Book Reviews

Our Endangered Values: America’s Moral Crisis. By Jimmy Carter.
New York: Simon and Schuster, 2005. 224 pages. $25.00. Reviewed by
Dr. Martin Cook, Professor of Philosophy, US Air Force Academy.

Jimmy Carter’s book is a deeply personal and passionately argued case that
America is in danger on many fronts and issues: It risks losing clear sight of its best
historic core to “fundamentalists,” both religious and political. As Carter states his
thesis in the introduction, “Fundamentalists have become increasingly influential in
both religion and government, and have managed to change the nuances and subtleties
of historic debate into black-and-white rigidities and the personal derogation of those
who dare to disagree. . . . Narrowly defined theological beliefs have been adopted as
the rigid agenda of a political party.”

In this reviewer’s opinion, he’s exactly right, both in the general assess-
ment and in the implications he draws from it when he assesses the impact of these
trends on issues as diverse as the changes in his beloved Southern Baptist Church
(which he has now broken from), religious assaults on science and pseudoscientific
school curriculum battles, bogus historical accounts cobbled together to attempt to
diminish separation of church and state, abortion wars, the role of women, irrespon-
sible and ill-advised preemptive war, and the diminished sense of responsibility for
the environment justified in the minds of some by loony end-time prophecy novels
and beliefs. In some sense, however, that’s one of the problems with a volume such
as this. In a culture where increasingly we only read books we’re sure we agree with
before we open them, where you can determine a person’s political stance pretty
confidently by asking whether he or she listens to Fox News or National Public Ra-
dio, is there an intelligent reading public willing to thoughtfully consider the care-
fully articulated views of a deeply religious evangelical thinker who doesn’t toe the
party line of the Religious Right and, indeed, lays the blame for much of what fright-
ens him directly on its doorstep?

This reviewer hopes there is, because President Carter’s book is not a book
of mere assertion of positions—and perhaps even more important, it is devoid en-
tirely of the shrill and tiresome rhetorical stance that pollutes virtually all of our
public discourse. Instead, it calmly and thoughtfully lays out a coherent and consis-
tent stance toward the world.

One set of readers who would find the book engaging and challenging would
be Carter’s fellow evangelicals. The first section of the book explains in some detail
the author’s own theology and religious path. A life-long Baptist and Sunday School
teacher, he explains in detail his perception that he did not so much leave the Southern
Baptist Church (the largest Protestant denomination in the United States) as the South-
ern Baptist Church left him. He eloquently articulates the historical Baptist commit-
ment to a rigorous separation of church and state (a position going back to Roger
Williams’ founding of the colony of Rhode Island), to anti-creedalism and “soul-
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freedom” of each individual to interpret the Bible according to his or her own lights,
and to congregational governance in which each congregation governs its own affairs.
In all these areas, he details the historical path by which his church has been drawn
away from clarity on these central issues and become deeply politically entangled by
means of the Religious Right in ways that the historic Baptist tradition always insisted
can only corrupt both religion and politics. Political establishment of religion has al-
ways been, in the title of Williams” justly famous diatribe on the subject, “A Bloody
Tenet of Persecution.”

Carter draws on the same religious resources to skewer the hypocrisy of
the Religious Right’s passion against abortion and total indifference to the support
of poor parents. He meditates on why it might be that the only area of American life
where as a matter of policy women are deprived of leadership positions is within
much of the Religious Right—and he offers his own modest biblical interpretations
in support of women’s equality. He ardently defends the legitimacy and autonomy
of'science. He articulates why, as an evangelical himself (indeed, in his statement on
his understanding of biblical authority nearly a fundamentalist), he has no patience
with religious attacks on stem cell research, or with the advocacy of so-called “intel-
ligent design” as a scientific hypothesis. He attacks the pernicious and ethically-
enervating apocalyptic speculation (most recently embodied in the fantastic sales
figures of the Left Behind Novels) which, by persuading millions of Americans that
the world will end in their lifetimes, justifies indifference toward the future of the
planet and the environment.

He links religious fundamentalism with its twin: the political fundamen-
talism of the Bush Administration and the neocons. One reporter was told during the
past election that the reporter’s difficulty in understanding the Administration was
that he (the reporter) was a “reality-based thinker” and the Administration was not.
Carter issues a passionate call to reality-based thinking. If it were applied, he argues,
the “go-it-alone,” “walk away from every possible international treaty and organiza-
tion,” and “don’t argue with me about it” attitudes of the Administration would be
shown to be undermining the nation’s moral legitimacy on the international stage. As
Carter puts it,

During the past four years there have been dramatic changes in our nation’s policies
toward protecting human rights. Many of our citizens have accepted these unprece-
dented policies because of fear of terrorist attacks, but the damage to America’s
reputation has been extensive. Formerly admired almost universally as the preemi-
nent champion of human rights, the United States now has become one of the fore-
most targets of respected international organizations concerned about these basic
principles of democratic life. Some of our actions are similar to those of abusive re-
gimes that historically have been condemned by American leaders.

If I were to offer a perhaps too colloquial summary of President Carter’s
book, I might suggest this title: Dude, Who Stole My Church and My Country? For
those already alarmed by the trends Carter identifies, the book provides a clear and
coherent articulation of their concerns. For those who share his general religious
worldview, his book might be at least a bracing tonic and perhaps an antidote for the
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monolithic stance of the noisy Religious Right. And for readers open to the personal
and thoughtful ruminations of a deeply moral man, the book is at least a good read.

State-Building: Governance and World Order in the 21st Century.
By Francis Fukuyama. Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press,
2004. 137 pages. $21.00. Reviewed by Joseph R. Cerami, Bush
School of Government and Public Service, Texas A&M University.

Francis Fukuyama gained international attention with the publication of
his 1992 book, The End of History and the Last Man. His thesis, in brief, was that
capitalist liberal democracy was the final answer to the big question of roughly
3,500 years of political philosophy regarding how human societies should best gov-
ern their political, economic, and social affairs.

Fukuyama’s ideas came originally from a then-deputy director of the State
Department’s Policy Planning Staffand RAND analyst, marking his efforts with the
stamp of a practitioner who had observed the US foreign policy process up close ina
very turbulent period. Moreover, the timing of his prescriptions caught the wave of
immediate post-Cold War optimism. His history mega-lesson conformed to a very
Western philosophy, as captured by the liberalism of the Founding Fathers and put
into practice in international competition with a powerful adversary over the 50
years of Cold War.

As one would expect, this thesis came under fire. Was Fukuyama oversell-
ing the ascendance of Western democratic political and economic institutions? In
the academic community, wasn’t Samuel Huntington’s more pessimistic assertion
ofa coming “Clash of Civilizations” a more realistic forecast? The onset of continu-
ing difficulties in the 1990s in Haiti, Somalia, the Balkans, and elsewhere all added
weight to the Huntington forecast of emerging toil and trouble along the many fault
lines between West and East and North and South.

Since 1992, Fukuyama’s thinking has continued to evolve. More directly,
he has addressed the notions that if democratic capitalism is the end game, how do
you get from here to there, especially in failed states lacking democratic social tra-
ditions and institutions? His writing in “Has History Started Again?” (Policy, Win-
ter 2002) returned to the end-of-history thesis to argue that after 9/11 “everything
looks different” and there is anew global struggle between the United States and the
forces of “Islamo-fascism.”

Fukuyama’s subsequent work continues to influence thinking on these big
issues of political development as well as foreign policy. His current split from the
neoconservatives over Iraq policy has been the subject of some attention in policy
journals, such as the National Interest (see “The Neoconservative Moment,” July
2004). In an article titled “Nation Building 101" in The Atlantic Monthly (January/
February 2004), he declared that the threats of failed states and America’s ability to
“fix such states” will be the “defining issue for America in the century ahead.” His
insights on the urgency of democratic state-building are reinforced most recently in
“‘Stateness’ First” in the Journal of Democracy (January 2005).
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Fukuyama’s current book provides important, if alarming, insights regard-
ing the state of knowledge on the subjects of state-building and governance. If knowl-
edge is power, then, in Fukuyama’s assessment of what scholars can contribute to
state-building, there is and should be no joy in Mudville. Of the four areas that
Fukuyama highlights for building institutions, his view is that, at best, scholars can of-
fer one or possibly two areas of credible knowledge that are transferable to emerging
states. First, he sees a high degree of transferability in terms of organizational design
and management, as drawn from the classical public administration and management
literatures. Second, for political system design, he assesses a moderate degree of trans-
ferability in what political science offers in terms of federalism and parliamentary and
presidential systems. The tougher issues are in the third and fourth dimensions, involv-
ing legitimacy and culture. Both realms receive low transferability ratings from
Fukuyama. In his view, we just don’t know the best way to encourage the establish-
ment of the normative or values foundations necessary for establishing and extending
legitimacy in governing institutions in nonwestern and nondemocratic societies. Nor
can Fukuyama find a knowledge base for guiding the development of political and so-
cial norms and values that would underpin democratic, liberal politics—strong and ef-
fective governing institutions, accountable political leaders, and engaged citizens.
Whether Fukuyama’s assessments were knowable before the invasion of Iraq is be-
coming a matter for historians to reflect upon. Whether the current activities of the
United States can transition from an armed forces role to some new, integrated form of
national, and at some point international, state-building agencies remains to be seen in
the ongoing, bloody experiments in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Now serving as a professor at the Nitze School of Advanced International
Studies at Johns Hopkins University, Fukuyama is well positioned to continue the
in-depth study of governing failed and failing states. As he points out, this is proba-
bly the greatest challenge facing the United States in the post-Cold War era of glob-
alization and terrorism. One trusts he will provide additional provocative studies to
probe, inform, and educate the scholarly community, intergovernmental and inter-
national agencies, and the US armed forces and diplomatic corps (those at the tip of
the spear) as they continue to meet the daily challenges of governance and security
in the many states facing a bumpy road on what we hope will be the path to democ-
racy and capitalism.

Armageddon: The Battle for Germany 1944-1945. By Max Hast-
ings. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2004. 581 pages. $30.00 ($16.95
paper). Reviewed by Colonel Leonard J. Fullenkamp, USA Ret.,
Professor of Military History and Strategy, US Army War College.

Max Hastings’ Armageddon picks up the history of World War II where
Overlord, his 1982 account of the Allied invasion, left off. Beginning with events of
1 September 1944, Armageddon covers events on the Eastern and Western Fronts
through May 1945. Deliberately, Hastings ignores events on the Italian front, pre-
ferring to focus his attention on the Allies in the West, the Russians in the East, and
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the Germans throughout. Whether one has read widely on World War II or not, this
book offers something here for readers of all stripes.

Onone level, Armageddon is a conventional military history of the war, with
issues of policy and military strategy examined, interpreted, and critiqued in the classi-
cal “war as an instrument of policy” interpretation of history. Here one finds judicious
criticism of Franklin Roosevelt’s shortsightedness on postwar issues, abetted by gen-
erals George Marshall and Dwight Eisenhower, who come across in Hastings’ view
as decidedly anti-Clausewitzian, their protestations to the contrary notwithstanding.
America’s leaders, civilian and military, earn harsh criticism for their failure to under-
stand or appreciate the dangers Joseph Stalin and his armies posed for Eastern Europe.
Winston Churchill and his generals, notably Bernard Montgomery and Alan Brooke,
get higher marks, for both their appreciation of geopolitics and their military direction
of the war. Stalin and his generals, principally Ivan Konev and Georgi Zhukov, get
Hastings’ highest marks as warfighters and post-conflict architects. Adolf Hitler and
his senior generals are roundly condemned, and deservedly so, for their fumbling pros-
ecution of the war, and its associated war crimes, while the German army is described
with grudging admiration as having the best, most proficient, hard-fighting soldiers
right to the end.

On a second level, Armageddon provides an operational history of major
combat operations on the Eastern and Western Fronts during the last nine months of
World War II. Beginning with Market Garden, the failed effort to seize a bridge-
crossing on the Rhine River in the autumn of 1944, and ending with the fall of Berlin
in May 1945, Hastings examines the major operations, the cumulative effects of
which proved necessary to defeat Hitler’s Third Reich.

Occasionally, Hastings interrupts his narrative to develop the back story,
with a summary of events earlier in the war that have led to the situation at hand. For
example, to help the reader grasp the significance and implications of the battle for
Warsaw, Hastings summarizes events in Poland from the opening days of the war
through late summer 1944. On the war in the air, Hastings provides in a single chap-
ter an excellent short history of the evolution of tactical fighter aircraft, strategic
bombing strategies, and the moral debates, then and now, about the bombing of cit-
ies. Covering adequately events as complex as major operations in the Ardennes in
1944 and in Eastern Europe from January through April 1945 can be daunting even
for the most gifted historian, as chapters on the Battle of the Bulge and Russian of-
fensives in Eastern Europe reach to span the complexity of events.

Abook that appeared a few years ago, 4 War to be Won, by Williamson Mur-
ray and Allan Millett, is a better operational study of the war, but readers new to a dis-
cussion of the level of war between strategy and tactics will appreciate this aspect of
Hastings’ book. Hastings illustrates how major campaigns (maneuver and battles)
contribute to, or rather should contribute to, the securing of strategic ends. When cam-
paigns are ill-conceived, or wrongly directed, as was Montgomery’s attempt to seize a
crossing of the Rhine River in September 1944, little good and much harm can result.
Montgomery’s failure to open the port at Antwerp did little to resolve pressing logisti-
cal problems, and it probably set the stage for the greatest Allied disaster of the war,
Hitler’s December 1944 Ardennes offensive.
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At the strategic and operational levels, Hastings’ evaluation of general-
ship on the part of senior commanders on all sides is hard, but fair. Zhukov wins
top honors as the best combat general of the war, and Russian ground forces come
in second only to the Germans as warfighters. Whereas British and American units
were averse to taking casualties, and the requisite risks likely to produce them in
great numbers, the Russian generals, at Stalin’s orders, profligately spent their
soldiers’ lives, while German soldiers sold their lives dearly, yet prodigiously, to de-
fend their homeland. Hastings readily acknowledges the despotic nature of Commu-
nism and National Socialism, while observing that American and British soldiers
simply would not, and could not, be driven to fight as did the German and Russian
soldiers. Of the latter, Hastings makes clear the great debt the Yanks and Tommies
owe their Russian compatriots, soldiers and citizens, who sacrificed their lives in
the millions to defeat Germany.

Major campaigns, disputes over the best operational schemes, “Broad
Front versus Single Thrust,” the greatest coalition in the history of warfare—which
barely managed to hang together until the fighting had ended—all of this is familiar
material, and were Hastings to serve up only this, Armageddon would be well worth
reading. Yet there is more to the story, what may be called the human dimension of
war. Noting that “the battle for Germany began as the largest single military event of
the twentieth century, and it ended as its greatest human tragedy,” Hastings’ book
does its best work in putting a face on the many who lived the war. To bring the war
to life, Hastings draws upon archival research and interviews with “170 contem-
porary witnesses in Russia, Germany, Britain, the United States, and Holland.”
Among those quoted are the famous (Sergeants Henry Kissinger and Forrest Pogue,
for example) and those whose stories survived only in the notes smuggled out of
Nazi death camps. Hastings uses eyewitness accounts of soldiers, civilians, men and
women, young and old, to tell the unspeakable stories of what it was like as the
Allied armies closed in on Berlin, from which is taken the title of the book. Just as
the New Testament account of Armageddon describes the climactic battle between
good and evil, so too, for those who lived it, the last days of World War II had all the
trappings of the end of time. These first-person accounts of the last days of the Third
Reich will fascinate the reader, both the horrors described, and the casual, detached
way some remember them.

To place in context the cataclysmic ending of World War II in Europe, Has-
tings writes:

Sixty years onwards, any civilized person must react with horror to the human con-
sequences of the catastrophe that befell the German people in the last months of the
war. The battle for the Third Reich cost the lives of something like 400,000 Ger-
mans killed in ground fighting and by aerial bombardment in 1945 alone, together
with anything up to two million who died in the flight from the east. Eight million
became homeless refugees. Yet it is hard to conceive of any less dreadful conclu-
sion to the nightmare Hitler and his nation had precipitated. When Germans failed
to depose their leader, when they made the choice, conscious or otherwise, to fight
to the end, they condemned Germany to the fate which it suffered in the closing
months of the Second World War.
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Without irony, Hastings compares the fate of Germany with that of its ally Japan: “It
is relevant to observe that Japanese casualties from the dropping of atomic bombs at
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, which precipitated the surrender, were vastly smaller than
those suffered by the Germans in the struggle to defend their country, and in the flight
from the invaders.”

Whether read as a conventional military history of the last days of World
War I, as a campaign study, or as an anecdotal summary of the observations of those
who witnessed what they believed were the last days of mankind, Armageddon makes
a valuable contribution to the body of World War I1 literature, especially where it puts
faces on the last days of the war.

Lincoln’s Tragic Admiral: The Life of Samuel Francis Du Pont. By
Kevin J. Weddle. Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 2005.
269 pages. $34.95. Reviewed by Carlo D’Este (LTC, USA Ret.), au-
thor of Patton: A Genius For War and Eisenhower.: A Soldier s Life.

Of the seemingly endless flood of books about the Civil War that are pub-
lished each year, most deal with familiar battles, campaigns, and personalities. Ex-
cept for the famous clash between the Union ironclad USS Monitor and the CSS
Virginia in March 1862, the lesser-known naval side of the Civil War has drawn far
less interest. Nevertheless, it remains fertile ground for historians.

A case in point is Admiral Samuel Francis du Pont, one of the pioneers of
the modern US Navy, whose brilliant career was dashed in the wake of his failed at-
tempt to capture Charleston from the sea in April 1863. Kevin Weddle, who is cur-
rently assigned to the Army War College, has written a revealing biography of du
Pont that sheds important new light on the rise and fall of an undeservedly obscure
military figure.

Born in 1803, the nephew of the founder of E. I. du Pont de Nemours and
Company, Samuel du Pont was enchanted by the US Navy’s exploits during the War
of 1812, and he went to sea as a midshipman at the tender age of 12 to begin a re-
markable naval career. Without patronage, du Pont quietly learned his craft and rose
steadily but unspectacularly through the ranks of the Navy to become one of its most
innovative and respected officers.

In the summer of 1861 du Pont was given command of the largest fleet
ever to set sail for battle under the banner of the Stars and Stripes. His South Atlantic
Blockading Squadron played a key role in the Union blockade of the Confederacy,
beginning with the capture of the important sanctuary and logistical base of Port
Royal, South Carolina, in November 1861. It was the first major Union victory of
the war and was followed by the successful blockade of Georgia and Florida. These
exploits resulted in du Pont’s promotion to rear admiral.

The epic engagement between the Monitor and the Virginia at Hampton
Roads on 9 March 1862 led the Navy Department to place unjustifiably high hopes
on the unproven potential of ironclad vessels. In April 1863, du Pont was ordered
to lead a flotilla of nine ironclads to capture the greatest Confederate prize of all,
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Charleston. Although one of the Navy’s foremost champions of technological mod-
ernization, du Pont recognized the ironclad’s shortcomings and strongly opposed
their utilization against heavily defended Charleston, arguing that an attack without
the support of the Union Army was folly. His warnings went unheeded by the Navy
Department in Washington.

Du Pont had to either carry out his flawed orders or resign. His dilemma
vividly illustrates a common problem in a democracy, where civilian rule predomi-
nates but sometimes clashes with the judgment of the commander in the field who
has a better perspective of the mission. Although he dutifully carried out his orders,
history’s first all-ironclad attack failed disastrously when “the fires of hell were
turned on the Union fleet,” as C. R. P. Rogers, du Pont’s staff captain, later wrote.

The Union failure to capture Charleston was doomed from the start. It bears
a striking resemblance to the disastrous attempt orchestrated by Winston Churchill in
early 1915 to thrust Royal Navy warships through the Dardanelles to capture Constan-
tinople without the support of ground troops on the Gallipoli peninsula to neutralize
the deadly Turkish fortifications guarding the straits.

Failed military operations invariably demand accountability, and history is
replete with examples of commanders who have been held responsible for and paid the
price for the misjudgments of their superiors. In his report to Congress, Navy Secretary
Gideon Welles made Samuel du Pont the scapegoat for Charleston by concealing du
Pont’s letters warning of the pitfalls of an all-naval attack. As a matter of honor, when
neither the Navy nor Congress cleared him of responsibility, he asked to be relieved of
his command. Almost overnight du Pont went from naval hero to ignominy, his career
effectively over after nearly 50 years of dedicated service to his country.

As the author notes, “du Pont’s story is one of the most heartbreaking of
the Civil War.” Twenty-four years after du Pont’s death in 1865, Congress finally re-
dressed the injustice of Charleston by erecting a statue that for many years was the
centerpiece of Washington, D.C.’s Dupont Circle, named in his honor. Nonetheless,
Samuel du Pont has been virtually overlooked in the plethora of biographies of
better-known figures of the Civil War.

Kevin Weddle’s superbly researched, insightful biography not only chroni-
cles du Pont’s remarkable life, but also exposes the deceitfulness of Welles and his
deputy, Gustavus Fox, who covered up their accountability for the failure to capture
Charleston, which remained a Confederate stronghold until Sherman’s army finally
captured it in 1865. “Du Pont,” notes the author, “was a warrior, a diplomat, a thought-
ful strategist, a confirmed reformer, and an exceptional and supremely confident
seaman.” His contributions to the making of the modern US Navy included his ad-
vocacy of steam power and the transformation of the Navy from wood to iron ships.
Samuel du Pont embodied the very best that America has produced in her officers and
commanders. To his credit, he gave far more to his country than it gave back to him in
his lifetime.

Lincoln's Tragic Admiral is both the biography of one of the Civil War’s
most underrated military figures and a compelling history of the naval side of the
war. It is also the auspicious debut of a historian and biographer who deserves to be
widely read by anyone interested in military history and the lessons it offers us.
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Code Names: Deciphering US Military Plans, Programs, and Op-
erations in the 9/11 World. By William M. Arkin. Hanover, N.H.:
Steerforth Press, 2005. 608 pages. $27.95. Reviewed by Colonel Rob-
ert B. Killebrew, USA Ret., who served in Special Forces, mecha-
nized, air assault, and airborne infantry units, and held a variety of
planning and operational assignments during his 30-year Army career.

“In a perfect world,” writes journalist William Arkin in the preface to
Code Names, “all this secrecy would protect legitimate secrets from prying foreign
eyes. But in the real world, many of the individual secrets and much of the accumu-
lated secrecy merely serve to keep a permanent system and a singular assumption of
American national security from public debate and congressional oversight.”

“My solution is simple,” he says: “Democracy works better, and a brighter
and safer future is more likely to be achieved, when the people understand what is
being done in their name. You either believe in openness or you don’t.”

And with that, Arkin embarks on a detailed and comprehensive exposure of
the American security system: the organization of the government’s security appara-
tus, the Department of Defense combatant command system, a country-by-country
breakdown of countries in which US military activities take place and with which the
United States has security ties (a Memorandum of Understanding with Singapore, for
example, for access to bases; a classified Status of Forces Agreement; cooperative ar-
rangements for acquisition; and more), and, finally, over 300 pages of program code
names. From the first entry—the “Able” series of Allied Command Europe and NATO
nuclear weapons exercises—to the last—“Zodiac Beauchamp: Suborbital launch pro-
gram from Barking Sands, HI, for missile defense-related research purposes, 1990-
present”—Arkin covers the gamut from unclassified exercises to subcompartments of
code-named programs whose existence has been a closely guarded secret. Well over
3,000 named programs are explained in this book.

The numbers are his point. This former Army intelligence officer has no
problem with legitimate secrets, he says, but the classification system has built such
huge stockpiles of secrets that aren’t really secrets that we are keeping them only
from ourselves, from public awareness, and from responsible oversight. In a previ-
ous work, for example, he published locations obtained from open sources of US
and Soviet nuclear weapons because, he says, secrecy was operating only to protect
the growth of the nuclear arsenal from our own oversight. It was shielding a nuclear
infrastructure that “had taken on a dangerous, illegal, and questionable life of its
own,” a situation loaded with overkill. “Stripped of secrecy, . . . the nuclear problem
could be more easily discussed with everyone on the same page.” Today, the growth
of' secrecy surrounding the Global War on Terrorism is likewise preventing effective
oversight, Arkin believes.

Second, US national security strategy is handicapped because excessive
secrecy is used to cloak larger issues that policymakers would rather not acknowl-
edge. A glaring example is the extent of US assistance to Arabic governments offi-
cially neutral in the war on terrorism, but which require our aid. Arkin believes this
leads to the faintly ridiculous sight of “secret” B-52 bombers and fighters parked on
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“classified” airfields while locals stroll by. The effect actually has worked against
US interests: “The US found itself in the ridiculous position, for instance, of operat-
ing a fleet of enormous and highly observable B-52 bombers from Jeddah in Saudi
Arabia but having to maintain (even today) that the location was classified. . . . Over
the years, the Saudis did hardly anything to stop the growth of the al Qaeda organiza-
tion, and the kingdom placed enormous constraints on what the US could do on its
soil. ... [I]nthe end, the web of cooperative military agreements and shared secrets
suggested a better relationship and stronger alliance than was actually the case.” In
the author’s view, we succeeded only in fooling ourselves: “We live in a world in
which the professionals charged with our security have again and again been unsuc-
cessful in preventing 9/11s,” and the overclassification of data and accumulated se-
crets have prevented effective oversight.

Whether the reader agrees with Arkin’s motives or not, the information con-
tained inside Code Names makes for a fascinating read for any national security spe-
cialist. So far as can be ascertained, the data are correct and detailed. The book includes
major categories of names associated with the gamut of Defense Department activi-
ties—for example, presidential support, nuclear war preparations and programs, of-
fensive counter-proliferation and countering enemy weapons of mass destruction
programs, homeland security operations, missile defense, anti-submarine programs,
clandestine operations, spy satellites, human intelligence, information warfare, and
other programs.

Regardless of what one thinks of the author’s open-source stripping away
of national secrets, Code Names is a valuable reference for military planners and
for US (or foreign) security professionals. While there are, thankfully, some blank
spaces (Arkin asserts that nothing in the book could compromise the identity ofa US
agent, sources, methods, or ongoing operations), he has nonetheless done an excel-
lent job of “collecting” on the US government and its armed forces.

Predictable Surprises: The Disasters You Should Have Seen Com-
ing and How to Prevent Them. By Max H. Bazerman and Michael D.
Watkins. Boston: Harvard Business School Press, 2004. 336 pages.
$27.50. Reviewed by Colonel Mark J. Eshelman, Director, Defense
Support to Civil Authorities, Department of Command, Leadership,
and Management, US Army War College.

Authors Max Bazerman of the Harvard Business School, and Michael
Watkins, founder of Genesis Advisers, a leadership and strategy consultancy, define
apredictable surprise as “an event or set of events that take an individual or group by
surprise, despite prior awareness of all the information necessary to anticipate the
events and their consequences.” The goal of Predictable Surprises is to help leaders
prevent looming catastrophes that are so large and complex that even though they
may realize a crisis is developing, they are unable to generate an effective response.
The book is well written and provides a superb analysis of a number of past sur-
prises. The authors draw specific conclusions leading to a framework that leaders
can use to counter such surprises.
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Predictable Surprises is logically organized in a manner that directly con-
tributes to rapid understanding. Chapter One sets the stage for the remainder of the
book. It provides an explanation of the phenomenon of a predictable surprise and
describes its six characteristics. The book is then divided into three parts. Part I de-
scribes two prototypical surprises, the 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks and the
collapse of Enron. Part Il explores why predictable surprises occur, specifically
why leaders do not act on what they know to prevent such occurrences. Part I1I lays
out the aforementioned framework to prevent surprise. The final chapter reviews
several developing crises that should be acted on by contemporary leaders. While
Predictable Surprises is a valuable work, certainly worth reading, the concept of
predictable or inevitable surprise is not new with this book.

In 2003, the same year that Bazerman and Watkins published an article “Pre-
dictable Surprises” in the Harvard Business Review that led to this book, Peter
Schwartz described essentially the same phenomenon in a book titled /nevitable Sur-
prise. Both books describe and analyze the same concept and provide examples, often
the same examples. For instance, both books assert that terrorist attacks of an 11 Sep-
tember 2001 magnitude were foreseeable. Both books point out that many analysts
who closely followed terrorism predicted it was a matter of time until such attacks oc-
curred, and yet our strategic leaders were unable to prevent them. The books also ex-
plore coming surprises and again use some of the same examples, such as global
warming and America’s looming fiscal crisis. For those who may be reluctant to pick
up this book because they have already read Inevitable Surprises, it should be noted
that the Bazerman and Watkins book has added utility. While Inevitable Surprises ad-
dressed the root causes of predictable surprise and strategies to deal with them, it did so
in a passing fashion. The manner with which Bazerman and Watkins examine and ana-
lyze these two aspects distinguishes their book and makes it particularly valuable.

Bazerman and Watkins provide a more in-depth examination of the reasons,
rooted in the human condition, which often seem to render strategic leaders incapable
of preventing a foreseeable crisis. They identify failure to prevent predictable surprise
as occurring on three levels: cognitive, organizational, and political. Cognitive fail-
ures are rooted in a variety of human biases. The authors also explore four types of or-
ganizational failure, including failure to scan the environment to identify threats and
failure to integrate and analyze information from multiple sources. They then analyze
several political factors that contribute to the likelihood of a predictable surprise, vari-
ous forms of special interests that cause individuals or groups to act out of self-interest
with little regard for the effects of their actions. Their analysis is compelling and seems
complete. By examining the root causes of surprise, the authors are postured to draw
conclusions and make recommendations designed to help leaders with future crises.

What makes Predictable Surprises especially worth the time to read it is
Part II1. Chapters 7, 8, and 9 provide leaders with a framework to prevent predict-
able surprises. Bazerman and Watkins argue that leaders must instill in their organi-
zations the ability to do three things: recognize emerging threats, prioritize them,
and mobilize an effective response. They provide decisionmakers with sound analy-
sis and practical examples of when and how to use the suggested techniques, tools,
tactics, and methodologies.
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Throughout Predictable Surprises, the authors emphasize the role of leader-
ship and articulate an unwavering belief that it is possible for good leadership to make
a difference. By furnishing convincing evidence that many future problems can be an-
ticipated, the authors provide insight and understanding about the cognitive, organiza-
tional, and political factors at work in any organization that may inhibit an effective
response to looming disasters. In so doing, Bazerman and Watkins provide leaders the
analytical tools and framework to productively examine their own organizations.

One Soldier’s Story: A Memoir. By Bob Dole. New York: Harper-
Collins, 2005. 287 pages. $25.95. Reviewed by Dr. Samuel Newland
(LTC, ARNG Ret.), Professor, Department of Distance Education, US
Army War College.

For citizens who came of age in the 1960s and 70s, the name Bob Dole is
eminently familiar. Some remember him as a long-serving US senator from Kansas.
Others remember him as the fiercely combative chairman of the Republican Na-
tional Committee during the Nixon years, and subsequently as President Ford’s vice
presidential running mate in 1976. More recent generations remember him as the
unsuccessful candidate for the presidency in 1996, running against the incumbent
President, Bill Clinton. In short, through the last four decades of the 20th century,
the name Bob Dole draws to mind the image of a plain-spoken Republican politician
from the Midwest. This autobiography, however, will introduce readers to another
persona—Bob Dole, the soldier. This book, by the author’s intent, and as depicted in
its title, avoids his political career and focuses on his formative years and service as
a soldier in World War II.

Dole was born and raised in the north central Kansas town of Russell. He
was one of four children born to a family of very modest circumstances. His family
was noted for its closeness, hard work, and integrity, attributes that remain with the
former senator to this day. As an intelligent and athletic young man, Dole planned to
attend college and then medical school. Upon graduation from high school in 1941,
fall found him at the University of Kansas. While he did complete two years of col-
lege, his mind was not on his studies. Like so many young men of his generation, his
mind was on the war. On 14 December 1942 he joined the Army Reserve Corps and
the following June he entered the US Army.

Dole’s military career was in many respects unique. Although he entered the
Army in June 1943, he did not receive orders to go overseas until December 1944. Af-
ter basic training he was accepted into Officer Candidate School, but before he could
actually attend that course he was selected for the Army’s Specialized Training Pro-
gram (ASTP). Rather than being sent to another Army post, he was assigned to study
engineering at Brooklyn College in New York. The ASTP was an excellent concept,
educating bright, talented soldiers for higher levels of responsibility, but it was a lux-
ury the Army couldn’t afford. It needed more soldiers at the front. Consequently in the
spring of 1944 Dole was again sent off to school—this time to be an infantryman.
While in training he was notified that he had been accepted to attend Officer Candidate
School, and in July he was assigned to Ft. Benning, Georgia.
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Arriving in Naples, Italy, only a few days before Christmas, Dole reported
to a replacement depot and then waited impatiently for orders. When his orders fi-
nally arrived in February 1945, Dole was assigned as a platoon leader with the 10th
Mountain Division. On 18 March, he received a wound that brought him his first
Purple Heart. A little less than a month later, on 14 April, he received a much more
serious wound, one that would forever change his life. A German mortar shell shred-
ded his shoulder and damaged his spinal cord. He eventually would retire from the
Army on 29 July 1948, and in the time that elapsed between that second wound and
his retirement he endured numerous surgeries, months of physical therapy, and
came very close to dying on several occasions. Though his injuries—the loss of the
use of his right arm—made medical school unlikely, Dole was able to subsequently
finish both college and law school. He then embarked on a highly successful career
as a state and national political leader.

Several things make this book an excellent read. First, it is based both on
the senator’s recollections and a treasure trove of letters that he wrote during his col-
lege and war years. These letters and his memories provide readers another perspec-
tive on life in the United States during the war. Additionally, they reveal the courage
and determination required of a seriously wounded soldier to conquer his handicap-
ping injuries. Second, and perhaps most important, the reader is impressed by Bob
Dole’s acceptance, his lack of bitterness about what happened to him in April 1945,
only a few weeks before the end of the war in Europe.

When Tom Brokaw, the well-known television journalist, learned that
Senator Dole had more recently suffered a serious injury, Brokaw called him and
said, “Life isn’t fair.” Later, Dole mused over this statement and wrote, “On the
whole, life has been more than fair to me. I wouldn’t trade my life for any other.”
This statement is from a man who, because of the severity of his wartime injuries,
finds getting dressed every morning to be a real challenge. It is also a reflection of
the character of Bob Dole and hints at why this book is worth reading.

Losing Iraq: Inside the Postwar Reconstruction Fiasco. By David
L. Phillips. Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 2005. 292 pages. $25.00.
Reviewed by Major Keith W. Mines, USAR Ret., Political Officer,
US Embassy Ottawa; former Coalition Governance Coordinator for Al
Anbar Province (2003-2004).

The number of books on the current Iraq conflict has passed the 300 mark—
from policy reviews to battle analyses to published blog sites to assessments of the
war’s impact on the Iraqi people. Among the assortment is something for everyone,
with more to come. Within this field, Losing Iraq, by David Phillips, finds its niche as a
briefbut thorough examination of pre-war policy planning and the first year of postwar
political execution. From my perspective as the former Coalition Governance Coordi-
nator in Al Anbar province, the book doesn’t miss much as a review of what went
wrong. But its key prescription for doing things right, the “Future of Iraq Project,” may
not be the panacea that the author suggests. Moreover, it leaves unanswered the ques-
tion of what institutional fixes would enable us to do “future Iraqs” better.
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The author’s main pre-war thesis is that “Iraq was thrown into crisis when
Bush Administration officials, especially Pentagon political appointees, rushed to
war and decided to ignore the planning that was under way.” Phillips supports this
by walking the reader through his involvement in the Future of Iraq Project and
meetings with Iraqi exiles in 2002. Phillips is not prone to oversimplify, conceding
that there was legitimate hesitation to do too much postwar planning before the deci-
sion to go to war was confirmed, and he doesn’t sugarcoat the lack of consensus and
leadership among the Iraqis. Even absent a detailed plan, however, Phillips shows
convincingly that there were certain emerging themes that should have helped guide
the transition. But the Bush Administration, he says, “did not have a detailed pro-
gram, all it had was one person—Ahmed Chalabi.”

At the time the war started, Phillips paints a picture of a perfect storm: We
see no credible Iraqi leadership, squabbling factions that couldn’t agree on a frame-
work for the political transition and which would be ignored even if they could
agree. Turkey and Iran stand as unhelpful neighbors. There are interagency dis-
agreements about who “owns” the postwar phase, followed by disdain for the task
by the Pentagon after it won the initial fighting. There is no overt planning so as not
to tip our hand, and there are few international partners.

The author’s involvement in the execution phase is less direct, but his analy-
sis is still quite thorough. Here too Phillips sees a negative accumulation of decisions
that led to the very difficult subsequent slog: de-Ba’athification that put 120,000 for-
mer regime members out of work and sent the message that they would not have aplace
in the new Iraq; the disbanding of the army, which disenfranchised another 400,000;
the emplacement of a US viceroy; and no meaningful political process to engage the
Iraqis and show them that the way forward included self-government.

Phillips ends with the June 2004 interim government and an epilogue in
which he asks, “Is Iraq really lost?” The author tries to see the glass as half full, an-
swering, “Despite mishandling of Iraq’s political transition, Iraqis might yet suc-
ceed in fashioning their country into a federal democratic republic that acts as a
catalyst for reform in the Middle East, as well as a bulwark against terrorism.”

Although the author gives a very thorough analysis in a crisp 225 pages,
there are several aspects of the book that could be better. First, at times there is a bit too
much of Phillips himself—he drops names and inserts himself even when it adds little.
Second, he may trust too slavishly in the Future of Iraq Project. Dr. Brendan O’Leary,
editor of The Future of Kurdistan in Iraq, one of the best political reviews of Iraq to
date, suggested recently that the 18-state federalist solution proposed in the Future of
Iraq Project would never have worked, given the Kurdish insistence on forming an eth-
nic subregional state. The Future of Iraq Project did generate some new ideas that
would have been helpful to planners, but it was not a planning document and it cer-
tainly was not a panacea. Third, Phillips’ on-the-ground experience in Iraq was limited
to Kurdistan, while his exposure to Sunnis and Shi’ites was through his relationships
with exiles. A more well-rounded exposure would have enriched the book signifi-
cantly. Fourth, Phillips was only on the margins of the bureaucratic battles he de-
scribes, and consequently he may have missed some of the key points. It is true, as he
asserts, that the State Department was marginalized in the interagency debate, but it is
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questionable whether it could have done a better job than the Department of Defense
(DOD) in any event. Like DOD, the State Department does not have a fly-away pack-
age of civilian administrators ready to deploy to fix broken countries. Additionally, the
State Department lacks an institutional planning process for contingencies and a
standing civil affairs component that can backfill in emergencies like that of DOD. It is
entirely possible that the State Department would have done worse than DOD at man-
aging postwar Iraq, and the author’s recommendation that in the future the National
Security Council take on nation-building coordination is just as questionable.

Development of the latter point could have taken this good book with its
conventional review of a messy post-conflict operation and turned it into a must
