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“The Post-Modern Turn” of the US Military Scholars: Shallow, Adherent and Critical?

Loboda Yu. O., King’s College London

According to historical facts, military elites were never totally separated from intellectual civil elites. From
Ancient times to nowadays professional military education and personal contacts flourished due to mutual
interest between these two parties. It is not easy task to define if this interaction was constructive or not for
military since there is rich contradictory evidence — how stoics educated victorious Roman imperial army and
how Henri Bergson’s name is associated with two military blunders of France in the both world wars, despite
of heavy criticism from his civil colleagues and generals in interwar period. Thus, it is important to understand,
which intellectual biases and fashion are represented in contemporary Western military periodics and academic
scholarship as a mirror of contemporary military thinking. The overall trend can be defined as “postmodernist
turn”, which is realized in the following three main forms: shallow, adherent and critical. The majority of
military writers, being familiar with the leading civil intellectuals through their higher education in humanities
and social science, apply for postmodernist agenda pursuing the general intellectual mainstream fashion, which
is common for both civil and military publications. Nevertheless, in the majority of cases this happens due to
shallow following mainstream narrative, not because of the personal priorities, when adherence to a specific
intellectual fashion is well-grounded and clearly motivated. The same is applicable to the military criticism of
postmodernism, when the critical approach refers to the deep competence in contemporary intellectual debates
among civil experts. This approach mainly reproduces devastating criticism of postmodernism as relativist,
a way of thinking which is not relevant to military profession. This situation can be quite fruitful both for
military and civil academics: it creates perfect conditions for critical debates aimed for clearing out fashionable
metaphors, popular mindsets and elements of narrative, where pure theoretic structures can face the trial of
practitioners, whose professional decisions are extremely responsible for safety of human lives and national
security. Anyway, the internal opposition to the supporters of postmodernism in military sciences gives hope that
it has all the chances not to become an overwhelming trend in military scholarship.

Keywords: philosophy; humanities; intellectual fashion; military disciplines; postmodern culture; deconstructivism;
social constructivism

«[10CTMOOEPHICTCbKMIA MOBOPOT» aMEepPUKaAHCbKUX BOEHHUX HayKOBL,IB:
NOBEPXHEBUIA, CXBaNbHUN Y KPUTUYHNIA?

Jlo6oga FO. O., JIoHgoHCbKkui KOpOiBCbKUM KONE4X

Boenna mpodecis Ta ocBiTa 1 Hayka HIKOJIM He OyJid TMOBHICTIO BiJOKpeMJIeH] oHa Bija onHoi. [TounHaroun
3 €MOXH AHTUYHOCTI, O(IIIepH 3aBK/IM KOHTAKTYBaJU 3 [IMBUILHUMHU 1HTEJIEKTyaJaMH — 0COOMCTO Y1 Ha 1HCTH-
TYHIHHOMY piBHi.

[Nommpenns rymanitapHoi 0cBiTH cepen odinepi 30poHHUX CHI KpaiH 3aX0y BH3HAUAETHCS JOCTITHIKA-
MU SIK TO3UTUBHUN YMHHUK, SIKMU MOJIMIIYE 3MaTHOCTI BiiCHKOBHX JO KPUTHYHOTO MHCJICHHS IPH BUKOHAHHI
CIIy>k00BUX 000B’SI3KiB, PO3LIMPIOE IXHIN CBITOIIIA.

OpHak 0ci 3aJUIIA€ThCs HEBUBUCHUM MTUTAHHS, SIK CaMe 3MICT Cy4acHOi BUIIOT 'yMaHIiTapHOI OCBITH
MOKE BITUBAaTH Ha 00HO0BI 31aTHOCTI o¢imepiB. CydyacHa 3axigHa OCBiTa Ta IHTEJIEKTyalbHa MOJa 3HAYHO
BIAPI3HAIOTHCS BiJI, HAPUKIIAJ, HAYKOBOi OCHOBH JisNIBHOCTI CTpaTETiyHUX Ciyx0, 3aknanenux lllepma-
HOoM KeHToMm — nmemanmi wacrime y (axoBiif jJiTepaTypi MOXHA 3yCTPITH MOCHJIAHHS HA Taki MOHSTTS, SIK
«PEIITUBIZM», «PU30May», «COLIAIbHUI KOHCTPYKT» Ta IHIINX, [0 MOYKHA BiJIHECTH JI0 JIEKCUKOHY «ITOCT-
MOJIEPHI3MY».

Jlume B gesKUX BHUIAIKaX aBTOPH CIEIiaTi30BaHNX BOEHHUX BUAAHb JEMOHCTPYIOTh JIOCTAaTHIO 0013HAHICTh
B OCOOTMBOCTSIX CYYaCHUX HAyKOBHX Ta KyTGTYPHHUX HAIPSIMKIB, IO TO3BOJISIE iM KPUTUYHO OIIHIOBATH iHTeE-
JICKTyaJbHY MOJY, 1K TIOIIHPIOETHCS 1 HA BOEHHUX HAYKOBIIIB.

B crarTi 6ynu BHOKpeMIIeH] Taki crtocoOu pererniiii MoCTMOAECPHICTCHKOI TEMaTHKHU: TOBEPXHEBA, CXBaJIbHA
Ta KPUTHYHA.

Homnucysaui npodeciiinoi BOeHHOT IEPi0JUKN MAIOTh, SIK PAaBUJIO, 1 BUILLY T'yMaHITapHy LHUBUIbHY, 1 (JaXxoBy
BOEHHY OCBITy. He qUBIISIYUCE Ha 11, TOCHTH YacTO TPAILIIOTHCS BUIIAIKA HEKPUTHYHOTO YH HEOOI PyHTOBAHO-
TO BUKOPHCTAHHS €JIEMEHTIB MOCTMOIEPHICTCEKOTO HAPATHBY, 10 MOYKHA MTOSICHUTH 3araTbHUMH TCHCHIIISIMH
Y BOEHHIHU IMyOMIIACTHII Ta IEPCOHATLHUMHE YIIo00aHHsIMH JocinHuKiB. [llonpasaa, Tako HasBHA 1 KPUTHKA
MOCTMOJICPHICTCHKOTO «YXWIIy» Y BOEHHII MyOMiIUCTHIN, A€ BUKOPHCTOBYIOTHCS MaTepiali akaJeMiuHUX Jie-
6aTiB, B SIKUX OEpyTh y4acTb HUBLIBHI (haxiBIIi.
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Hapasi MokHa cTBEpUKYBaTH, IO MOCTMOJEPHICTCHKI yIOM00aHHS CydacHUX BOEHHHMX HAYKOBIIB Ta Iy-
OIIUCTIB — 1€ 37e0LTBIIOr0 JJAHWHA TEHICHITISM 1HTEJICKTyalIbHOI MOJIH, & CIIPOTUB IIMM TCHIICHITISIM, SIKUH Bi-
JnoOpakeHHH y BOEHHIH mepioaumi Ta (axosii iTeparypi, BKa3ye Ha BipOTiAHICTH TOTO, IO IS IHTENIEKTyaIbHA
MOJa MOXKE HE CTaTH BU3HAYAJIBHOIO B L[apI/IHi BO€HHUX I[I/ICHI/IH.HiH.

Kniouogi cnosa: dinocodis; ryMaHITapHI TUCHUILTIHK, IHTENICKTYalIbHA MO/IA; BOEHHI TUCIMILTIHU; KYJIBTypa IOCTMO-
JIEpHY; JICKOHCTPYKTHUBI3M; COLIIaIbHUI KOHCTPYKTHBI3M

«[10CTMOLOEPHUCTCKUIA  MOBOPOT»  aMepUKaHCKUX
NOBEPXHOCTHbIN, 0006PUTENBHBIN NN KPUTUYECKUNA?

BOEHHbIX  YYEHbIX:

Jloboga KO. A., JIoHQOHCKUI KOPOJIEBCKNIA KOJINEAK

Boennas npodeccusi, 0OpazoBaHre 1 Hayka HUKOTA He OBbLIH MOJHOCTHIO OTACNEHBI APYT OT Apyra. Hauu-
Has ¢ MOXU AHTUYHOCTH, OpULIEPHI BCET[la KOHTAKTUPOBAIM C IPaXKIaHCKUMHU UHTEIJIEKTyalaMi — JIMYHO WIIH
Ha UHCTUTYLHOHAJIBHOM YPOBHE.

PacnipocTpanenne ryMaHuTapHOTO 00pa3oBaHus cper O(HUIIEPOB BOOPYKEHHBIX CHJI CTpaH 3amaja omnpe-
JISIISIETCS UCCIISA0BATEIISIME KaK ITOJIOKUTEIBHBIN (PakTop, KOTOPBIN YIydIaeT ClIOCOOHOCTH BOCHHBIX K KPHTH-
YECKOMY MBIIUICHUIO TPU BBHITIOTHEHNUH CITYKEOHBIX 00S3aHHOCTEH, PACIIMPSIET UX MUPOBO33PCHHE.

OpHako /10 CHUX MOpP OCTAETCsl HEUCCIIEeIOBAaHHBIM BOIIPOC O TOM, K&K UMEHHO COJIEPKaHNE COBPEMEHHOTO
BBICILIETO T'YMaHUTApHOTO 00pa30BaHUsl MOXKET BIUATH Ha O0eBbie criocoOHOCTH oduuepoB. CoBpeMeHHOE 3a-
MajHOe 00pa30BaHME W MHTEIUICKTyajdbHas MOJla 3HAYUTEIIFHO OTIMYAIOTCSI OT, HAlpUMeEp, HayYHOW OCHOBBI
JISSITEITLHOCTH CTPAaTerHIecKuX CIIyx0, 3anokeHHbIX [llepmanom KeHToM — Bce wamie B mpodecCHOHAIBHOM
JTUTEPATypEe MOKHO BCTPETUTH CCHUIKM HA TAKWE MOHSTHS KaK «PEISTUBU3MY, PU30May, «COIUATBHBIA KOH-
CTPYKT» U JIPYTHX, KOTOPbIE MO>KHO OTHECTHU K JIEKCUKOHY «ITOCTMOJEPHU3MAY.

TosbKO B HEKOTOPBIX CIIy4astX aBTOPHI CIEHUATU3UPOBAHHBIX BOGHHBIX M3JaHUIN JI€MOHCTPUPYIOT J10CTa-
TOYHYIO OCBEJIOMIIEHHOCTh B 0COOCHHOCTSIX COBPEMEHHBIX HAYYHBIX U KYJIBTYPHBIX HAlpaBIeHUH, YTO TIO3BO-
JI€T UM KPUTHYECKH OLEHUBATh UHTEIJIEKTyalbHYI0 MOy, KOTOpas paclpoCTPaHsAETCs U HA BOCHHBIX YYCHBIX.

B cTarbe ObLIM BBIJICIICHBI TAKKE CIIOCOOBI PEIETIIUU TOCTMOJICPHUCTCKON TEMATHKH: TIOBEPXHOCTHAS, 010~
OpuTeNbHAS ¥ KPUTHUESCKAS.

KoppecnonneHTs! mpodheccuoHaNbHO BOCHHOM MEPUOANKHA UMEIOT, KaK ITPAaBHIIO, U BBICIIIEE TYMAHUTAPHOE
rpaxaaHcKoe, U npodeccnoHaabHOe BOeHHOE oOpa3zoBaHue. HecMoTpst Ha 3TO, JOBOJIBHO YacTO BCTPEYAIOTCS
Clly4ad HEKPUTHYECKOTO MJIM HEOOOCHOBAaHHOTO MCIOIB30BAHUS AIIEMEHTOB MOCTMOJIEPHUCTCKOTO HappaTHBa,
YTO MOXXHO OOBSICHUTH OOIIMMHU TEHJICHIIUSIMU B BOCHHOU ITyOJIUITMCTHKE U TIEPCOHATBHBIMUA CHUMITATUSIMU HC-
cienoBareie.

TeM He MeHee, TaKKe MPUCYTCTBYET U KPUTHKA MTOCTMOJIEPHUCTCKOTO «YKIIOHa» B BOCHHOU ITyOJIUITCTHKE,
TJIE MCIIONB3YIOTCS MaTepHalbl aKaJIeMUIECKHX /1e0aToB, B KOTOPBIX YUACTBYIOT IPaXKTaHCKUE CTICIIHATHCTHI.

Ha ceropssimiHuil 1eHb MOXKHO YTBEPK/IaTh, YTO MOCTMOJEPHUCTCKUE CUMITATUU COBPEMEHHBIX BOCHHBIX
YYEHBIX ¥ MyOIULIUCTOB — 3TO NPEUMYIIECTBEHHO JIaHb TEHJCHIIUAM MHTEIJUIEKTYaJIbHON MOJBI, 8 COTPOTHUBIIE-
HHUE 3TUM TEHJCHIIUSIM, KOTOPOE OTPaXKEHO B BOCHHOM MEPHOIUKE U PO(PECCHOHATBHON JIUTEPAType, YKa3bIBa-
€T Ha BEPOSITHOCTh TOTO, YTO 3Ta WHTEIUICKTyalIbHAsI MOJa MOXKET HE CTaTh ONPEACIAIONIel B chepe BOCHHBIX
JIMCIIUITINH.

Kniouesnle cnosa: punocodust; ryMaHUTapHbIE JUCIUIUIMHBI; HHTEIUIEKTYalIbHAsI MOJIA; BOCHHBIE JUCIUILIHHBI;
KyNbTypa MOCTMO/IEpHA; AEKOHCTPYKTUBU3M; COLMATIBHBIN KOHCTPYKTUBH3M

his very fashionable quotation (which

is sometimes erroneously ascribed to

Thucydides) roams from one article
written by military scholar to another: ‘The
nation that will insist upon drawing a broad line
of demarcation between the fighting man and the
thinking man is liable to find its fighting done
by fools and its thinking by cowards’ [4, p. 85].
Actually, in European history the division between
civil academics and military professionals happened
not so often. Ancient philosophers educated Greek
and Roman generals (emperors Marcus Aurelius
and Julian were philosophers); in I-II AD stoic
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philosophy dominated in Roman society and its
army as well; Prince Eugene of Savoy treated
Leibnitz’ “Monadology” as a sacred writing [27,
p. 202]; pre-Great War French generals obtained
a name of “bergsonians”, in the Soviet Military
universities the Marxist-Leninist philosophy was
compulsory course. Modern military specialists
cannot avoid completely familiarization with
contemporary intellectual culture, especially when
it turns to a fashion. They read books and papers,
they have their personal scientific interests, they
receive professional education which to some extent
reflects contemporary intellectual debates.

www.grani.org.ua



PHILOSOPHY

GRAN/ 21(7) 2018

It is very complicated question in which way
this influence, especially represented by leading
public intellectuals, really works and what it brings
to military practitioners. One of the first modern
researchers of this issue was Julien Benda, who
raised a question about real value of contribution of
public intellectuals and its doubtful character [1];
the failures of the French Plan XVII were attributed
to H.Bergson: “Before 1914 France possessed a
General Staff worthy to be called Bergsonian. Its
doctrine accepted the discredit of intelligence and
favoured the cult of intuition. This is a statement
which is stupefying and incredible: at first sight it
is positively staggering. But after due examination
it emerges as a perfectly truthful assertion. And this
General Staff of ours forced its conviction to the
ultimate limits” [24, p. 33]. Contemporary criticism
is aimed to intellectuals who create “intellectual
markets” [26]. Besides the public intellectuals, the
form of penetration of civil scholarship to military
agenda could be considered as institutionalized: for
example, numerous US departments of philosophy
advertise themselves stating that their graduates
are welcomed in CIA; students who received their
degrees via ROTC (up to 38% newly commissioned
army officers, 16% - Navy, 38% - Air Force)
program deliver their intellectual abilities to armed
forces. From one side, the professional contribution
of officers, trained in humanities and liberal arts
are assessed as positive [11; 3, p. 127; 7]; from the
other side researchers note that education system
in the USA could be characterized as politically
and ideologically biased [10], which can have
unpredictable outcomes in the context of active
service in the US armed forces; there is no evidence
that any serious study was done in this realm.

If to compare influence of two different
intellectual mainstreams — analytical and post-
modern — the last is overwhelming. It dominates
higher educational agenda, because it does not
require fundamental special preparation, and it
covers general cultural issues. Analytical school of
thought is too specific to be popular within society.

The intellectual fashion of Post-Modernism
thought is represented in publications of the US
military scholars. Traditional academic approach,
founded by Sherman Kent [13], Washington Platt
[25] etc appeared too conservative for modern
challenges [28, p. 407-412], which forced search
for new intellectual guidelines and methods, where
Post-Modernism with its human/social orientation
and variety of interpretations has looked at optimal
solution. Open-source papers printed by military
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scholars do not reflect the attack on the Post-
Modernism by A.Sokal and J.Bricmont [29; 30]
and other critical reviews, but it does not make the
fashion for Post-Modernism more shallow.

Nevertheless, the term “post-modern™ is often
used not to refer to specific intellectual culture, but
just to indicate the contemporary time:

In fact, maybe the conflict in Afghanistan should
be labelled “The Post-Modern War Experiment.”

[19, p. 34].
It is too soon to determine whether this
development, involving loose networks of

combatants who come together for a discrete
purpose only to quickly disperse upon its
achievement, will prove to be a lasting or completely
ephemeral characteristic of postmodern insurgency.
Hoffman B. [12, p. 14].

Using this perceptual lens, we can think of
warfare as transitioning from the modern to the post-
modern era — just as the political and economic
systems are doing [3, p. 12].

Necessarily, the lethal operations that are
conducted in the physical domain must be, to some
degree, supported and reinforced by nonlethal
execution in the Human Domain in order to achieve
the same success in the Cyber Domain model of the
current post-modern terrorist [6, p. 6].

The point Clausewitz is at pains to make is that
where one combat arm is strong another is weak.
Hence, they are interdependent. We like to believe
this notion of interdependence is a post-modern
phenomenon, but it was apparent in the 19th century
and over 2,000 years before to the Romans and
Macedonians. [2, p. 77-78].

There is a radical difference between strategy
formulated to fight conventional wars and deter
nuclear wars and that necessary to conduct armed
struggle in the post-modern world [14, p. 12];
The conflicts in Afghanistan and Pakistan do not
lend themselves to maneuver warfare, air-centric
warfare, or effects-based operations, although each
is relevant to the task of developing a theory of post-
modern conflict [14, p. 21].

More deep understanding of what actually
Post-Modernism is shows Colonel Christopher
R. Paparone, U.S. Army, retired, an associate
professor in the Army Command and General Staff
College’s Department of Logistics and Resource
Operations at Fort Lee, Virginia: “The primary role
of the postmodern professional organization is no
longer to be a producer of knowledge, stability, and
certainty; rather, it is to be a constant organizer in a
never-ending condition of complexity - spawning a
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spontaneous approach to replacing tools that are not
working” [20, p. 45]; “This sensemaking through
high quality human network connections can
facilitate improvisation among the members of the
logistics community (perhaps this is the principal
task of the postmodern logistician)” [21, p. 42].
He proposes his own project of “deconstruction”
of metaphors which are used in military language:
“This essay has proposed a framework that can assist
in needed reflection and help professionals decipher
whether specific metaphors are imaginative enough.
The mindless tyranny of defunct metaphors in
Western military knowledge has already proven its
liabilities. Mindfulness of the inherent potential for
such domination can serve to motivate imaginative
ways to explore breakthrough sensemakings. Such
reflection could lead to inventions of breathtakingly
rich eloquence in postmodern military discourse”
[22, p. 55].

Col. Dale Eikmeier writes about opposition
of the post-modern thought to classical mindsets:
“They suggest that an enlightenment-age concept
based on Newtonian physics, reductive logic, and
determinism is too simple to contribute to the
understanding of complex adaptive systems in a
postmodern age.” [9, p. 5]; post-modern thought
is clearly attributed to social research: “To bring
some context to this abstract proposal, I introduce
in this article several design concepts that draw
from post-modern philosophical and sociological
fields that help us consider whether our Army may
inadvertently train to fail, and how it as effectively
insulated itself from even questioning these
institutionalisms” [32, p. 16].

Military scholars go further when they quote the
most significant post-modern writers — M.Foucault,
J.Derrida, J.Baudrillard etc, technical terms like
“rhizome”, “deconstruction”,  “hermeneutics”,
Simulacrum etc.

The term “rhizome” is used to refer to a non-
conventional system of command “The rhizomatic
command system is difficult to attack, just as
rhizomatic weeds are difficult to eradicate. General
Smith cautions that rhizomes are eradicated by one
of three methods: 1) digging them up; 2) poisoning
or removing the nutrients from the soil; or 3)
penetrating the roots with a systemic poison. Cutting
off the visible heads of rhizomes causes them to
lie dormant for a time — at best. The attack on a
rhizomatic command system is done best from all
three directions—operations in each direction being
conducted to complement the others. This takes us to
the need to conduct a “holistic” war with a total unity
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of effort” [15, p. 29-30]; Organization to Deal with
a “Rhizomatic” Command System and to Generate
a Total Unity of Effort. A rhizomatic command
system operates with an apparently hierarchical
system above ground—yvisible in the operational and
political arenas and with another system centered in
the roots underground. It is a horizontal system with
many discrete groups. The system develops to suit
its surroundings and purpose in a process of natural
selection, and with no predetermined operational
structure. Its foundation is that of the social structure
of'its locale. The groups vary in size, but those that
survive and prosper are usually small and organized
in cells whose members will not necessarily know
their relationship with, or the membership of,
other cells. A cell will perform a minimum of three
tasks: 1) direct and sometimes lead military action;
2) collect and hold resources such as money and
weapons; and, 3) direct and sometimes conduct
political actions, which can range from bombing
train stations, to funding schools, to electioneering.
Cells will normally be allowed considerable
latitude in the methods they adopt to suit the local
circumstances—provided the cell is both successful
and no more corrupt than what is condoned by the
general movement. In all cases, the need for security
is paramount [16, p. 18-19].

Maj. Ben E. Zweibelson, a squadron executive
officer for 1/2 Cavalry Regiment, USAREUR, a
graduate, of the U.S. Army School of Advanced
Military Studies, believes that J.Bodrillard and
critical assessment of his concept of simulacre
can help to improve US Army training process:
“Design” as it relates to military applications has a
broad range of conceptual, holistic applications for
dealing with complexity, although most services
attempt to brand their own design approach for self-
relevant concerns. Army design methodology does
not include any of these concepts in U.S. Army
doctrine nor does our training strategy specifically
reference design theory. However, critical reflection
and holistic, systemic approaches might illustrate
our training shortfalls. To conduct this inquiry, we
draw from philosopher Jean Baudrillard’s concept
of simulation and simulacra. We also reference
sociologists Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann’s
collaborative concept of “social knowledge
construction,” to demonstrate how the Army
potentially trains in an approach that is in conflict
with what we expect our training to accomplish.
Are we spending our energies, resources, and time
in training approaches that are detrimental to our
overarching goals because they train us in the wrong
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ways? To return to the plot of the science fiction
movie quoted at the beginning, shall we swallow the
red pill and face uncomfortable truths, or swallow
the blue pill and continue enjoying the false realities
we create for ourselves through training the force
toward national policy goals? [32, p. 16].

LTC Leesal. Papier, US Army, uses Baudrillard’s
concept “simulacre” to answer the question how to
build a proper strategy against enemy’s propaganda:
“The democratic system must remove the ambiguity
and establish the position of power in that discourse.
The difficulty of addressing the simulation through
discourse is that it regenerates and regenerates its
own logic. According to Baudrillard, contradicting
one set of signs by producing another set of signs
causes the system to disintegrate as it moves further
from reality. The USG must establish the reality
of the democratic system and remain consistent
through truth in its representation of that system.
As long as the United States responds reactively
with ill-thought ‘huh-uh’ statements to propaganda
designed to denigrate and destroy the democratic
system, it is doomed to fail in the long war. The
democratic logic is threatened by a simulation, the
threat of vanishing in a play of words, risking the
real power of the system.” [23, p. 55].

J. Derrida’s concept of deconstruction, as MAJ
Sean C. Chang, US Army, argues, can be used in
military operations: ‘“Lastly, the Israeli military
employed poststructuralism and the concept of
deconstruction in 2002. In an attempt to rearrange
space in an urban environment, Israeli military
commanders tried to conduct military operations
from a deconstructionist perspective, questioning
“the relationship between conflict and space.” More
specifically, this was an attempt to apply Derrida’s
deconstruction concept by seeing and understanding
the relationship of wurban battlefield from a
different lens. For example, an Israeli commander
commented that “defining inside as outside and
interiors of homes as thoroughfare [with] soldiers
used none of streets, roads, alleys and courtyards
that make up the order of the city.” In Operation
Defensive Shield, the Israeli military demonstrated
that poststructuralism and deconstruction are more
than just some ivory tower intellectual ideas. These
concepts have tangible applicability in real world
security and military operations because they offer a
credible alternative perspective” [5].

Fashion for post-modernism can seem attractive
for researchers who try to find new language for
explanation of new realities. Postmodernist thinkers
also offer new ways of thinking, which encourage
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variety of interpretations, focusing on complexities
of human-society interaction, and a structure of
society in general. The critics of Post-Modernist
thought insist that it is irrational and relativist, and
military writers partially participate in this counter-
paradigm.

Being aware of the “Sokal-Brickmont
affair” or not, military professional blame post-
modernists in fake intellectualism, which hides
behind the sophisticated rhetoric: “The IDF’s
transient embrace of SOD post-modern theories
at the expense of traditional principles of war
was, arguably, one of the strangest episodes in the
history of military doctrine. Using John Ellis’ work
Against Deconstruction as a backdrop to describe
the failings of SOD, Yehuda Wegman writes that
SOD was “the image of intelligence and complexity
... the use of rhetorical means in order to create the
illusion of intelligent analysis at a time when there
was no such analysis.” Wegman adds, “The first
casualty of the new language was the main principle
of war: adhering to the mission” [18, p. 41]. It is
assumed that principles of classic rational thinking
are still needed in the modern world: “Amazingly,
there were even more officers uncomfortable with
questioning their fundamental assumptions about
warfare. Today I realize that SAMS could only do
so much in introducing different ways to approach
the subject. Even after looking into postmodern
philosophies, alternative construction of social
meaning, and complexity theory and systems
thinking, the SAMS curricula could not break away
from the demands of the Army in forcing upon us the
technically rational paradigm. Thus, after studying
how complex adaptive systems resist reductionist
understanding and deliberate, rational approaches
— we launched into the military decision-making
process (MDMP), center of gravity analysis, and
backwards, intuitive planning” [17, p. 43]. But the
heaviest criticism goes from military academics
with highly professional background in humanities,
i.e. history: “Although dissimilar in many regards,
the post-structuralist theories of Michel Foucault,
the deconstructionist notions of Jacques Derrida,
and Dominick La Capra’s techniques of literary
criticism all have one thing in common - they attack
some very basic assumptions about what we know
and how certain we are about knowing it. To be sure,
these theorists often wrap themselves in impenetrable
jargon and make some seemingly absurd claims
about all knowledge being reducible to a text.
Yet, one of postmodernism’s central arguments
- that the past “as it actually was” is essentially
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irrecoverable and, therefore, unknowable - rings as
true as Michael Howard’s observation that history
is merely what historians write. The postmodernists
go one step further, maintaining that historical
writing itself, because it involves the personal
interpretation of the historian and is therefore
an inevitably imperfect rendering of the past, is
closer to fiction than nonfiction. Indeed, they have
a point ... Indeed, in one sense, the post-structuralists,
deconstructionists, and literary critics seem to have
hoisted themselves on their own petards. One of the
central premises of their argument that the meaning of
texts emerges independent of authorial intent gives rise
to a philosophical contradiction. After all, if a text can be
interpreted in any way the reader desires without regard
to authorial intent, then what would prevent historians
from reading the texts of the postmodernists in any way
that we choose, even in ways that reinforce the validity
of historical writing?” [8].

Thus, it is possible to assert that military
theorists to some extent reflect the situation in
civil intellectual culture: there is a textual evidence
of the opposition between Post-Modernists and
their more conservative critics. In general, not so
many published texts of military scholars deal
with so called “cognitive realm”, where the likes
and dislikes of Post-Modernism can appear, but
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Cold War. And its criticism and debates within the
military community may contribute not only the
development of military theory, but the advance of
humanities as well. Since the concepts and mindsets
of the leading Post-Modernist thinkers are applied in
military theory and practice, this experience should
be studied by the specialists in humanities in the
first instance — whether this application was done
correctly, if not — what interfered and why; which
results were received, how adequately the Post-
Modernist agenda was apprehended and, of course,
how acceptable the criticism of Post-Modernist
thinking in military science was. This analysis
can contribute not only military theory, it can be
inspirational for the civil thinkers as well.
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