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Summary

This dissertation examines the practice of writing military history in conjunction with
military theory. It shows that in the pursuit of establishing military theory, military
history is often actively distorted and manipulated by military theorists. Those military
theorists who, consciously or subconsciously, succumb to this practice are identified here
as ‘“theorist-historians”. The effect of this manipulation, its implications and
consequences for the field of study as a whole are examined, as is the didactic nature of
military history in the light of historical accuracy. In conclusion the role and effect of the
military theorist-historians are evaluated against those of purely academic historians. The

unique didactic needs of military history are also highlighted.

Two twentieth century British military theorists, B. H. Liddell Hart and J. F. C. Fuller,

were chosen as being representative of the military theorist-historian group.

Key terms

Military history, military reform, modernisation, John Frederick Charles Fuller, Basil

Henry Liddell Hart, theorist-historian.
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“Tt is only common sense to say that we cannot hope to build up a true doctrine of

war except from true lessons, and that the lessons cannot be true unless based on

true facts, and the facts cannot be true unless we probe for them in a purely
scientific spirit - an utterly detached determination to get at the truth no matter
it hurts our pride. Not a few military historians have admitted that they feel

n, interest or friendship, to put down less than they know to

how

compelled by positio
be true. Once a man surrenders to this tendency the truth begins to slip away like

water down a waste pipe - until those who want to learn how to conduct war in
the future are unknowingly bathing their minds in 2 shallow bath.”

B. H. Liddell Hart on the writing of history

“The one lesson I have learned ... is that seventy-five per cent of history is

.. History is most unreliable, so unreliable that I cannot help feeling

ly related to facts is sometimes

fallacious. .

that a little speculation, even if it 1s not immediate

more illuminating than an outline based on the facts themselves.”"

J. F. C. Fuller on the writing of history

“The historian who puts his system first can hardly escape the heresy of preferring
the facts which suit his system best ... Such explanation as there is must arise in
it

the mind of the reader of history

An anonymous reviewer in the Times Literary Supplement

blishers, London, 1988,

i Mearsheimer J., Liddell Hart and the weight of History, Brassey’s Defence Pu

p. [-1].
i Reid, B. H., JF.C. Fuller: Military Thinker, St Martin’s Press, New York, 1987, p. [ 13,

it Tuchman, B., Practicing History, Macmillan LLondon Lim

ited, London, 1982, pp. 22-23.




Chapter 1

The fog of peace

1.1 Introduction: The seeds of the problem

Early twentieth century American literary icon F. Scott Fitzgerald puts the
art of intellectual debate into perspective when he states that a true sign of
intelligence is the ability to hold two opposing sides of an argument in one’s

head while still retaining the capacity for rational thought:

“The test of a first rate intelligence is the ability to hold two opposed
ideas in the mind at the same time, and still retain the ability to

: i
function.”

It is hard to fault this pithy analysis of intelligence, particularly when
considering it in the light of the characterisation by theorist-historians of
intellectual military debate during the first half of the twentieth century. The
fin de siécle — with its attendant social, industrial and scientific revolutions —
had provided the military world with new tools and technologies to ply its
trade. The Anglo-Boer War had ushered in the twentieth century with an

ominous sign. Two small independent republics at the southern tip of Africa

had sucked Imperial Britain into its largest and most costly war since the
Napoleonic wars. Smokeless powder, the defensive use of wire, innovative
tactics, the practice of entrenchment and the clip-loaded magazine rifle were
all ominous portents of what was to come. As Fuller had aptly surmised, it

2 The age of the “occasional”

was to be the “last of the gentlemen’s wars
warrior had been brought to an abrupt end by the sudden technological

advances in, and concomitant intellectual demands of, his profession.

! Davidson K., Carl Sagan: A Life, Johm Wiley & Sons, 1999, p. vii.

2 The Last of the Gentlemen’s Wars: A Subaltern’s Journal of the War in South Africa,
1899-1902, (Faber & Faber, London, 1937) was the title of the book Major-General John
Frederick Charles Fuller wrote about his experiences during the second Anglo-Boer War
(1899-1902). It was his second biographical work, complementing a much more
comprehensive autobiography entitled Memoirs of an Unconventional Soldier (Ivor
Nicholson, London, 1936) published the year before. His title was meant to convey the
concept of a war fought by virtual amateurs. The “typical” upper-class officer scorned
colleagues who studied, asked for courses and so on. Several personal accounts, diaries etc
reveal that in many ways they were as ignorant of battle drills, organisation, tactics and
strategy as the Boer officers — hence the “last of the gentlemen’s wars”. Montgomery-
Massingberd was the epitome of this type.




Montgomery Massingberd’s® boast of “never having read a military book”
was systemic of a bygone era. In the twentieth century the sword alone
would not suffice. Helmuth von Moltke had demonstrated that time spent in

the classroom was indeed akin to time spent on the battlefield.

At sea, a similar revolution was taking place. Ironclads had given way to
Dreadnoughts, and coal and o1l had replaced wind as the sinews of nautical
mobility. In the 1880s Alfred Thayer Mahan, to all intents and purposes a
minor figure in a dilapidated navy, was still fermenting his thoughts on the
future of naval warfare®, Airpower, which was by the close of the twentieth
century to be what naval power was at its beginning, still had to be
developed. The foundation for heavier-than-air-flight, the internal
combustion engine, had been laid. All that was needed to harness its energy
was the efforts of the Wright brothers. The Anglo-Boer War had further
revealed the prospects of reconnaissance from the air. Huge tethered
balloons performed a function which for centuries, only occupied high
ground had been able to do. The prospects of a vantage point possessing not
only altitude but also mobility, was tantalising. Great advances In
metallurgy, the production of chemicals and science had opened up a world
of possibility to the educated soldier. All that was needed to make sense of
these advances was an intellectual revolution. Minds had to be changed and
intellects primed on how best to deploy these new technologies in war.
Guilio Douhet’, the Mahan of air power, was still serving an apprenticeship

in an Italian army where operational mobility was based on muscle power

3 Field Marshal Sir Archibald Montgomery-Massingberd was the Chief of the Imperial
General Staff (CIGS), 1933-1936, whose antipathy towards the intellectualisation of the
study of war has achieved an almost mythical status. A traditionalist, Montgomery-
Massingberd consistently opposed change - especially the change propagated by Fuller -
giving rise to such memorable utterances as admitting to not having read Fuller’s latest
book as it would only “annoy” him. He stated: “I have no time for ... [t]hose who run down
and crab everyone above them and those who think that because they have read a little
Military History everyone else is an ignoramus ... Fuller comes into both categories!”
Holden Reid, B., J.F.C. Fuller: Military Thinker, St Martin’s Press, New York, 1987, p. 87.
* Alfred Thayer Mahan, a US naval officer, achieved international prominence when his
book The Influence Of Sea Power Upon History 1660-1783 was published in 1889. His
reputation as a naval theorist emerged only in 1891/1892.

> Giulio Douhet, an engineer by training, served in the Italian army during the First World
War. An outspoken critic of the Italian High Command during the war (he was imprisoned
for a year following a particularly serious bout of dissent in late 1915) he ended the war,
reinstated and vindicated by the disaster at Caporetto (1917), as head of the Central
Aeronautical Bureau. In 1921 Douhet wrote the first treatise to be published on air power,
The Command of the Air (ix. Ferrari, D.), London, 1942, It is on this work that his
reputation rests.




and the sword and lance were still the primary accoutrements of shock on
the battlefield.

These social, scientific and intellectual revolutions, rising and fluctuating as
they did, coalesced in varying degrees and in a variety of social and cultural
environments to form the intellectual morass from which a new class of

military intellectuals, best described as “theorist-historians”, was to emerge.

What exactly is the meaning of the term “theorist-historian” in this study?
Until the mid to late nineteenth century military history, apart from a few
serious attempts to codify military thought such as Karl Maria von
Clausewitz’s On War and Antoine Henri Jomini’s The Art of War, was
driven more by public opinion, propaganda and patriotism than by a genuine
desire for an intellectual understanding of the dynamics that governed war.
This is not to denigrate the many treatises that were published 1n the wake ot
the American Civil and Franco-Prussian Wars of the nineteenth century,
which represented attempts to educate prospective officers and soldiers.
Most cavalry and artillery corps in particular taught their subjects in a
turgid, empirical manner, dieting their recruits on regimens of dry fact and
established practice. Everything and anything, not least thought, was
regulated. Fuller provides an excellent example of this futile attempt to
batten the hatches in the face of chance and thereby banish “friction™ n
“Grenadiers on Castors”. Those practitioners of the art of war that rose
above the mundane heights of a Massingberd or a Redvers Buller, were said
to possess what the French reverently termed coup d’oeil 1.e. an eye for
battle — or else a “sacred spark of genius” given only to a select few.
Alexander had it at Gaugamela, Hannibal at Cannae, Caesar at Illium,
Napoleon at Austerlitz (although not at Waterloo) and so on in an unbroken
line right up to Moltke’s laying of the Napoleonic ghost. This mnate sense
of timing and instinct represented an attribute one was born with, an ability
one could not hope to acquire. It was this that separated the craftsman from

the artisan.

® Fuller, 1.F.C., Watchwords, Skeffington & Son Ltd, London, 1944, pp. 56-38.




Thus emerged the two extremes: the regulated majority and the divinely
inspired minority. There was little or nothing “in between”. When
industrialisation, the railway and the telegraph had expanded and distorted
the battlefield out of proportion and recognition from the past, and when
artillery had driven the front line underground, the importance of logistics
and movement became self-evident, giving rise to a military bureaucracy
that continues to expand at the expense of the fighting soldier. In the First
World War ten men were needed to maintain a single front line soldier.
Currently a USAF F15 Eagle averages 35 hours of maintenance for every
hour spent in the air. This created the need for an educated class within the
military forces. A strong arm and a strong back were no longer adequate
prerequisites for a fighting soldier. Still the didactic process was seen purely

as an empirical process which translated civilians into soldiers.

At the intellectual level the study of war stagnated. Old truths returned to
haunt the descendants of the veterans of Shiloh and Gettysburg, Gravelotte-
St. Privat and Sedan. Smokeless powder, weight and volume of fire, quick-
firing artillery, the accuracy of rifled barrels all took their toll on nineteenth
century military thought with their nadir perhaps being reached by the
60 000 casualties Britain suffered on the first day of the Somme in 1916.
The theorist-historians were now driven beyond the mundane tasks of
educating soldiers in the use of their rifles and entrenching tools, in some
cases still their swords and lances. The theorist-historians wanted to teach
soldiers to think. They wanted to nourish the minds of and squeeze every
last drop of intellectual inspiration out of the massed khaki or feldgrau ranks
of the new industrialised armies. To do this they had to educate them to
think about warfare. Patiently at first, centering their efforts on what Spenser
Wilkinson refers to as “the brain of the army” — the General Staffs — and, as
they sparred with authority, moving to the men themselves, the jaundiced
veterans of Gallipolli, Verdun and the Somme. They sought to teach the
soldiers that the tried and trusted methods of the past were not those of the
future. Warfare in the twentieth century had changed, both in nature and

temperament. Those entrusted with its pursuit had better change with 1t, or

again pay for their neglect in blood.




The achievement of these goals were to prove thankless and difficult tasks,
for Europe’s professional military caste had more in common with C. S.
Forster’'s The General’ than with F. Scott Fitzgerald’s “first rate”
intellectual. They, however, held the reins of power. The interwar battlefield
would therefore be their minds and the objective, their intellects. They
would have to be guided, reasoned with, coerced and cajoled to both realise
and embrace change. Winston Churchill, younger than most of the interwar
generals who controlled the Empire’s military machinery, is an example of
the kind of change to which this generation had been subjected. His active
“fighting” career had started at Omdurman in the midst of a generation
weaned on cold steel and cavalry, and was to end 47 years later (1898-1945)
in an era of nuclear power and total war®. The Boer War had briefly jolted
his generation out of their gentle reverie but few reco gnised the lessons for
what they were’. The Boers on the Tugela and at Modder  River and
Magersfontein had dug themselves in and, using smokeless powder and
magazine loading rifles, had been able to provide the solid defences that had

previously been possible only with the use of a manpower-intensive

” A synopsis of this book is to be found in Lt Col Merrill L Bartlett’s preface of the 1982
edition in which he states; “Forester’s fictional work is a not too thinly veiled criticism of
military commanders and civilian leadership which brought about this calamity [the
senseless slaughter of British troops in the First World War]. Men without imagination like
Curzon [Forester’s fictional “general”] were necessary to execuic a military policy devoid
of imagination.” Forester C.S., The General, The Nautical & Aviation Publishing Company
of America, Annapolis, 1982, p. x. The General has been a perennial favourite on staff
college reading lists since its publication in 1936. In his foreword to the 1946 edition,
Forester recounts an animated conversation he had with an unnamed officer of the Czech
General Staff. The subject - his book - was one of the few English books to be translated
into Czech and studied, according to Forester, as a textbook by the Czech army. Forester
mentions several other translations, notably into German, Polish, Spanish and Italan. It
apparently even made an impression on Adolf Hitler who, according to Forester’s German
publisher, gave away several specially bound copies to select people during the 1938
Christmas season. Despite its effect, Forester denied any motive other than entertainment as
his reason for writing It.

® During a discussion after the first Fuller-Liddell Hart Lecture held at the Royal United
Services Institute (RUSI) on 12 October 1978, General Sir John. Hackett endeavoured to
put the problem faced by this generation in a better perspective. Opening his response to
Anthony Trythall’s lecture on Fuller and Brian Bond’s lecture on Liddell Hart he said: “I
present myself to you sir, in the guise of a dinosaur. When I joined my own and the family
regiment in the early 1930s from Oxford, I had already been taught, in the OUOTC,
something of mounted swordsmanship, which was even then on its way out. [ did draw a
sword on a horse’s back in action (this was in the Palestine operation in 1938) and though
this was a slightly discreditable affair on several counts, I am happy to assure you that
nobody was badly hurt! I moved from there through tanks to parachuting, and saw n one
lifetime how quickly the mode in which wars can be fought could change”. ‘The Fuller-
Liddell Hart Lecture’, RUSI: Journal of the Royal United Services Institute for Defence
Studies, March 1979, p. 27.

? Many of these issues had initially surfaced during the American Civil War almost four
decades carlier.




“defence in depth”. The Boer’s “thin entrenched line” and volume of fire
had prevented any possible successes. Ardant du Picq’s posthumous call for
¢lan had echoed hollowly in the face of modern technology. Unfortunately 1t
went unheeded.

Having cut their teeth on small frontier wars (with the exception of the Boer
War which was by no means a “small frontier war”, but a major conflict)
and on minor engagements, the British army’s commanders and leaders had
failed to respond to the challenges of the Great War. Ivan Bloch’s prescient
voice in the wilderness had remained no more than this. The post-1918
generation of military leaders all boasted similar backgrounds. The interwar
general was wary of the slaughter which had accompanied what Jehuda
Wallach termed the “dogma of the battle of annihilation”. The Allies had
slipped into the intellectnal inertia of the complacency which often
accompanies victory. The butcher’s bill had been too high and the public
would not stand for it. It would not be permitted to happen again. The
French busied themselves building a monument to ignorance and to the
absence of imagination — the Maginot Line — while the British complacently

retreated once again behind an aquatic equivalent — the English Channel.

How could the theorist-historians galvanise this inert society? What could
they do? How could they shock it out of its complacency? The simple
answer could be that it might be done by exaggeration, embellishment and
simplification. To achieve this they would have to dominate the intellectual
battlefield with confident superiority and arrogant self-belief. The historian

Isaiah Berlin pronounced an academic absolution on this type of behaviour:

“As an eminent historian of ideas has written, revolutionary thinkers
tend ... to overstate their central thesis. Such exaggeration is neither
unusual nor necessarily to be deplored. Those who have discovered
(or think they have discovered) new and important truths are liable

to see the world in their light ... Many original thinkers exaggerate

greatly. ... Nor is it likely that their ideas would have broken through




the resistance of received opinion or been accorded the attention that

they deserved, if they had not.”'

The validation or falsification of this statement is to form one of the core

issues of this study.
1.2 What is meant by the term theorist-historian?

As stated, the term theorist-historian is used in this study as a generic term
to describe the military writers who, during the first half of the twentieth
century, employed history to justify and vindicate their military theories
often derived from other sources. Their history, though invariably flawed
and simplistic from an academic perspective, generally contained
considerable didactic value in as much as it allowed them to illustrate their
theoretical precepts with credible examples. Unlike Hans Delbriick — and to
some extent John Laughton who was able to grow into his subject, (finally
rising to position of Professor of Modern History, Kings College, London) —
they were not trained historians, either professionally or academically. The
majority, with few exceptions like the former solicitor Julian Corbett, were
serving members in either the navy or the army who, self-educated,

attempted to address the most pressing military problems of their day.

Examples of theorist-historians include the American naval theorist Alfred
Thayer Mahan, John Frederick Charles Fuller, the armour theorist and
military intellectual, and Basil Henry Liddell Hart, the author of the concept
of the “indirect approach” to strategy. With the possible exception of the air
power proponent William Mitchell (who was not quite in the same
intellectual league as those already mentioned) and, of course Mahan, most

of the theorist-historians were British.'' The majority were career officers

1 Gat, A., Fascist and Liberal Visions of War, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1998, p. 163.

'l The inter-war dearth of American theorists was in direct contrast to their post-war
dominance. One thinks of Brodie, Luvaas, Kahn, Handel and Paret among many others. A
possible explanation for this is that until the Second World War, Britain was a global power
with an Empire, hence her thinking on military matters had global significance. Accordingly
her military and naval theorists enjoyed a large and close following. After the Second
World War and the demise of the Empire, Britain ceased to be a global player in the true
sense of the word and was replaced by the United States of America. With the rise of the
United States to one of only two super powers and the recognised leader of the Western




with the exception of the naval theorist Julian Corbett and Liddell Hart. The
career of the latter was stifled before it had a chance to develop, due to
medical reasons, hence his eternal captaincy'”. Guilio Douhet, the Italian
proponent of airpower — although he cannot be classified as a theorist-
historian — also deserves mention since he was a major theorist of this
military generation, possessing a logical approach that provides an
interesting contrast - perhaps a counterweight - to the methods of the

theorist-historian.

These men all possessed a robust intellect and a capacity for original
thought. Mahan, by linking naval power to foreign policy using history as a
vehicle for illustration, broke new ground. “Master your principles,” he
stated in a collection of Naval College lectures published in 1911 under the
ouise of Naval Strategy “and then ram them home with the illustrations
which History furnishes.”"” Douhet took time off from a busy military career
and a renaissance existence of writing poetry and painting, to envisage and
articulate The Command of the Air. Fuller, arguably the most inspired of all,
was an intellectual maverick (some said “bolshevik”) by nature and instinct.
He sought to apply scientific principles to the uninspired butchery of
modern warfare, striving to sacrifice slaughter for mobility and so to pave
the way for an intellectual framework by which modem warfare could be
analysed and understood. Finally, Liddell Hart sought to intellectualise the
art of war and thereby reintroduce humanity into what he viewed as man’s
most barbaric pursuit. His catch phrase “If you want peace, understand war”
encapsulated his self-perceived vocation which was to limit war to necessity
and avoid mindless bloodshed. He, although already emulating Fuller, was
fond of echoing Sherman’s sentiment that “the only legitimate object of war,

is a better peace”. However, unlike Sherman, whose “march to the sea” tore

World, her military theorists came to the fore in much the same way (and for the same
reasons) as British theorists had during the inter-war period.

121 iddell Hart was to grow frustrated in later life with his, as Danchev terms it, “eternal”
rank of captain. It was, however, a term used extensively in his lifetime to describe him
both as journalist and author. Reading many reviews of his work, most critics used his rank
as a mantra to extol his military and wartime experience. This is perhaps a reverse example
of the same kind of discrimination for the military “dilettante” that faced a civilian
commenting on military matters in German society. By tying his name to a military rank, it
perhaps made Liddell Hart’s status as a civilian commentator more acceptable to the many
readers of The Times, as well as those of, among others, The Ouitspan in South Africa.

> Mahan, A. T., Naval Strategy, Sampson Low, Marston & Company, Limited, London,
1911, p. 17.




the heart out of any early North/South reconciliation, Liddell Hart was

prepared to pay the concept more than mere lip service.

To propagate their opinions they all turned to writing. Fuller and Liddell
Hart were undoubtedly the most prolific of the group, writing some eighty
books between them.'* What makes this achievement so noteworthy is that
they all wrote during the era of the individual scholar as the infant study of
warfare had attracted few stellar intellects to its arcane secrets. The closest
had perhaps been Spenser Wilkinson, the first holder of the Chichele Chair
of Military History at Oxford. =

These men, having arrived at their various conclusions on the future nature
of modern warfare and how it ought to be conducted, had to set about
proving and expounding their theories to the military elite and the public at
large. This was to prove no mean feat. “Civilian” commentators such as
Corbett and Delbriick had to overcome both public and military criticism of
their civilian status. A barometer of the degree of public prejudice which
existed in Germany for example, may be seen in the fact that whenever a
public notice concerning a social event was published in the press, it was the
custom for leading academic figures in fields such as medicine or
engineering to preface their academic titles with their military rank.
Although not entrenched to the same degree, the public in the rest of Europe
showed as scant a regard for the civilian “dilettante”. Those in the military,
unless an official protégé like Liddell Hart (a civilian adviser on mulitary
matters to Hore Belisha in the late thirties), fared little better, what with the
publication of their books and articles dependent on the whim of a superior.

Was that why they all resorted, Douhet included, to the baited gambit

* Some wags claim that Fuller and Liddell Hart each wrote only one, at the most two
books, in that so much of their work was repetition. They viewed the majority of Liddell
Hart and Fuller’s work as mere variations of a central theme. For Liddell Hart this was
represented by The Decisive Wars of History (Bell, London, 1929) and for Fuller by The
Foundations of the Science of War (Hutchinson, London, 1926).

1> Although writing mainly in the late 19th century, Wilkinson still manages to hold the
modern reader’s attention. The reason for this is that, like Thucydides, he attempted to
“write for all time”. He was a rarity for his day: an intellectual with a genuine academic
interest in warfare. Reading his work leads to an appreciation of both his inteilect and his
scholarship. He provides a glimpse of what Fuller might have achieved in the right
academic circumstances. Wilkinson had the intermediate character of being a barrister in
civilian life while also being an officer in the part-time volunteers. He later turned to
journalism full time before becoming an academic.

\,
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identified by Berlin, that of embellishment, blatant exaggeration and

overstatement?

1.3 The theorist-historian, historical accuracy and the pressures of a

reading public

This study, as the title implies, seeks to examine the relationship between
the theorist-historian and his use of history. There is however, a further
dimension: the reading public, both military and civilian. It was the centre of
gravity. It was its reaction and approval the theorist-historians were seeking.
Like trial lawyers courting a jury, the object of the theorist-historians was to
convince their peers and the public of the validity of their arguments. It was
at the very least a gruelling contest. General George S. Patton is a good

example of the type of juror to whom they were appealing.

Patton, more inclined towards fighting than to philosophising nevertheless
had enormous respect for military history. A charismatic commander — “Old
Blood and Guts” as his men affectionately referred to him — was the
antithesis of his British counterpart Field Marshal Bernard Law
Montgomery. While Monty spoke in clipped public-school tones of “giving
Jerry a mighty crack” and “sending him right back to where he came from”,
Patton spoke in the earthy tones of a fighting man. Addressing Omar
Bradley during the Ardennes offensive about the developing situation

around Bastogne Patton remarked:

“Brad, ... this time the Kraut’s stuck their head in a meat grinder....
And this time I’ve got hold of the handle.” 16

1‘17

It would be generous to call Patton a military intellectual.” He was a

fighting man par excellence, but definitely also a thinking soldier. Trading

16 Bradley, O. N., 4 Soldier’s Story of the Allied Campaigns from Tunis to the Elbe, Eyre &
Spottiswoode, London, 1931, p. 472.

'7 A more modern analogy of the relationship between Patton and Montgomery can pethaps
be seen in the Israeli combination of Ariel “Arik” Sharon and General Haim Laskov.
Sharon, later Israeli prime minister, was an outstanding field commander given to erratic
acts of brilliance whereas Laskov, no less belligerent, was a more cautious and temperate
commander. Laskov served as a regular officer in the British army in the Second World
War before serving in the Israeli Defence Force and becoming its Chief of Staff (1958-
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on this, American historians have embellished his achievements with
“mathematical abracadabra” — as Fuller might have called it — quoting
statistics about the Third Army’s advance rates to acquire for him an almost
mythical status in their armoured theology. Patton’s view of military history
may be said to represent both the traditional and general views of military

history of the professional soldier:

“In order for a man to become a great soldier ... it is necessary for
him to be thoroughly conversant with all sorts of military
possibilities that whenever an occasion arises he has at hand without
effort on his part a parallel ... To attain this end ... 1t 1s necessary to
read military history in its earliest and hence crudest form, and to

follow it down in natural sequence.”*®

Patton practised what he preached. Before landing in Sicily he read a book
on its Norman conquest to prepare him for fighting over the same terrain.
Interestingly his opinion of Liddell Hart sheds light on his view of mulitary
intellectuals in general. Patton met Liddell Hart in England in 1944, n the

spring before Overlord. He wrote to his wife:

“T iddell Hart has developed a great love for me. He is very well-read
but badly balanced and has no personal knowledge of life so far as
war is concerned — in that he is not alone. He 1s a funny looking

man, tall and skinny.”"”

1960). Laskov was, according to Brian Bond, a strong supporter of Liddell Hart, having
been exposed to his work before 1948. Sharon was more of a maverick, but Bond recounts
an exchange of letters between the two - Liddell Hart and Sharon - while the latter was
attending the Staff College at Camberley. Sharon asked Liddell Hart for comments and
suggestions to assist him in a research paper. Despite a polite initial rebuff Sharon persisted
and Liddel! Hart then responded with customary generosity. Bond quotes from Sharon’s
letter of thanks:

“T was brought up in the Israeli Army which, no doubt, was very much influenced by your
unorthodoxic [sic] school of thought, and of course I am strongly in favour of your ideas™.
Bond, B., “Liddell Hart’s Influence on Israeli Military Theory and Practice”, RUSI, 121:2,
June 1976. p. 86. Bond, however, cautions against regarding Sharon as a disciple of Liddell
Hart. “Doubtless his correspondence with Liddell Hart when at Camberley served to
confirm his predilection for front line leadership, but on meeting him one quickly realises
that he is an extremely self confident soldier who goes his own way regardless of the
consequences. It is impossible to think of him as anyone’s ‘disciple’”. Ibid.

'8 Blumeson, M., Patton: The Man Behind the Legend, 1885-1945, Jonathan Cape, London,
1985, p. 43.

19 Carver, Field Marshal Lord, The Apostles of Mobility, Weidenfeld & Nicolson, London,
1979, p. 82.
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Patton’s acerbic description of Liddell Hart shows the traditional fighting
man’s lack of respect for the thinking man.”’ In this case Patton was not
being entirely forthright for, however limited Liddell Hart’s experience
might have been, he was present and took his chances mn the front line of the
bloodiest offensive in British military history — the first Battle of the
Somme. What Patton’s comments show is that, as a fighting soldier, he was
alive to the didactic value military history possessed for his profession. His
cut and dried approach also shows that he had little time for the subtle
nuances of both diplomacy (as his ongoing fight with “Monty” revealed)
and history. Soldiers like Patton wanted “the bottom line”. They wanted the
gist of what happened in a campaign, its causes and its effects. That 1s why
Liddell Hart’s book Strategy The Indirect Approach was so successtul,
running into several editions not to mention printings, and Fuller’s The
Foundations of the Science of War was not. While Fuller dragged his
bewildered readers on an intellectual ramble in search of enlightenment,
Liddell Hart simplified his thesis into two or three salient points and then
proceeded to bludgeon the reader with them at every available opportunity.

Liddell Hart’s history was also greatly simplified. Complex campaigns and

intricate diplomatic wranglings were sketched briefly with a few quick

20 An example of the constant friction which has existed between these two groups from
time immemorial, can be seen in Plutarch’s discourse on the Spartans. In it a grizzled
veteran retorts to a source he deems unworthy: “What he says is true, but he has not heard
the battle trumpets sound.” A modern equivalent can be seen in John Keegan’s prefaces to
his books A History of Warfare and The Face of Battle where he (Keegan) explains the
reasons for his inability to pursue an active military career. Exonerated by a physical
handicap he then refers to the martial exploits of his family’s preceding generation: a father
and father-in-law who served in the trenches and an uncle who never returned from the
Great War. It is almost as if he has to provide a moral pedigree to entitle him to write on his
subject. This is unnecessary since twenty years of lecturing at Sandhurst equipped him more
than adequately for the task. It shows however, an awareness that society still prefers
physical experience to temper a source of intellectual debate on warfare. Returning to
Patton’s exposure to Liddell Hart, the nature of his letter reveals neither a particular affinity
nor a knowledge of Liddell Hart’s work. Patton seems vaguely patronising. Jac Weller in an
article in the January 1974 Military Review entitled “Sir Basil Liddell Hart’s Disciples in
Israel” implies the opposite. Discussing the early career of David Marcus, also known as
Mickey Stone, the first IDF general officer, as a personal member of Patton’s staif in the
final US offensive on Germany, Weller states that “Marcus was even more a Liddell Hart
man than Patton had been.” (Weller, I., “Sir Basil Liddell Hart’s Disciples in Israel”,
Military Review, January 1974, p. 14.) Weller, however, does not elaborate on his source or
how he came to this conclusion. This is possibly an example of the posthumous veneration
'Liddell Hart’s professional reputation enjoyed in the period immediately after his death in
1970, when certain academics attempted to link all that was good in military theory to
Liddell Hart’s direct or “indirect” intluence.
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strokes of his pen. Scipio’s campaign against Hannibal was cut to the bone.
Instead of facing a rampaging Hannibal in Italy, Scipio went to Spain to
destroy the Carthaginian logistical network. He then 1solated the
Carthaginians politically by concluding a treaty with the Numidian kings,
Masinissa and Syphax, before finally forcing Hannibal’s recall from Italy by
carving a path of destruction through the Bagradas Valley, the breadbasket
of ancient Carthage. Finally, in a series of intricate manoeuvres, he lured
Hannibal away from the advantage of fighting outside Carthage’s city walls
and, on the plain of Zama, defeated him in detail. Nowhere 1n his book does
Liddell Hart examine the nuances of Hannibal’s predicament: Why he was
unable to march on Rome after his trinity of victories at the Trebbia, Lake
Trasimene and Cannae or why he acted in the manner he did are not
discussed. Hannibal is seen merely as succumbing to Scipio’s superior

generalship.

That Publius Cornelius Scipio Africanus was a great general 1s not 1n doubt.
That Hannibal was out-thought is in doubt. Scipio’s success was not that he
laid out a series of hoops through which Hannibal obligingly jumped, but
that he exploited existing conditions to Rome’s benefit. There 1s a
significant difference between the two explanations. If Scipio had not had a
unique set of advantages over Hannibal, he would not have been able to
exploit them. This was his supreme achievement: that he exploited them
with the dexterity of a young Alexander. He did not, as Liddell Hart’s thesis

suggests, spontaneously create them. There 1s a world of difference between

the two.

Accessible history was therefore at a premium. Soldiers, with a few notable
exceptions, were not scholars and any attempt to convert them would have
been met with resistance. Spenser Wilkinson alluded to this problem when

discussing Fuller’s writing. He warned that

“no matter how interesting Fuller’s ideas were, soldiers would not

read books that are hard going”. *!

2! Holden Reid, B., Studies in British Military Thought, University of Nebraska Press,
Lincoln, 1998, p. 38,




14

This was the crux of the matter. In order to be effective, 1deas, as well as the
history which supported them, had to be accessible. An extreme example of
this type of work 1s perhaps Charles Andrew Willoughby’s Maneuver In
War. First printed as The Element Of Maneuver In War 1n 1935 and then in
its revised form in 1939, every possible statement 1s coupled to numerous
historical examples. While interesting at first, it quickly becomes tedious
and pedantic, acquiring the air of a textbook for a staff course where a
student is required to rattle off a host of examples for every conceivable

military occasion. Undoubtedly Patton would have approved.

Theorist-historians had to walk a fine line between maintaining interest
while at the same time respecting historical integrity. Telling half a story
was just as irresponsible as fabricating one — a concept which Fuller at least
admitted to flirting with. His reading of history had led him to believe that at
least three quarters of it was unreliable. What would be the harm then, he
reasoned in a letter to Liddell Hart, of a little speculation, particularly 1f 1t

helped its author put his ideas across. Fuller was nothing 1f not pragmatic.

For obvious reasons, Fuller never openly subscribed to the concept, but his
philosophical musings on the writing of history revealed a core problem
which has dogged the individual scholar from time immemorial. He i1s
invariably a prisoner of his own perception of events and unfolds them for
his reader accordingly. This was a problem that was not easily addressed or
remedied in the past. Modern scholarship however, has largely dealt with
this problem through specialisation. Current historians are no longer
expected to paint as broad a canvas as they once were, but may limuit
themselves to specific periods and disciplines. When a particularly
adventurous historian then decides to draw all the strings together on a
particular subject, he has a host of research in depth to draw upon and many
colleagues to keep him on the straight and narrow path of honesty. In this
sense the theorist-historians were pushing the envelope. They were laying

the foundations for future military study. Examining the theorist-historian’s

use of history and its ultimate value to military theory will form a large part

of this study. It must be emphasised however, that this dissertation 1s not
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about military history but military thought and its effective dissemination

through the medium of military history.

1.4 The methodology of the theorist-historian

In the prologue to his book The Day Before Yesterday, 5000 000 Years Of
Human History Colin Tudge describes the progress of theories. “Science”
he explains “progresses by the proposal of 1deas —ihypotheses — of the kind
that can be tested”. In a social science of the kind being examined in this
study, this i1s a problem, affected as it 1s by a host of variables which
constantly interplay with each other in a non-empirical manner. Emotion,
personality, intellect and culture all fluctuate according to person and region
thus negating the accumulation of knowledge in an empiric manner. For
example, no two rational actors can be expected to react in the same way in
exactly the same circumstances, even if they hail from the same cultural,
social and intellectual backgrounds. In short, one 1s not dealing with
constants such as in a physical science where an atom of carbon dioxide, for
instance, maintains its chemical integrity universally. Whether on earth or
on Mars, it remains one carbon molecule combined with two oxygen
molecules. Science caﬁ, therefore, take this as a given and build on this
knowledge. There is no such equivalent in any social science. How then

were the theorist-historians to test their theories? Tudge continues:

“More broadly, it also proceeds through grand statements of the kind
that can be called ‘heuristic’. Heuristic statements (whether 1n
science or any other field) are of the kind that promote
understanding, even though they may not literally be true
themselves. In practice, a statement may be heuristic and may
properly belong in science even though it is not directly testable.
This would be the case if the statement, though untestable 1tself,
suggested hypotheses that were testable. Such statements provide

what the great twentieth-century philosopher Sir Karl Popper has
9922

called an ‘agenda’ for science.




16

It 1s contended in this study that this is the function of the theorist-
historians. They utilised military history in a heuristic manner to enable the
knowledge of military theory to progress. While much of what they said
might have had dubious historical antecedents, 1t led to a greater and more
comprehensive understanding of the problems faced by military theorists in
the twentieth century and may therefore be said to have had a positive effect

on military theory. Tudge elaborates on 1ts value:

“It 1s a coherent 1dea which pulls the facts together, and gives an
overall sense of what went on. Testable hypotheses are generated by,
and nest within, this framework, and as they are tested they modify
the overall picture. That 1s the proper dialectic between the real
world and our mind-picture of it. In practice, such dialectic provides

the only route to progress.”

It was the theorist-historians who created the intellectual framework which
others then modified. It was their efforts and heuristic use of history which
created the environment from which the post-war generation sprang. Under
the continued guidance of Liddell Hart, Fuller and others, new theorists such
as Bernard Brodie, Blackett and Kahn were able to fathom the abyss of
nuclear strategy and guide others through the Cold War years. Tudge,
however, issued the following warning in relation to the dangers of

simplification:

‘“I'TThe human brain — unlike a computer — is supremely adapted to
grasping narratives. We love stories, with a beginning, a middle and
an end ... stories we remember. There is only one danger, and it
really is dangerous, but easily avoided once we know what 1t 1s. The
danger is to imagine that the well-told tale, the myth, which should
at best be seen as a working model is, in fact, the truth itself. Many

scientists, in other contexts, have made this mistake: erected

*2 Tudge, C., The Day Before Yesterday: Five Million Years of Human History, Jonathan
Cape, London, 1995, p. 16.
? Ibid.
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hypotheses just to get their investigations on the road, and then

mistaken them for the truth they were trying to find out.”*

Liddell Hart might have benefited, as would some of his contemporaries,
from these words. Tudge’s warning highlights another fundamental problem
faced by the theorist-historians: Are they able to write history impartially?
Are they able to produce good quality history within the confines of what
Karl Popper would term an “agenda”? This was a point raised by Brian
Bond in response to a question posed by Adrian Liddell Hart at an informal
discussion involving among others Sir John Hackett, Brigadier Anthony
Trythall (Fuller’s biographer), Brian Bond, Correlli Barnett and Sir Michael
Howard after the inaugural “The Fuller — Liddell Hart Lecture” at RUSI
Bond came to the conclusion that the two — the historian and the theorist —-

co-exist uneasily if at all.”

What is important to note however, is that the theorist-historians maintained
a certain dynamic tension between military theory and military practice via
their use of military history. They held all three components in place in
relation to each other. It was not an easy task or one which came naturally to
them. Initially, Mahan for one was quite daunted by the prospect of writing
history. He.viewed history very much in the light of a layman when

approaching the subject for the first time. Schurman remarks:

“I ike most literate non-academics he [Mahan] seems to have been
inclined to believe, at least in the beginning, that scholars are
accustomed to write with almost super-human detachment and
omniscience, and he was unaware that such an attainment 1s a very

rare scholarly gift.” *°

This was true of most of the theorist-historians in the beginning. The written
word has always dominated the spoken word. Once it has been read instead

of merely heard, it acquires a certain legitimacy, an aura of truth for those

2 Ibid. pp. 16-17.
25 “The Fuller-Liddell Hart Lecture’ op. cit., pp. 21-31, a dialogue held at RUSI on 12

October 1978 between Brigadier A.J. Trythall. MA, and Brian Bond, MA, FRHistS.
26 Schurman, D.M., The Education of a Navy, Cassell, London, 1965, p. 71.
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uninitiated in the profession. As they progressed, however, and realised that
on occasion their sources played just as hard and fast with the truth, they
were wont to lose their scholastic or academic innocence. They came to see
that, in the interests of propagating a theory, the end more often than not
justified the means. They came to view the approach as pragmatic very
much in the light of Fuller’s speculation. This does not mean they were
without conscience in the matter. In an effort to justify his historical

approach Mahan pointed towards his results. Schurman explains:

“It was, however, in the process of delivering his Presidential
Address to the American Historical Association in 1902 that Mahan
was forced to grapple directly with his status amongst historians. In
this context one must realise that, while a military man might cause
some fastidious academic eyebrows to be raised simply because he
ventured into the academic field, he was not speaking to historians at
a time when the pragmatic approach was generally unpopular with
them. .... Mahan however was concerned to justify himself. His
books were renowned as sources of superb generalization and they
were, as he admitted, dependent largely on printed secondary
sources; therefore it is not surprising he entitled his address

‘Subordination in History’.

Although his development of the theme was scholarly and detached,
Mahan based his central defence, almost defiantly, on practical

results.””’

It was Mahan’s contention that his history was effective 1n communicating
his ideas. The old adage that the history which lies inert in unread books
does no work in the world he applied to Lord Acton. Lord Acton, he
admitted, was “drenched with the wisdom of ages”. He stated that Lord
Acton, due to a misguided zeal for accuracy, did not transfer much of his
knowledge to the general public as all he ever published were “essays and
periodicals”. In Lord Acton’s case it was not so much an unread book as an

unwritten one. Mahan, on the other hand, viewed himself as an effective

T Ibid., p. 713-74.
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communicator of his ideas. That was his primary function in this instance.
Here he is in good company. No less able a historian than Barbara Tuchman
made the same comment. She wrote that once, 1n the course of her research
for a particular project, she came across a very able historian who had been
researching the diplomatic history of US and Moroccan relations at the turn
of the century for close on 40 years. Tuchman states that she was sure the
woman knew more than any other person alive on the subject. It was to no
avail, however, as the woman had made no attempt to disseminate the fruits
of that knowledge to the reading public. Except for the individual
concerned, Tuchman viewed the whole exercise as pointless®®. This was

Mahan’s defence.

“If the value of academic scholarship had anything to do with the
business of communication then, when it came to the printed work,
that great British scholar [Lord Acton], lately deceased, had not been
prolific outside the essay and periodical field. Undoubtedly, argued
Mahan, Acton’s mind was drenched with the wisdom of the ages.
The shedding of some of this vast store of knowledge would have
been of inestimable value to both scholars and mankind at large.
Owing to a misguided passion for accuracy and completeness,
however, only a few drops of this knowledge ever reached the
general public. In contrast to this Mahan had communicated; his
books were written and distributed. This was his real defence and he
went on to show how prolific historical production had been possible
for a naval officer coming to the study of history late in life.
Worthwhile production occurred, he said, through the proper use of
certain questions which he addressed to history. By this means he
was able to select and subordinate the material to produce valuable
generalizations. Subordination of detail was thus important to

achieving the desired pedagogical result. His purpose was pre-set.”*’

28 Tuchman, B. W., Practicing History, Macmillan London Limited, London, 1981, pp.20-
21.
22 Schurman, D.M., The Education of a Navy, Cassell, London, 1965, p. 74.
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Mahan’s primary objective in his use of history was not to perpetuate
memory of an event or even its understanding in a historical context, but to

achieve, in his words, a “desired pedagogical result”. Schurman continues:

“For him then, the historian was the purposeful scholar allied to the
artist. He went further and stated that the military historian found
himself in a position of special advantage in that he ‘naturally’
applies his purpose (principles of war) to the writing of history. Most
of this, if not universally acceptable, 1s reasonable enough and not
unworthy of men who have been classed above mere military
scribblers. He extended his neck to the headsman somewhat when he
attempted to argue that his conclusions were unlikely to be totally
overthrown because of future original research In primary

documents.”*"

Schurman concludes:

“One can only state that twentieth-century historians have shown
great preference for original research and that not all their re-

assessments have been negligible.”

Mahan, like all the theorist-historians was a product of his time. His mind-
picture of what had happened and, as a consequence of that, what would
happen in future, was formed by an instinctive opinion developed over years
of naval service interspersed with serious and casual reading on naval
matters. The “principles” (portents of Fuller) which guided his historical
writing had therefore been evolved by a host of variable influences, some
intellectual, some practical, some even a product of conventional wisdom
inherent in the truisms of naval tradition. One thing his opinions, and
therefore his “principles” were not. They were not the product of the years
of detached scholarship one would expect a work of significance and 1impact
should require. By his own admission, however, he had come to history late

in life causing Schurman to comment that

* Ibid., p. 75.
1 Ibid.




21

‘“Mahan’s mind was limited by his late arrival in the world of letters.

. The reflection is unavoidable that study might easily have
modified his arch conservatism. ...It should come as no special
surprise that his most glaring weakness as an historian, his over-

rigidity, affected his value as a str::ﬂ:egist"".32

Mahan’s arch conservative religious views also impacted on his writing of
history. Nevertheless Schurman identifies his delicate handling of Lord
Nelson’s affair with Lady Hamilton as proof of his ability to keep these
emotions in check when the need arose. His biography on Nelson also
shows that Mahan was pragmatic in recognising a bias in his work and

indeed used it in the production of his history.

“Mahan’s biographic gift was great. Part of its strength lay in his
frank recognition of inability to be objective about historical
characters whom he disliked. Mahan was convinced that only the
admirer should write biography. In his own case, at least, he was

undoubtedly right.””

More often than not it is an admirer who is drawn to write a biography;
Trythall in the case of Fuller and Bond in the case of Liddell Hart. But each
needs a counterweight: Mearsheimer in the case of Liddell Hart and to a

lesser extent J P Harris in the case of Fuller.

These limitations were by no means unique to Mahan. Fuller and Douhet,
both enmeshed in Fascism (Douhet as a member of Mussolini1’s Fascisti and
Fuller as a member of Sir Oswald Mosley’s British Union of Fascists) were
deeply influenced by their personal political philosophies. Both were
intellectual elitists without regard for democracies. Both viewed modern
armies as small elites of hand-picked individuals, destined to guard the
nation: Fuller by way of a small, professional, highly mobile mechanised

force, while Douhet envisaged a professional air force destined to destroy

2 Ibid., p. 76-717.
¥ Ibid., p. 76.
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the enemy from the air. Azar Gat,”* in a study on the roots of Fascism and
its progenitor proto-fascism, tracked these influences in both these military
thinkers and their thought. Their view of history was greatly influenced by
their Fascism.” Trythall recounts that the German Luftwaffe undoubtedly
did Fuller a favour when they bombed Eyre & Spottiswoode’s store in
Paternoster Row during the Blitz. Burnt to the ground unfortunately along
with many of his personal papers was the entire first edition (both volumes)
of Decisive Battles: Their Influence Upon History and Civilisation. Fuller
said afterwards that he felt like thanking Hitler as this gave him the
opportunity to rewrite the book — something he had wanted to do — and
while so doing, edit out much of the Fascist thought which pervaded the

earlier edition.”*

Douhet’s view of history was just as self-indulgent. Unlike 1ts earthbound
counterparts, air power did not have a centuries old reservoir of experience
to draw upon. The First World War had seen the wide-ranging application
of airpower in all the roles which would come to be regarded as its
traditional roles, i.e. ground attack, interdiction, gaining air superiority and
strategic bombing. It also had the steep learning curves of both the fledgling
Royal Flying Corps and the Imperial German Lufi-streitkriifte for its
supporters to reflect upon. There had been many lessons to be learned
between 1914 and 1918. The Zeppelin and AEG Gotha raids on London had
foreshadowed Guernica and both the “Blitz” and Bomber Command’s
costly bombing offensive over Europe. General Sir Edmund Allenby’s use
of air power at Wadi Fara after the Battle of Meggido was echoed on all
fronts by the majority of air forces during the Second World War (the Soviet
Ilyushin 11-2 Shturmoviks over the Eastern Front and the Allied “Jabos™
over Normandy in the form of British Hawker Typhoons and American P-47

Thunderbolts are among the many examples).37 Douhet, however, dismissed

** Gat, A., Fascist and Liberal Visions of War: Fuller, Liddell Hart, Douhet and Other
Modernists, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1998.

3 Douhet was not a historian. He wrote no major work of history to illustrate his 1deas.

% Trythall A.J., Boney Fuller: Soldier, Strategist, and Writer 1878 —1966, New Brunswick,
Rutgers University Press, 1977, p. 218.

*7 A parallel of the aerial destruction wrought against the Turks at Wadi Fara can be seen 1n
the Allied destruction of a German pocket at Falaise during the D-Day campaign and again,
almost fifty years later, in the devastation visited on the retreating Iraqis on the road to
Basra during the Gulf War.
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the air history lessons of the Great War and chose to rely on logic alone. As

Phillip S. Meilinger points out, it was a curious decision:

“Finally, he [Douhet] failed to see the importance of history — of
looking to the past to illuminate the present. In this regard he was 1n
the same position as the nuclear theorists following World War 1.
Because little empirical evidence existed upon which to base a
model of how one could use nuclear weapons in war, their theories
became intellectual exercises that relied on the force of logic.
Similarly Douhet chose to ignore what little evidence did exist from
World War I: ‘The experience of the past is of no value at all. On the
contrary, it has negative value since it tends to mislead us.” He took
this position not because he believed that history was useless, but
because it provided the wrong lessons for airpower. Paradoxically,
however, at the same time he denigrated the lessons of the Great
War, he built a theory of airpower based on that war’s repeating
itself. The result was a curious mixture of the past and future, with

no apparent anchor in either dimension.”"

As Ken Booth points out in an article titled “History or Logic as Approaches
to Strategy”’, Douhet perhaps represents an extreme example of the logical
approach to the development of theory. Here he is in direct contrast to the
theorist-historians. Instead of looking to the past in an attempt to see the
future, he chose to rationalise the future via intellect. Due to the entirely
new dimension of warfare introduced by controlled flight, Douhet thought 1t
more apt to supplant the examination of history with that of possibility when
devising strategy. He failed to realise that, instead of supplanting the
strategic bow, air power was merely supplying another, albeit extremely

effective, arrow for its quiver of war. Booth explains:

‘“Whereas Mahan made generalisations and distilled “principles’ on
the basis of history, Douhet, with equal earnestness, applied mmself

to logical reasoning, for he considered that all past practice was

3% Meilinger, Col Phillip S. (ed.) , The Paths to Heaven: The Evolution of Airpower Theory,
Air University Press, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, 1997, pp. 29-30.
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obsolete; in most respects he dismissed even the Great War, which

had only occurred a few years previously.”

Interestingly, and
untypically short-sightedly for such an enthusiast of techmical
change, Douhet did assume that he could generalise from the Great
War in certain aspects of national defence; he assumed, for example,
that defensive superiority and stalemate on the ground and sea would

be characteristics of future wars.”*

Much debate rages over the extent to which Douhet and his method
succeeded in gauging the role of air power in modermn war. In many
instances his prognostications were optimistic and far beyond the technical
abilities of the day. The type of destruction he envisaged being visited from
the air did not materialise until the advent of nuclear power, and then only
briefly until ICBMs replaced the first intercontinental bombers. Invuinerable
retaliatory forces then negated any advantages of a pre-emptive strike.
Although changing circumstances accommodated Douhet’s theories
somewhat and made them relevant after the war in ways he could not have
imagined, credit as a theorist can only be given for intention and not

coincidence. Booth frames it thus:

“The advent of nuclear weapons, and their acquisition 1n
considerable numbers, has led some to praise Douhet once more, and
they point out that his analytical framework was of considerable
value and relevance to the thermonuclear era. To the extent that this
is true, it is more a reflection on Douhet’s good luck than on his
ability as a strategist; strategists should be judged by the relevance of
their theories to their own era, not to one which 1s several
(unforeseeable) technological revolutions ahead. Furthermore, the
argument that Douhet’s analytical framework was validated by
nuclear weapons cannot be pushed far: Douhet’s framework was
only of some relevance between the years 1955-60, when both super-
powers had nuclear plenty and inter-continental capabilities, but

before they acquired invulnerable retaliatory forces. To the extent

* Booth K., ‘History or Logic as Approaches to Strategy’, RUSI: Journal of the Royal
United Services Institute for Defence Studies, 117:3, September 1972, pp. 37-38.
Y Ibid. p. 41.
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that Douhet’s analysis offers interesting insights into the post-war
strategic balance, it is only for the dangerous years of “The delicate

Balance of Terror’ in the second half of the 1950s.”*

Meilinger perhaps gives the most fitting epitaph to Douhet’s work when he
states that although Douhet was not always correct in his analysis, and that
much of what he said and thought did not come to pass, his fundamental
premise was correct. In modern conventional warfare command of the air 1s
absolutely essential. It took, points out Meilinger, untold centuries of
warfare to forge the intellectual talents of a Clausewitz, a Mahan or a
Jomini. We should therefore, he suggests, not be too hard on Douhet who
produced his seminal work, The Command of the Air (published in Italian in

1921), a little over a decade after the advent of powered flight.**

1.5 The research problem

Unlike academic historians, theorist-historians were under a unique pressure
to produce results. Their objective was to propagate a theory. In order to
achieve this they utilised military history in a didactic manner both to
explain and to illustrate their theories and, very importantly, to justify any
theoretical conclusions. The target audience covered a wide cross-section of
society, incorporating among others military, academic, political and social
circles. In order to reach and influence these diverse views to a specific way
of thought, the individual theorist-historian propagated a view of military
history best justified (or explained) by his own particular theory. In the
pursuit of this objective however, theorist-historians were, in most cases,
wont to behave in both an overweening and fanatical manner, often to the

detriment of the broader science of military history.

The history of the theorist-historian was, therefore, not necessarily an
exercise in objective historiography, but rather a missive aimed at educating
the public in general and explaining the nuances of their way of thought in

particular. What are the consequences of this type of use or “abuse” of

TR

Ibid. p. 39.
*> Meilinger, Col Phillip S. (ed.) , The Paths to Heaven. The Evolution of Airpower Theory,
Air University Press, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, 1997, p. 34.
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military history for military thought? It is the contention of this study that

the effect was positive.

1.6 Why are J. F. C. Fuller and B. H. Liddell Hart considered

representative of the theorist-historian group?

Brian Holden Reid was attempting to address a long-standing problem when
he stated that the reputations of Fuller and Liddell Hart are not linked like
“the interest rate and inflation, when the one goes up, the other goes down”.
It has long been a characteristic of this field of study for scholars to gravitate
towards one or the other, and then indulge in sarcastic and sometimes
acrimonious debate over who was the greater, the more influential or
insightful military philosopher. It has also been said that the reason for
disputes in the academic world being so vicious is because the stakes are so
small®*. This has been the case with the supporters of both Fuller and
Liddell Hart. Suffice it to say, however, that their reputations are indeed
linked, although not at the expense of one another, but rather on account of
one another. They are inexorably linked by the era in which they lived, their
professional relationships and their respective theories as well as, of course,
by the advent of the tank. It is virtually impossible fully to understand the
one without reference to the other. They provided tantalising glimpsés of

what might have been, each in the case of the other.

Liddell Hart pursued a writing career outside the autocratic confines of the
armed forces while Fuller did so from within (until his retirement from the
army as major-general in 1933). Thus knowledge of what agitation for
reform was possible from both within and outside the armed forces is
covered. Another intriguing facet to their parallel careers was their directly
opposing political beliefs. Liddell Hart, always politically more astute and
tolerant than Fuller, was a liberal, whereas Fuller became a member of the
British Union of Fascists. These two differences alone make a comparative
study of their respective careers important since 1t covers the full political

and professional debate of the key defence issues of their day, both from

within and outside the armed forces.

* Sometimes attributed to Henry Kissinger.
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Then, of course, there is the question of influence. It 1s an established fact
that Liddell Hart approached Fuller in humble tones for his opinion of his
early work on infantry tactics. Both his “man in the dark™ theory and his
“expanding torrent” theory were submitted to Fuller in a gesture both of
friendship and a desire for Fuller’s professional opinion. Fuller’s conversion
of Liddell Hart to the “armoured creed” is also well documented, as 1s his
influence on Liddell Hart’s early work and his first attempts to structure a
cogent theoretical picture of a future European war. Liddell Hart’s Paris or
The Future of War bears the characteristics of a reworking of Fuller’s The
Reformation of War. Where it starts to become difficult to separate the two
on the issue of influence is in Liddell Hart’s later career when, having
gained both in confidence and intellectual ability, he struck out on his own.
Liddell Hart’s detractors unfairly accuse him of never quite being able to cut
the intellectual apron strings that originally tied him to Fuller. They view
him as guilty of reworking Fuller’s fundamental ideas for his own purposes.
Such an opinion has, in the light of much recent scholarship by among
others Azar Gat, been demonstrated to be both wrong and simplistic.
Although Fuller was a pivotal and enduring influence on Liddell Hart’s
career and military thought, he was not its sole progenitor. Liddell Hart’s
own intellectual achievements were substantial and are deserving in their

own right.

To understand this issue fully, it is necessary to examine the nature of their
relationship, both personal and professional. Fuller and Liddell Hart often
used one another as sounding boards for a particular idea or theory. They co-
operated extensively in propagating their views, to both the public and the
armed forces. Fuller is on record as having arranged for Liddell Hart to ask a
particular question at a RUSI lecture in order to allow him to introduce a
particular concept. They gave drafts of their work to one another to criticise.
Although this occasionally led to an acrimonious exchange, it proved to be
mutually beneficial. It is revealing that Fuller valued Liddell Hart’s input.
This actively dispels the contention that Liddell Hart did not contribute to

the debate. Although much has been written on Fuller’s influence on Liddell

Hart, very little has been written on whether or not Liddell Hart exerted any




28

influence on Fuller’s military thought. This constitutes a lacuna in this field
of study that perhaps could be rectified only by a detailed scholarly analysis
of both Fuller and Liddell Hart’s personal correspondence. It is obvious then
that in the context of the study of interwar military thought, Fuller and
Liddell Hart are inextricably linked and likely to remain so indefinitely.

This raises the question whether they are considered suitable representatives
of the theorist-historian group. There are a number of reasons for an

affirmative answer to this question.

Firstly, they are arguably the best-known pioneering members of this group
in the twentieth century. Both were prolific writers and much of their work
is still in print. Very importantly, of all the theorist-historians, they made the
most extensive use of military history to illustrate their theoretical precepts.
The majority of serious students of military history are, therefore, familiar
with both their lives and their work. They have also proved more enduring
in their military thought than, for example, Mahan, whose relevance to naval
matters barely survived his passing, or Douhet, who, although correct 1n his
fundamental premise, was over-optimistic in his conclusions. Although time
has exposed numerous cracks in both Fuller and Liddell Hart’s ideas, the
overall structure of their theories remains remarkably sound. Few students
can find a more stimulating and readable introduction to military thought
than Liddell Hart’s Strategy The Indirect Approach or a more thought-

provoking introduction to the underlying causes and patterns of war than

Fuller’s The Conduct of War 1789-1961.

Another important reason for their suitability is the amount of scholarly
debate that both these theorists have continued to generate in recent years,
both for and against. They appear to have proved far more fascinating and

stimulating than their contemporaries, both intellectually and biographically.

1.7 What is the object of this dissertation?

The object of this study is to show that, in the pursuit of establishing a

military theory, military history is actively distorted and manipulated by
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military theorists. If this is so — how, why and to what extent 1s military
history manipulated? Secondly, what are the implications and consequences
of such distortion and manipulation for military theory and, seen in context,

does it fulfil a purpose?

1.8 Hypothesis
It is the contention in this dissertation that the manipulation and distortion of
military history by theorist-historians results not from conscious

dissemblance, but from the desire to pursue military excellence.

It is difficult to frame this concept in a single hypothesis. What 1s also
important to consider is the motivation for manipulation, if indeed
manipulation did take place. It is also the contention in this dissertation that
if the manipulation of military history did take place, it was not so much
driven by dishonest reasons as practical ones. As Mahan explained in his
revealing lecture titled “Subordination in History”, the military historian
finds himself in the fortuitous position of being able to apply his purpose to
the writing of history. That purpose, for the theorist-historians, was the
acceptance of a military theory they thought best suited to their respective

country’s needs.

As the description of this dissertation’s objective is broad, 1t has been

broken down into smaller, more manageable, segments.

Chapter 1: This chapter explains the research problem. It includes the
reasons for the selection of Major General John Frederick Charles Fuller
and Sir Basil Henry Liddell Hart as being representative of the theorist-

historian group.

Chapter 2: This chapter is an analysis of the relationship between mulitary
history and military theory. It also examines the problems of culture,
ethnicity, propaganda, context and perspective in the writing of military

history. Finally, it functions as a short philosophical and historiographical

primer for the remainder of the work.
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Chapter 3: Chapter 3 introduces J. F. C. Fuller and B. H. Liddell Hart. It 1s
a discussion of their early lives and careers and explains their social,
intellectual and military backgrounds. It also briefly touches on their
professional and intellectual interaction. Knowledge of these aspects of their

lives is essential for a better understanding of chapters 4 and 5.

Chapter 4: Chapter 4 focuses on J. F. C. Fuller and aims to answer the

following questions:
e What were the origins of Fuller’s military thought?
e What type of military historian was he and did he manipulate
history, consciously or subconsciously and for what ends?
e What was the relationship between Fuller’s military thought and
military history?

Chapter 5: Chapter 5 concentrates on B. H. Liddell Hart and is aimed at

answering the following questions:
e What were the origins of Liddell Hart’s military thought?
e What type of military historian was he and did he manipulate

history consciously or subconsciously and for what ends?

e What was the relationship between Liddell Hart’s mulitary
thought and military history?

Chapter 6: In the light of the conclusions drawn from chapters 4 and 5, the
role and effect of theorist-historians is evaluated against those of academic
historians. The didactic nature and needs of military history are examined in

the light of historical accuracy.

1.9 Research methods and sources

The method of research was to analyse, compare and contrast the various

sources with a view to understanding the manner in which the two authors

presented data, their interpretation and the conclusions drawn as well as

their individual approaches to achieving the objects of their writings.
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Similarly, the work of other writers — both laudatory and critical — was
consulted to ascertain the manner in which it interpreted Fuller and Liddell

Hart’s views.

This dissertation utilises both primary and secondary sources. Primary
sources comprise the various publications written by Liddell Hart and Fuller
which in both cases includes their memoirs. Publications take the form of
books and journal articles published by the authors during their lifetimes.
Secondary sources play a particularly important part in this dissertation. The
reasons for this are as follows. Liddell Hart’s legacy appears to be in a
constant state of flux. It could even be said to have spawned its own genre
with various protagonists making academic gain out of either defending or
attacking what Liddell Hart perceived his iegacy to be (or his actual
intellectual achievements as championed by his protectors). The rigorous cut
and thrust of this debate has given rise to high standards of scholarship on
both sides. Accordingly, no meaningful discussion on Liddell Hart can
progress without taking this body of work in consideration. In the case of
Liddell Hart, the works of Brian Bond, John Mearsheimer, Azar Gat and
Alex Danchev among others are indispensable to the modern researcher.
Gat’s measured analysis of Liddell Hart’s military thought and its origins
are arguably the most complete and scholarly, showing the benefits of

writing with a hindsight unavailable to earlier commentators such as Brian

Bond and Michael Howard.

In Fuller’s case no-one was stung to attack or defend his reputation to a
similar degree. What has generated an interest in his reputation however, 1s
the debate on who was intellectually responsible for the tank’s successful
tactical and strategic debut and to what extent he was responsible for the
introduction of a manoeuvre-based system of warfare aimed at the
psychological paralysis of an opponent as opposed to 1ts physical
destruction. Brigadier Anthony John Trythall and Brian Holden Reid have
so far proved to be among the most indispensable of Fuller’s mtellectual

biographers and their work has likewise to be considered when writing on or

about Fuller.
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Chapter 2
“An agreed upon fiction”**:

The relationship of military history to military theory

2.1 General

What is the relationship between history and the armed forces? Historians
have long held the upper hand in time of peace in deciding to whom must go
the laurels and to which “Great Captain” must be accorded the respect and
adulation of future generations. Though many remember Hannibal for
mastering Rome’s Legions at the Trebbia, Lake Trasimene and Cannae, few
remember the Senator Fabius whose “Fabian strategy” planted the seeds of
Hannibal’s demise. Still fewer remember the Consul Nero, whose deception

I*> enabled Scipio to set about his task of saving Rome.

of Hanniba
Scipio Africanus is perhaps more justly remembered than the other two for
his pivotal role in Hannibal’s destruction. His conduct of the campaign in
Spain, culminating on the North African plain of Zama, ensured Rome’s
subjugation of Carthage. Building on the solid foundation of Fabius’
strategy and Nero’s audacity, he had mastered Hannibal with Napoleonic
dexterity. But even this was not sufficient to secure Clio’s laurels. In the
preface to his hagiographic tome Scipio Africanus — A Greater than
Napoleon, Liddell Hart mentions that his book is only the second one on
Scipio to appear in the English language. The first and only other book had
been written by an English clergyman over a century before and had largely
neglected Scipio’s military achievements; a sharp contrast to Hanmbal who

has long been a staple of popular military history and literature. This is a

4 The title used here comes from the following quote by Napoleon:
“Historical fact ... is often a mere word; it cannot be ascertained when events
actually occur, in the heat of contrary passions; and if, later on, there is consensus,
this is only because there is no one left to contradict. ... What is ... historical truth?
... An agreed upon fiction. ... There are facts that remain in eternal litigation.”
Matthews, L. J., et al, (eds.), The Parameters of War, Pergamon-Brassey’s International
Defense Publishers, Washington, p. 9.
% Stealing away unseen to journey 450 km to the Metaurus with the cream of his army,
Nero combined with the force of Livius Salinator and defeated Hasrubal at the head of a
Carthaginian relief force. Returning swiftly to his encampment opposite Hannibal, his 13
day absence went unnoticed. The first inkling Hannibal had of his brother’s demise was
when Scipio had Hasrubal’s severed head catapulted into his camp.
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typical example of the adulation history often reserves for the vanquished at
the expense of the victor. Indeed, in Rome 1t was the custom to praise
opponents defeated in battle. Several scholars have put forward a theory
explaining this phenomenon. They speculate that by praising vanquished
enemies, the Romans were 1nadvertently praising themselves. If their
enemies were so great, were the Romans not greater for having overcome
them? A prime example of this tradition may be found in the Roman
sculpture “The dying Gaul”. Although mortally wounded and subjugated, as
a cord around his neck indicates, the Celt’s bearing is proud and disdainful.
From the Roman perspective the enemy is seen as noble and defiant,
retaining his dignity in the moment of death. He serves as both a reminder to
Rome’s enemies of the greatness of her legions and the duty which Rome

expects from her legionnaires.

If historians hold sway in times of peace and prosperity, the generals rule
with an iron rod in time of war, for, during such times the pen inevitably
gives way to the sword. Theories generated in peacetime are tested by war
and are either confirmed by successful implementation or proved wanting by
failure. An example is Douhet’s theory of war being waged and won mainly
through airpower. Despite the direst predictions by an interwar generation of
strategists — only just coming to terms with the modern internal combustion
engine and using Guernica as a yardstick — airpower proved only part of the
equation needed to overcome the enemy, and not the answer in itself. The
Gulf War of 1991, in which airpower was to play a decisive role in attaining
a “cheap” victory in terms of lives and equipment, demonstrated five
decades later that ground forces still are an essential component of a modern
military force if it is intended to impose one’s will on the enemy. It 1s this
crucial relationship that must be examined. However, many mlitary
personnel fail to connect the two. An example of this is the perhaps
apocryphal story mentioned by Anne N Foreman, then Under-Secretary of
the United States Air Force, in the foreword she wrote to Military History
and the Military Profession in 1992,

“I am reminded of the story ... of the Israeli general who once

accosted one of our colleagues (a medievalist, I believe). *What
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makes you think your studies of campaigns in the era of swords,
armor, lances, and horses have any relevance in today’s fast-paced,
high-tech warfare?’ asked the general. Replied the historian, ‘“What
makes you think, General, that you are smart enough to win the next

war on the basis of your own experience alone?’”**°

Field Marshall Count Von Schlieffen, author of the “Schlieffen Plan” and
head of the German General Staff from 1891 to 1906, perhaps framed the

relationship between the warrior and the historian better:

‘“Before everyone who wishes to become a commander-in-chief,
there lies a book entitled ‘The History of War’. It 1s not always, I
must admit, very amusing. It involves toiling through a mass of by
no means exciting details. But by their means we arrtve at facts ...
and at the root of it lies the perception of how everything has
happened, how it was bound to happen, and how it will happen

again.”’

2.2 Historical tradition and its relationship to military history

The historical tradition evolved from the oral tradition which, in ancient
times, functioned as a reservoir of knowledge and culture. Communities
eking out a living in a hostile environment acquired a deep knowledge of
their world and its resources and looked to the oral historians of their tribes
and communities to commit this knowledge to memory for posterity.
Primitive religions, each with its own creation myth, stored their gradually
accumulating theology in the minds of their Shamans, Druids and medicine
men. Incorporated into this vast patchwork of superstition and knowledge
was the tribe’s history — an account of the previous generation’s
achievements, where they had come from and what they had done.

Genealogy likewise represented an important tradition with bloodlines being

“Charters, D. A., et al, (eds.), Military History and the Military Profession, Praeger,
Westport, Connecticut, 1992, p. xii.

‘ Bellamy, C., The Evolution of Modern Land Warfare, Theory and Practice, Routledge,
London and New York, 1990, preface.
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committed to memory until they merged with shadowy figures of myth and

legend.

The written word emancipated the oral historians, freeing them for the first
time from the limitation of memorising events, thoughts, opinions and other
factors. Information could now be recorded and accumulated without fear
that the death of an important elder or holy man due to disease or war would
rob them of his knowledge. Homer’s flliad 1s perhaps the foremost example
of an oral history surviving its origins fo become a staple of modern

literature as well as Western culture.

The Illiad straddles the worlds of myth and reality, blurring the two until
they are indistinguishable and it becomes impossible to determine where
one ends and the other begins. If it were not for Heinrich Schliemann’s
discovery of Troy, scholars would still be debating the veracity of its
existence. Its discovery, however, left more questions unanswered than
those it answered. Who were the Trojans and how did the war come about?
Who precisely were the Greeks and where did they come from? To what
extent can one look to Homer’s account for an explanation of what actually

happened?

Every child is familiar with the ruse of the Trojan Horse. The stern warning
“Beware of Greeks bearing gifts” echoes from another age to entertain and
at the same time warn us to be wary of a subtle enemy. The Trojans, safely
ensconced behind their stone walls, celebrated a perceived victory by taking
the enemy unknowingly intb their very midst. Their demise 1s said to have
been rapid, bloody and brutal. All the elements of high drama are present. A
recalcitrant lover, a cuckolded husband seeking vengeance, a noble warrior
destined to die in single combat. Greek honour sated, the victorious soldiers
returned to their beached ships to begin their journey home and, at the same

time, present a fresh canvass for the Odyssey.

The reason for quoting Homer as an example is to introduce the stylised

portrayal of the Trojan War. Under the pretext of recounting an event, a

blueprint was laid for Greek martial behaviour that was to last almost a
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millennium. Achilles, cursed by the Gods with a weak heel only, became the
archetypal Greek warrior. Generations of Greek Hoplites took their places in
the serried ranks of the phalanx inspired by their vision — which was
Homer’s vision and therefore history’s vision — of Achilles. Alexander the
Great, the Macedonian king who lead his victorious phalanxes from the
relative obscurity of the Peloponnese to Central India, believed himselt the

very incarnation of Homer’s Achilles. It Homer,*

in conjunction with
Greek culture, had intended to manipulate the history of the Trojan War to
promote his view of the values that Hoplite warfare should adopt, then he
was extremely successful. From a Greek perspective the manipulation of
history was indeed both beneficial and successful, and it became a blueprint
for Greek martial conduct. Homer’s llliad is by no means unique. The old
testament, unlike the new, has its origins in the oral tradition. Jericho’s
demise, verified by modern archeology, has been dated to about 6000 BC.
Accounts of its fall survived the ensuing millennia until — with whatever
imperfections and embellishments it had acquired through centuries of
travel through the tongues and imaginations of men — it was committed to
writing. To the generations which followed, it was quite literally carved in

stone in every sense of the word, as there was no way of refuting it once 1t

had acquired what was then the mystic aura of the written word.

The oldest recorded written history is to be found in Egypt where it relates
to the actions of a warrior ruler, Menes,*” the unifier of Egypt. Also,
engraved in the Egyptian granite over two thousand four hundred years ago,
is a glowing account of the Egyptian warrior king Thutmosis’ martial
success against the King of Kadesh at Megiddo (1458 BC) - the first battle
recorded in history. To say that Egyptian accounts of their nation’s battles
deified their rulers is an understatement. The Egyptian scribes literally and
figuratively turned hagiography into an art form. Countless carved panels

praise the martial prowess of dead Pharaohs. Engraved in granite by an

‘8 Homer was merely a link in the chain that kept the memory of the Trojan Wars alive. He
obtained and transmitted his information in the time-honoured oral tradition and he was tied
to his verbal sources in much the same way as a modern historian is tied to primary and
secondary sources when attempting to reconstruct an event. Homer’s fame lies in his
presentation, viz. his poetry. Certain archeologists have made the improbable suggestion
that a contemporary of Homer invented an alphabet in order to save his work for posterity.
 Dupuy, R. E. and Dupuy T. N., The Collins Encyclopedia of Military History: From
3500B.C. to the Present, fourth edition, HarperCollins Publishers, Glasgow, 1993, p. 4.
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anonymous hand, Ramses II stares out across the millennia as he leads his
men into combat against the dreaded Sea Peoples and the Libyans. The
Egyptians are seen as strong and martial, whereas their helpless opponents
wilt, obligingly awaiting the death blow. Early history appears to have been
anything but objective.

The second great battle of ancient times (in the pre-Trojan War era) of
which adequate records have survived, is the battle of Kadesh (1285 BC). A
temple situated at Karnak in Egypt has an outer wall decorated with images
and hieroglyphs celebrating an Egyptian victory over the Hittites at Kadesh.
Ramses II is mentioned as having concluded a treaty with the vanquished
Hittite king after hostilities had been concluded. However, at the former
Hittite capital of Boghazkoy, archeologists subsequently found another
version of the same treaty stating that the Hittites had triumphed over the
Egyptians. Propaganda, it seems, is as old as the art of writing itself and

history was very much in the eye of the beholder.

The Assyrians followed suit. Leaving tantalising clues about their culture
and civilisation, they wrote prodigiously and used historical accounts of
their battles and punitive raids as propaganda to terrorise subjugated states.
History — here defined loosely as the written accounts of past deeds — was
being employed as part of a conscious policy of terrorism to ensure
subjugation. A well-known description quoted by Arthur Ferrill in his book
The Origins of War gives us a glimpse of the terror imposed by the
Assyrians on the subjugated peoples.

“While I was staying in the land of Kutmuki, they brought me the
word: ‘The city of Suru of Bit-Halupe has revolted, they have slain
Hamatai, their governor, and Ahiababa, the son of a nobody, whom
they have brought from Bit-Adini, they have set up as king over
them.’ With the help of Adad and the great gods who have made
great my kingdom, I mobilised my chariots and armies and marched
along the bank of the Habur. ... To the city of Suru of Bit-Halupe I

drew near, and the terror of the splendor of Assur, my lord,

overwhelmed them. The chief men and the elders of the city, to save
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their lives, came forth into my presence and embraced my feet,
saying: ‘If it is thy pleasure, slay! If it is thy pleasure, let live! That
which thy heart desireth, do! Ahiababa, the son of a nobody, whom
they had brought from Bit-Adini, I took captive. In the valor of my
heart and the fury of my weapons I stormed the city. All the rebels
they seized and delivered them up. ... Azi-1lu I set over them as my
own governor. I built a pillar over against his city gate, and I flayed
all the chief men who had revolted, and I covered the pillar with
their skins; some I walled up within the piliar, some I impaled upon
the pillar on stakes, and others I bound to stakes round about the
pillar; many within the border of my own land I flayed, and I spread
their skins upon the walls; and I cut of the limbs of the officers, of
the royal officers who had rebelled. Ahaibaba I took to Nineveh, I

flayed him, I spread his skin upon the wall of Nineveh.”””

The passage of time has done little to dampen the inherent sadism of this
account. The very nature of the writing, however, 1s 1n itself a valuable
contribution to our understanding of the Assyrians for, by concentrating on
their motives, particularly the need to publicise such heinous acts, a better
understanding is gained of their political position and aspirations. The point
being made is that even “bad” or biased history can be extremely valuable in

what it reveals about the authors and what they are trying to do.

In The Ride of the Second Horseman, Robert L. O’Connell attempts to
explain the Assyrian predicament in a chapter entitled “The Lords of
Extortion”. An oversimplified explanation of Assyria’s problem was the fact
that Assyria, like Prussia under Frederick the Great, was an army In
possession of a nation or, in this case, an army in possession of an empire,
To maintain the status quo the military had to continue to subjugate
neighbouring territories and ensure that they paid tribute in the form of
people, gold and food. They were very much in the situation described by
Joseph Heller in Catch 22. Assyria lived by the sword and, as the Old

0 Ferrill, A., The Origins of War: From the Stone Age to Alexander the Great, Thames and
Hudson Ltd, London, 1988, p. 69.
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Testament warns, it died by it. What is important here, however, 1s to
understand their judicious use of history. O’Connell mentions that

“the Assyrians were only scrupulous in recording their victories”. '

This was a logical assumption for a nation that stood or fell by its ability to

inspire fear.
2.3 The early historians

Herodotus emerged as “The Father of History” in the fifth century BC.
Unfettered by the restraints that had afflicted his predecessors, he
nevertheless limited his “Histories” by indulging himself in the artistic
elements of his trade. The story is told that Thucydides, attending the
Olympian Games, an occasion of great solemnity and social significance to
the ancient Greeks, wept upon hearing Herodotus recite from his History.
Whether he wept for its semantic beauty or lack of objective realism 1s not
clear. What is recounted, however, is Herodotus’ response. Turning to

Thucydides’. father, Olorus, Herodotus said:

“Olorus, your son’s spirit is aflame with a passion for learning”.>

Thucydides erupted onto the “historical” scene like a giant among pygmues.
He can, in many ways lay claim to being the “Father of Critical History”,; a
much more deserved and flattering epithet than the one of Herodotus.
Joseph Gavorse’s introduction to the 1934 Modern Library edition of
Crawley’s translation of Thucydides’ The Complete Writing’s of
Thucydides: The Peloponnesian War is worth reading in this regard.

“The son of Olorus undoubtedly did admire the work of ‘the father
of history’ — but not as history. His conception of history was so

different from that of his predecessors, and he himself so conscious

L O’Connell, R. L., Ride of the Second Horseman: The Birth and Death of War, Oxford
University Press, New York, 1995, p. 156.
*2 The Complete Writings of Thucydides, The Peloponnesian War, Random House, New

York, 1934, p. xiv.
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of his role as pioneer, that he even felt obliged to warn his readers
that ‘the absence of romance in my history will, I fear, detract from
its interest.” Indeed, the distance between the work of Herodotus and
that of Thucydides 1s so great that scholars have found it difficult to
realise that they lived in the same period and wrote for the same
readers, and have compared the birth of critical history as springing

full-grown from the brain of Thucydides, ... .”

Critical history, unfortunately, did not spring “full-grown” from Thucydides.
He did not have the tools of the modern historian or the shoulders of past
generations of historians to stand on. Suffice it to say he was its midwife,
After Thucydides, as Gavorse points out, the Western World had to wait
almost five centuries for a worthy successor in Tacitus.”® Thucydides
nevertheless had done his work well; the mould had been broken and later
oenerations of historians would look to him for inspiration in their search

for the truth.

The Roman historians took up the Greek torch and carried 1t across Europe
and the Mediterranean, immortalising the exploits of Rome’s legions irom
Carthage to Britannia while simultaneously cataloguing her defeats from
Cannae to the Teutobergwald. Some historians succeeded in mastering the
basics of their trade better than others and — with modern historiography and
archeology identifying and verifying much of their work — 1t 1s to them one

turns for an accurate rendition of those times.

The single thread which runs through history from its oral inception is the
description and accounts of wars and warfare. The oldest known Enghsh
poems, such as the “Battle of Maldon™ (991AD),> deal with the early
Viking invasions of Britain. The preoccupation with warfare by these early
historians is understandable in terms of the effect it had on their ancient
communities. Wars initially appeared to occur in much the same manner as

natural disasters, sent at the whim of an otherwise bored or vindictive god.

> Ibid. pp. Xiv-XV.

>* Ibid. p. Xiv.

55 Holmes, R., (ed.), The Oxford Companion to Military History, Oxford University Press,
Oxford, 2001, pp. 535-336.
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The critical study of history, however, allowed historians to moderate their
views and realise that war, like disease, possessed both causes and
symptoms and a close examination of the phenomena related to it might

enable them to navigate troubled times more successfully.

While the ensuing two millennia saw vast strides in historiography and
defining works such as Gibbon’s monumental Decline and Fall of the
Roman Empire, 1t was the nineteenth and twentieth centuries that saw the
advent of history as approximating a true science. Military history, for long
the engine of all history, had by this time, become a poor relation in terms of
the broader historical canvass which dealt with art, culture, religion,
economies and industrialisation. Man’s social history came more and more
to the fore as proponents of religion attempted to plumb the depths of man’s
soul in order to establish the true nature of what they viewed as God’s
ultimate creation. Was man inherently good or inherently bad? Philosophers
pondered on such questions and, trusting their particular rationale, imposed
it on their view of history. This gives rise to the question of “context” in

history.

2.4 Context.in the use of military history

It is important that historians are seen in relation to the time and culture
within which they worked as they, and their work, are a product of both.
Two simple examples of this are Willem Steenkamp’s books on South
Africa’s participation in the Angolan civil war and the Namibian (South
West Africa) Bush War. His first book Adeus Angola, written shortly after
Operation Savannah in 1975, is as good an example of a “drum and
trumpet” history as there is — mirroring conventional wisdom prevalent in
South Africa at the time. Border Strike written seven years later, although a
marked improvement, is still an indulgent exercise in both political and
martial hagiography. South Africa’s Border War 1963-1989, published in
early 1991, is by far his most competent book on the subject. It 1s also the

only complete single-volume history of the entire war to emerge thus far.

The flaws of his two earlier works should not be used to condemn them,

however, as Adeus Angola was the first book printed on South Africa’s
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Angolan adventure (or misadventure) and Border Strike the first attempt to
provide a glimpse of the South African Defence Force (SADF) at war in the
bush. As such, both books are invaluable. Both books however, are products
of their time as was Steenkamp, who, serving within the SADF, could
hardly claim the objectivity of a neutral observer. Context is therefore

important when evaluating historians and their history.

The Greeks had realised this and Socrates had displayed admirable talent in
isolating the pitfalls of the written medium of communication — whether in
recounting history or otherwise. To achieve this he had utilized a story
concerning the Egyptian God Thoth — credited as the inventor of writing —

seeking a royal blessing for his invention.

“The king told Thoth: ‘You, who are the father of letters, have been
led by your affection to ascribe to them a power the opposite of that
they really posses ... You have invented an elixir not of memory, but
of reminding; and you offer your pupils the appearance of wisdom,
not true wisdom, for they will read many things without instruction
and will therefore seem to know many things, when they are for the

most.part ignc:ran(u’”“"56

With the limitations of the written word thus highlighted, the Greeks, under
Herodotus and Thucydides, set about building the foundations on which the
modern edifice of history now rests. Context, however, still dogs modemn
historians. Brian Bond, although generous in his appraisal of John
Mearsheimer’s controversial and valuable contribution on Liddell Hart
(Liddell Hart and the Weight of History), points this out in a guarded
defence of his work Liddell Hart: A Study of his Military Thought. In the
preface of the latest edition (a Gregg Revivals reprint 1990) Bond takes
cognisance of Mearsheimer’s scholarly approach and academic integrity but

comments that

“Mearsheimer’s book displays both the advantages and the

drawbacks of relying almost entirely on documentary evidence. All

>¢ Robinson, A-., The Story of Writing, Thames and Hudson Ltd, London, 1995, p. 8.
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his charges are scrupulously documented and several of them seem
to me to have been substantiated. On the debit side, his political
scientist’s approach, coupled with pardonable limitations in
understanding of the British politics and the army, set up barriers to

the full appreciation of Liddell Hart’s role”.”’

So Bond, (and one might perhaps add, rather like the Greeks), undoubtedly
feels that a synthesis of academic work and first hand knowledge about the
subject or field is preferable to a more sterile approach based purely on

primary and secondary documentary sources. He elaborates:

“Liddell Hart’s warmth of personality and gencrosity towards
numerous aspiring young historians like myself needs to be placed in
the balance to modify the egocentricity and polemical spirit so

evident in his personal papers. ”°

Both arguments have their merits and both academics acknowledge this in
their rigorous approval of the other’s work, while at the same time
defending their own viewpoints. The ideal lies, perhaps, somewhere in
between. Thus it is important to discuss the personalities and circumstances
of both Fuller and Liddell Hart before setting out to mine their work in order

to resolve the hypothesis of this dissertation.

Before leaving the subject of context in military history, however, 1t is
perhaps worth looking at the most prominent debate which surfaced during
the interwar years — that of mechanisation — with history in mind. To any
modern student of military history it is virtually incomprehensible that there
was any debate on the merits of mechanisation at all. The advantages seem
to be self-evident. Liddell Hart’s and especially Fuller’s literary skirmishes
with established military thought and all its ensuing sarcasm can be
followed with great delight, safe in the knowledge of the righteousness of
their cause. The military reader of their day had no such luxury. Military
thought, having just clambered out of the quagmire of the “Great War”, was

" Bond, B., Liddell Hart: A Study of his Military Thought, Gregg Revivals in association
with the Department of War Studies, King’s College, London, 1991, p. iv of the preface.
38 ’

Ibid.
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standing at a crossroads already littered with the debris of pre-war
strategists’ and generals’ reputations. Piling up at the same intersection was
a powerful peace lobby marching to the beat of an idealistic drum and an
economy that was yet to make any sense of the war years. Added to all this
was the emotional balm of military tradition which, more than anything else,
breathed life into the regimental system which was, and still 1s, the lifeblood
of the British army. Thus the “Great War” assumed the air of an aberration,
a “one-off” charnel house, that would never be repeated by a wiser and more
watchful Europe. As the latter, with the notable exception of Germany
which had been dragooned into change by the Treaty of Versailles, gradually
attempted to pick up the reins of peace-time soldiering, the horse slowly
reclaimed its lost pedestal. That soon-to-be epitome of military ignorance,
the twentieth century cavalry officer, convinced all who would care to listen
that mobility away from railheads in the twentieth century, still equated to
the horse. “Bull” Allenby’s campaigns in Palestine had proved it just as
Tukhachevskii’s horse-borne “Mongols” — routing the Polish into a 375
mile retreat from Kiev before being routed in return outside Warsaw by

Polish cavalry — were proving it.

To the professional soldier in the decade following the First World War,
there was no obvious choice to be made. If there had been, Fuller and
Liddell Hart’s contributions to twentieth century military thought would
have been mundane and they would have been mere footnotes among a host
of prescient military theorists. The professional soldier, at the turn of the
century was, for the first time asked to divorce himself from the horse, a
constant campaigning companion for upwards of three millennia and one of
his last remaining links, along with the sword and the lance, with the armies
that had marched across the face of Europe for two millennia. Military
mobility had been based on muscle power since the dawn of warfare,
therefore it was understandable that so many chose it above — what we today
would consider the logical choice — mechanisation. Even those who realised
that the horse’s days were numbered, attempted to find some way of

allowing the horse to co-exist on the modern battlefield. Hence the Polish
Uhlans were seen off the battlefield by German tanks and not, as they

should have been, by astute Polish generals.
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Context therefore is important, because once lost, 1t 1s difficult to
understand why certain decisions were made and others not. Context must
also be considered when judgment is passed on what 1s written when all is
speculation and a clear mind 1s needed to wrest clarity. Importantly, with
hindsight should come sympathy, not condemnation. Hans Delbriick 1n his
famous example of the Battle of Marathon™ demonstrated that historians,
quoting out of context — and often being totally ignorant as to the tactics and
weaponry, not to mention the dynamics of ancient warfare — merely
mimicked those who had gone before them. The historians allowed the age
of a source to grant it a certain credibility without first analysing it

objectively with the information they already had at their disposal.

Delbriick broke new ground by deviating from the time-honoured tradition
of quoting ancient historians whose writings — often embellished third or
fourth hand copies of original texts that had failed to survive — had long
been regarded as sacrosanct. Long-held “truths” became tarmished by
modern archeology. The application of modern research methods by
Delbriick put a modern perspective on flawed historical accounts which had

long been regarded as being beyond reproach.

2.5 Perspective in the use of military history

Perspective is another important facet in the study of military history. Barry
S. Strauss and Josiah Ober, in their book, The Anatomy of Error: Ancient
Military Disasters and their Lessons for Modern Strategists, encapsulate
this concept in the title of their chapter relating to Alexander’s campaign
against the Persian empire of Darius III. Instead of stringing their bow with
a title such as Alexander the Great’s Campaign against the Persians, they
opted for Darius III of Persia: Why He Lost and Made Alexander Great™.
The title highlights the role played by Darius’s negligence and mistakes in

elevating Alexander to a godlike status in the ancient world. They put

 Delbriick, H., Warfare in Antiquity: History of the Art of War, vol 1, (tr. Renfroe, Jnr.,
W. J.), University of Nebraska Press, Lincoln and London, 1990, pp. 72-90.

%0 Strauss, B. S. and Ober, 1., The Anatomy of Error: Ancient Military Disasters and their
Lessons for Modern Strategists, St Martin’s Press, New York, 1992, p. 103.
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forward a convincing argument as to how a more judicious Darius might
have stalled the Macedonians at the Granicus, not to mention the Issus and
Gaugamela. This has the refreshing air of translating the views that the
outcome of Alexander’s campaign was all but a foregone conclusion or that
Hannibal merely had to arrive at Cannae to take his place in history. The
perspective from which history is approached 1s as important as the context
in which it is viewed. Both say as much about the writer of history as about

as his motives.

Mearsheimer, in gathering what Bond refers to as “a case for the
prosecution”, examines Liddell Hart’s use of history and provides an
interesting framework for an analysis. In short, Mearsheimer — 1n
Fulleresque fashion — identifies three different patterns in which he states
policymakers react to history. The first, to which he refers as “analytic
history”, he defines as follows:

“In the first pattern, analytic history, the policymaker behaves like
the classic rational actor; he consciously turns to the past for help in
understanding the present. History is used to develop generalisations
applicable to the present. ... In essence, the policy maker selects
historical events to guide him in dealing with contemporary
problems, for history cannot provide final answers — only a frame of
reference that can deepen understanding of current problems and

perhaps clues to solutions.” ol

The second pattern he identifies as omnipresent history which 1s defined as

the following:

“In ... omnipresent history, a policymaker views issues almost

exclusively in terms of a specific historical event. He forces the

present to conform to his chosen interpretation of the p:ast.”""62

6! Mearsheimer, J., Liddell Hart and the Weight of History, Brassey’s Defence Publishers,
London, 1988, p. 218-219.
°2 Ibid. p. 219.
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Having made this strong assertion, Mearsheimer completes his trilogy with

what he terms selective history:

“In ... selective history, history has little influence on the decision
maker. ... Instead, the decision maker bases policy prescriptions on

parochial interests that he 1s doing his utmost to defend.”®

Mearsheimer elaborates further on selective history, dealing specifically

with the issue that lies at the heart of this thesis:

“History, however, usually does have a role to play, for once the
policymaker’s position on an issue is established, he selectively uses

history to support that position. His use of history is neither

scientific nor unbiased.”®

While many concur with Mearsheimer’s divisions, they rarely represent a
historian in his or her entirety. Historians may perhaps fall foul of the third
approach on occasion, but rarely set up shop in it with the intention of doing
business. It may be safe to say that the majority of historians pause on their
academic journeys at each of the three approaches at some stage or other
before invariably settling on what Mearsheimer refers to as the analytic

history approach.

7 6 B. H. Liddell Hart and J. F. C. Fuller

Liddell Hart and Fuller, having arrived at specific conclusions through what
they felt was an adequate and prescient feel for the present, used history in a
manipulative manner in order to give weight to their theories. While this
falls within the realm of what Mearsheimer describes as speculative history,
it differs in the sense that in their case history, while being manipulated, was

in essence being simplified to aid in the digestion and acceptance of theory.

5 Ibid.
5 Ibid. pp. 219-220.
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Perhaps for want of distinction i+ could be referred to as prescriptive history.
While the distinction may appear ienuous it is not so. When modem
historians write history, possibly the maj ority of their readers — even perhaps
some less punctilious academics — rarely verify the integrity of their use of
source. They assume that the historian has been thorough, and view his
work as a reliable source until proven otherwise. We all read John
Erickson’s The Road to Stalingrad and 1 he Road to Berlin in studying the
war on the Eastern Front or Richard Simpkin’s books when attempting to
grasp the nuances of Soviet military theory, and swallow whole their
interpretations of what occurred.5® This is a disturbing trend, but it 1s
unavoidable because some, unlike the above two authors, are not fluent 1n
Russian, and if they were, may not have access to the necessary sources.
Therefore, the Anglophone world’s perception of the war on the Eastern
Front lies entirely in the hands of those serious scholars who are able to
filfill these requirements and make adequate use of available primary
sources. A similar situation is the manner in which Peter Paret and Michael
Howard have come to monopolise Clausewitzian studies in the English-

speaking world.

These historians are all respected scholars whose academic integrity has
stood the test of time and 1s considered beyond reproach. Out of necessity
one relies on their informed opinions for guidance through the quagmire of
events that constitute the flotsam and jetsam of history, relying at the same
time on them and on their peers not to abuse this trust. In short, readers and
researchers are prepared to relinquish the responsibility of verifying the
information to a handful of specialists, each with his own perceptions and
agendas. They form a controversial and often incestuous filter for
- formation which — if Mearsheimer is to be believed — is subject to
manipulation. An example of this 1s Liddell Hart’s intellectual

“canonisation” by the most prominent military historians of his era.®®

65 Brigadier Richard Simpkin (1921-86) an MC winner and member of the Royal Tank
Corps during the Second World War, was also a gifted linguist, fluent in both Russian and
German. He was the author of several influential books on manoeuvre warfare, most
importantly Race to the Swift (Brassey’s Defence Publishers, London, 1988).

S ntriguing about Mearsheimer’s analysis of Liddell Hart’s shortcomings, is that in spite of
the wealth of intellectual support as sndicated in Liddell Hart’s Festungsschrift, in which
luminaries such as General Andre Beaufie and Michael Howard participated, support for
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Ultimately the question is, if one is prepared to relinquish this role to
prominent scholars and historians, is not trusting their judgment overall part
of the equation? Therefore if a historian chooses to portray a series of events
in a specific light in order to enhance understanding of the subject as a
whole, is he not merely fulfilling the task expected of him? Fuller and
Liddell Hart were right in choosing mechanisation and the salient aspects of
mobile warfare, as hindsight has revealed them to be. How therefore, they
could argue, can it be wrong to make history, however unwilling, an
accomplice in order to propagate the concept? The issue being addressed 1s
not the study of history as a science, but the use of history as a medium for

military education.

Both Liddell Hart and Fuller refer to “truth” as a concept. In history one can
never know the “truth” in essence. One is rarely sufficiently privileged to be
privy to all the events of a battle or campaign, or even to the precise
sequence in which they took place. In fact Peter Paret felt so strongly about
this that, when reviewing a book on Napoleonic warfare, he madvertently
offended the author by suggesting that all accounts of battles should be
written in a different colour so as to emphasise the speculatory nature of

such content, or to use Paret’s words,

“so that readers would know at once that they were entering

treacherous territory”.®’

A modern paradigm is the battle of Prokhorovka, allegedly the greatest
armoured clash in the history of warfare. It took place during Operation
Citadel, the German operation to reduce the Kursk salient in July 1943.
Long regarded as an inevitable defeat for the Germans, new facts are
emerging which question this assumption. Some even point to a potential

German victory if the German high command had had the stomach to see

the original assertions on Liddell Hart’s contribution to military thought and the role he
played in the inter-war period has been decidedly lacking.
57 Paret P., Understanding War, Princeton University Press, Princeton, New Jersey, 1992,

p. 85.
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through what was amounting to an armoured Verdun on the Soviet side®®.
The outcome of this speculation remains to be tested against the background
of serious scholarship. Nevertheless, even in this century of the global
village and mass communication, a major battle which took place in living
memory is still the basis for lively speculation. The truth remains as elusive

as Cvcer,

It is often said that while the former Soviet Union “won” the war on the
Eastern Front, it lost the subsequent battle for history. The German generals,
in a large part destitute, incarcerated and heirs to a divided country, set
about putting pen to paper in an effort to alleviate both their consciences and
their sudden pecuniary embarrassment. Apparently spurred on by Liddell
Hart, who was keen to flush out any compliments that might be forthcoming
and suggest a few of his own, the former German High Command set about
creating the mythology of Blitzkrieg. Campaigns which might have gone
either way suddenly acquired an air of inevitability with a few deft strokes
of a pen. The Soviet Union by contrast, yet to come to terms with the
brutality of Stalin’s tenure and still immersed in the cult of his personality,
carefully edited its history to reflect Stalin’s omnipotence and the official
party line. Georgi Zhukov, the saviour of Moscow, architect of Stalingrad
and conductor of Bagration, while allowed to ride at the head of the victory
parade in Moscow, was relegated to the sidelines. The conqueror of Berlin
and his colleagues — great generals such as Rokossovsky, Rudenko, Konev
and Shtemenko — were merely viewed as the human face of Stavka (the
Soviet command structure), the tail to Stalin’s dog. Shtemenko’s The Soviet
General Staff at War 1941-1945 was heavily censored and Zhukov’s
memoirs were heavily edited despite their respective authors’ attempts to

stay within clearly defined guidelines.

German historians capitalised on these muted products of Soviet

historiography stating that the Soviet generals were fortunate that the cream

%8 This speculation over the possible outcome at Prokhorovka is taken from an article
published on the Internet by George M Nipe Jnr entitled “Kursk Reconsidered: Germany’s
Lost Victory” on 3 July 1998, The website was www.thehistorynet.com. This website is
owned by Cowles History Group Inc which places selected articles from its historical
publications on this website. The article originally appeared in its military history
publication World War I1.
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of Germany’s military intellect had been hamstrung by Hitler’s blundering
attempts to emulate Frederick the Great as a warrior-statesman. Manstein’s
famous “back-hand” victory at Kharkov in 1943 was proof, they said, of
what the German generals were capable of if left to their own devices.
German historians glossed over Russian successes as merely the product of
mass. Grains of half-truths were magnified along with the truth until they

merged with popular history to become firmly entrenched in the public’s

mind.

The Cold War further coloured Western perception of the Soviet Union’s
military contribution to the war. Vittle credit was given to the Soviets for
Operation Uranus, the encirclement of the German Sixth Army at
Stalingrad. The defeat was, and still is, viewed more as the result of German
impetuosity than of Qoviet brilliance and tenacity. Indeed, most accounts of
the demise of the Sixth Army at Stalingrad have an air of tragedy about
them. They stand in stark contrast to the rarely examined slaughter of
hundreds of thousands of Soviet soldiers who perished in the enormous
encirclements of the frontier battles, a human tragedy of equal or greater

proportions. Soviet accounts are rarely examined with the same empathy or

sense of pathos. Such are the vagaries of history.
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Chapter 3

Basil the Prudent and the intellectual tramp:

The early years of B. H. Liddell Hart and J. F. C. Fuller

3.1 General

Few comments sum up the relationship between Basil Liddell Hart and John
Frederick Charles Fuller more succinctly than the following sentence taken
from a letter written by Fuller to Liddell Hart, encouraging him to shed what
Fuller perceived to be his [Liddell Hart’s] intellectual inhibitions.

““My dear Basil the Prudent. ... The way to enjoy life i1s to be an

intellectual tramp.’”®

Fuller knew himself. Examining his life, one cannot help but be intrigued by
his intellectual ramblings. Starting with his deep infatuation with
spiritualism and the occult under the auspices of Aleister Crowley at the turn
of the century, right up to his flirtations with Fascism in the mid-thirties,
Fuller showed an independence from and disregard for, mainstream public
opinion which, although admirable, were to cost him dearly. Liddell Hart on
the other hand, possessed no such independence. This must not, however, be

confused with a lack of character. He was simply cut from a different cloth.

It must also be understood that Liddell Hart carried a certain amount of
emotional baggage because of his circumstances. Not finishing his degree at
Cambridge had prevented him from claiming a certain conventional
respectability among his intellectual peers, although if this had been a major
issue he might have rectified it’’, His bid for the Chichele Chair for War
Studies at Oxford in later life and his disappointment at not obtaining it

showed that he was not as impervious to academic standing and its

5 Reid, B.H., J.F.C. Fuller: Military Thinker, St Martin’s Press, New York, 1987, p. 232.
7 1t {s important to note that Liddell Hart’s former mentor and lecturer at Cambridge,
Geoffrey Butler, organised for him to comple<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>