revised theory
	Doctrine--is it strategy?
	Institutional Identities
	Organizational and Strategic Culture

	Chapter 9 -- Hypotheses for Future Study
	Actors in Strategy Making
	The Price of Admission and Contexts
	Doctrinal Strategy as leverage
	Content Analysis factors
	Summary

	Chapter 10 -- Conclusion
	Appendix A -- Variable Functions
	Appendix B -- Coding Handbook
	Appendix C -- Dictionaries
	Appendix D -- Methodological Background
	Appendix E -- Strategy Essays Data
	Bibliography
	Data Set Bibliography


