/] Causes & Prevention of War
St ephen Van Evera
"WHAT WERE THEY THI NKI NG?" NATI ONAL M SPERCEPTI ONS AS CAUSES OF WAR

. HOWCOWON | S M SPERCEPTI ON?  HOW DANGERQUS?

Soneti mes m sperceptions prevent war. For exanple, if states are

i nsecure but don't know it they may refrain fromwars they m ght

start if they knew the truth. However, it's nore often true that

m sperceptions raise the risk of war, e.qg.:

-- Exaggerating or underestimating others' hostility can cause
war .

-- Both false optimsm (about success in war) or fal se pessimsm
(about one's ability to defend onesel f) can cause war.

-- Commonly-cited exanpl es of states that caused wars under sway
of m sperception: Germany before World War | and I1; Japan
before World War 11; Italy before Wrld War 11; Korean war.

1. THREE PARADI GV OF NATI ONAL M SPERCEPTI ON: PSYCHOLOGY,
OPACI TY, COZENOLOGY

[11. HYPOTHESES FROM PSYCHOLOGY. From Jervis 1968, Jervis 1976
(assigned) and from "Social Psychol ogy of Intergroup
Rel ations,"” International Encyclopedia of Social Sciences.

A. "Attribution error.” States tend to attribute their own
aggressive behavior to their situation, while attributing
ot hers' aggressive behavior to their innate disposition.
States therefore see their own nasty conduct as excused by
necessity while others' nasty conduct is unprovoked and
unjustified.

B. Arelated syndronme: states tend to ascribe others' good
behavior to their own efforts to make the other behave well,
and to blanme others' bad conduct on the other's innate
di sposition. (Jervis 1968, hypo #11.) Result: States tend to
underestimate their own role in causing others' hostility;
hence they exaggerate the imutability of that hostility.

C. Belief perseverance. States are slowto absorb newrealities
that clash with their |eaders' existing beliefs. (Jervis 1968,
hypos #1, #2.)

D. States tend to exaggerate the shared character of information,
hence to exaggerate the effectiveness of communication. Hence
they are unaware of their own and others' m sperceptions.
(Jervis 1968, hypos #5, #6, #12.)

E. States tend to infer too much fromisolated or uni que events,
and to m s-apply donestic anal ogies to international politics.

F. States tend to exaggerate the centralized, disciplined,
coordi nated character of others' behavior. (Jervis 1968, hypo
#9.)

Question: can you think of conpeting non-psychol ogi cal

expl anations for any of these m sperceptions (e.g., msperceptions

B or C?)

G Hypotheses fromin-group-out-group theory (a.k.a. social
identity theory). Humans have a strong propensity to separate
t hensel ves into cohesive and nutually hostile groups. They
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exaggerate the simlarities they share with i ngroup nenbers and
exaggerate differences with the outgroup. They create false
narratives that exaggerate the virtues of their ingroup and the
shortcom ngs of the outgroup. They favor the ingroup over the
outgroup. Loyalties to one's nation, race or religion may
illustrate; also loyalties to colleges and sports teans; also

m ddl e school cli ques.

HYPOTHESES FROM ORGANI ZATI ON THEORY #1: M LI TARI ES OR OTHER
GOVT. BUREAUCRACI ES AND PRI VATE ORGANI ZATI ONS AS THE SOURCES COF
ELI TE AND PUBLI C M SPERCEPTI ON

Prefatory note: propaganda is self-concealing, hence hard to
observe and hard to study. Nevertheless we nust study it.

A

B

Crganlzatlon t heory.

Organi zation theory posits that | arge organi zati ons have

soul s and goals of their own, distinct fromthe souls and

goal s of the humans who conprise them Oten their conduct
is harnful or pathol ogical.
2. Six hypotheses from organi zation theory:

a, b, ¢, d: Oganizations want size and weal th, conservation

of their "essence," autonony, and m nimal uncertainty in

their task environnent.

d. Oganizations infuse their work force with nyths that

exaggerate the goodness of the organization, in order to

notivate the work force.

e. Oganizations deter or destroy sub-units that are tasked

wi th evaluating the performance of individuals or units

wi thin the organi zation

"Mlitarism"
1. Mlitarismtheories were largely inferred fromWrld VWar |
2. Two mlitarismtheories:

a. "Mlitaries live by war so they cause war." Suggested by
Joseph Schunpeter, Richard Cobden, Al exis de Tocqueville,
and others. Historical facts give this version little
support.

b. "Mlitaries infuse civilian society with organizationally
self-serving ideas that lead civilians to start wars.
Mlitaries do this to preserve/protect their
organi zational interests.” The professional mlitary and
associ ated agencies and industries as causes of
m sperception. See Jack Snyder, Mths of Enpire.

i Prime exanpl es: Germany before 1914 and Japan in the
1930s and 1940s. Also Serbia, Austria, and the
Otoman enpire before 1914; and Paki stan today.

ii. Counter-exanple: Germany since 1945; the US since

1985.
iii. This theory does not cover many, even nost,
mlitaries. Can it still be useful?

3. Organi zation theory rel evant here: organi zati ons want size &
weal t h, conservation of "essence," autonony, m ninal
uncertainty.

4. Argunents about why sonme mlitaries are willful and powerful
actors--why they want to shape national perceptions, and why
t hey can.

a. Professional mlitaries are willful because:
-- Mlitaries denand a lot fromsociety--1ots of nopney,



and draftees' tinme. They nust justify these denands.

-- Mlitaries have natural political opponents, such as
peace groups and pacific religious organi zations, who
have qual ns about the mlitary's task and nust be
count er ed.

-- Mlitary officers have only one potential enployer,
the mlitary establishnent, hence they are especially
concerned about its welfare.

b. Professional mlitaries have persuasive power because
t hey have:

-- A nmonopoly of information and experti se.

-- Anonolithic internal character, a hierarchic interna
structure, and high esprit de corps.

-- Alarge work force.

-- Great prestige.

See S.E. Finer, Man on Horseback, for nore discussion.

5. What m sperceptions do mlitaries sonetines purvey?
(Debating this: Sanuel Huntington and Richard Betts vs.
Bernard Brodie, Martin Kitchen.)

a. "Ohers are hostile"--others' hostility is exaggerat ed.
See for exanple the German military before 1914, the
Soviet cold war mlitary, today's Pakistani mlitary.

b. "Bandwagoning is common, threats nake others nore
conpliant.” Cf. WI hel mne (pre-1914) Gernmany's Adm ral
Tirpitz's risk theory, and WI hel mi ne Gernmany's Cener al

Ber nhar di
> |n fact great powers bal ance nmuch nore than they
bandwagon.

c. "Conquest is Easy." Cf. European armes, 1914; European
air forces, 1930s; the Soviet Strategic Rocket Forces,
1950- 1980s.

Two argunents are nade:
a. "Conquest is easy."
b. "Ofensive mlitary force postures and doctrines are

better than defensive postures and doctrines."”
d. "Striking first pays off." Cf. mlitaries of France and
Russia, 1914; Japan 1941, Soviet Union cold war era.

e. "Wndows are common and large.” Cf. German and Austrian
armes, 1914; British Navy 1898--"the French are rising,
let's attack themwhile we can!"; French and Prussian
armes, 1867; U. S. Cenerals Power and Twi ni ng, 1950s.

f. "Enpires are val uable, resources are cunmulative."

U S. Admral A T. Mahan; Prussian arny, 1871
g. "War is cheap, healthy, beneficial."” Cf. European

mlitaries, 1914; U S. Gen. Daniel G aham 1979.
h. Optimismin wartine--cf. Japanese mlitary in WN'I-- but
not peacetine.
i. "Escalation is the answer” in wartime. Cf. Gernman
mlitary 1917; US mlitary in Korea, Vietnam
6. Inmlitarized states mlitaries may cone to believe their
own propaganda, and hence advocate war. |If so the
mlitaries of mlitarized states nmay be nore hawki sh. 1914
Germany and 1937 Japan may illustrate.
7. What states are prone to "mlitarisn?" Big states;
i solated states; insecure states; states whose mlitaries
forma separate society.



8. How could the mlitarism hypothesis be tested? What
predi ctions does it make? Does history seemto confirmor
infirmthenf
The U.S. mlitary was markedly nore dovish than U S
civilian policymakers during ~1980-2003. E.g., Ceneral
Colin Powell and Admiral WIIliam Crowe were markedly nore
dovi sh than Paul Wl fowitz or Richard Perle. Does this
di scredit this theory?
C. O her donestic organizations: the foreign policy bureaucracy;
foreign | obbies (the China Lobby, the Egestaens); businesses
(Gov. Dinwiddie in 1756; United Fruit Conpany in 1954); etc.

V. HYPOTHESES FROM ORGANI ZATI ON THEORY #2: NATI ONAL MYTHMAKI NG
States, ethnic groups, and other entities (businesses,
unlverS|ties, sports teans) manufacture self-glorifying, self-
whi t ewashi ng and ot her-nmaligning nyths and i nfuse these into
t heir nmenbers.

A. Nationalismand nationalist nythmaking in education--"val ue
i nfusi on” and what m ght be called the "non-guilt conplex"--
ideas fromPhilip Selznick, Carleton Hayes. "Elites seek to
per suade publics to support the regine, pay taxes and join the
arny by purveying nyths that glorify state and nati onal
institutions.”
1. Wiy are nyths purveyed and believed?

a. Myths are purveyed to nake citizens contribute to the
nati on--pay taxes, join the arny, etc.; and to bolster
the political power of illegitimate elites.

b. Myths are often believed because they play to ingroup-
outgroup reflexes. W are hard-wired to think in self-
gl orying and other-denigrating terns (claimingroup-
outgroup theorists, e.g., Sherif and Sherif). It feels
great to wallow in self-glorying pap!

These are strong forces, hence nythmaking is comon,
t hough not universal .
2. Three types of nyth about the past :

Self-glorifying nyths--"we're brilliant, ingenious,
chosen by God. W invented all the world's better
nmousetraps!” The Sovi et governnent clained that Soviets

invented the lightbulb, airplane, and railroad. Hindu
nationalists claimcivilization started with the Hi ndus;
Turks say the same; etc.

b. Sel f-whitewashing nyths--"we've started no wars,
commtted no crinmes!™ E.g., Germans in 1920s ("we didn't
start WW--Britain did!'"); Turkish denial of Turkey's
1895 and 1915 mass-nurder of Arneni ans; Sovi et denial of
responsibility for Cuban Mssile Crisis (they called it
"The Caribbean Crisis"); Croatian denial of Croat nmass
murders during WAVI; Arab and Israeli nutual nyths of
i nnocence; Anmerican forgetting of King Philip's War 1675-
1677--few renenber this horror; al-Qaeda s narrative of
recent history, which omits all crimes of Mislim
soci eties agai nst both Muslinms and non-Misli ns.

c. O her-maligning nyths--"our neighbors are culturally
i nferior/aggressivel/ dangerous."” Israelis and Arabs both
bl ane the other for a conflict caused by the West. Al
(aeda propaganda paints non-Mislins as rapaci ously



vi ci ous and aggressive, far beyond what the historical
record supports.
3. A short history of nythmaking.
Chauvi ni st nmyt hmeki ng surged in Europe in the 19th century;
peaked during 1870-1945; then di m nished sharply after 1945.
Wy ?
Chauvi ni st nyt hmaki ng remai ns common out si de Europe today.

B. Myths about the present: Sone allege (wth George Owell) that

governments purvey "diversionary war" nyths, a.k.a. "soci al

i mperial” nyths--"our neighbors are out to get us, so you
better back the governnent!"--to bol ster support for the
regi e.

Do chauvi ni st nyths cause war? O are they just excuses for
maki ng war ?

Myt hs cause conflict by convincing the two sides that they
have large legitimate historical grievances against the other
that justify large clains; that the other side has malign
intent; and that the other side views themw th contenpt.

In extrene cases nyths foster victimideol ogies that give
the nyth-believers a sense of release fromthe duty to obey
normal ethics. Goups that wallow in victimideol ogies can
believe that "W are the victinms and so are al ways right!
Don't ask us to respect others' rights--that would be bl am ng
the victim" Many groups with this m ndset have comm tted
great crimes (e.g., the Germans 1933-1945, Croats in the 1990s,
Serbs in 1990s. China today?).

How coul d we test the "chauvinist nmyths cause war"
hypot hesi s?

Can nationalist nyths be cured? If so, how? (Start "Ammesia
I nternational "--an NGO dedi cated to nam ng and sham ng
nmyt hmaker s?)

RELI G ON AND WAR

Schol arship on the causes of religious conflict is thin.

Schol ars have avoi ded touchy issues, such as "Are sone

religions nore violent than others?" Hence we understand the

nexus between religion and war only poorly. A serious

om ssi on.

Rel i gious difference was a comon cause of war before the 20th

century. It then faded as a cause of war until recent tines.

Now it's back! W see chauvinist or violent religious

nmovenents in Islam Judaism Hi nduism Christianity, and even

Buddhi sm

Prelim nary hypot heses:

1. Scriptural inerrancy--a belief that holy texts are the
literal word of God, hence inerrant--mnmakes conproni se on
religion-related matters inpossible, as this would
conprom se God's will. Wthout conpronm se we see greater
conflict as literalists insist on getting their way.

2. Scriptural inerrancy--a belief that holy texts are the
literal word of God, hence inerrant--leaves little roomfor
interpretation of scripture, hence little roomfor hunmani st
religious philosophers to spin belligerent or xenophobic
religious texts in benign directions or to decomr ssion
hat eful scripture. This gives a nore belligerent content to
religious faith. The faith is frozen with its original



often harsh ethics. There is less roomfor |ater noderates
to put a humani zi ng gl oss on the founding dogma. Exanpl es
m ght include Muslinms who quote as |live scripture the "sword
verses" of the Koran; Jews who quote the Covenant passages
of Genesis and Exodus as giving Jews title to vast Arab

| ands; Jews and Christians who take the harsher teachings of
Leviticus and Deuteronony as literal truth; and Christians
who quote anti-Jew sh scripture (e.g., the Matthew passion
scene) and other cruel scripture ("slaves, obey your
masters!”) fromthe New Testanent. |In such religions it is
al so easier for later hardline philosophers to reject the
humani zi ng spin of post-foundi ng phil osophers and revert to
t he harsh founding text. Exanples include ibn Taym yya, ibn
Abdul Wahhab, Sayyid Qutb, and other Islam sts who reject

t he humani zi ng gl oss of post-Mihamed | sl am ¢ phil osophers
such as the Miutazilites.

This theory assunmes that |ater phil osophers in nost
religions tend to be nore humanistic than their
predecessors. (Exanples m ght include the Jew sh rabbinic
novenent that authored the Tal nud; and the Jesus novenent,
whi ch noderated the Jewi sh purity laws.) Were this is
untrue the theory wll fail.

Scriptural inerrancy conmbined with cherry-picking ny
hat ef ul demagogues is a worst case scenario. The flock is
taught that every word is true, but taught only the hatefu
words. Teachings to "l ove your nei ghbor as yourself" and
"be conpassi onate as your father is conpassionate" are
om tted.

Religious faiths born in conflict tend to have ori gi nal

religious texts that are xenophobic and/or call for

vi ol ence. Violence ensues if those texts are still quoted.

Possi bl e illustrations include:

> | slam from Mohamred' s tinme, or fromibn Taym yya's--
colored by the violence in which Islamwas born, and by
the violence of ibn Taymyya's tines.

> The contrast between tol erant sections of the Koran that
were witten in peaceful Mecca and nore belligerent
sections that were witten in wartinme Mdina.

> Perhaps the A d Testanent/ Tanakh, especially the violent
sections of Nunbers, Leviticus, Deuteronony and Joshua, if
one believes that the early Israelites fought their way
into Judeal/ Samaria (sonme historians are skeptical of
t his).

> A counter-exanple is Mennonite Christianity, which was
born in warfare and devel oped an enbedded pacifismin
response.

Corol | ary: secessionist or supersessionist religions tend to

devel op scriptures that are hostile to the religions from

whi ch they secede or which they attenpt to supersede.

Exanpl es: the anti-Jewi sh barbs in the New Testament;' and

the anti-Jewi sh and anti-Christian barbs in the Koran.

MIllennialism-the belief that the end tinmes are com ng

salvation will follow-causes gl obacidal thinking ("let

S

1

Marcus Borg, The Heart of Christianity: 196, 215-16.




bring about the end of the morld!"z Every major faith

includes mllennialist sub-groups. E.g., In the US.

roughly 25 million Christians follow the prem || enni al

di spensati onal i sm of John Nel son Darby and Ti m LaHaye. But

what causes mllennialisn? A doctrinal focus on the

afterlife instead of this life? O what? This suggests ..

5. Religious dogma that includes belief in an afterlife causes
mllenarianism Many faiths include belief in afterlife but
some- - nost notably Buddhi sts and Jews--downplay it.

A contrary thought: belief in an afterlife creates an
incentive to do the right thing while on earth, fromfear of
puni shment in the afterlife, a |l a Ebenezer Scrooge, who
hears Jacob Marley's warning from beyond the grave. |If so,
followers of faiths that require peaceful ness will behave
better if they believe in an afterlife.

6. Illegitimcy--a "diversionary religious war" theory:
religious elites that are losing their legitimcy seek to
W n support for thensel ves by denoni zi ng outsiders as
threats, and seeking conflict with those outsiders. A
possi bl e exanple is Christianity of the Mddle Ages, which
denoni zed Jews and Muslins as it fell into corruption. Also
the enlightennent-fearing papacy of 1750-1932. (See David
Kertzer, The Popes Against the Jews, 2001).

7. Hghly institutionalized religions with |arge cash flow need
to keep cash comng in. Hence they arouse their flocks to
contri bute by denoni zing outsiders, painting themas dark
threats to the church. This arouses the flock against
outsiders. Christianity in the Mddle Ages may illustrate.

8. Lack of central religious authority (like the Islamc
Cal i phate or Catholic Papacy) |leaves a faith open to
hi j acki ng by apostles of hate, |ike OGsama Bin Laden, who
knew little about Islam but nmuch about sow ng hate and
killing people. Some offer Islamsince the abolition of the
Cal i phate in 1924 as an exanple. [|s Protestantism since
Lut her a count er - exanpl e?

9. Debate weeds out extrene ideas. An absence of debate allows
crazed ideas to thrive because they are unchal |l enged. Hence
crazed religious ideas will thrive in societies that |ack a
context where religious ideas face debate and chal | enge.

a. A lack of denocracy can produce the stifling of free
debate of any kind in society. This allows extrene
religious ideas go unchall enged, hence to thrive. Thus
hat ef ul Wahhabi sm has fl ourished w thout challenge in
authoritarian Saudi Arabia. Perhaps it would have
noder at ed under greater challenge in a denocratic Saudi
Arabia. But ...

b. Excessive religious tolerance in the wider society ("no
religion can be questioned or challenged!") can all ow
extrene religious ideas go unchal |l enged and undebat ed,
allowing hatred to fester and grow. Thus the nurderous
Buddhi st cult Aum Shinrikyo flourished in Japan partly
because it went unchal | enged.

> Daniel Benjanmin and Steven Sinon, Age of Sacred Terror,
chapter 12 ("A World of Terror").




10. Evangelizing by religions causes conflict between the
evangel i zing religion and target religious comunities who
see evangelism as aggression. (Christianity is notably
evangel i cal .)

11. Religions that adopt chauvinist narratives about thenselves
(to include undue clains of their own goodness toward ot hers
and of their own innocence of wongdoing toward ot hers--"W
have brought great goodness to others, and nothing else! W
have never wonged others!") are nore aggressive. They have
a sense that their greater virtue entitles themto dom nate
ot hers, and their unawareness of their own past w ongdoi ng
| eaves their hubris undanpened by the hum ity that cones
wi th awareness of one's own past or present injustices to
others. For exanple, nost Christians have little sense of
the cruelties commtted by Christian majorities agalnst t he
Jewi sh minority in Europe over the past thousand years.?

Do religions need truth conm ssions?

12. Religions that adopt victimnarratives ("W are oppressed!
We have al ways been oppressed! W are always right because
we are always victins!") feel release fromthe duty to
behave ethically and have a rel ated sense of total
entitlement. Hence they are nore likely to commt nass
nmurder. For exanple, radical Islamst thinking since 1900
has a strong victimnarrative. Such thinking is also
grow ng anong U.S. Christian conservative religious
bel i evers, who conplain of being oppressed by an anti -
Christian secular American society--despite the flourishing
of religion in the U S.

13. Threatened religions becone aggressive. Exanple:
backl ashi ng fundanmental i st novenents that feel threatened by
secular culture. (See an MT Ph.D. thesis by Heather G egg
on this idea; and David Kertzer. The Popes against the Jews,
on the enlightennent-fearing papacy.)

14. Status reversal: religious comunities that once dom nated
but then fell to inferiority are prone to viol ence, as
status reversal is a powerful general spur to human
vi ol ence. For exanple, sone people argue that Islamc
extremsmis a response to the decline of power of the
Musl imworld relative to the West since 1683.

15. Religious faiths that claimexclusivity--to be the only
valid faith, the only path to heaven, the only way to God--
are nore aggressive toward others as they hold ot her falths
ininplicit contenpt. Christianity is quite exclusivist.

Hi ndui sm and Buddhi sm are | ess excl usivi st--Hi ndui sm
probably because it is polytheist (see below, Buddhism
because its followers do not worship God. Judaismis also
| ess exclusivist, as it accepts that non-Jews can be

® The best account is Janes Carroll, Constantine's Sword:

The Church and the Jews (Boston: Houghton Mfflin, 2001). See
also the filmConstantine's Sword.

To support the exclusivist view sone Christians quote the
gospel s of Mark and John: "Those who do not believe will be
condemmed” (Jesus in Mark 16:16); and "I amthe way; ... no one
cones to the Father except by nme" (Jesus in John 14:6).




righteous if they follow the seven Noahi de | aws, mhlch
forbid nmurder, theft, blaspheny and ot her ni sdeeds. And
mai nstream | slamis |ess exclusivist, as it accepts that
Jews and Christians that behave righteously "shal | be
remarded by their Lord; they have nothing to fear or to
regret.

16. Monot hei sm causes conflict. Unlike polytheists, nonotheists
reject the notion of nore than one legitimte God. Hence
they are nore inclined to reject the notion that nore than
one faith is legitimte.

Behi nd these hypotheses is the argunent that religious hate
i deol ogi es are nore dangerous than other hate ideol ogi es because
their adherents assune they act with God's noral authority, to
fulfil God' s will. This provides followers with a noral rel ease
fromnormal ethics; and the prom se of |arge rewards of God's
approval, to include adm ssion to paradise in the hereafter.
Hence followers observe less restraint in conflicts with others
while pursuing themwi th nore energy. Hence a religious hate
i dea i s dangerous to a special, extra degree. See Scott
Appl eby's work on this argunent.

Consi der al so the opposite inportant proposition: "Religion is
a cause of peace. Mst of the world' s great religions proscribe
killing and enphasi ze the value of human life. This inhibits
war . "

A case to consider: Christian prem|lennial dispensationalism
Its violent worldviewis found the best- selllng Left Behi nd book
series by TimF. LaHaye and Jerry B. Jenkins.

How t o address religious hatred?

One idea: start "Religious Hate Watch," an NGO t hat nanmes and
shanes those who use religious authority--God's authority or the
authority of one's faith--to sow hatred and stir viol ence; and
calls on all religions to decomri ssion their hate scripture.
Wul d this be effective?

Anot her idea: persuade organized religions to create truth

® Rabbi Joseph Tel ushkin, Jewi sh Literacy: The Most
| nportant Things to Know About the Jewi sh Religion, Its People,
and Its History (New York: WIIliam Mrrow, 2001): 127, 560-61
591-92.

® God in The Koran: 2:62. CQher statenents from The Koran
are nore excl usivist.

The |l ast book in the series is Gorious Appearing: The

End of Days (Weaton IL: Tyndal e House, 2004). It describes a
mass-killing Jesus returned to earth, hurling the religiously
incorrect into an abyss of everlasting fire:

"Jesus nerely raised one hand a few i nches and a yawni ng

chasm opened in the earth, stretching far and w de enough to

swal low all of them They tunbled in, howing and

screeching, but their wailing was soon quashed and all was

silent when the earth closed itself again.” At a nere word

from Jesus other unfortunates saw "their own flesh dissol ved,

their eyes nelted and their tongues disintegrated.” The

| andscape was covered with "splayed and filleted bodi es of

men and wonen." Quotes from Nicholas D. Kristof, "Jesus and

Ji had," New York Tinmes, July 17, 2004.




conmi ssions that would record the wongs conmtted by the
religion in the past, offer contrition, and create institutions
(religious rituals) to sustain nenory of the wong anong the
fl ock.

Anot her idea, fromSamHarris, End of Faith: abolish religion.
WIIl this happen any tinme soon? (Hnt: no.) Wuld it be a good
t hi ng?

VI1. HYPOTHESES FROM ORGANI ZATI ON THECRY #3: BARRI ERS TO ANALYSI S- -
NON- SELF EVALUATI ON AND NON- STRATEGY

A. "Non-sel f-evaluation” by states and societies: "The wi sh of the
powerful to stifle criticismleads societies to punish those
who eval uate dom nant policies and ideas; hence evaluation is
scarce and inferior."” ("National Auto-|obotom zation"? :))
Rel evant works: Irving Janis, Goupthink; Aaron WI davsky, "The
Sel f - Eval uati ng Organi zation."
1. Non-evaluation in governnment bureaucracy: two expl anations.

a. The "groupthi nk" hypothesis, offered by Irving Janis.

b. The "puni shnent of eval uators" hypothesis.

c. Exanples of "punishnment" hypothesis. Robert Fitzgerald
was fired for exposing huge cost overruns on the C5A
aircraft in the early 1970s. Billy Mtchell was fired
for denonstrating the effectiveness of airpower at sea.
The U.S. "China hands" were fired in the U S in the late
1940s and early 1950s for speaking truths about China's
Chi ang Kai Shek reginme. Saddam Hussei n nurdered anyone
who brought him bad news. |In 1941 the Japanese
governnent puni shed the anal yst who warned superiors that
the U S. had ten tines Japan's industrial power. J.
Colin, who argued against unduly offensive mlitary
doctrines in France before 1914, was hounded out of the
French arny for his heresy.

d. Motives for punishing/expungi ng eval uators: the clash
bet ween requirenments of sound policy fornulation and
sound policy inplenmentation. Dissenters nake policy
i npl enmentation difficult, so they are purged in advance.
This injures policy fornul ation.

2. Non-evaluation in the press and acadene. See, e.g., Robert

Lynd, Know edge for What? German scholars were "fl eet

prof essors” who evangelized for Germany's unw se nava

bui |l dup before 1914. Honest historians such as Hermann

Kant orowi cz and Eckert Kehr were hounded out of Germany

after 1918 for telling the truth about Wrld War |I. Fritz
Fi scher was attacked in the 1960s for truth-telling about
World Var 1.

3. What notivates press and schol arly non-eval uati on? The
press believes its job is to report, not to evaluate. The
press also fears alienating the official sources on which it
often depends for information; and it wants to please its
audi ence so they will buy its product, so it tells them what
they want to hear even if it ain't true. Scholars do little
eval uation fromfear of retaliation fromthose eval uated
and fromdisbelief that evaluation is their job. They often
think they don't owe evaluation to society, and instead deem
t hensel ves free to ask irrel evant questi ons whose answers
interest only thensel ves.
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4. Results: consider the many follies and folly-nmakers |ionized
by their peoples. Napoleon |led France to ruin but is still
fawned over by the French. General Eric von Ludendorff |ed
Germany to ruin but was |later honored by the Germans. The
German Schlieffen plan of 1914 was a folly that was not
assessed until 1956. Austro-Hungarian General Conrad von
Hot zendorf was a World War | bl underer who was not
criticized within Austria until decades after Wrld War |

5. Solutions: pass whistle-blower protection |laws? (It's been
done.) Gve job tenure to policy evaluators and whistl e-
bl owers? (That's been done too. University professors are
supposed to be policy evaluators, and have tenure, but many
waste their freedomwiting on questions of little
inmportance.) Instill better ethics in those who are
supposed to evaluate? Support denocratization? Denocracies
must protect free speech, and evaluation is easier when free
speech is guaranteed. (But clearly denocracy, while
probably necessary, is insufficient to enmpower evaluators.)

6. Related ideas: "speaking truth to power"--sonething often
| auded, because it is both val uabl e and danger ous.
"Concentrated interests nearly al ways defeat the common
interest” (Beth Rogers): Way? Because concentrated
interests can effectively defeat eval uation

"Non-strategy”: "States tend to | eave national grand strategy

and basic foreign policy vague or fail to frane it at all.”

Resul t s:

-- Less learning. E.g., US. policy in Asia didn't |earn and
adjust following the Sino-Soviet split in the 1960s.

-- Less storing of know edge. E.g., by 1965 the U. S. forgot
what it | earned about Vietnamin 1954.

-- Explaining is nore difficult. E. g., Britain failed to
explain its policy to Germany before 1939, hence Hitler
m scal cul at ed.

Control cults as causes of m sperception. Bolshevism extrene

I slami sm North Korean communi sm the Monies, the Heaven's

Gate cult, and other religious cults may illustrate. Control

cults are groups that venerate or worship a person or entity of

some sort; and that separate their followers fromthe outside
wor | d, propagandi ze them and include in that propaganda
paranoi d and chauvi ni st messages. Control cult |eaders can be
coercive, even terroristic, toward nmenbers in enforcing
isolation, stifling dissent and free thought. The cult
conprises an entire social community and fornms the only society
enj oyed by its nenbers.

Poi nts about cults: (1) The ideas of nmenbers are controlled
in order to maintain loyalty, discipline, and esprit de corps.
(2) This control is established by (a) isolating nenbers from
t he outside world--a task achieved by enforcing nenbers
i sol ation and by providing nenbers with a conprehensive
internal community to replace their social ties with the
external community; (b) propagandi zi ng nenbers heavily, (c)
stifling dissent anong nenbers, usually by coercion, and (d)
soneti nes keepi ng nmenbers too busy to think, dissent, or
organi ze. (3) The content of the propaganda ai ned at nenbers
stresses paranoi d and chauvini st nessages: "W are threatened,
we are victins, we are superior, we are saving the world from
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evil, others are evil." Sonetimes included are clains that

cul t

VI,

| eaders are divine, or in touch with the divine.

THE " SPI RAL MODEL" VERSUS " DETERRENCE" (OR THE " DETERRENCE
MODEL") : CHOOSI NG BETWEEN HARD- LI NE POLI CI ES AND APPEASEMENT,
AND THE DANGERS THAT FOLLOW FROM WRONG CHO CES

A. Defining the spiral nodel and the deterrence nodel
B. Expl ai ning spirals:

1. Can psychol ogi cal dynam cs explain spirals? (See IIIA,
|11 B above).

2. Can nationalist mythmaki ng explain spirals?

C. What conditions determ ne whether carrots or sticks work
better?

1. Is the other an aggressor state or a status quo power?
(And: does it see itself as the aggressor or not?)

2. Are the other's clains legitimate or illegitimte? (And:
does it see its clains as legitimte or not?)

3. Does the other understand that threats or punishnments
directed at it are conditional on its bad conduct, and w ||
be withheld if it behaves well?

4. |Is the other weak or strong?

5. WIIl the concessions demanded by the other strengthen its

ability to conmt further aggression?
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