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Evervore reccgnizes tnat policymmakers use past
experierce to thirk about currert and potential problems arnc
to explain policies and problems tc cthers. The sheer
ubiquity of references to the past i1r documents, speeches,
and the press makes it doubtful that the past has rec impact
o policy. As Ambassadcor Nitze put it to me, "Orne carn't have
foreigrn policy without the past.” Richard Neustadt arnd Erviest
May everi supgest that decisiormakers should use more haistory
to improve decisions (1386). But agairst the eviderice that
histcry matters are the riumercus examples where '
decisiormakers used history without a great deal of thought
or used the past, as A.J.P. Taylor claimed, "'to proap up
their own prejudices'” (Jervis, 13978, p 217).

The eviderice for poor learviarng is of two types: the
cutcomes of events and extrapclations of firndirgs from
psychclopgical experimerits to political decisiormaking. More
precisely, poor cutcomes are riow ofter interpreted in terms
of psycholcagical corcepts. Wher decisiorns turn ocut pocrly,
scholars terd to research them extensively; successes rarely
merit such atternticon. Iri the process the mistakes
decisiormakers make receive extra attertion. Ore point that
somet ines comes ocut of such efforts is that decisicons are
ofters were based orn irncomplete irnfcrmatior arnd that more
history might have helped fill it in.

These findivigs, along with Taylor's complairt, carn be
accourted for iv terms of cogriitive corsistericy; motivationxl
biasj and decisiorn heuristics, such as availability,
represeritat iveriess, ard statistical base rate errcr.* frny
transfer of corcepts from psychology, however, cught to be
treated with great cautiorn. Real-world decisiormaking ard
artificially contrived decisions are not highly comparable.
Furder (13987), Neisser (1382), and Fodor (1383), all
psychclogists, offer critiques of their field or this matter;
Lebcw, Stein ard Coher (forthcomirig) demoristrate the
theoretical inadequacies of the cornsistercy approach.

Political decisionz have more dimernsiorns toc them than
psychology carn harndle, if ornly because they cross the
bourndaries of psycho-liriguistics, copgriitive psycholeogy, asnd
soccial psychology. Thus political scierntists——particularly
if they hope to keep the politics in the political
psychology——-must devise their owrn accournting of how
decisiormalking happerns. My aim irn this paper is to offer
ways of cornsidering how the past is used by poclicymakers. The
paper dces vict purport to be a theory of decisicormaking; it
relates only to the uses of history in decisiorn arnd policy
makivig.

* On consisterncy, see Jervis, 1376, Lebow, 1381%. On
tmotivational bias see Janis and Marn, 13773 Lebow, 1381.
Decisiornal heuristics are addressed by Tversky ard Kahnemary,
1371, 13728 ard Nisbett and Ross, 1380.




The eviderice for the ways to lcck at lessors from the
past are larpgely drawn from the case of Fearl Harboer and its
influerice on Americar post-war defernse poalicy. That means
the distinctions I ivclude were, fcr the wmost part, made
inductively rather than deductively. Arncther methcdological
matter should be ricted here as well. My case has almost
rever beer used iv a crisis situation, urnlike the arnalogy of
Murniich. Whether this matters for the classificaticorns I offer
is cpev: to test.

Learrning, Foor Learnivg, and Rhetoraic

Robert Jervis (1976) says that c.cisicrmakers are cverly
swayed by big, personally-experiericed evernts. These loom sc
large that fire details are lost ard cther relevant evernts
are "shouted down”, so to speak, ivi memcry. fAs a
consequerice, lessons over-simplify, cover—gerveralize arnd ocver-
value experierice. He wrote of decisiormarers, "They oftaern
mistake things that are highly spicific and situa®icrn—bournd
for more gereral characteristics because they assume
that the wmost saliernt aspects of the results were caused
by the most salierit aspects of the preceding situatior.
pecple pay more atternticrn tc what has happeried that to why
it has happered. Thus learrang is superficial,
overgenerialized, and based con post hoc ergoe propter hoco
reasorivng. As a result, the lessors learned will be applied
to a wide variety of situatiorns without a careful effcrt to
determivie whether the cases are similar on crucial dimersicrns
(p. 228).

Two brief examples may help illustrate the points above.
Churchill resisted efforts to launch amphibiocus operatiarns
during WWII ivi part because of his disastrous experiervice at
Gallipclli during WWI; this perhaps delayed urmecessarily the
invasion of Westerrn Eurcpe. Neustadt and May point cut that
Carter, thinkirg the fresidercy’s of Johrnsorn ard Kermedy were
typical, wight have dore better iv the cpering mornths of this
admivistraticrs had he carefully assessed his assumpticr that
he would have a "horeymcon” pericd with Corgress (1388).

Scmet inmes lessons do seem superficial and
overgereralized--results psychology would expect urnder scme
conditions. Simplification ard gereralizatiorn seem to be
what the mivd is all about; without that capacity we woculd be
overwhelmed with seriscry input. Memcry does it for us (See
the ravige from Craik and Lockhart (1372) to the O model of
Hivtzmar, 13686).

It is alsc the result ore gets wher orne learns.

Learning happerns wher a) orie gets a rule where there was rore
before and b) wher, through covergereralization of the rule,
one firnds out it does rnot work. So, overgerneralization may
or may rvot be poor learvnivig. The critical test is to look at
an instarce ore believes to be overgereralization and then
see what the learrver does with the rule in arcther case.

If salierice mnatters arnd leads to learnivg and
overgereralization, ther why are some seemivigly cbvicus
lessons riot learned? For instance, Jervis thought it strarge




that ricboady seemed particularly concerried about gettaing
timely warning of attack ever after the experierice of Feari
Harbor. "Orne would have expected the experierice of Fearl
Harbor toc sensitize Americar decisicri—-makers to

the dariger of surprise attack. Yet, at the start of the Ccld
War, ard indeed urtil the mid—-135@'s, the Urnited States did
not carefully guard agairist a srneak attack....Evern though alil
the protection that was rieeded was an early warning system to
provide ernicugh time for the bombs tc be dispersed...the
Urited States had only four radar staticons in cperatiorn iv
1347, and these were working only part-tinme (Jervis, 1376-
224 -25)." Jervis happens tc be ircorrect in his statemernt
that decisiormakers were rict corncerned about surprise, but it
is-—-at least on the surface—-odd that there was ric push for
more radar.

But that is only the surface. The result can be
explairied bureaucratically or psychologically——cor bath.

Fearl Harbor brought the Air Force to cernter stage ir the
defernse of the Uriited States. And the cernter of the Air
Force was the Strategic Air Command. SAC believed in
bombers; SAC believed the best deferise was arn offense.

Quite simply, SAC did rict want to sperd morey orn deferse.
The Air Defernise Command arnd NORAD, orce created, were
subordinate to SAC plarmirng and assumptions. A simple
psychclogical explanation, but orie that flies in the face of
the overgereralization hypothesis, is that there was rnothivig
toc warn against until the 195@s. The Soviets had rneither
long-rarnge bombers vior interconmtirerntal missiles; the real-
world context mattered for the problem of warning.

Thus, the combined explarnatior is that SAC had every reasorn
to believe that it could retaliate vic matter what. Only as
an actual Soviet threat began toc emerge did coricern abcocut
warning really emerge. And at that poivt policy debates
started to include view and conflicting lessons of Ffearl
Harbor.

What abocut Taylor’s complaint that history props up
prejudices? Is all use of history a matter of rhetoric?
Fearl Harbor was certainly used by different corganizations to
suppcrt their programmatic desires. The same evert thus led
different organizations arnd individuals to learrn
contradictory lessorns. Ore lesson set cut by advocates of
airpower was that the way tc prevent surprise attacks like
Fearl Harbor was to create a large, ready—-tc—attack air
force. But they had made a similar claim pefore Fearl Harbor
ever happerned. The Army claimed orne could prevent Fearl
Harbors by having a ready army——apairvn this represented a view
they had held for some time. This use of the past would
hardly surprise anyorne familiar with bureaucratic politics
and locks like good rhetoric. What is surprising is that the
Navy did vot talk about Fearl Harbor, evern though they had
the strorngest lessorn: aircraft carriers should be increased
tc protect against eviemy sea-based air. Of course, the Navy
did make that claim, but rot with a refererce to Pearl
Harbors; they used Midway as their icon.

- ~
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Nor is this all., The political cutcomes were differert.
No one believed the Army's use of Pearl Harbory almost
everyore ~dopted the Air Force's corcept. A contirngent ivn
Corgress kept their cliernt, the Navy, iv ships despite the
eviderice at the time that there did rict seem to be much weork
for the Navy anymore.

Let's corsider orne last case of usirg the npast before
getting to the assessmernt *task ard ask if it was gcod
learvivg, poor learwning, or rhetoric. The Cubar Missile
Crisis decisiormakers used referervrces tc the past ard the
cutcome turried ocut well. Kerviedy thought of WWI and the
interwar pericd. His brother introcduced FPearl Harbor intc
the deliberatiors. Erriest May commerids them for the wider
historical rarnge of their lessorns. The brcader sweep of
history may well have operied and closed opiions to the

beriefit of all corcerred. -

Yet, it is riot clear why WWI or fearl Harbor were good
arialogies. The slide to war in July 1314 eritailed a series
of miscalculations by a rumber of different countries; ornly
two were irwvolved ivn Cuba. There were ro ruclear weapons in
13143 that was the poirt of the Cubar crisis. The Germarns
had well-developed cfferisive plans for their forces, which
were matched by those of Frarnce and Russiag iv Cuba, the
Soviets had ric local predominarce of force and may have beew
atqempting to secure a marginally better strategic balarce
with the United States. As for Fearl Harbor, Der+ Achescn
himself attacked the arnalcpgy in arn ExCom meetirg, ivn effect
saying that the riotiorn of a "Pearl Harbkor in reverse” was
analogical rnonsernse. That demonstration of the logical ard
factual errors of the aralogy rnotwithstarding, the
policymakers did charnge behaviors in light of the Pearil
Harbor (arnd eve of WWI) amalogy.

The riotion of refererces to the past as rhetoric
gevierally seems to be ard externsion of the sort Tayler
raised. The referavice props 2p a prejudice or a preferred
course of action. FPresumably it dces riot actually structure
the way the speaker imagivies the situatior. But, even
supposing Robert Kerwmedy was just tryivig to use the arnalcgy
to divert atterntion from the surprise air strike, the fact of
restructuring their problem. Perhaps, as Janis (1372) has
noted, its strorigest point had nothing to do with the facts
of the past ard the presert case, but with the moral
implications of the actiorns they were deliberativig upori. In
my view, theri, the idea that a rhetorical use of the past is
ot a "real” or a "goocd” use of the past holds little water.
The erntire point of rhetoric is to persuade or inspirej if
octhers charge their mirds, ther the past has helped shape the
presernit ro matter what the speaker’s relationship with the
lessori might be.

Similarly, this example illustrates how deficiercies iwn
content and lopic may ultimately riot wmatter irn the guality or
politival efficacy of a lesson. They are elemernts that
should be included iv an assessmert of lessons, but the
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coritext and the effects of the lessor rieed to be cornsidered
as well. Folitical lessons of the past are public; they are
directed tc & public erd. That mearns the lesscorns are for a
purpose. And that in turrn means that history deoes riot create
pclitical lessunsi policymakers do.

How to Assess Lessons

The first thing the researcher must decide is whether to
make the case that learning has cccurred or to identify the
uses of lessons ivi public debate. There is a world of
differerce betweeri the two. The former, of riecessity, is
about charige over time. The latter cculd be about recurvent
patterns of political discourse or abocut the ideclogical
structure of policy debate. Both produce impcrtant
poclitical ocutcomes arnd rico doubt overlap at poarts. But the
case for learning has data reguiremerts abcocve those that the
uses apprcach has.

Zimmermas and Axelrod (1381) conducted a cornternt
analysis ory Soviet lessons of Viewrnam based orm articles from
a wide range of magazivres and rewspapers. They courted
bundreds of and persuasively argued that there were
significant ideclogical differerices betweer the differert
publications, reflectivig in turn differert policy prefererces
among Sovaiet policy-makers arnd irntellectuals. Their
discussion of these ideclogical arnd bureaucratic differerces,
drawrn from the lessons learrned, has beeri borve cut by everts.
The 'doves’ they identified in their research are nov, in
fact, irn Gorbachev’s brairn trust, and policy is taking on
hues consonant with the schools of thought Zimmerman and
Axelrod had suggested might develcop.

Their arnalysis, at that point, was rot about learrang in
the serise that I use the term learrning. Tc make that case,
they would have had tc show what the relevant writers
believed about force, rnatiornal liberation movements, ard so
forth before the U.S. got so deeply involved iv Vietwam.
Ther, the authors would have had toc show that lessons from
Vietram led to new corceptualizations of the political world.
The data base they created, however, is clear ercugh to
assess ernsuwing learning abcut force, ete.

Zimmermars and Axelrod defived a lesson as “'arn explicit
soelicy-relevant statement that is based on experierce that
t.as at least an implied applicability toc later everts'”

(p 6). This definiticr has much to commerd itself. First,
it makes clear that a lessorn the past reeds to be explicit
arnd based ovi experierce, although there are levels of
explicitriess, as we shall see. Secord it recognizes that
poclitical learving must be relevant to policy. The "implied
applicability to later everts” is perhaps urnrnecessary. The
writers are already trying to sclve a problem cr promcte a
sclution, thus the applicability comes with the lessaorn.

The defivition leaves hargirng two particularly vexirng
coursting problems due to its demard for an explicit policy-
relevant statemert. Although clear statements like "aircraft
should viot be parked wingtip to wingtip to avoid destruction
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in a Fearl Harbor-type surprise attack are the ideal lesscr
format, referervces ta the past may alsc be present ivi twe
cther settings. First, the overall structure of an argumert
can bear striking similarities tc the original event, but
there is rno direct referevce. Second, an author talking
soocut ancther perscn's argument may bring up the evert evew
though the other persor did rct, thus raising the problem of
dealivig with both the direct and the implied

cormect ions.

It would be difficult tc rotice the first setting if ore
has vo Hricwledge of the scurce (original) evernt. Therefore,
a brief event histcry rieeds to be developed pricr *- any
search for lesscns. The evernt or scurce history is best
gained by reading a rumber of geveral histories and then
writing a brief description of what happeried. For Pearl
Harbor, for irnstance, I begarn with Frarnge (1381, 13986) arnd
Roberta Wohlstetter (1962). The paint of this, of course, is
rot to write history, but to establish a rough baselivne as to
what happevied ivi the past evert, according to contempocrary
and mcdern accounts, so that the researcher carn recognize
aralogical refererces to the evernt evern when the name of the
everit is left cut. This data alsc will assist the researcher
later iv assessirnpg the content quality of lessorns.

Here is an example of a structural refererce to Pearl
Harbcr. A report by Air Chief of Staff, Gern. Spaatz to the
Secretary of the Air Forecz in 1347 had the following passzpge:
The United States should be ready arnd determired

"to take prompt arnd effective military action abrocad
to anticipate arnd prevert attack. Wheri it beccomes
evident that forces of aggressior are being arrayed
against us by a potential eriemy, we carmoct afford,
through any misguided and perilous idea of avoidirg an
agg~essive attitude to permit the first blow.to be
struck agairst us. Our goverrment, under such
conditions, should press the issue to a prompt
political decision, while making all preparations to
strike the first blow if rnecessary. ” {(Varnderiberg
Fapers pg 23)
Although there is vno direct refererce to Fearl Harbor, a
rumber of poirnts suggest the cormection. First, of course,
is the corcerw with getting hit first, at the very start of
the war. This had riot beern a problem pricr to WWII, Secard,
is the rnotion of ircreasing ternsiorns as expressed in "forces
of aggression arrayed agairnst us,” which does describe the
drawrn out setting of US Japanese relations—-althcough it could
alsc describe the detericration of political cornditions in
gereral before WWII. Next is the point of avoiding an
aggressive attitude. Some pecple felt Roosevelt had beern too
armious about not giving Japarn a reason for war. There is
alsc an explicit action statement: hit first if riecessary.

The secord situation, which I will call an issue

reference, entails, as ricted above, & situaticrn where cre
author (hereafter A) is discussing the view of evicther writer
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or policymaker (hereafter E) or a given problem. Evidently E
did riot actially refer toc the scurce evert with respect tc
the gereral problem, but A raises the specter of the evert.

I supgest givirg more weight to the direct refererce, but
alsc flapgirng or giving a weighted cournt to the gereral
topic as orne that may have strong implicit correcticrns to the
source event. Irn cther words, other policymakers may alsc
have the event in mind or, at the very least, readily
recogrize the relevarice of the past everit toc the currert
problemn.




Sirnce conitext arnd purpcase matter in political lesson
making, additiormal infcrmaticrn, whev available, should alsc
be reccrded. I suggest the following bte irncluded: whe sasd
it and in what setting. HKriowing who said it (imdividual is
easier to hardle thar bureauc-~atic, but crganizat:icnal
lessons are legitimate game, iv my view) may permit ar
arvalysis of schoals of thought like that offered by
Zimmermar: arnd Axelrod.

The setting has a rumber of important comporernts to it.
First, where did the refererice coccur? A formerly classified
document is a very differevt medium than a popular riewspaper
or radic address. Secord, what political problem was the
article or documerit addressirig when the refererice was made?
Third, who was the internded audierice—-fellow bureaucrats,
Corgress, the publiec? Fourth, was the refererice used in a
settirg of crisis or routive policymaking? Arnd last, were
there refererces toc octher specific everits meriticried in
conjucticrn with the scurce evert urder study? In the deferise
documerits I read, FPearl Harbor is almost always used alcore.
Only orn two cccassiorns did it co-ccour with its close
diplomatic vieighbor, Murich. Ovwe should cross refererce any
cther historical analogies. The preserce of other arzlogies

studying had a strorg impact orn policy, but it strepgthens
the case for scund decisicrmaking. The more historical
refererices, the better the charices that decisiormakers are
tryivg cut & variety of images toc give shape to a current

problemn.
Rasel ivies

With the information collected so far, crie car iderntify
types of lesscrns and scnoals of thought. Orne could alsc get
a good feel for the political problems typically asscciated
with a giver evert. Inn the case of Fearl Harbecr, I kriow that
surprise attack, vulrerability, corganizatiori of the deferise
establishmert ar2 problems likely to conjure up December 7,
13941. But the informatior would rot say anything about
whether decisicrmakers have learned from the evert. Learrning
as I am usirg it hear, mearns charge caused by an experierce.
Folitical learning cornsegquernitly should be reflected in
altered policy and/or iv the categories iv which the
paolitical world is divided after the evernt.

To make the case for learrning, cre must get a baselire
ori what relevart policymakers believed about the world pricor
to the everit. This baselire, of riecessity, must be built up
through a back and forth movemerit from the data collected on
refererces to the source evert and important pre-evernt
statements by the same, or furctionally similar, actors.

The guictest way to get started is to check the information
ovi the "problem” begiv addressed wher a refererce tca the past
is made. Sirnce policy debates rarely disappear erntirely, the
poclitical problems cormected with the post-evernt era may
prove helpful guides tc importart viewpoints of the pre-evernt
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pericd. The better crie carn cutlirve the thrust of the main
pcints of policy disagreemert, the better ore will be able to
assess the depree and Girectiorn of learrning.

Corsider the classic example of Seriatcor Vardernberg cn
Americarn vulrerability to air attack. Prior to WWII, Serator
Varideriberg had beers of isclaticriist senitimert; he felt the
ccears "moats"” pave the Urnited States special protecticn from
the rieed Eurcpear states had to deferd themselves arnd get
involved heavily in foreign affairs. Irn the 133@'s, hawever,
he alsc had cccassior to discuss this view of American
vulrierability with his riephew, Hoyt Varnderiberg, who was &
member of the Army Air Corps (he everitually became Air Chief
of Staff). According to the Senator’s scon, the youry of ficer
argued vehemeritly with his uricle, ”’'That the airplare would
be a domirart factor ir ary future wars’....l caw recall mary
corversations in which the thern jurior officer...argued
heatedly against my father’s belief that the ccears were
'moats’ protectivg Americar from foreigr wars. Fearl Harbor
ernded the argumert.” (Seri.. Varderiberg Fapers, Xix).

Some years after the attack, Serator Varideriberg wrote:
"In my own mird, my corvictiors regard.vg ivterraticral
cocperatiorn and collective security for peace took firm
focrm crn the afterrcorn of the Pearl Harbor attack. That da:’
erded isclationism for arny realist.” His conversion to a
mcre activist stand was riot guite as sudder as that diary
ertry would irndicate (he still believed immediately after the
attack that a differert rieutrality starnce wmight have kept us '
out of WWII), his charpge of mird cccured more gradually
durivg the span «f the war. Evidertly, however, the attack
did destroy his belief ivi the ccearn moats. Orice that
critical assumpticri was gorie, cther views chariged as evernits
proffered their opporturnities ard dangers.

The sides of the vulrerability issue represerted by the
two Varderibergs represernt rather well the basic division irn
the ration during the irterwar pericd. Figure 1 offers a
summary of the frmy RAir Corps, Navy, arnd civiliarn views of
vulrmerability to attack ard what to do about it. Pearl
Harbor did riot seem toc charige the overall oriertatior of the
airmer, but it did alter the perceptiorns of important
civiliarns. The example of vulrierability may be quite urwusual
in that the sides of the issue were sc clearly delireated
that arn event really ccoculd "falsify” the central teret of the
daminant, rno-vulrerability schaol of thought.

At this point, the researcher reeds toc refire the data
through further arnalysis of the lessons orn a variety of
dimersions. I used five dimerisiors: cortert, target 5
mappings, statistical logic, problem-sclving logic, ard
external social validity. Taken together they provide a
broader picture for assessirg lessorns tharn does corne that
relies on content and statistical ‘egic. By piving
consideration to all the dimersicns ore both cvercomes the
inhererit limitations of psychological research and keeps the
politics iv the aralysis.

<4
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Figure 1
Interwar Views orn Vulrierabilaty

Army ARir Corps

Threat: air attack

Assumpticn: US vulrnerable to cir attack.

Strategy: Defeat other's air force. IF riecessary, destroy
ereny's industrial capacity. Capacity to do either will
deter war.

Implementatiori of Strategy: Ering airpower to bear with
bombers arnd fighters.

Corisequerices of above: Battles fought over cwn or erieny's
terraitory. Failure to prepare may lead to defeat.

Folicy choice: Build a storng air force based on bombers.
don't waste morey or & large army or navy.

Navy

Threat: Evieny Navy

Assunptiorn: Only threat to US is seaborrne

Strategy: Defeat cocther wation's fleet; capacity to do so will
deter war.

Implemeritation: Bring firepower toc bear with battleshi;ns

Corisequerices of Abave: Rattles fought away from US. shores;
riaval battles will be decisive.

Policy Chcocice: Builld strovwg riavy based on battleships.
Don't waste moriey or large army or on carriers or onm air
corps.

Gerieral Civiliarn View
Threat: Nore likely, pcssible sea-borre danger to ccasts.
Assumption: Oceans protect U.S. from ready attack.
Strategy: Frovide for navy, small arimny
Stay ocut of intervaticral affairs when possible
Cornsequerices of Above: No vreed for large military,
especially rict air power, which locks like it could be
orferisive weapor if it were ever tc become a viable
techriclogy.
Folicy choiece: Build navy, (but seek rnaval arms
limitatiorns) 3 use army for cocastal ard border deferse.




Cantent refers, as ore would enpect, v Row mpuch
informatiorn about the past everit is kept ir the leascr:. A
lessors like "radar warring may wnict prevernt surprise” is
uriexceptiorial, but well withiri the conterit bourids of the
Fearl Harbcr experiervce. Of greater interest, arg of higher
corniterit, would be an erntire paragraph orn radar, Pearl Harbor,
and warvirng. Through the use of the issue history, corne could
learrs a great ‘eal more about radar warving and the attack.
Radar had Ju. beers iristalled at Oparia arnd reither the mern
ror the officers were fully traired on the equipmerit. The
Oparia station reported blips; but were told by the officer in
charge to igricre them ard close dowrn. The officer kriew that
B-17s were due in, soc that's what he thought the nmers were
seeirg. The mers did riot thirk to report the directiori of the
blips or the sizej} the officer did riot ask. Radar warmning
might have preverited surprise had there beeri proper trairnivg.
Therefore well-equipped and well-trairvied radar cperatcrs are
reeded if tactical warmning is to be provided in & timely
marmer, This irnformatiors was kricwn to the marny irndividuals
who iriwvestigated the fPeari Harbor attack.

But as currertly stated, it is rict a full scale lesscr,
because it is incompletely lirked to a specific problem and
pclicy recommeritatiorn focr solving the problem. Here is where
one really looks at the match betweer the lessor arnd a
currert problem. Target mappirigs relate a past everit tc a
rew everit or problem. They take into corsideratiori whether
attributes from the scurce (past) everit seem to be matched to
features of the tarpget (riew) everit. Let's assume the target
procblem iv the previocus paragraph is the acquisition of
tactical warrning. Relevarit data from the scurce evert are
used tc make a gereralizution about the target problen. It
would be ary everi better mappirng, if it wert or toc to say that
radar warrning may rict be recogriized wheri alterriate
explanations are available (the B-17s), therefore establish
procedures for responding to radar informatior.

Target mappirgs help us deterw® . the degree to which
irifformatiors from the source everit has beers used to structure
a policy problem. A low value (I have yet to develop a sure
way to decide whether the value is low or tighy at present I
still wmake Judgmert calls) irndicates that the refererce is
beirg made to arcuse palitical interest, rict to structure an
issue. For irvnstarice, the dariger of arn "ecoriomic Pearl
Harbcr” does viot map because there is ric scurce conternt ard
the target issue is ouite diffuse.

Nor would we courit as a target mapping discussicons o
how the past everit was caused uriless the corclusions are then
turred irntc policy recommerdatiorns. Ore cause of Burprise at
Fearl was Geri. Marshall’s refusal toc use ar urisecure
telephome to warn Gen. Shcort about the 13-Fart message fron
Japars formally breaking of f relations. Uriless this is turned
irto a rule about telephore calls irn specified emergervicies,
it is riot a mappirg (amd ir this case, there does rnct appear
to have beers such a rule created). I a related vein, we
would riot courit as mappirigs priviciples from the source evernt
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not tied to a specific policy. The statement, 'we should
prevernit Pearl Harbcors by improvirvg deferse” is riot a mapping.
Paul Nitze's statemerit to a college audierce that we should
preverit Pearl Harbors by building SDI dces ccunt as a
mappirig, but it would rot be as strovig a mapping as the radar
warnivd example.

Inn ny experierce, mappirngs and high levels of corternt
terd to the prcosaic. These are the bread-arnd—-butter uses of
the past. High content ztatements iv policy documerits tend
to cococur in ¢ lose temporal proxinity to the scurce evert.
Strong mappangs tend to ccour whew the policy problen is
limited in scope, but amcrphcus with respect to sclutior.




The third dimernsicon for assessmert, formal or
statistical logic, relates to the point made earlier that
marny assessments of the quality of decisiomaking rely crn
psychological studies of decisiorial heuristics. FPecople often
make errors of lapgic. By arn error I near a deviation from a |
rnormative model of reasorn, for irstarce a failure to cornsider |
the statistical base rate for the cccurrerce of a phericnercn
{Furider, 1987). It is rict a bad idea tc use ore or more
formal or statistical logical eriteria ivn the assessment of
lessons. The base rate idea is, to my mind, potertially the
most useful. Pecple tend to igriore baselire rates in favor
cf specific, but possibly rov—diagricstic, informatiorn. Feor
instarce,Givers infocrmaticr that a sample is 7@% doctcrs arnd
3@% lawyers, studernt subjects in psychcoclopy experimerts have
cften beers thrown of f by specific informatiorn about the
individuals ivi the sample (Nisbett ard Rcss, 13803 Holland et
al, 13986). Although the best guess as tc cccupatiorn is
always tc say doctor, subjects will routirely attempt to
guess the cccupation of a givern individual from information
about the person. Or, if asked for the probability that a
giveri member of the sample is a lawyer, the subject might
ever say it's. 50/9@. Specific informatiorn overwhelms more
general informatior.

This laboratory result contradicts the findirgs that
decisiormakers overgeveralize. Rather thar predictirg toc
little attertion to details, this logical error sugpests |
decisicrmakers may try to firesse judgmerits by basivg them on
individual, rather thar aggrepgate, data. I rather suspect
this is quite likely wheri the ccocrnsequerces of beivyg wrorng
once, are excepticonally high. 8Statistically, it doesrn't seen
that ruclear wars arise from crises, but it just might be
foolish and lethal to stick with the codds in any given
erisis,

Inn the real world, morecver, assessing baseliries turns
cut to be very difficult. Decisiormakers kriow per foctly well
that mary factors produce actions, and sc it comes as ro
wornder that baselivie-setting erds up low on their agerdas.
Very rarely did I fird pclicymakers referivg tc how oftern
major surprise attacks had cccurred in the past. Scometimes
blitzkrieg came up, but almost always in refererice to
Eurcpeari war, rnot the danger of surprise attack on the United
States. I riever fourd ore that irncluded the example of
indiarn surprise attacks. Nevertheless, applyirng criteria
from a ricrmative mcdel of ratioriality has its usefulress in
assessing the qQuality of lessorns from the past. Bauselirne
rates for similar events, should establishivng them be
possible, could serve as a useful cutside check or the amount
of effort devoted by policymakers to rough estimates of haw
likely a given cutcome is.

Decisicrmakers do use events as elements in problem-
sclving, thus my diwmension of problem sclving logie. Four
types of logic commonly appear: exemplar, principle, arialcogy
and trerd. I my view, the listing just given poes in
ascerding order from sSimplest to most complex.
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Ar examplar, as th=2 rname implies, is an example used to
anchor arn argument. Prior to Pearl Harbor, the zirmen had a
well-structured, but uranchored, argumerit abocut American
vulrierability to air attack. Try as they might, however, few
Amer-icans believed their argument was scund-—and for gocd
reascri. In contrast to the airpower argument, was the strorg
evirderice from WWI and from the existing aircraft techriclogy
that airpower could rnot be used iv a strategic fashion to
shape the cutcome of war. WW! aces had wor their fame iwn
battlefield erccurters or in recormaissance furctions, nct in
bombing campaigrns against the irndustrial might of Germary.
Thus, the Army officially concluded that the role of airpower
was troocp support by keepirig eriemy aircraft from harrassing
the troops and recormaissarice. Irn additicn to the eviderce
from the Great War, there was the issue of poterntial erviemies
of the United States. Neither Carada rior Mexico posed arny
threat to the United States ard only rnaticns actually
bordering the U.S. could bring airpower to bear, givern the
techrclogy of the day. As Fresident Coclidge so eloquertly
put it, "Who's gorma attack us’?

A »srirncinle is a guide to action. A privnciple drawn
from history is statement about action plus a refererce to an
evert. It comes closest toc Zimmerman arnd Axelrod’s
definitiorn of a lesson of history. Irn refererice ta the
problem of vulrerable weapors, Serator John Kermnedy wrote i
& preface to Liddle Hart’s, Deterrerce cor Defernse, "'We have
rno right to tempt Scviet plarmers arnd political leaders with
the possibility of catching cur aircraft and urnprotected
missiles on the ground, in a gigantic Fearl Harbor..'” (as
quoted in Freedmarn 1382, p 415). Ir many ways, the privciple
is alsc a mappivg; but, as the discussiorn on mappings showed,
rnot all principles are mappirnpgs.

fAralogy as a reasoning techrnique, rather tharn a locose
designation of any cormection betweern ore evernt arnd ancther,
requires close attentiorn to the similarities ard differervces
betweers the past ard present. Geri. Vanderiberg, for irnstarnce,
in explaining the Polar Concept-—that the shortest distarnce
betweers North America ard Eurasia was over the North Fole—-
told a radic audiernce

"I do not warnt to be misurderstcocod orn this matter of
the "Polar corcept.’ Raids across the arctic could do
much damage to American irndustry. They would rnot
rnecessarily, however, irn themselves brirg about defeat
of the United States so long as our pecple were
determivied and had made adequate advarice preparation.
The effect of such raids in the begirmirng of a war
would be very similiar to the effect on the Pacific
war of the Japarese attack at Pearl Harbor. By
immobilizivig our Pacific Fleet, the Japariese succeeded
inn gaining a time advantage of approximately eighteen
moriths during which they were able to carry cut their
ceccupations of the FPhilippires, Malaya, arnd the
Netherlards Eatst Indies. Everntually, the
United States fleet, by the power of Aunericarn industry
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and the dete-~mination of the pecple, was reconstituted
ard became what was probably the most powerful single
Ffactar iv the finai defeat of the Japarnese,” {(Detroit
Talk, Rpril 13247, Vandenberg papers, Box 83, pp 14-i5.

A trend consists of taking cre feature of a givern event
v extrapolating it forward, ard sometimes alsc backward,
into time. Thus, toaday's events carn be used to restructure
the past and/cr the past carn organize the future. Gerverally
speaking, a decisicormarer who draws trends backwards and
forwards is engaged in more sophisticated reascrming than orne
whe anly locoks forward, because this alsc eritails a limited
form of arnalagy. Trends are likely to be employed i
problems with high levels of uricertainty and urnclear
bocundaries. They may serve tc gerierate data, rnot just modify
it as in an aralogy. One simple trernd from Fearl Harbor was
that any potential aggressor would also employ a surprise
attack strategy against the United States. This trerd was
further amplified with the advert of riuclear weapons.

The last dimernsion to check is that of external sccial
reascanable. In political discourse the accuracy of a lessorn
will largely be determived by cthers, rict by cold-blooded
aralysis of the level of factual coartert and statistical
legic of the lessan. ft the same time, however, the wider
audiernce does cornstrairn what’s acceptable arnd logical.

Fecple would thivrik it quite cdd for a policymaker to say that
the Battle of GCettysburg caused Fearl Harborji but it was, in
fact, permissible to corriect the live from Livcolrn’s
Gettysburg Address... "We here highly resclve that these dead
shall rnict have died ir vairn...” with the tattered Americarn
flag of the Battleship Arizona ard the admoniticri "Remember
Dec. 7th!” on a wartime poster {origival in Naticoral
Archives). Or, to return to the example of the Arny’s
attempt toc use Pearl Harbor to justify a large, universal
military trairning system, it proved urreascornable toc cthers
for the Army policymakers to claim that Fearl Harbor showed
the value of land forces. Yet it was possible to use the
event to strevngthen the claim that airpower was esserntial and
for advecates of bombeirz= to gain political clout they had rct
had before.

if other everts pop up along with the one urnder study,
ther it is likely that veither the evernt rior the lessors have

- high levels of extermnal validity-—-there is public counflict
over poliby and over the appropriate lesscorns to be drawn from
the past. If orv a givern problem different lessons from the
same event are drawn, ther the evert has high exterral
validity, everi though the lessors may rict.

Putting it Together

The problem—-scolving logics discussed serve importarnt
rhetorical furcticons that help iricrease the charvices of
believability by cthers. Exemplars help bolster am argument.
Arialogies ard trends gustify, explain, ard legitimate.
Bolstering uses exemplars to make a case persuasive; the
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rhetorical aim 1s to show that a policy advocated i1v the past
woulc have prevernted or altered the cutcome of the scurce
event. This ther leads the listerier to the conclusiors that
the past preferred policy was correct and shiould be
implemented. Columrist A. Krock of the New York Times rnoted
crn December 14, 1341 that Gereral William "Billy"” Mitchell
had warred the rnation about a Japarese surprise attack in the
mic—-1328s, but vno cre paid attertion. For Krock, the attack
on Feari showed how the airmen had beern right all alorng.
Iliustration 1 reprcduces a remarkable 1324 cartoon orn the
Mitchell prophesy. The Army airmers through the pericd of
recrganizaticrn of the deferize establishmert after WWII
typically used bolsterirng with exemplars to make their case.
Principles carn alsc be used with exemplars to bolster arn
argument.

Frinciples, analcgies, and trerds help legitimate,
explain, arnd Justify palicies (see Graber, 138% arnd
Vertzberger, 138c fcr related arnalyses). Arn urnpopular policy
might be legitimated through the use of & prirnciple:
aggressors always use surprise, like the Japarese did at
Pearl Harborj; we must build cur deferises so vc aggresscor can
take that risk.

Arialcgies and privciples can explaiv what is going or,
thus helping to gustify a policy. Gewi. Vardernbery tcld a
radic audience that the riation must fear slippivg "back into
the prewar system that brocught us to the brink of riaticral
disaster at Fearl Harbor.” He refered to the Corgressional
Irvquiry intc the Pearl Harbcr attack ard thern confided to his
audierice.

"New sernsations appear daily. New riames fall urder
the shadow of blame. But for four years since December
7, 1341, the rugged commor sernse of the Rmerican
pecple has krniown that the arch crimival was rieither a
mar ivi blue, wor a man in khaki, but a system——the
system which divided the resporsibility for defendirng
this country betweeri two departmerits, which caused the
command of an island the size of the District of
Columbia to be divided betweern a Mavy admiral
fellowing ore set of orders and the Army gereral
following ancther set of orders--the system which
failed to train those mer to work together, to
understard each cocthers' problems, arnd to follow a
sirngle leadership....1it is that system which is orn
trial ir. the Fearl Harbor irnvestigations” (Speech in
Philadelphia or POW day, Brcadecast by WPEN 15 Dec.
1345, Box 83, Geri. Varderiberg Fapers, L3C).

Ger. Yandernberg continuwed by contrasting that hearing
with the Unificatiorn hearirigs. "The ercocuraging thing about
the whole matter is that in ancther room on Capitol Hill
sometring is being dorne abocut it. The military Affairs
Committee ivy the Serate is considering a bill to join the
Services together.... {lbid, p 2).

Varderiberg used a variety of strategies to cornvivnice his
audience~-rict all of them entailing the use of the past. FEut
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let's consider 1t 1v terwms of the dimensions offered. It has
a high leveli of content: much of the proablem at Fearl dig
have to do with miscommunications arnd mismatched goals
betweers the Departmerits of the Army ard the Navy. This was
alsc information his audierce would have had ready access to,
because there had beeri si. investigatiomns ivitc the attack
prior to the large and highly publicized Joint Corngressicral
Investigation. Thus the charces are good that his discussicon
had high extervial sccial validity. The matcnivg is good:
past crganizaticnal methods were conmected to the pearld
Harbor disaster, therefore a charnge iv the methods used in
the past—-a unified deferse departmert--will make fcr better
deferise. The formal logic was rnot good. He did rict discuss
alternate methods of deferise crpganization (e.g. a real
Gerieral Staff) or the organizatiovrial failures that led to
surprise in other settings. He employed a variety of problem
saliving techniques. Fearl Harbor was the exemplar of
everythivig wrorng with defernse orgarnization; he did rict say a
thing about why it was that the riation maraged toc wirn the
greatest war in the nation’s history with the cld-fashioned
system. He created a specific principle: two departments
lead to disaster. He did little analogical reasoning, in the
serise I employ that corncept. Sclid arnalogical reasonirng
wculd have cornsidered the ways iv which the currant problem
would viot fit the past case. In all, Varderiberg's use of the
past was quite gocd, especially giver his audierce.

Let’s cornsider ancther example of toc see how trerds and
analogy are used. FRaul Nitze authcored the Strategic bombing
Survey for Japan {(arnd contributed to the Eurcpear survey) and
NSC-68. NSC-68 set the ratiorn on the path toc a large ruclear
retaliatory force. in it, he argued that riuclear weapons
would give the surprise attack rew force, because ruclear
surprise attachs might well lead to arn immediate erd to
the war. Although marny policymakers and scholars during the
1345-5@ period, had roted the differerce ruclear weaporns
made, Nitze was ore of the earliest tc thirk about the
difference. In this he was, at least partially, influerced
by the work in the Bombing Survey arnd by Pearl Harbor. While
looking cver the damage at Hiroshima arnd Nagasaki, he scught
tc urderstand how big the atomic bomb was. FPearl Harber cane
to mivd. As he recalled, he tried to compare the damages at
the two sites irn crder to calibrate the damage ar atomic bomb
ccuvld do. He asked himself how mary convernticral bombs, like
at Pearl, it would have takerm toc do the damage the sirgle
bombs did irv Japarn. From that, he estimated the destructive
power of the atomic weaporn to be or the order of two or three
maynitudes of damage greater than for corvertioral weapors
{interview, 1384).

Nitze took two roughly Hriowr quantities arnd compared
them——a basic form of amalogy. What he warted to kriow was
rioct the exact rumber of sorties riereded to attack Hiroshima
and Nagasaki convernticrnally, but rather how big a differerce
thee was betweer corvertioral arnd atumic weapons. The
cormecticon betweer the cuntents of the everts arnd the
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conclusicn were warranted. The analcgical logic of the
aralysis was appropriately limited arnd aided his
uriderstancing of the rnovel weapon.

Ther, at the point of writing NSC-88, he tock the data
orn the differerce btetweer atomic and converticnal weaparns to
a riew problemn: what should the U.5. do as the Soviets build
up their ruclear weapons stockpile? He corncluded, as did
cther studerits of deterrerce, that the rext war wcould
tharn that of Pearl Harhborj he corncluded that the Urnited
States had to deter agoression by threa*eririg respornse in
kird. Here, his cornrectior tc the facts of Pearl Harbor
became more termocus, but his cormectiors to the results of his
earlier aralysis of the destructiveriess of atomic bombs held.
Essentially Nitze took the extreme destructior of atomic
weapons understcocd through the analogy to Pear. Harbor, arnd
drew a irend backwards toc Pearl Harbor. Had Japan the atomic
bomb, the damage woculd certainly have beers much werse for the
US ard would have takern less Japarese effort. His riext step
was to take that result ard draw a trerd forward to a
poctential aggressive move by the Scoviets. If fFearl Harbor
wauld have beev worse for the US, but easier for Japarn, then
would rict the same relatiornship hold for the Soviets?

Nitze learried about the bomb with the aid of Pearl
Harbor. He could rot have had an opinion on atomic weaporns
prior to Pearl Harbor, of course, but the attack did help him
understard what the riovel weapors was all abocut. That
learning was put tc use to conceptualize the emerging prablem
of Scviet riuclear capabilities arnd to advocate a particular
palicy.

There were cther surprise attacks to consider, arnd Nitze
did riot do that, sc assessmerit on the fcrmal logic dimersicon
would yield a low score. So, for that matter, would the
conterit dimersion; very little of Pearl Harbor is contained
iri Nitze's long live of reasoning. But its problem-sclvirng
logic was excellent; the "destructiveriess” factor was a very
good use of analogy. The infererce about what an intelligernt
eriemy might do militarily, developed through the
extrapoclation of a trernd on the utility of surprise, was
quite plausible. It’s clear how the inferevice was made. The
way he hardled Pearl Harbor, the bomb, ard future darniger,
morecver, shows a clear awareress that he was rict expecting
ancther Pearl Harborj he was expectirg a giant, ruclear Pearl
Harbcr. Nitze had factored the bowb irto his aralysisy he
was rict overgereralizing a lesson from Pearl Harbor, he was
rioting the limits of Pearl Harbor. A% for exterrnal scocial
validity, his use of Pearl Harbor and Hirocshima both must
receive high marks. His view was shared by marny schcolars and
policy makers—-his argumerits made perfect serise givern the
discussion® of the day ard experierce.
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Coeviclusion

Decisiormakers do rot use history all that poorly wner
the political context and the actual corternt of lesscris are
taker into account. They do riot seem to overgereralize or
oversimplify; if arything the cpposite cccurs. Decisicrimakers
do pay attentior to currernt corntext arnd that coanitext, rict the
past, heavily influerces the uses of the past.

Simplificatior, arises cof necessity; after all ore sclves
puzzles step-by-step, rict all at once. Iri this regard,
res=2arch intc how pulicymakers solve ambiguocus ard complex
problems with help from the past may aid psycholagical
researchers. Ore way simplification seems to work is by
taking ore aspect of a prablem ard amplifyinig it. This
finding is consisterit with the description Keith Holyoak
(1384) makes about sciertific inter arnd intra domair
analogies (pp 206-203). The logic may riot be correct in a
Bayesiarn serise, but it works well quite ofter.

Decisicrmakers do use history to prop up their
prejudices, but the prejudices are after shared by others.
That makes the impleme-tatiorn of policy practical arnd
possible. Evern in settivgs of public talk with citizerns,
policymakers must ackricwledpe gereral opiniions about what
happeried ivi a past everit, while at the same time structuring
the past everit iri such a way as to lead the citizerry to
cesired infererices about currernt policy.

It will riot do to adopt uricritically the firndirgs from
psychcology abcut how pecple reascr, remember, and judge.
Those firdings are derived from the laboratory, arnd the real
world is far more complex thar any laboratory experimernt.
Irdeed, the context and knowledge subjects brivigp to the lab
may overwhelm ary apparert effects of the experimerntal
stimulus. As Dorald Furder ( 1387) put it, "The criteria for
evaluating social judgmernt reside rict in the lab, where all
you can study is the process, but in the world, where their
conterit is (p 87)." Political scierntists irterested in
political psychology cught to use their cases r.ot to
ratify laboratory firdivrgs, but to discover how policymakers
do learn, reasor, arnd communicate about public, political
matters.
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