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Since evil passions are a part of human nature and
are in all societies all the time, a part of the energy
of the society is constantly spent in repressing them.
If all nations should resolve to have no armed ships
anymore, pirates would reappear upon the ocean;
the police of the seas must be maintained. We could
not dispense with our militia; we have too frequent
need of it now. But police defense is not war in the
sense in which I have been discussing it. War in the
future will be the clash of policies of national vanity
and selfishness when they cross each other's path.

If you want war, nourish a doctrine. Doc-
trines are the most frightful tyrants to which men
ever are subject, because doctrines get inside of a
man'’s own reason and betray him against himself.
Civilized men have done their fiercest fighting for
doctrines. The reconquest of the Holy Sepulcher,
“the balance of power,” “no universal dominion,”
“trade follows the flag,” “he who holds the land
will hold the sea,” “the throne and the altar,”
the revolution, the faith—these are the things for
which men have given their lives. What are they
all? Nothing but rhetoric and phantasms. Doc-
trines are always vague; it would ruin a doctrine to
define it, because then it could be analyzed, tested,
criticized, and verified; but nothing ought to be
tolerated which cannot be so tested. Somebody
asks you with astonishment and horror whether
you do not believe in the Monroe Doctrine. You
do not know whether you do or not because you
do not know what it is, but you do not dare to
say that you do not because you understand that
it is one of the things which every good American
is bound to believe in. Now when any doctrine
arrives at that degree of authority, the name of it is
a club which any demagogue may swing over you
at any time and apropos of anything. In order to
describe a doctrine, we must have recourse to theo-
logical language. A doctrine is an article of faith.

It is something which you are bound to believe
not because you have some rational grounds for
believing it true, but because you belong to such
and such a church or denomination. The nearest
parallel to it in politics is the “reason of state.”
The most frightful injustice and cruelty which has
ever been perpetrated on earth has been due to the
reason of state. . . .

What has just been said suggests a consider-
ation of the popular saying, “In time of peace pre-
pare for war.” If you prepare a big army and navy
and are all ready for war, it will be easy to go to war;
the military and naval men will have a lot of new
machines, and they will be eager to see what they
can do with them. There is no such thing nowa-
days as a state of readiness for war. It is a chimera,
and the nations which pursue it are falling into an
abyss of wasted energy and wealth. When the army
is supplied with the latest and best rifles, someone
invents a new field gun; then the artillery must be
provided with that before we are ready. By the time
we get the new gun, somebody has invented a new
rifle, and our rival nation is getting that; therefore
we must have it—or one a little better. It takes two
or three years and several millions to do that. In
the meantime somebody proposes a more effective
organization which must be introduced; signals,
balloons, dogs, bicycles, and every other device and
invention must be added, and men must be trained
to use them all. There is no state of readiness for
war; the notion calls for never-ending sacrifices.
It is a fallacy. It is evident that to pursue such a
notion with any idea of realizing it would absorb
all the resources and activity of the state; this the
great European states are now proving by experi-
ment. A wiser rule would be to make up your mind
soberly what you want, peace or war, and then to
get ready for what you want; for what we prepare
for is what we shall get.
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VICTIMS OF GROUPTHINK

The preamble to the UNESCO* constitution states that “since wars begin in the minds of
men, it is in the minds of men that the defenses of peace must be constructed.” This is
generally interpreted to mean that all individuals (of both sexes!) are crucial to prevent-
ing war. However, some students of peace and war would amend this sentence to begin,
“Since wars begin in the minds of the crucial, decision-making elite of each country . .. "
The psychology of decision making plays a key role in influencing the immediate outcome
(although this is not to deny the importance of other factors—historical, economic, socio-

logical, etc.—in setting the stage).

Psychologically minded researchers have identified several factors involved in going
to war, decisions that have often proved ill-advised not only on moral grounds but also
based on their immediate, practical outcomes. Here is but a sample: Robert Jervis has
inquired into various patterns of misperception, by which decision makers labor under
inaccurate views of reality. Ole Holsti has investigated the costly consequences of stress
during decision making under crisis conditions. Morton Deutsch analyzed the process
of hostile interactions by which the mutually reinforcing impressions of adversaries can
spiral out of control. Ralph White has pointed out the role of fear and of such “motivated
misperceptions” as the “diabolical enemy image” combined with a self-righteous “moral

self-image.”

Irving Janis, a social psychologist, has provided a great service by identifying an impor-
tant syndrome, which he calls “groupthink,” whereby small groups tend to be vulnerable
to a dangerous psychological process. In the following selection, from his book Victims
of Groupthink, Janis examines the ill-conceived and ill-fated Bay of Pigs invasion in 1961.
More than 40 years after his pathbreaking research, Janis's concept of groupthink was
revisited to help explain the Bush administration’s invasion of Iraqg in 2003.

NOBODY IS PERFECT

Year after year newscasts and newspapers inform us
of collective miscalculations—companies that have
unexpectedly gone bankrupt because of misjudg-
ing their market, federal agencies that have mis-
takenly authorized the use of chemical insecticides

that poison our environment, and White House
executive committees that have made ill-conceived
foreign policy decisions that inadvertently bring
the major powers to the brink of war. Most people,
when they hear about such fiascoes, simply remind
themselves that, after all, “organizations are run by
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human beings,” “to err is human,” and “nobody is
perfect.” But platitudinous thoughts about human
nature do not help us to understand how and why
avoidable miscalculations are made.
Fiasco watchers who are unwilling to set the
problem aside in this easy fashion will find that
contemporary psychology has something to say
(unfortunately not very much) about distortions
of thinking and other sources of human error. The
deficiencies about which we know the most pertain
to disturbances in the behavior of each individual in
a decision-making group—temporary states of ela-
tion, fear, or anger that reduce a person’s mental effi-
ciency; chronic blind spots arising from a person’s
social prejudices; shortcomings in information pro-
cessing that prevent a person from comprehending
the complex consequences of a seemingly simple
policy decision. One psychologist has suggested that
because the information processing capabilities of
every individual are limited, no responsible leader
of a large organization ought to make a policy deci-
sion without using a computer that is programmed
to spell out all the probable benefits and costs of
each alternative under consideration. The usual way
of trying to counteract the limitations of individuals’
mental functioning, however, is to relegate impor-
tant decisions to groups.

IMPERFECTIONS OF GROUP DECISIONS

Groups, like individuals, have shortcomings. Groups
can bring out the worst as well as the best in man.
Nietzsche went so far as to say that madness is the
exception in individuals but the rule in groups. A
considerable amount of social science literature
shows that in circumstances of extreme crisis, group
contagion occasionally gives rise to collective panic,
violent acts of scapegoating, and other forms of
what could be called group madness. Much more
frequent, however, are instances of mindless con-
formity and collective misjudgment of serious risks,
which are collectively laughed off in a clubby atmo-
sphere of relaxed conviviality. . . .

Lack of vigilance and excessive risk taking are
forms of temporary group derangement to which
decision-making groups made up of responsible
executives are not at all immune. Sometimes the

main trouble is that the chief executive manipulates
his advisers to rubber-stamp his own ill-conceived
proposals. . . . I shall be dealing mainly with a dif-
ferent source of defective decision making, which
often involves a much more subtle form of faulty
leadership: During the group’s deliberations, the
leader does not deliberately try to get the group to
tell him what he wants to hear but is quite sincere
in asking for honest opinions. The group members
are not transformed into sycophants. They are not
afraid to speak their minds. Nevertheless, subtle
constraints, which the leader may reinforce inadver-
tently, prevent a member from fully exercising his
critical powers and from openly expressing doubts
when most others in the group appear to have
reached a consensus. . . .

[ use the term “groupthink” as a quick and
easy way to refer to a mode of thinking that people
engage in when they are deeply involved in a cohe-
sive in-group, when the members’ strivings for
unanimity override their motivation to realisti-
cally appraise alternative courses of action. “Group-
think” is a term of the same order as the words in
the newspeak vocabulary George Orwell presents
in his dismaying 1984—a vocabulary with terms
such as “doublethink” and “crimethink.” By putting
groupthink with those Orwellian words, I realize
that groupthink takes on an invidious connotation.
The invidiousness is intentional: groupthink refers
to a deterioration of mental efficiency, reality test-
ing, and moral judgment that results from in-group
pressures. . . .

At least six major defects in decision making
contribute to failures to solve problems adequately.
First, the group’s discussions are limited to a few
alternative courses of action (often only two) with-
out a survey of the full range of alternatives. Second,
the group fails to reexamine the course of action ini-
tially preferred by the majority of members from the
standpoint of nonobvious risks and drawbacks that
had not been considered when it was originally eval-
uated. Third, the members neglect courses of action
initially evaluated as unsatisfactory by the majority
of the group: They spend little or no time discuss-
ing whether they have overlooked nonobvious gains
or whether there are ways of reducing the seemingly
prohibitive costs that had made the alternatives
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seem undesirable. Fourth, members make little or
no attempt to obtain information from experts who
can supply sound estimates of losses and gains to
be expected from alternative courses of action. Fifth,
selective bias is shown in the way the group reacts
to factual information and relevant judgments from
experts, the mass media, and outside critics. The
members show interest in facts and opinions that
support their initially preferred policy and take up
time in their meetings to discuss them, but they tend
to ignore facts and opinions that do not support
their initially preferred policy. Sixth, the members
spend little time deliberating about how the chosen
policy might be hindered by bureaucratic inertia,
sabotaged by political opponents, or temporarily
derailed by the common accidents that happen to
the best of well-laid plans. Consequently, they fail to
work out contingency plans to cope with foreseeable
setbacks that could endanger the overall success of
the chosen course of action.

I assume that these six defects and some related
features of inadequate decision-making result from
groupthink. But, of course, each of the six can arise
from other common causes of human stupidity as
well—erroneous intelligence, information overload,
fatigue, blinding prejudice, and ignorance. Whether
produced by groupthink or by other causes, a deci-
sion suffering from most of these defects has rela-
tively little chance of success. . . .

At first I was surprised by the extent to which
the groups in the fiascoes I have examined adhered
to group norms and pressures toward uniformity.
Just as in groups of ordinary citizens, a dominant
characteristic appears to be remaining loyal to the
group by sticking with the decisions to which the
group has committed itself, even when the policy
is working badly and has unintended consequences
that disturb the conscience of the members. In a
sense, members consider loyalty to the group the
highest form of morality. That loyalty requires each
member to avoid raising controversial issues, ques-
tioning weak arguments, or calling a halt to soft-
headed thinking.

Paradoxically, softheaded groups are likely to be
extremely hard-hearted toward out-groups and ene-
mies. In dealing with a rival nation, policy makers
comprising an amiable group find it relatively easy

to authorize dehumanizing solutions such as large-
scale bombings. An affable group of government
officials is unlikely to pursue the difficult and con-
troversial issues that arise when alternatives to a
harsh military solution come up for discussion. Nor
are the members inclined to raise ethical issues that
imply that this “fine group of ours, with its humani-
tarianism and its high-minded principles, might be
capable of adopting a course of action that is inhu-
mane and immoral.”

Many other sources of human error can prevent
government leaders from arriving at well worked
out decisions, resulting in failures to achieve their
practical objectives and violations of their own stan-
dards of ethical conduct. But, unlike groupthink,
these other sources of error do not typically entail
increases in hard-heartedness along with softheaded-
ness. Some errors involve blind spots that stem from
the personality of the decision-makers. Special cir-
cumstances produce unusual fatigue and emotional
stresses that interfere with efficient decision making.
Numerous institutional features of the social struc-
ture in which the group is located may also cause
inefficiency and prevent adequate communication
with experts. In addition, well-known interferences
with sound thinking arise when the decision-makers
comprise a noncohesive group. For example, when
the members have no sense of loyalty to the group
and regard themselves merely as representatives of
different departments, with clashing interests, the
meetings may become bitter power struggles, at the
expense of effective decision making.

The concept of groupthink pinpoints an
entirely different source of trouble, residing neither
in the individual nor in the organizational setting.
Over and beyond all the familiar sources of human
error is a powerful source of defective judgment
that arises in cohesive groups—the concurrence-
seeking tendency, which fosters overoptimism,
lack of vigilance, and sloganistic thinking about
the weakness and immorality of out-groups. This
tendency can take its toll even when the decision-
makers are conscientious statesmen trying to make
the best possible decisions for their country and for
all mankind.

I do not mean to imply that all cohesive groups
suffer from groupthink, though all may display its
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symptoms from time to time. Nor should we infer

from the term “groupthink” that group decisions are

typically inefficient or harmful. On the contrary, a

group whose members have properly defined roles,

with traditions and standard operating procedures

that facilitate critical inquiry, is probably capable of
making better decisions than any individual in the

group who works on the problem alone. And yet
the advantages of having decisions made by groups
are often lost because of psychological pressures
that arise when the members work closely together,
share the same values, and above all face a crisis situ-
ation in which everyone is subjected to stresses that
generate a strong need for affiliation. In these cir-
cumstances, as conformity pressures begin to domi-
nate, groupthink and the attendant deterioration of
decision-making set in.

The central theme of my analysis can be sum-
marized in this generalization, which I offer in the
spirit of Parkinson’s laws: The more amiability and
esprit de corps among the members of a policymaking in-
group, the greater is the danger that independent critical
thinking will be replaced by groupthink, which is likely
to result in irrational and dehumanizing actions directed
against out-groups. . . .

The Kennedy administration’s Bay of Pigs deci-
sion ranks among the worst fiascoes ever perpetrated
by a responsible government. Planned by an over-
ambitious, eager group of American intelligence
officers who had little background or experience in
military matters, the attempt to place a small brigade
of Cuban exiles secretly on a beachhead in Cuba
with the ultimate aim of overthrowing the govern-
ment of Fidel Castro proved to be a “perfect failure.”
The group that made the basic decision to approve
the invasion plan included some of the most intel-
ligent men ever to participate in the councils of gov-

ernment. Yet all the major assumptions supporting
the plan were so completely wrong that the venture
began to founder at the outset and failed in its earli-
est stages.

THE “ILL-STARRED ADVENTURE"

Ironically, the idea for the invasion was first sug-
gested by John E Kennedy's main political oppo-
nent, Richard M. Nixon. As vice president during

the Eisenhower administration, Nixon had pro-
posed that the United States government secretly
send a trained group of Cuban exiles to Cuba to
fight against Castro. In March 1960, acting on Nix-
on's suggestion, President Dwight D. Eisenhower
directed the Central Intelligence Agency to organize
Cuban exiles in the United States into a unified
political movement against the Castro regime and
to give military training to those who were willing
to return to their homeland to engage in guerrilla
warfare. The CIA put a large number of its agents
to work on this clandestine operation, and they
soon evolved an elaborate plan for a military inva-
sion. Apparently without informing President Eisen-
hower, the CIA began to assume in late 1960 that
they could land a brigade of Cuban exiles not as a
band of guerrilla infiltrators but as an armed force to
carry out a full-scale invasion.

Two days after the inauguration in January
1961, President John F. Kennedy and several lead-
ing members of his new administration were given
a detailed briefing about the proposed invasion by
Allen Dulles, head of the CIA, and General Lyman
Lemnitzer, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
During the next eighty days, a core group of presi-
dential advisers repeatedly discussed this inherited
plan informally and in the meetings of an advisory
committee that included three Joint Chiefs of Staff.
In early April 1961, at one of the meetings with the
president, all the key advisers gave their approval to
the CIA’s invasion plan. Their deliberations led to a
few modifications of details, such as the choice of
the invasion site.

On April 17, 1961, the brigade of about four-
teen hundred Cuban exiles, aided by the United
States Navy, Air Force, and the CIA, invaded the
swampy coast of Cuba at the Bay of Pigs. Nothing
went as planned. On the first day, not one of the
four ships containing reserve ammunition and sup-
plies arrived; the first two were sunk by a few planes
in Castro’s air force, and the other two promptly
fled. By the second day, the brigade was completely
surrounded by twenty thousand troops of Castro’s
well-equipped army. By the third day, about twelve
hundred members of the brigade, comprising almost
all who had not been killed, were captured and igno-

miniously led off to prison camps. . . .
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An important symptom of groupthink is the
illusion of being invulnerable to the main dangers
that might arise from a risky action in which the
group is strongly tempted to engage. Essentially, the
notion is that “If our leader and everyone else in our
group decides that it is okay, the plan is bound to
succeed. Even if it is quite risky, luck will be on our
side.” A sense of “unlimited confidence” was wide-
spread among the “New Frontiersmen” as soon as
they took over their high government posts, accord-
ing to a Justice Department confidant, with whom
Robert Kennedy discussed the secret CIA plan on the
day it was launched:

It seemed that, with John Kennedy leading us
and with all the talent he had assembled, noth-
ing could stop us. We believed that if we faced up
to the nation’s problems and applied bold, new
ideas with common sense and hard work, we
would overcome whatever challenged us. . . .

Once this euphoric phase takes hold, decision
making for everyday activities, as well as long-range
planning, is likely to be seriously impaired. The
members of a cohesive group become very reluctant
to carry out the unpleasant task of critically assess-
ing the limits of their power and the real losses that
could arise if their luck does not hold. They tend
to examine each risk in black-and-white terms. If it
does not seem overwhelmingly dangerous, they are
inclined simply to forget about it, instead of devel-
oping contingency plans in case it materializes. The
group members know that no one among them is a
superman, but they feel that somehow the group is
a supergroup, capable of surmounting all risks that
stand in the way of carrying out any desired course
of action: “Nothing can stop us!” Athletic teams and
military combat units may often benefit from mem-
bers’ enthusiastic confidence in the power and luck
of their group. But policymaking committees usu-
ally do not.

We would not expect sober government offi-
cials to experience such exuberant esprit de corps,
but a subdued form of the same tendency may have
been operating—inclining the president’s advisers
to become reluctant about examining the draw-
backs of the invasion plan. In group meetings, this
groupthink tendency can operate like a low-level

noise that prevents warning signals from being
heeded. Everyone becomes somewhat biased in the
direction of selectively attending to the messages
that feed into the members’ shared feelings of con-
fidence and optimism, disregarding those that do
not. ...

In a concurrence-seeking group, there is rela-
tively little healthy skepticism of the glib ideological
formulas on which rational policymakers, like many
other people who share their nationalistic goals,
generally rely in order to maintain self-confidence
and cognitive mastery over the complexities of inter-
national politics. One of the symptoms of group-
think is the members’ persistence in conveying to
each other the cliché and oversimplified images
of political enemies embodied in long-standing
ideological stereotypes. Throughout their delibera-
tions they use the same old stereotypes, instead of
developing differentiated concepts derived from
an openminded inquiry enabling them to discern
which of their original ideological assumptions, if
any, apply to the foreign policy issue at hand. Except
in unusual circumstances of crisis, the members of a
cc.\n.currence-seeking group tend to view any antago-
nistic out-group against whom they are plotting not
only as immoral but also as weak and stupid. These
wishful beliefs continue to dominate their think-
ing until an unequivocal defeat proves otherwise,
whereupon—like Kennedy and his advisers—they
are shocked at the discrepancy between their stereo-
typed conceptions and actuality. . . .

The sense of group unity concerning the advis-
ability of going ahead with the CIA’s invasion plan
appears to have been based on superficial appear-
ances of complete concurrence, achieved at the
cost of self-censorship of misgivings by several of
the members. From post-mortem discussions with
participants, Sorensen concluded that among the
men in the State Department, as well as those on
the White House staff, “doubts were entertained
but never pressed, partly out of a fear of being
labelled ‘soft’ or undaring in the eyes of their col-
leagues.” Schlesinger was not at all hesitant about
presenting his strong objections in a memorandum
he gave to the president and the secretary of state.
But he became keenly aware of his tendency to sup-
press objections when he attended the White House
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meetings of the Kennedy team, with their atmo-
sphere of assumed consensus:

In the months after the Bay of Pigs I bitterly
reproached myself for having kept so silent during
those crucial discussions in the Cabinet Room,
though my feelings of guilt were tempered by the
knowledge that a course of objection would have
accomplished little save to gain me a name as a
nuisance. . . .

Schlesinger says that when the Cuban invasion
plan was being presented to the group, “virile poses”
were conveyed in the rhetoric used by the represen-
tatives of the CIA and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He
thought the State Department representatives and
others responded by becoming anxious to show that
they were not softheaded idealists but really were
just as tough as the military men. Schlesinger’s ref-
erences to the “virile” stance of the militant advo-
cates of the invasion plan suggest that the members
of Kennedy's in-group may have been concerned
about protecting the leader from being embarrassed
by their voicing “unvirile” concerns about the high
risks of the venture. . . .

At a large birthday party for his wife, Robert
Kennedy, who had been constantly informed about
the Cuban invasion plan, took Schlesinger aside
and asked him why he was opposed. The president’s
brother listened coldly and then said, “You may be
right or you may be wrong, but the president has
made his mind up. Don't push it any further. Now is
the time for everyone to help him all they can.” Here
is another symptom of groupthink, displayed by a
highly intelligent man whose ethical code commit-
ted him to freedom of dissent. What he was saying,
in effect, was, “You may well be right about the
dangerous risks, but I don't give a damn about that,
all of us should help our leader right now by not
sounding any discordant notes that would interfere
with the harmonious support he should have.”

When Robert Kennedy told Schlesinger to lay
off, he was functioning in a self-appointed role that
I call being a “mindguard.” Just as a bodyguard
protects the president and other high officials from
injurious physical assaults, a mindguard protects
them from thoughts that might damage their confi-

dence in the soundness of the policies to which they

are committed or to which they are about to commit
themselves. . . .

The group pressures that help to maintain a
group’s illusions are sometimes fostered by various
leadership practices, some of which involve subtle
ways of making it difficult for those who question
the initial consensus to suggest alternatives and to
raise critical issues. The group’s agenda can read-
ily be manipulated by a suave leader, often with
the tacit approval of the members, so that there is
simply no opportunity to discuss the drawbacks of a
seemingly satisfactory plan of action. This is one of
the conditions that fosters groupthink.

President Kennedy, as leader at the meetings
in the White House, was probably more active than
anyone else in raising skeptical questions; yet he
seems to have encouraged the group's docility and
uncritical acceptance of the defective arguments in
favor of the CIA’s plan. At each meeting, instead of
opening up the agenda to permit a full airing of the
opposing considerations, he allowed the CIA rep-
resentatives to dominate the entire discussion. The
president permitted them to refute immediately each
tentative doubt that one of the others might express,
instead of asking whether anyone else had the same
doubt or wanted to pursue the implications of the
new worrisome issue that had been raised. . . .

Although the available evidence consists of
fragmentary and somewhat biased accounts of the
deliberations of the White House group, it never-
theless reveals gross miscalculations and converges
on the symptoms of groupthink. My tentative con-
clusion is that President Kennedy and the policy
advisers who decided to accept the CIA's plan were
victims of groupthink. If the facts I have culled from
the accounts given by Schlesinger, Sorensen, and
other observers are essentially accurate, the group-
think hypothesis makes more understandable the
deficiencies in the government's decision making
that led to the enormous gap between conception
and actuality.

The failure of Kennedy's inner circle to detect
any of the false assumptions behind the Bay of Pigs
invasion plan can be at least partially accounted for
by the group'’s tendency to seek concurrence at the
expense of seeking information, critical appraisal,
and debate. The concurrence-seeking tendency was
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manifested by shared illusions and other symptoms,
which helped the members to maintain a sense of
group solidarity. Most crucial were the symptoms
that contributed to complacent overconfidence in
the face of vague uncertainties and explicit warnings

that should have alerted the members to the risks of
the clandestine military operation—an operation so
ill-conceived that among literate people all over the
world the name of the invasion site has become the
very symbol of perfect failure.

Michael Howard

THE CAUSES OF WAR

The defining quality of war is violence: organized, armed violence on the part of large
groups of people. Yet, war does not always involve strong, out-of-control emotion. For sol-
diers, boredom (either repetitive drill or prolonged periods of inaction) is typically more
prominent than “action,” such that actual combat is sometimes seen as a relief. It has
also been argued that for political and military elites as well, war-making is more likely to
involve a reasoned decision than a spasm of aggressiveness.

Deterrence—whether nuclear or nonnuclear—is supposed to rely on such a careful,
rational calculus, in which a would-be aggressor is expected to be “deterred” by recogniz-
ing that the cost of launching a war will be greater than any potential benefits that might
accrue. The thinking is similar to the so-called rational actor model used by economists, in
which consumers are expected to get the maximum value for their money and busines’ses
are predicted to behave in a way that (rationally) maximizes their profits. It is debatable
whether human beings limit their motivations to such dry and reasoned decisions espe-
cially when issues of pride, prestige, fear, hope, revenge, anger, and so on—not to méntion
life and death!—are involved. There is also the fact that whatever their “best judgment,”
people are prone to making mistakes. Among other things, because most wars do not
end in a tie, roughly half the participants were incorrect if they assumed they would win.
.Further, wars may begin in the reasoned hope of generating greater political support and
internal cohesiveness within a country, although as they drag on, they often become desta-
bilizing instead.

In any event, historians and political scientists in particular have been partial to
fernphasizing the role of coolly reasoned, hard-headed “realpolitik,” or “power politics,”
in the causation of war. In his book On War, Carl von Clausewitz, a Prussian spokers-
person for the military aspects of realpolitik, made the renowned observation that war
is “the continuation of politics by other means.” For Clausewitz, war, although often

brutal, should not be senseless but rather “an act of violence to compel the enemy to
fulfill our will.”

From THE CAUSES OF WAR by Michael Howard, Cambridge, Mass.: iversi i
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