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FOREWORD

Andrew W. Marshall

“This paper by Herbert Goldhamer is part of a program, begun in
1974, of studies about the perception of military power. The objective

of the program is to improve understanding of such matters as deter-
rence, the day-to-day political and psychological impact of military
forces and programs; and the use, particularly the non-fighting use,

of military forces, programs, deployments, etc., in periods of po-

litical-military crisis.
From the beginning, Herbert Goldhamer played a leading role in

the program, producing some of the very best work. He was also a

gl L o T T SRR NER——

source of wise and practical advice cn how perception problems and
related policy considerations could best be managed. When he died

in August 1977, he was in the middle of a book-length project. The

: pages that follow are a draft of the first three chapters and a
record of the sources he was examining. The plan of the study is
parallel to Goldhamer's recent book, The Adviser, in that it analyses
the writings of the past and the present and of East and West in
seeking insights into the psychological and political impact of mili-

tary forces and programs, especially during peacetime.

While incomplete, the study is valuable as it stands. It

presents Goldhamer's insights and conclusions at this early stage of
his research. It supplies an intellectually satisfying way of
structuring analysis of the way assessments, or more casual per-
ceptions, of the military capabilities of other nations influence
the political behavior and military preparations of political and
military elites. And it provides a basis for further work on an
important problem.

Had Goldhamer's plan for tbis research been carried out, the
study would in all likelihood have gone on for another two years.
After reading what he had already accomplished, one deeply regrets
that he did not live to finish it.
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EDITOR'S NOTE

The paper you are about to read is a first draft of a work that
the author's death prevented him from completing. As in a rough sketch
for an unpainted portrait, the subject can be discerned but significant
lines are missing and details are yet to be filled in. 1In this case,
the reader will find three unfinished chapters which must serve to
convey the author's intentions. The data presented are but a small
portion of the material the author had already analyzed and a mere
fraction of what he had planned to examine. It need hardly be added
that, given the time, the author would undoubtedly have made many
changes, both small and large, as he expanded, revised and honed the
manuscript.

The first chapter probably makes most of the points the author
had in mind. Chapter 2 lacks its final section. And Chapter 3 is
incomplete in two respects: the existing draft of the first section
was to have been fleshed out by data analyzed but not yet incorporated
in the text; and two additional sections, "Means" and "Consequences,"
were never written. There was also to have been a final chapter in
which the author planned to discuss major findings and draw lessons
for the conduct of government in today's world (see p. 10). Material
for these unwritten portions exists, if at all, only as raw or coded
data in the author's files.

Most of the unincorporated data is in the form of notes or
extracts which the author classified as relevant to specific categories
in a detailed code. Some of these notes were marked by the author as
pertinent to particular sections of the existing draft. Usually,
these items offer further illustrations of a given point, amplify or
qualify it or, in a few instances, contradict it. In the latter case,
it 1is probably safe to assume that the author planned to use the item
to make an additional point. There was one additional note for
Chapter 1 and that has been inserted as a footnote to the text. The
additional notes which the author designated for Chapter 2 will be




found in Appendix A; those for Chapter 3 are in Appendix C, Footnotes

will direct the reader to this material.*

In addition, the author had selected a group of notes that he
planned to use in writing the final section of Chapter 2. Since it is
impossible to know what points or conclusions the author would have
drawn from this material, it was decided simply to present all the
items under the relevant category headings. This material will be
found in Appendix B. &

While some awkward sentences were revised, no drastic editorial
changes were made in the manuscript. "Editing" in this respect was
confined to small stylistic matters, correcting minor errors, filling
in missing dates, cross-references and so on. Although this limited
approach may in some spots make for less than smooth reading, it was
thought best not to risk distorting the author's intentions by re-
arranging his material. This is, after all, a first draft. All the
references have been verified and the necessary bibliographic infor-
mation was compiled. :

References in the text have been abbreviated. Complete citations
for all the works referred to in the text will be found in Bibliography
A. Bibliography B contains citations of other works the author con-

sulted or planned to examine.

Usually, it is the author who makes acknowledgements. In view
of the special circumstances under which I came to be involved as
editor in preparing this paper for circulation, however, I hope my
need to express gratitude to all the people who helped me will be

understood.

I am profoundly grateful to Andrew W. Marshall and Charles Wolf,
Jr. for the opportunity they gave me to play a useful role in pre-
serving Herbert Goldhamer's last work, and for the support they
provided along the way.

*
Footnotes inserted by the editor are signalled by asterisks to
distinguish them from those of the author, which are numbered.
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Although I had worked closely with the author for many years, this
was a task I undertook with some trepidation, Military history is not

a field I feel at home in, and the author was not in his customary

i place to direct and guide my efforts. Many questions of fact, inter~
; pretation and judgment arose in the course of preparing the manuscript,
and for help in dealing with them I turned to Andrew Marshall and Nathan i

Leites whose close association with the author over many years and whose

1 many discussions of this project with him made them invaluable advisers.
Andrew Marshall in particular was able to make meaningful many of the
author's cryptic bibliographical jottings. Nathan Leites brought to ‘
bear his skills in several languages, his matchless logic and intimate
knowledge of the author's intellectual bent in settling what for me
were ambiguities in the text. They both reviewed editorial changes in
the manuscript to see that the author's meaning was not violated in the

interest of style. I would have been lost without their help, which

i

they gave with generosity and patience.

§ I am much indebted to Barbara Quint, Ramona Villasenor, Michi

% Eejima, Cathy Yukawa, Marjorie Behrens and Reggie Van Driest of the
Rand Library who helped me track down references no matter how elusive,

and did so with grace and much good humor. I am indebted also to my

D TR Gy

brother, Hubert Doris, who took time from a busy schedule to read the
manuscript with a sharp eye for such detractions as misspellings, errors
of grammar and awkward phrasings. Marianne Marschak helped transform

what to me were unintelligible German references into proper biblio- 3

graphic form. And Beverly Kluger, Geraldine Moyle and Ann Vidor
leavened greatly by their participation, the normally burdensome chore
of proofreading.

Twylah Lawson, who was the author's secretary for many years and

who started working on the study when he did, gave unstintingly of
her time and expert secretarial skills. Her familiarity with the
manuscript was invaluable, but her personal concern and involvement
were even more meaningful to me.

In spite of my efforts to be accurate and in spite of all the
assistance I received, my knowledge of the subject is too superficial

S ——
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for me to have avoided all error. For any oversights, mistakes
and blunders, I can only plead my own ignorance, express my regrets,
and offer apologies on behalf of the author whose presence would un-

doubtedly have prevented most, if not all, of them.

Joan Goldhamer
December 1978




ix

CONTENTS

FOREWORD ® 00 00000000 L 000NN 0 0000000000 NRRRRERIOBRORROOLRLES iii

: BOERRE"S TEIEE . ocoivocsionnnitihananinnshsassnsmessseisnsenossans W
CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION . ccscovessoismnsncssinnnsensssisssansssss 1
CHAPTER 2 - PERCEPTION AND ASSESSMENT ...cccceecccccccosacensase 12 |
I. Factors Affecting Assessment of Foreign Forces ........ 12
A. Restraints on Assessment of Foreign Forces....... 13 l
(1) 'Ther'Bexrodc BoRic isv.iidiiicaede dsdasle e tie sl i il3
(2) Superiority and Inferiority .....cececee.. 19 |
€3)'"Lack of Contactivi.svidleitdisdibienenenens 20
(4) Lack of Military-Political Flexibility |
Discourages AssesSSment .....ccceceeecses 20 |
: (5) Assuming that the Enemy is like Oneself .. 22 |
; (6) Professional Constraints ......ceeeeeevees 26 |
; (7) Chance and Unpredictability .....ceccece.. 28 |
5 B. Incentives to Assess Foreign Forces ............. 30 = |
¥ (1) Rivalry and Belligerency ...ecececesescscs 30
¢ (2) The Rational Direction of Behavior--
i Prevision and Planning ......ccc00000000. 31
i (3) Standing Armies ..c.cccccccecsceccccscccces 39
i (4) War Experiences Force New Observations
and ASSEBBmEeNtS ..euesssconsnsisssvsnenes W
(9) SELANGENERT . ivis oo vaicaivms s s albiasvansssinns U3
(6) Professionalization .....ccecevveeececeses 45
(7) Special Opportunities and Circumstances
‘ Motivating Observation and Assessment .. 47
II. Relative Observability of Different Dimensions of g

MELICHEY POWEE .isisvsiconsnvesiismesenbocissssanveias . 9 |
A "NUMDELS oo v duon duvivssivs vis s ese viiee peew s O i
B. LeAdeTBHID i vrunnvns v vssingessiesvian s ssieesa Ok
,C. Weaponry ccceccececcscscesscescsccsessssssscccscs 06
(1) Arms and the Man ..ccceceeeeccceccccscccees 06
(2)- IMBRER . vicisdsrsvivensassnvivesisssvsavns O8
(3) WeaAPORLY «.ivivevosievanesssnsioasssssssess 18

III. Perception and Assessment on the Battlefield .......... 87




it AR R M55 S 520 e 2D S b W

CHAPTER 3 ~ MANIPULATION AND DECEPTION (areveecrvtocscssnscscsene 99

I. Manipulation and Deception: Circumstances and Motives 100
: A. The Political Mind, the Military Mind, and

§ T T 0o T e R e P o N N e o s L
B DOLBETENCE s e ciansainseas nsiissvossseicinssess 108
C. Counter Deterrence (Provocation) ...c.ececeseeees 112
D. Reducing Risks and COStS ..cceescscssscensscecas 114
B GHPOTARE o st it tees alaistatal ole = siFa(alw nre Siaisiniain aletetate TS

APPENDIX A - Additional Notes Designated by the Author as
Relevant to Chapter 2 ...ceecesecssccocscnnssess 124

APPENDIX B - Notes for Unwritten Final Section of Chapter 2 ... 128

APPENDIX C - Additional Notes Designated by the Author as 1
Relevant to CHapter 3 . icesesssdecanncsesceseoes 145 ;

BIBLIOGRAPHY A - Works Cited in the TeXt .cccsessscscscsceseees 153

BIBLIOGRAPHY B - Other Works Consulted or to be Consulted ..... 161




v

CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

In the mid-fifties and early sixties, large sectors of the world
population believed that the Soviet Union was the greatest military
power in the world and had outstripped the United States in strategic
as well as conventional capabilities. This belief, particularly evi-
dent in the Third World, was shared by relatively well-educated and
well-informed European populations. In France, for example, polls of
1963, 1964 and 1965 attributed greater nuclear strength to the Soviets
than to the United States. After its Apollo successes in 1968 and 1969,
however, the U.S. was viewed by the same populations as by far the
leading nuclear power.1 Thus, both in the Third World and in parts
of Western Europe, greater nuclear strength was assigned to the Soviets
precisely at a time of great U.S. superiority, and conversely, in 1971,
after the Soviets had taken the lead in number of ICBMs and had greatly
increased their strategic strength relative to the United States, the
U.S. was thought to have markedly exceeded the Soviets in the strategic
field. The tendency for beliefs to deviate from or even be the reverse
of reality, although most evident in mass opinion, is found also in
important political, economic, and military elites.2

The years of Nazi ascendancy in Germany and in Europe provide a
whole series of instances in which European political and military
elites and masses held beliefs not in accord with the military reali-
ties. We shall examine these more closely later. Here we need only
note that after General von Seeckt's retirement in 1926 he was able

to impress some sectors of European opinion with the view that the

German mini-army of 100,000 men authorized by the Versailles Treaty,

lugrench Public Opinion on Some Military and Political Issues,"
United States Information Agency, R-20-72, April 18, 1972, Table 9, p. 1l4.

2We will have occasion later to discuss both the causes and conse-
quences of this and other cases in which belief deviated from reality.
Here we wish only to provide several illustrations in order to establish
the nature of our principal theme--the relation between military reality
and military beliefs.
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because of its doctrines, training, personnel and maneuverability, was
superior to the French Goliath.3 In 1936, when Hitler marched three
battalions into the Rhineland, German reputation and political aggres-
siveness made it possible for French intelligence to overestimate the
invasion force by a factor of 100, an estimate larger than the entire
German army. British intelligence was more accurate: it overestimated
the German invasion army "only" by a factor of ten.a There were prob-
ably some domestic incentives, especially the desire to make counter-
action seem dangerous, for these fantastically incorrect estimates, but
an underlying disposition to accept Nazi claims was conducive to
acgeptance of such intelligence estimates.

During the late thirties, aided by the Spanish Civil War (especially
Guernica), the Nazis convinced many sectors of European military as well
as civilian opinion that German planes were in a position to destroy
French and British cities, industries and urban populations. The Nazis
had, in fact, made not inconsiderable progress in tactical aircraft, but
it was precisely their strategic air capabilities that were deficient
and remained so well after war broke out. It was this alleged but non-
existent capacity to wipe out European cities that the Nazis took
special care to impress on many sectors of European and world opinion.

Although the last half of the nineteenth century saw a plethora
of bilateral conflicts, the factors affecting military prowess as per-
ceived by European statesmen were sufficiently balanced to reduce in-
centives for a new general European conflict. These perceptions were,
on the whole, correct, and the long stalemate of World War I accurately
reflected this. Unfortunately, the nineteenth century perceptions of
a secure European balance ga#e way after the turn of the century to
new perceptions--not in fact justified by the military realities--that
suggested the feasibility of shattering the balance and establishing
a new power structure.5

3Myaytow1cz, p. 228.

auason, pp. 208-210.

Svatt, p. 59.
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In 1870, misperceptions of the military realities encouraged France
to plunge into an adventure against Prussia that was not justified by

the relative military capabilities of the two antagonists. It would be
incorrect to assume that these misperceptions inevitably doomed France ‘
to defeat, but they certainly provoked strategic decisions that a clearer %
perception of the military situation might have averted. The Franco-
Prussian War reminds us further that misperceptions of enemy capabilities
are often accompanied by gross misperceptions of one's own military-
political capabilities. The latter misperceptions, less excusable than
the former, often play the larger role.

Reality and belief in military affairs are by no means always at
odds. When the Swiss Confederacy defeated the Hapsburgs at Sempach in
1386, the Swiss acquired throughout Europe a military reputation that
was fully deserved and was based on sound military practices--vigorous
physical training for children, compulsory military training for peasants,
townsmen and nobles, and the availability in each man's home of his own
arms. European military respect for the Swiss was reinforced in the
fifteenth century by Confederate victories over Burgundy at Grandson,
Morat, and Nancy. But military assessments often last longer than
reality justifies. The high European assessments of Swiss military
capabilities continued into the seventeenth and even eighteenth centuries
when, in fact, Swiss military practices, training and organization had
completely deteriorated from their earlier Spartan level,6 and Swiss

military competency and capabilities rested largely on the military ex-
perience gained by bodies of Swiss mercenaries whose principal interests
were pay and plunder. World War I and World War II stimulated the Swiss
to revive, by a whole series of reforms and defensive measures, the

reputation of an earlier age in order to discourage attempts by the

warring parties to encroach on Swiss territory. |

In the first great conflict between the West and the East, the

Greek, that is Athenian, victory at Marathon over the Persians induced
in Greek political-military assessments a totally unjustified and un-
realistic appraisal of Persian capabilities and 1ntentiona.7 Although

661111ard, pp. 25, 30, 52-53.
7Burn, p. 256.
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the Greek victory at Salamis over Xerxes' forces ten years later ended
the Persian threat, the salvation of the West was certainly not due to
correct Greek assessment. Had it not been for Darius' death and the
Egyptian revolt that distracted the Persians, Greece might have paid
dearly for its long delay in recognizing the continuing Persian threat
and consequently in enlarging its fleet.

Within Greece itself, the relatively small area involved and the
higher level of linguistic and cultural uniformity did not prevent, as
one might suppose, Greek city-states from a misappreciation of the
military-political posture of their neighbors. The Spartans, as their
allies the Corinthians pointed out to them, "have little perception,
having never yet considered what sort of antagonist you will encounter
in the Athenians, how widely, how absolutely different from yourselves."8
This was in effect admitted by Archidamus, the Lacedaemonian king, who
acknowledged that "in a struggle with Peloponnesians and neighbors our
strength is of the same character . . . But a struggle with a people
who live in a distant land . . . what can justify us in rashly begin-
ning such a struggle?"9 Thus, in ancient Greece, the one hundred air
miles separating Sparta and Athens was cause enough for King Archidamus

and his Spartans "to have little perception,” as the Corinthians put

it, of their future antagonists in the Peloponnesian war.lo

* % %k % %

Observation of the frequent discrepancies between the real and supposed

strategic interwar situations, and of the enormous consequences these
misperceptions have had on national and world history, have naturally

led military and political leaders to recognize certain principles that

seem to follow rather naturally from them. In addition, discrepancies
between perception and reality in intrawar situations and tactical con-
frontations, or with respect to the performance characteristics or exist-

ence of certain weapons or other military capabilities have added their weight

8 hucydides (1.1.70), p. 40.

91bid. (1.3.7,8,79,80), p. 46.

1OStntr, p. 3.
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as well in impressing military leaders with the frequent variance of
military opinion and military reality. We shall find reasons, especially
in earlier military history, to attend closely to intrawar perceptions
since they often had much the same character as interwar perceptions

in modern times. Nonetheless our major interest is in perception in
peacetime, that is, in interwar periods. In this we follow Hobbes'
dictum that "Warre consisteth not in Battel only . . . but in a tract

of time, wherein the Will to contend by Battel is sufficiently known

« « « So the nature of War consisteth not in actuall fighting; but in

the known disposition thereto, during all the time there is no assurance
to the contrary."11

A first theme that obviously is suggested by the foregoing and
similar cases is that military-political behavior is often a function
of images of the enemy and of the self, that these images often deviate
widely from reality, and that these deviations in many instances do
considerable although not necessarily irreparable harm. This harm may
be particularly great when perceptions of the enemy and of one's own
forces are confined to a narrow range of military assets that ignore
important but less visible dimensions of military power.

It seems so self-evident that military-political decisions are
based on what military and political leaders think the state of the
world is and not necessarily on what that state actually 78, that one
is surprised to find modern students of war and deterrence conducting
their studies as if these decisions were based on the existing realities
at the time rather than on how these realities were perceived. Quincy
Wright, for example, in his 4 Study of War sought to predict the like-
lihood of a balance of power being stable from the real disparity in
the military power of the nations involved and not from the disparity
as perceived by the military and political leaders of these natioms.
Wright evidently assumed that real disparity and perceived disparity
coincided, a view that our earlier examples and the entire history of

military affairs continually contradict.lz

1l bbes (Part I, Chapter 13), p. 64.
12 right, Appendix 29, p. 1389.
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Similarly, Naroll, Bullough, and Naroll in their ambitious quanti-
tative study of the relation of military prowess to the probability of
going to war or being deterred therefrom, correlate decisions to fight
or not to fight, not with the contemporary appraisal of military capa-
bilities as made by the political-military actors involved in these
decisions, no doubt often difficult to determine, but with the assess-
ments made by later historians of what the real power status of the
nations had been as revealed by later research. Here again there
seems to be an unexpressed assumption that either perceptions of
military capabilities are irrelevant or that they coincide with the
actual state of these capabilities.13

It is generally assumed, and quite correctly, that the military
forces available to nations have played an enormous role in shaping
political as well as military history. It is evident, however, that
until such time as they are brought into play, the effect of these
forces on the behavior of nations is dependent on the perceptions or
assessment of them by political and military leaders. When they are
brought into play, the consequences of the real as distinguished from
the perceived balance of forces show themselves--or may show themselves--
may, because the prior perceptions and assessments of forces can so
affect their utilization that it may be the prior perception rather
than the actual balance that determines success and failure when the
forces actually clash. In addition, even during war itself, the per-
ception of the forces as distinct from the forces themselves continues
to play an important role.

A second theme that is implied by our illustrations is that
political and military leaders will surely try to extract political
and military gains by shaping and exploiting enemy opinion of their
forces. Military history abounds in instances of manipulation and
deception intended to affect enemy perceptions, assessments and be-
havior. Military and political leaders and analysts have recognized
this process as a major aspect of the art of war and consequently
have distinguished, as did Machiavelli, between the real strength

laﬂaroll, p. 17.




of a force and its reputed atrengthlb and emphasized the importance

of the latter.* Napoleon was not only emphatic in his pronouncements
on this principle but his military-administrative practices and his
orders to his subordinates show an intense preoccupation with it.

"The reputation of one's arms in war is everything and equivalent to
real forces."ls "All is opinion in war, opinion of the enemy, opinion
of one's troops . . . In war all is mental, and the mind and opinion

'016

make up more than half of reality. "War is a matter of opinion and

the art of it was to preserve the opinion which he had acquired after
x “One must not leave any
advantage to the enemy, even an advantage of optnion."l8 All this is
implied also in the much quoted Napoleonic maxim, "The moral is to the

physical as three to one," a statement that was not meant literally

the great success that he had obtained."

by Napoleon who had a high regard for numerical preponderance.
Napoleon's emphasis on opinion and reputation would probably have

been shared by his older contemporary, the Russian general Alexander
V. Suvorov, who sought by the boldness of his actions, even when

1 achiavellt, p. 751.

15Napoleon, P. 214,
16Henry, pp. 136-137.

17Napoleon, p. 460.
181bid., p. 110.

*[The author marked the following note as relevant to Chapter 1,
(Ed.)] "The political and military value of forces: Luttwak says,
'This fundamental difference, the difference between force and power,
has only been clearly analyzed quite recently in the literature of
political science.' (Luttwak, 1976, pp. 23-24.) This may well be
true but it is also worth noting that while political science may have
lagged in dealing with it, military leaders themselves were very much
aware of it. One of the more interesting maxims of Napoleon was pre-
cisely that in military affairs more than half of what was important
was perceptions or, as he would put it, opinions. Similarly, if one
examines the procurement, the strategic planning and the execution of
strategic plans by outstanding military leaders, it is perfectly evi-
dent that this distinction is very much in the forefront of their
minds. Also, in their writings the same distinction appears, even
though it may not be, any more than in the case of Napoleon, expressed
in the jargon of political science."”




placed in a greatly inferior position, to convince the enemy of his
superiority.19

The opinion to be cultivated or inspired in the enemy does not
always involve deception. Indeed, in some cases intimidation or de~
terrence may require political and military leaders to ensure that the
enemy know the real facts of the situation, provided of course, that
the real facts are favorable to one's side. Kissinger has pointed out
that "Secretary Acheson's definition of contaimment implied that

strength was self-evident, that power would supply its own ratiomnale,

It did not deal with the question of how the position of strength was
to be demonstrated in the absence of a direct attack on us or our
allies. It did not supply a doctrine for translating our power into
policy except as a response to Soviet initiative."

A third theme that emerges from even a cursory review of military
history is that awareness of the importance of opinion, of manipulation
and deception, leads to the recognition that the size and structure of

one's forces and weapons need not always be based on the operational

effectiveness of forces and weapons, where their operational -effective-
ness is defined in terms of the military capabilities conventionally
assigned to them. Military leaders have long recognized this principle
and introduced elements into their forces whose impact was intended to
operate on the mind or expectations of the enemy rather than to affect
their material force. They recognized, as does Ecclesiastes, that the
race is not always to the swift nor the battle to the strong. When the

arquebuse was first introduced, its almost total ineffectiveness as a
firearm did not preclude its appreciation as a terrorizing instrument.
As Machiavelli pointed out, the arquebuse was an excellent weapon for
terrorizing ignorant peasanta.21 The principle of ignoring or sacrificing

19Longworth, p. 27.

2°K1|sinaer, p. 41.

21chhiave111, p. 788. This opinion was apparently shared by Luther
whose opposition to the peasant revolts of the early sixteenth century
led him to write in 1525: "The peasants have straw in their heads . . .
that is why it is necessary to make them understand the whip and the
arquebuse that is made to order for them. Pray that they obey. If not,
no pity. Let the arquebuse gpeak . . ." Cited by Engels, p. 74.




operational effectiveness as conventionally defined for psychological
or political impact has continued to be applied to the present day.

A fourth theme, readily inferable from the continuing observation
of the frequent disparity between military reality and military per-
ceptions, was that those disparities might permit wars or battles to
be entirely avoided--or at least permit their costs to be very sharply
reduced--while nonetheless achieving the political-military gains that
national policy pursued. This principle was especially important in
ages when a single battle might settle the fate of a kingdom or a duke~-
dom and when therefore it was desirable--to astute leaders--to pursue
national objectives without staking everything on the often unpredictable
outcome of a single confrontation. The Spartan admiral Lysander, in
404 B.C., exploiting to the full the surprise he achieved by lulling
the Athenians into negligence, issued forth with his ships at Aegospotami
in the Dardanelles; and in that single battle both the Athenian fleet
and the Athenian empire were annihilated.22

Even in the great wars of modern times the sense that the fate
of an entire nation could be settled in a single, brief military en-
counter was not lost. In World War I, Winston Churchill; conscious of
Britain's dependence on food imports, and perhaps reminded of Lysander's
action in the Dardanelles, initiated to cut off Athens' supply of grain
by the Pontic grain fleet, observed that the commander of the Grand
Fleet was the only man "who could lose the war in an afternoon."z3
Such risks have taught lessons of caution so that in all ages military
forces have often been used primarily to induce desired behavior rather
than as military instruments. This lesson has, as we shall later see,
acquired special importance in the nuclear age.

A fifth theme that emerges from our illustrative materials is
that the processes by which nations make, or fail to make, observations
and assessments of their own and foreign forces are a matter of major
interest since they underlie and explain the perceptions, the misper-
ceptions and opportunities for deception that occur at both the stra-
tegic and tactical levels. The perception process has recently become

22
23

Spaulding, p. 66.
Cited by Montross, p. 713.

Py Lad - e i e e




10

an object of intensified study by military analysts because it is now
evident that it is important for a nation not only to assess accurately
the military forces of other nations, but also to understand the per-
ception process and the assessment procedures of one's own and other
nations. Only in this way can a nation's leaders be sure that they
will appraise correctly their own assessments and understand foreign
opinions of them, as well as the assessments these foreign nations
make of thenselves.ZA
The five themes distinguished above do not exhaust the implications
of the military reality-military opinion relationships. They serve,
however, to introduce the reader to the principal preoccupations of
the present study. The subsequent chapters will try to throw into
relief variants of these five themes in military and political history.z5
Primary attention will be given to the peacetime or pre-war cases that
illuminate the relation between military realities and military beliefs.
Some wartime cases are of interest, especially in earlier periods when
aspects of military preparation that now occur in peacetime with the
eventuality of war in mind, took place when a state of war already
existed, and have a strategic rather than a purely tactical signifi-
cance. Finally, I hope to show how a fuller understanding of these

themes and their variants can serve to improve our own military-

political practices, especially at the strategic level, and help
us understand and respond to those of the Soviet Union and other

nations.

2“Andtew W. Marshall, Director of Net Assessment in the Office of
the U.S. Secretary of Defense, has played a leading role in initiating
and stimulating studies of the perception and assessment process.

2SCIausewitz believed that historical examples were the best kind
of proof in discussing the art of war. He warned, however, of the
difficulty of evaluating events correctly, especially in examples
from ancient history where important details are often missing or are
incorrect. Clausewitz, pp. 170-174. The very considerable reliance
on secondary works in this study, necessitated by its wide scope,
increases the danger of error. As Nietzche observed, the historian
is privileged to do what is even denied to the gods--to change the
past. Since in most instances the type of events or relationships
‘I point out are illustrated by a number of examples, I hope that the
damage done by errors by myself or by the historians I cite, will not
be too great.
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F % Anyone who has glanced at even an introductory bibliography of f
military history will realize that my discussions must be based on a
very limited selection of illustrations of various types of relevant
i events, a selection that I can hardly defend as free from bias or
| sufficient in size to establish the propositions they suggest. None-
theless, if these examples and propositions interest the reader and
are shown to have some relevance and plausibility, the study will have
served its main purpose. If, in addition, they stimulate more in-
tensive study of some of the topics that compose it, a second purpose
and aspiration will have been realized.
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CHAPTER 2 - PERCEPTION AND ASSESSMENT

The agreement or disagreement of opinion with reality depends on
the perception and assessment activities of those whose opinions are
involved. We begin, therefore, with an examination of the fifth and
last theme distinguished in the Introduction, namely the perception-
assessment process.

The two terms "perception" (or observation) and "assessment" are

not intended to reflect a clear-cut and well-established distinction. k

I use "perception" to refer primarily to the "passive'" observation of
military forces that is virtually forced upon one by foreign military

demonstrations, announcements, battlefield experience, and to the

"active" observations involved in, for example, intelligence activities,
attaché reports, articles by military correspondents, that is, obser- 3
vations of foreign forces made with intent, especially in peacetime,
and generally with a fairly well defined purpose. '"Assessment" I use
§ more to refer to the evaluation of multiple observations and the search
' for conclusions concerning enemy intentions, grand strategical, stra-
tegical and tactical doctrines, order of battle, morale, weaponry, etc. #
that are generally inferable only from a substantial number of indi-
vidual observations. It is not always easy to decide whether perception
or assessment is the mcre relevant term, but provided the underlying
reference is clear it is not important whether we have used the "right" ?

term or not.

I. FACTORS AFFECTING ASSESSMENT OF FOREIGN FORCES
Strong incentives exist for the political and military leaders

of a stai> to learn the nature and strength of the military forces of

other states. Today there is scarcely a military establishment that
does not maintain some watch on the forces of actual and potential
antagonists and allies. We shall examine the incentives for this
shortly, but they have not always been operative, and substantial
motives have existed for military and political leaders to ignore or

o - EE——
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show little interest in the strength, composition, weaponry and other
qualities of their actual and potential enemies.

A. RESTRAINTS ON ASSESSMENT OF FOREIGN FORCES
(1) The Heroic Ethic

When war is viewed as an opportunity to achieve glory and lasting

fame,l and as a test of courage, heroism, honor and fighting skills,
the incentive to seek advantages by prior observation of the enemy is
greatly diminished or entirely erased, Advantages so derived may re-
duce the honor that stems from victory and are inconsistent with a
view of war as an exercise on the battlefield of the warrior's courage _
and skill, or with those principles of chivalry that apply equally in $
the jousting tournament or in pursuit of one's ideal ladylove. But
well before the age of chivalry a sense of honor and fair play often
recommended that the enemy be provided with advantages equal to one's

own. At the battle of Maldon, in A.D. 991, the Vikings requested per-

§ mission to cross a ford unmolested in order then to attack the English.

The request was granted by the English commander.

The ground is cleared for you: come quickly to us,
gather to battle . . .

Then neared the fight,

the glory trial . . .

So they stood fast, those stout-hearted

warriors at the war play . . .2

In his Germania, Tacitus observed that men often survived battle only

DU S

to end their shame by hanging themselves.3 In the contemporary period
it is only a few generals who feel required to commit suicide after
defeat.

lln Beowulf, we read: '"Let him who can, win fame before death,"
Beowulf (21.1383), p. 60. [See also Appendix A, n. 1. (Ed.)]

Znhe Battle of Maldon" (92-138), The Earliest English Poems,
PP. 116-117 (italics added).

3Tacitus, Germany (6), p. 712.
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In ancient Greece, that is in the Homeric period, the likelihood
of victory or defeat in wars and battles was often thought to depend
on the existence of heroes like Ajax and Achilles.a In the fourteenth
century, Ibn Khaldun pointed out that having famous heroes may determine
victory or defeat. He quoted the opinion of another Arab writer that
the side with ten or twenty heroes will prevail over the side with
only eight or sixteen. Indeed, a side that has even one hero more
than the other will be victorious.5 High regard for the hero and the
pursuit of glory in battle are sometimes thought to have been sub-
ordinated in the post-heroic age to the struggle of one mass against
another.6 Certainly this did not mean that the heroic ethic had en-
tirely succumbed. Arrian's account of Alexander the Great emphasized
that "his passion was for glory only, and in that he was 1nsatiab1e."7
"Such was his passion for glory that he had not the strength of mind
. « » to consider his own safety; the sheer pleasure of battle . . .
was irresistible."8 Alexander himself said ". . . hardship and danger
are the price of glory . . . sweet is the savour . . . of deathless
renown beyond the grave."9 In republican Rome, too, the political
struggle for military leadership was a major instrument in the search
for glory.10 The heroic ethic of Greek and Roman military leaders
was shared by many of their troops, and Arrian and Caesar report in-
stances in which common soldiers competed in hazardous undertakings

to achieve glory.11 That the hero striving for ''deathless renown"

4Adcock, p. 2. The wise counselor, like Nestor, was also much
appreciated, and his use of cunning and deception required more
attention to the enemy forces (see p. 32 below).

5Ibn Khaldun, vol. 2., p. 87.

6Adcock, p. 2.

Tarrian (7.28), p. 395.

BIbid. (6013)’ P- 319.

9Ibid.(5.26), P. 294. It 1is characteristic of early warfare that

when Darius strengthened part of his line with a stockade, it signified
to Alexander's men that Darius was a craven spirit, Ibid. (2.10), p. 118.
10
Caesar, p. 10.

1
1See, for example, Arrian (1.21), p. 86.
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may be rewarded with it is suggested by the fact that Alexandzr the
Great is today a prominent figure in Central Asian folklore.l2 When
Alan Moorehead was pursuing the trail of long-past British colonial
adventures in Central Africa, a native in a desolate area confronted
him with the cry, "Emin Pasha!" a name that had survived for almost
three-quarters of a century without any memorial to sustain it.13
The concern with glory did not, in relatively sophisticated nations
and armies, mean a total disregard of observation and assessment, but
the persistence of elements of the heroic ethic almost certainly re-
duced the importance attached to them.

In early ages it was not unknown for armies to inform each other
of an agreeable time and place to engage in battle.la While such a
practice does not preclude an interest in intelligence concerning
enemy characteristics, it is hardly conducive to active observation
and assessment.

China, in the earliest period for which we have useful information,
the period of the Spring and Autumn Annals (722-481 B.C.), shows a
constant preoccupation with a chivalric ethic that produces incidents
similar to the confrontation at Maldon. A general, despite protests
of his subordinates, refuses to attack his enemy while they are fording
a river. Other Chinese generals showed equal concern for similar
military proprieties. In this period, warfare was part of a éystem
of rituals involving courtly challenges. Intelligence and assessment
concentrated on the moral status of the enemy and his morale.15 But
during the period of the Warring States (403-221 B.C.) there was a
tendency to disesteem heroism and violence, not to glorify it.16 In-

telligence became much more inclusive and urgent.

12
13Moorehead, p. 357. [Emin Pasha was Dr. Eduard Schnitzer, a
German explorer, governor of Equatoria, 1878-1889 (Ed.)]

laﬂentig, p. 35.

lsxierman, p. 28.

16Fairbank, p. 25.

Krader, p. 75.
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The age of chivalry and of the mounted knight was equally an age
when fame in battle was sought, when it was unthinkable for a knight to
desert, and when it was thought not to be knightly to take advantage of
the treachery of an enem .17 Evidently here, too, the conception of war
and of battle hardly provided strong incentives for the careful obser-
vation of enemy capabilities, although it did not exclude an interest
in foreign and enemy knights who shared the same knightly code. Atten-
tion to and interest in the enemy was especially focused on his repu-
tation for chivalry and bravery in battle. That is, perception of the
enemy was very much dictated by the criteria relevant to one's own self-
perception and self-evaluation.18

The thirst for personal glory continued into modern times. Speaking
of the post-World War I Bedouins, Lieutenant-General Sir John Glubb
wrote: '"He was avid of praise and his passion was self glorification
. « « even his loyalty to his tribe occupied less of his thoughts than
did his own fame and dignity . . . the most important object of his
warlike actions was to draw attention to himself by performing startling
exploits. He would therefore challenge the enemy to single combat or
warn him of his intention to attack."19

An effect of the tradition of chivalry on European intelligence
and assessment interests is inferable in the case of Poland and Russia.
The anonymous Russian prince "K" in his discussions with the Marquis
de Custine, as the latter was setting out in 1839 for Russia, pointed

out:

17Norman, pp. 144-148. The tales of chivalry and knightly be-
havior in battle should not lead one to suppose that in the period
to which they refer they represented in the knightly class a uni-
versal mode of behavior. Few stories of chivalry are complete with-
out their knightly villains as well as their knightly heroces. A
good deal of idealization of the knight existed both at the time
knighthood was in flower and in subsequent years.

18We shall discuss this important principle in perception more

fully below. In the age of chivalry a certain rivalry occurred.
Saladin's behavior toward the crusaders became an incentive in the
West to attain higher levels of chivalry, emulating him. Ibid.

19

Glubb, p. 31.
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The Russians . ., . had not been brought up in that

school , . . that shaped the chivalresque traditions

of medieval Europe. They knew the concept neither of
"honor" nor of "word of honor." The spread of that
spirit of chivalry toward the East might be said to have
stopped with Poland. The Poles had fought romantically--
for the sake of glory. The Russians were also warriors--
but they fought only for the sake of conquest.zo

This long-standing concentration on purely material goals in military
activity may help to explain the equally long-standing mania for
secrecy and surveillance that marks Russian history. The manner in
which past customs, and past political and military organization and
hatits penetrate, even under very different conditions, into the

present is certainly not clearly understood. But we may at least

observe that the parallels between Tzarist and Soviet Russia, noted
by so many writers, have suggested to a number of them that the his-
torical continuity is also a causal continuity.

Elements and examples of the heroic and chivalric ethic can be
found from the earliest times to the present day, but it is only in
periods when they dominated the sentiments of the warrior class that
they sharply reduced the incentive for careful study of the enemy.
Marlborough and still later generals showed a regard for some elements
of the chivalric tradition without thereby reducing their interest in
intelligence. When, after Blenheim, Marlborough wanted to engage the
3 : French again but was required to go to the aid of the Dutch, he sent

a letter of apology to Marshal Villars for his withdrawal and his
n21

inability to stick to his "engagement. The Japanese concern with

national glory emerged in the Imperial Conference of December 1, 1941,

when even one of the less enthusiastic members of the Conference de-
clared: "At the moment our Empire stands at the threshold of glory
e The kamikaze fliers and the banzail charges of the
later period of war equally reflect the durability of tradition.

b or oblivion."

ZWQmmn,p.bl
2

l11ddell Hart, p. 81.
2211e, p. 283.
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Needless to say, this in no way diminished Japanese interest in in-
telligence or in other aspects of a rational direction of military
activities. Contemporary Soviet military training reacts violently
against a "widespread bourgeois view" that in modern, especially
nuclear war, 'there are no heroes only victims." Soviet training
emphasizes the heroic ideal, not, of course, as the pursuit of in-
dividual glory but as heroism and self-sacrifice in the service of
the party, state and nation.23 The cultivation of this version of the
heroic ethic obviously does not in any way indicate a diminution of
interest in the observation and assessment of enemy forces.

Soviet Interior Service Regulations remind us that a particular
form of the heroic ethic in warfare, the preservation of the umit
color, still survives, but as one would expect in Soviet practice
the motives of glory and honor are supported by the threat of severe
penalties if the color is lost: 'The unit colour is a symbol of
military honour, gallantry and glory. . . ." But if the unit color
is lost, the unit commander and his subordinates guilty of this dis-
graceful action are liable to be court-martialed and the unit dis-
banded.ZA The standard, or color, has embodied the honor of the unit
from classical days to the present. Defending one's own standard or
color to the death if necessary is an old tradition, and capturing an
enemy color is often a richly rewarded achievement. At the battle of
Culloden the victorious Royal Army paid soldiers 16 guineas for each
Highland standard captured.25 Napoleon showed a meticulous concern
with the loss of standards and flags and in noting losses in battle
gave exact figures concerning the number of standards lost, this in-
formation sometimes receiving priority over the loss of matérie1.26
Military headquarters still display with pride battle flags captured
in past battles. But the tendency in previous centuries to assess, in
part, degrees of victory and defeat in terms of standards and battle
flags captured and lost has virtually vanished.

23Ruban, pp. 25-32.
2I'A:I.darov. p. 42.
Zprebble, p. 123.
26Eenry, p. 77.
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(2) Superiority and Inferiority

The heroic ethic was often associated with pride in one's military
virtues, and this often led enemies to be viewed as weak and contemptible.
The Franks were notable for their sense of superiority as warriors.
This hardly stimulated interest in studying the composition or tactical
habits of the enemy. But when the Franks and Gauls came in contact
with Roman military power, the lack of attention to Roman tactics
gradually gave way to observation and sometimes imitation.

The more advanced and stronger powers may ignore the military
characteristics of "primitive" tribes whose military capabilities are
assumed to be as primitive as their culture and therefore negligible.
Such attitudes existed in Africa in the early conflicts with the Mahdi,
who quickly disabused Gordon and his London superiors of their notions
of quick victory;27 in India and the Northwest frontier when again
English troops soon learned that their opponents were by no means
negligible "primitives"; in the American War of Independence when
Burgoyne and many of his fellow officers anticipated easy victory
against a few irregular, undrilled farmers; and in the Boer War when
similar expectations occurred. The early disregard of intelligence
and assessment cost the English dearly. Mussolini apparently learned
nothing from Adowa (1896) where King Menelik's Abyssinian army, with
modern weapons, destroyed a much outnumbered Italian force of 20,000;
he asserted that a handful of blackshirts was enough to inculcate
respect in the Berber population of Libya, a view especially con-~
venient because it enabled him to justify reducing Italian troop
strength, an act that would show the "rebels" that the Italians were
not afraid of them.28 The glories of Roman and Renaissance Italy
enabled Mussolini to treat Americans, too, as another group of
“primitives" with the minds of children and the behavior of ants and

termites, A

27Hoorehead, p. 219.
28Hack Smith, p. 37.
291b14., p. 28.
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When the enemy is viewed as far stronger than oneself, the in-

centive to observe and assess may be equally weakened. Submission or
flight are all that matters unless the heroic ethic leads to a suicidal
confrontation, perhaps motivated, too, by the realization that in any
case the enemy will show no mercy.

The disregard of perception and assessment of the enemy noted
: above is, of course, not complete. The very fact that the enemy is
viewed as contemptibly weak or overpoweringly strong is already an
assessment, although it may be derived from reputation and not from
any actual observation or study of the antagonist.

(3) Lack of Contact

In earlier periods wars and battles often occurred between nations

and tribes that had total or almost total lack of prior contact and
communication. The first battle was often the first effective contact
between them, so that pre-war observation and assessment were often
precluded, although rumors concerning the opponent played a considerable
g role. Where, however, the confrontation was between a "primitive"
group and a more advanced nation, the latter often took the trouble
b to obtain information about prospective opponents, as did Alexander
and Caesar. Such behavior was contingent on the absence of the belief
that the primitives were not too contemptibly weak to merit this
attention.

(4) Lack of Military-Political Flexibility Discourages Assessment

Any motive to observe and assess enemy capabilities is largely
inspired by the expectation that one can adapt one's preparation to
take advantage of the information that has been gained. In some

L ——

societies, however, the degree of flexibility in fighting style,
tactics and even intentions is so limited that advance information
concerning the enemy seems to have little operational significance,
and the principal motive for the study of the enemy is undernined.* E
Both at the command level and among the troops, fighting often became ]
so stereotyped in form that military leaders would not have derived

much advantage from advance information. Thus, early linear formations

*See Appendix A, n. 2. g
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made it difficult for long lines of battle to maneuver other than in
a straight advance, Marlborough sought to avoid this rigidity and
trained sub-units to maneuver freely. Despite his example, the
practice of sending long lines of troops into head~on collision to
a considerable extent returned, Frederick the Great divided his
battalions into ten platoons of 70 men each, and this enabled him to
escape from the rigidity of his opponents.3o His maneuverability
enabled him to attack the enemy‘'s weakest flank and consequently pro~
vided an incentive for information concerning the character of the
troops in the different parts of the enemy formatfon. But even as
late as Waterloo, Wellington could say of Napoleon that he “did not
manoeuvre at all, He just moved forward in the old style, in columms,
and was driven off in the old style."31

The rigidity of military habits is well illustrated in the case
of North African Arab tactics--charge in disorderly mass, wheel about
and retire, charge again and withdraw, and so on. When Arab military
leaders observed the great impact of the more orderly European attack,
they did not--indeed probably could not--change the military habits of
their cohorts, and resorted to hiring European mercenaries to provide
them with this type of military capability.32 More than five hundred
years after Ibn Khaldun, T. E. Lawrence noted that a thousand Arabs
were a mob, ineffective against a company of trained Turks. On the
other hand, in the hills, three or four Arabs could stop a dozen
TUrks.33

Lack of military flexibility may not diminish interest in studying
enemy intentions to the same degree that it weakens interest in capa-
bilities. But even intentions may be neglected if religious, dynastic,
or other passions and motives limit one's responses to the political-
military enviromment.
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