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Abstract

Since 1991 the Group for Strategic Studies (Grupo de Estudos Estratégicos - GEE) has been responsible for the emphasis on strategic studies at the Production Engineering Program (PEP) of COPPE/ University of Brazil (UFRJ). This paper shares its experience in graduate education (MSc and PhD). It begins by addressing GEE’s pedagogical conception, detailing entrance requirements, the diplomas it grants, its concern for scholarly craftsmanship, and the technical and tacit contents of its courses. Considerations on content follow, detailing the balance between education and research, compulsory reading and workload over time. A bird’s eye view of its MSc and PhD courses explains GEE’s core and customized curricula. Considerations on emphasis present history and theory as the backbone of GEE’s learning environment, and deal with the issues of comprehensiveness, use of games, ethical and craftsmanship responsibilities, as well as field visits and interinstitutional integration. Considerations on technique address the tutorial approach, selection requirements, classroom activities, extra-class activities, and interdisciplinarity in dissertation topic choice. Final remarks argue for the need for a more solid conceptual framework for the field of strategic studies, present the demand for security expertise in Brazil and share prospects for the immediate future, in which increased cooperation looms large.
Introduction
The Group for Strategic Studies (Grupo de Estudos Estratégicos - GEE) is responsible for the emphasis on strategic studies at the Production Engineering Program (PEP) of the Alberto Luiz Coimbra Research and Graduate Institute for Engineering (COPPE) in the University of Brazil (UFRJ)
. GEE started as a research line on science and technology, peace and war at the Knowledge, Power and Ethics Group in 1987, and became one of UFRJ’s fifteen advanced studies interdisciplinary groups on 1991. Today, it has consolidated a dual identity as a graduate Group and as an association of researchers of various institutions who have strategic, security, police or defense studies as their core competence. 

Although the current structure of the University of Brazil is not based on Chairs, for all practical purposes GEE’s role and mission as a Group can be understood as that of Chair. It has responsibilities on research, teaching and service and a considerable degree of autonomy in its activities. In 1995, GEE had its mandate expanded to deal with PhD courses, and underwent a substantial reform of its activities. Nowadays, on the wake comprehensive review of COPPE’s educational structures and procedures, which started on 2000, GEE is again undergoing substantial changes in terms of the organization of its activities. It thus seems appropriate to share some of our experience at this milestone.

The importance of GEE’s character as a strategic studies center at a civilian university of the first water such as the University of Brazil – and as a distinguished unit of one of the premier graduate centers of Latin America, COPPE – cannot be overemphasized. Its credentials and work from the politically neutral territory of scholarship in a public federal university allow it to establish unique links and relationships with an equally unique degree of freedom. It is such a position and character that explains its ability to maintain relations with such a wide range of institutions, from government at all three levels of government (Federal, State and City), particularly with Congress, and with the various Executive branches and with the forces themselves, again, at any many levels. 

The scholarly character of GEE as a civilian center is also unique in what concerns its capacity to deal in a non-partisan way with otherwise difficult interservice, military-police and civilian-military environment which form such a large part of bureaucratic nature of such institutions and is compouded by the authoritarian period's legacy of isolation and disfunctional secrecy on security issues. GEE alone has easy, relatively unencumbered access to the armed services and police forces, arguably less comprehensive but then again far more expedient than the forces’ themselves.

This authorizes – and, I would dare to argue, requires – it to act with considerable liberty in what concerns chains of command and also to proceed beyond established doctrines and government policies. GEE can, and is increasingly expected to, reach for, and argue with, the ample assets and resources of the international state-of-the-art on security. A simple example of this distinction can be found  in the comparison of the references to be found in most works done at the various institutional centers and schools of the forces, and even of some universities, and those of GEE: on the former, almost exclusively Brazilian references; on the latter, comprehensive efforts of true bibliographical reviews. I would like to underline that this position, character and approach are most oftenly warmly welcomed by those very centers, only too aware of the need for solid, international scholarship, but which are prevented from essaying in their own in such way for a variety of personnel, policy and simply administrative limitations. GEE’s example in the last ten years has undoubtedly been a major element in changing this environment, most notably at the armed services and police senior schools
.

This helps explain the rather extensive record of GEE’s activities and achievements. GEE has been called in to advise on police and defense legislation and to give testimony on Constitutional Amendments on these fields. GEE members are frequent figures on the media whenever issues within their purview are topical. Both State and Federal government have asked for a number of distinctive contributions from GEE members. To quote an example, I myself am a member of the Council of Notables of the Minister of Defense and of Rio de Janeiro State’s Blue Panel on Crime and Police during its tenure for 1999-2000 (this panel was disbanded in early 2001). GEE has produced a score of articles and published 5 books in the last eight years, and these books and increasingly on the forces’ and polices’ senior and junior schools reading lists, as well as in undergraduate and graduate subjects in civilian universities. One of them, in fact, is something of an unlisted best seller in the armed services’ academies, not being on the required reading list (since the outdated idea of  hierarchical levels of knowledge still permeates in Brazilian armed services) but used and even quoted on undergraduate work. As far as civilian schools and centers are concerned, GEE’s preeminence on actual use-of-force defense and police studies is unchallenged. Increasingly, GEE members and alumni are called in to work on security issues by government and non-governmental agencies alike; and visiting students seek permission to attend our courses and activities. This is the kind of accolade that we value best, for it is the most sincere.

This overview of GEE’s character and achievements to date is a fit introduction for the considerations I would like to share in this paper. In summary, the paper begins by addressing GEE’s pedagogical conception which is the framework which structures and steers the whole of our activities. Then I offer some remarks on content, emphasis and technique before making some final remarks on the Brazilian demand for security studies and on our prospects and plans for enhanced cooperation.

By pedagogical conception I mean the values, understandings and choices that express a perception of the way our activities lead to our goals and that explain our methods. This seems essential for a consistent approach to education on such a specialty as the study of the various aspects of security in its various denominations
. In fact, I argue that education on defense or strategic studies requires a clear pedagogical conception. In order to argue for that point, I share GEE experience along a path that goes from GEE’s entrance requirements to the diplomas it grants, detailing my perception of the learning process while singling out a particular concern, the craftsmanship of the scholar, before turning to the way technical and tacit knowledge are offered at GEE.

The considerations on content refer primarily, but not exclusively, to the technical knowledge content of our courses. I outline it through seven particular aspects which seek to fulfill the pedagogical conception in terms of technical content: the balance between education and research, the balance of reading and workloads along the five modules of the MSc course, a bird’s eye view of the MSc and PhD courses, the clarification of the core and customized curricula of each student, a somewhat deeper explanation of the MSc’s core curriculum and a brief overview of the use of tacit learning opportunities.

The considerations on emphasis play a critical role in turning GEE’s pedagogical conception into reality. I briefly describe the emphasis on history and theory which form the backbone of our learning environment, making use of the above core curriculum for the MSc course as an example; then I address the related issues of comprehensiveness, the way we use games, models and simulation, the ethical and craftsmanship responsibilities we share with our students, clarify our use of visits and experiences and close with a broader description of spare subjects and institutional integration.

The considerations on technique touch upon the tutorial approach, GEE’s current selection requirements, classroom activities, extra-class activities (in particular, games), and add a few remarks on dealing with interdisciplinary, describing both the standards and trajectories currently in place and sharing approaches that induce and evaluate academic craftsmanship.

Final remarks argue for the need for a more solid conceptual framework for the field of security / defense / strategic studies, present what I see as the demand for security expertise in Brazil and shares some problems of the present and prospects for the immediate future, in which the perspective for enhanced cooperation, particularly in research, with fellow institutions looms large.

I have been deliberately brief in terms of detailing references which are simply named and not used in the text, being satisfied by author and title in these web dominated times, except for those few titles unlikely to be found in, say, www.amazon.com or www.addall.com. 

Pedagogical conception

I think it essential to begin with a brief outline of GEE's pedagogical conception. By pedagogical conception I mean the values, understandings and choices that express a perception of the way activities lead to goals and how it moulds our methods. In my view, a pedagogical conception in the single most important element required for a consistent approach to education, particularly on such a specialty as the study of the various aspects of security in its various denominations, strategic studies in our usage. This is because only such a structure can hope to balance and harmonize the otherwise potentially overwhelming informational and reflexive requirements one would associate with expertise on strategic studies. GEE pedagogical conception exists in order to allow both teachers and students to have a guide light on to their efforts, providing a reference in which all their activities can be seen in context and in relation one with the other. Due to its comprehensive nature, it is appropriate to communicate it by an outline rather than an exhaustive description. 

This outline addresses five main points. I begin by presenting GEE’s entrance requirements and the diplomas it grants. Then I turn to an overview of the ways I see the learning process, singling out a particular concern, the craftsmanship of the scholar. After that, I address the way technical and tacit knowledge are offered at GEE.

There are two types of entrance requirements that must be met by candidates to GEE, legal and academic. Brazilian law requires MSc candidates to have completed a full undergraduate education and Ph.D. candidates to have a narrow MSc diploma
. Brazilian Law affirms the full equivalence of military academy training with that of an undergraduate. This is not always the case with police officers. In many Brazilian states, basic officer education for the polícia militar does not meet the legal requirements of undergraduate education. Police officers from those states must either complete a second undergraduate (typically, law) or they cannot be accepted as candidates for graduate education at the University of Brazil. Junior and senior officer’s courses of both the military and the two polices
 have no academic value attached to them. Officers seeking a Ph.D. course must have a narrow MSc diploma from a civilian University. 

At PEP, candidates are judged strictly on their qualification and merit. This is not the case in other units of the University of Brazil, so it is appropriate to point out that PEP does not employ a quota system nor does it require candidates to hold specific diplomas on related areas. PEP academic requirements include a foreign language proficiency exam and, oftenly, a 10 page essay on a topic that changes from year to year. GEE requirements are in addition to those of PEP, and comprise the presentation of an annotated CV, a nonbinding research proposal, a thorough review of bibliographical sources, a letter which explains the interests and purposes of the student for an education in strategic studies, an interview and, for PhD candidates alone, a presentation of their most relevant work to date. PEP limits the number of MSc students that may enroll in a given year (currently, 45) and each professor has a maximum number of PhD students he or she has under tutorial (currently, 10). PEP is one of the most eagerly sought out MSc programs in COPPE, accepting a little over 10% of the candidates that apply. As far as GEE is concerned, its selection begins after, or is simultaneous with, PEP selection and from that sample approximately one candidate out of every five for the MSc course, and one in three for the Ph.D. course are accepted (although there have been years in which no candidate was accepted in either cattegory; e.g., no PhD students were accepted in the 2001 selection process). These criteria play a not-neglible part in establishing GEE’s identity as a non-partisan, non-disciplinary academic space, hence their importance in informing about GEE’s identity.

As part of PEP, GEE is legally empowered to grant narrow MSc and PhD diplomas on production engineering with an emphasis on strategic studies
. However, that says very little about what that diploma means. 

GEE is a pioneer effort for the discussion of the policies and alternatives on the use of force for military and police goals. That means that its diplomas are defining what one can expect from a master or a doctor in strategic studies in Brazil. GEE is training the very first masters and doctors on this subject. As a result, our standards are deliberately high: our students will go on to become researchers and professors which will have responsibilities for direction and coordination well in advance of their years. Thus GEE seeks to provide them with a broad, comprehensive education, that will give them the breadth of vision and width of interest essential to their future role as senior advisers, researchers and educators. Such a formation cannot be exclusively technical, on the contrary, like all education, it sees technical contents as only a part of the ways and knowledge it seeks to impart.

An important part of that effort has to do with the thorough presentation of the values, skills  and techniques that go into a high level of craftsmanship in the academic profession. On the one hand, this is necessary to bring a measure of homogeneity to each class, due to the diversity of backgrounds among our students
. On the other hand, it is an essential part of their formation as pioneering scholars. This high standard is, thus, not a matter of pure choice, but reflects an understanding of the role GEE and its students will be called to play in their professional lives. It does not come for free, either: to date, most of our MScs, and about half of our PhDs, either declined to achieve those standards and dropped out or chose to elect a new tutor and a new theme for their dissertation. This is altogether proper and expected, but goes on to show that students recognize and acknowledge the load that is placed upon them and act responsibly when it comes to their own goals and priorities. This is indeed a price to pay in order to maintain the standard of excellence that UFRJ and COPPE stand for.

A point of particular interest has to do the effort of bring students in direct contact with military and police organizations and personnel through a variety of activities that range from visits to field-trips. There is a systematic effort towards making the students aware of the particularities of the cultural and organizational environments of each force and branch, and of the differences in police culture of each Brazilian State. This is necessary so that they will be able to be recognized as cognizant by the practitioner’s of their fields of interest, while developing their own personal style when it comes to sharing information or expressing their ideas. Like many instances of learning, this contact mingles technical and  tacit knowledge. This is essential for the proper education of scholars that will not be alienated from the very organizations they will be called to study or advise on.

It is opportune to present an example. The Brazilian military, particularly the army’s combatant branches, favor a very strong distinction in the use of the word “arm” as a description of branch of service and of the word “armament” meaning weapon. Should a civilian, in perfect use of ordinary language, say arm for a weapon, he or she will be instantly branded as an outsider, an amateur, regardless of his or her actual expertise. The same goes for the exact terminology for armaments; the international usage (with which students quickly become familiar) is actually seen as the mark of a deeper degree of study than the Brazilian one. As a result, students must be made aware of these peculiarities and learn the necessary discipline called for in such interactions.

GEE is a learning space in which technical and tacit knowledge must be offered in appropriate measure at each moment. This goes beyond the first hand experience with soldiers and police, or visits to headquarters or operational units. It is a perspective that goes along the full structure of GEE teaching: technical and tacit knowledge are inseparable aspects of one's learning. 

From the above, it should be clear that GEE's pedagogical concept acknowledges the fact that the student is the prime actor of the learning process; that each student learns in different ways in different rhythms; that the proper role of the educator is directive and supportive. With this outline of GEE’s pedagogical conception, I will now turn to successive points on content, emphasis and technique. 

 Content

I see the discussion on content as referring primarily, but not exclusively, to the technical knowledge content of our courses. I would like to share some considerations on seven particular aspects that relate to the contents of the courses offered. These have to do with the balance between education and research, the balance of reading and workloads along the five modules of the MSc course, a bird’s eye view of the MSc and PhD courses, the clarification of the core and customized curricula of each student, a somewhat deeper explanation of the MSc’s core curriculum and a brief overview of the use of tacit learning opportunities.

The balance between education and research takes a particular coloring due to the Brazilian context on security, defense, police and strategic studies. There is very little work done and even less publicly available. As a result, it becomes more pressing than usual to strike a proper balance between the conflicting needs of an educational overview based on international literature and primary research on sources so as to be at least informed of Brazilian peculiarities. As much as possible, GEE organization attempts to separate these two activities in time. As students attend classes, they are expected to emphasize their contact with the state-of-the-literature in international terms. As they move on towards their research periods, they are supported in ad hoc arrangements that seek to meet and overcome the unavailability of materials.

As a result, the very structure of the course and of each subject offered by GEE is weighted towards easing this transition as far as it is possible. A summary analysis of the compulsory reading load and of the work required of MSc students along their five-module class period provides a good example of what is meant. The reading load begins at the first module at 500 pages per week, and it gradually decreases, to 400, 300 and 200 pages in each succeeding module. The reading load for the fifth module can be as little as 300 pages for the whole 10 week module. The work load reflects a qualitative change that mirrors this quantitative evolution of the compulsory reading load. Students are required to present, and graded, on reading notes, a comparative review, an essay, an annotated article and a substantial advancement on their dissertation at each succeeding module. Tutoring strives to motivate and help students take up the slack from compulsory reading with their own research needs. Customization of the literature begins as early as the second module, when particular student’s trajectory are attended by a short presentation on a tutored topic. The fifth module is, in fact, a seminar in which students are expected to present at length about their dissertation subject, having previously decided upon the reference (or selection of texts) their colleagues will read so as to be able to criticize his or her presentation and work.

A bird’s eye view of the MSc course would see five modules of ten weeks each in the first year, with the minimum requirement of 10 subjects and a minimum grade average of B- during the first half year and B+ for the second half year and for beginning research. GEE requires 5 compulsory subjects, and offers as many as three additional ones. In addition to COPPE’s and UFRJ’s own subjects from all departments, a list of interesting MSc / PhD subjects in the Rio de Janeiro area is offered to students. Each student is expected to present a full plan for his or her study trajectory for the whole year by the fifth week of the first module. Students are expected to be available full time (all students that ask for a scholarship are awarded a 24 month scholarship at PEP)
, and a reasonable working load of two to three subjects per module requires no more than one and a half day of compulsory attendance per week. By the fifth week of the fourth module, students are required to choose their dissertation topic and asked to present a binding research project for their dissertation. They are required to present a substantial contribution to that dissertation during the fifth module. Once all credit and average grade requirements have been met, the student is free to research and write his or her dissertation for approximately one year, being required to present it no later than the end of his or her 24th scholarship month. Part-time and non-scholarship students are required to present their dissertation no later than their 36th month or they will lose all their credits and will not be awarded any kind of certificate or diploma. PEP approval ratings for MSc students hover around 36-40% (GEE 20%), one of the highest in Brazil (which averages 10%, since many schools will grant a broad diploma for credits alone).

A bird’s eye view of the PhD course would see twelve modules of ten weeks each in the first two years, with the minimum requirement of 8 subjects
, of which at least 4 must be at the PhD level, and a minimum grade average of B- during the first year and B+ for the second year and for beginning research. GEE requirements for the PhD fulfill that minimum by themselves, if the student so desires. That is not unusual in PhD trajectories at PEP. PhD students are required to take 4 compulsory PhD subjects on their first year (taking the fifth module as a holiday, if they so desire), and are expected to take at least 4 additional MSc / PhD subjects during that period. PhD Students are required to develop their dissertation research from the second year onwards, but it is common to start researching as soon as enrolled, if not before. In addition to COPPE’s and UFRJ’s own subjects from all departments, a list of interesting MSc / PhD subjects in the Rio de Janeiro area is offered to students. Each student is expected to present a full plan for his or her study trajectory for the whole year by the fifth week of the first module of each year. It is usual for PhD students to “overrun” their credit minimums, and in fact enroll in a substantial subject load during their first year, and go on to sign in some of GEE MSc subjects during their second year, particularly the fifth module seminar subject, in which they get the opportunity of trashing out their research project. 

PhD students are expected to be available full time (all students that ask for a scholarship are awarded a 48 month scholarship at PEP), and a reasonable working load of one or two subjects per module requires no more than one day of compulsory attendance per week. No later than their third year of scholarship, or their fourth year if part-time or without a scholarship, PhD students are required to pass a qualifying exam that, at GEE, comprises appreciation by a qualifying committee of at least three PhDs (traditionally, at least one from outside COPPE) the gist of which is to consider, amend and settle the binding PhD requirements for the thesis of that particular student. The presentation by the student may take any of a variety of formats, but the inclusion of the intended contribution, its importance, its relationship to the existing literature and its feasibility in terms of resource, research plans and time table are compulsory. Once qualified, the student is deemed a PhD Candidate and is free to research and write his or her dissertation being required to present it no later than the end of his or her 48th scholarship month (with a one-time possible award of leeway under justification that must not exceed six months). In order to be granted his or her diploma, the Student must present his thesis publicly at the library and do a viva vox presentation to a thesis committee of at least five PhDs, at least one of which must not be of the UFRJ faculty. Students may also avail themselves of a Sandwich PhD program, in which an early qualifying exam is followed by a 12 to 18 month stay abroad. That is quite common in PEP, but has not happened to interest any GEE student yet. Part-time and non-scholarship PhD students are required to present their dissertation no later than their 60th month or they will lose all their credits and will not be awarded any kind of certificate or diploma. PEP approval ratings for PhD students hover around 25% (GEE 50%), one of the highest in Brazil (which averages 5%; many schools grant a broad diploma for credits alone and “forget” the PhD).

The compulsory MSc/PhD subjects offered by GEE comprise its core curriculum; the subjects are not named descriptively in COPPE practice (they are Strategic Studies I through V, MSc and PhD), but in broad strokes the following contents are offered at each subject. The first subject is encyclopedic in scope, seeking to provide some general perceptions of the use of force in a variety of contexts. The second concentrates on a few selected topics (2001: logistics, technology, command) and also offers the first opportunity for MSc students to engage in research on their topic under close tutoring dealing with the tactics of their area of interest. The third subject is dedicated to theoretical studies. The fourth is a seminar organized as a research project (2001: peace forces). The fifth is an opportunity for presentation of each student’s own work in a class wide seminar that often includes students from other classes. Occasional special topics can be organized extemporaneously, often by student subscription (e.g., 1998: Seminar on Force Design, 1997: Forecasting in Military Affairs, the 90’s seen from the 80’s). In addition, GEE also offers three additional MSc subjects intended to those that do not make strategic studies their prime research interest, which are often presented as a series lectures with about 50-100 pages a week of reading load, and requiring a summary article as work for grading. 

The core curriculum is to a certain extent customizable. Additional classwork for those with special interest on the subject matter is readily available in each subject’s outline (usually, this entails the reading of classics). Each student’s  interest is taken into account for the kind of work he or she will present in each subject. Each class’ interest influence the choice of specific bibliographical selections. For instance, in the year 2001, the MSc class is evenly divided in three parts, related to police, constabulary and armed forces’ themes. This led to differentiation of the tactical content of the second subject for each theme/student. It also explains the choice of Peace Forces for the fourth subject, since then all students will have a measure of interest for his (they are all male this year) own particular research agenda. In previous years, that subject covered themes such as the Breaking of World War II – opening offensives and The Cold War at Sea.

Finally, there are content considerations that reflect proper preparation for tacit learning opportunities. Students are expected to prepare in terms of general information for their visits and contacts to military and police institutions along the year (e.g., being capable of recognizing rank and use proper forms of address; know the basics of the mission, history and context of the place visited and it current issues / problems / prides). This can be done individually or in rotation, with each student briefing (and thus being exposed to the various briefing techniques) his or her colleagues. In 2001, the first module has three students from other universities attending classes, and so priority has been given to visits that will exploit those elements which are unique to Rio de Janeiro – the Fleet, the Marines, and the various Army and Air Force ready force units.

These considerations of content tell only one part of the story. I will now describe some points of emphasis which lend greater materiality to the actual practice of teaching and learning at GEE.

Emphasis
Emphasis plays a critical role in turning GEE’s pedagogical conception into reality. It corresponds to those items that are given priority in its various activities, shaping choices and adding a particular perspective to results. This is nowhere as important as it is in teaching. I will briefly describe the emphasis on history and theory which form the backbone of our learning environment, making use of the above core curriculum for the MSc course as an example. Then I will address the related issues of comprehensiveness, the way we use games, models and simulations, the ethical and craftsmanship responsibilities  shared with our students, clarify the use of visits and experiences and close with a broader description of spare subjects and institutional integration.

History and Theory are the two touching stones of GEE’s teaching philosophy. In a loose paraphrase of Hayek, students must have the facts so that theory will allow them to listen to what the facts do have to say. To that effect students are exposed to a wide overview of the history of war and the use of force, and the emphasis on history and theory is what explains how the above described contents are woven into concrete subjects. As it will become clear, the bibliography of the first three subjects changes more slowly than of the latter two, although students’ and class’ interests can add or remove a few titles each year to cater for their own particular needs. The accompanying table details content, the basic bibliography and nature and criteria for grading students’ work at each subject.

	Strategic Studies (MSc)

	I
	II
	III
	IV
	V

	Overview of the History of Use of Force (War and Police)

Theoretical Bearings (10%); Meta- and Pre-History (20%); Antiquity to Present (50%); Police (20%).
	Thematic Approaches the Use of Force (War and Police) and the Knowledge of Tactics

Diplomacy and Power (20%); Logistics, Command, Technology (30%); Tactics (20%); Tactical Focus customized for individual student (30%).
	Theory of War and Police

Fundamentals of Science (15%); Theory of War (60%); Theory of Police (35%).
	Mini Research Project

2001:

Peace Forces: the role of military, constabulary and police forces in multi-agency “second generation” operations.
	Student’s Research Seminar

2001: (as it stands 03/2001)

Police Information Systems; Constabulary Forces; The Airland Team; [others to be defined].

	Bibliography

Diamond (Guns, Germs and Steel), Friedman (The Fifty Year War), Jones (The Art of War in the Western World), Keeley (War Before Civilization), Lymann (The Police), O’Connel (Of Arms and Men,  Ride of the Second Horseman), Paret (Makers of Modern Strategy), Proença Jr, Diniz & Raza: Guia de Estudos de Estratégia - Guide for the Study of Strategy; Terraine (Business in the Great Waters, White Heat).

Game: Civilization.

Game Support: Quigley (The Evolution of Civilizations).
	Bibliography

Creveld (Technology and War, Supplying War, Command in War), Dupuy (Understanding War),  Keegan (The Face of Battle), Kissinger (Diplomacy), MacNeill (The Pursuit of Power).

[Plus variable content for each student’s own tactical interest.]

Game: X-Com.

Game Support: (web search).


	Bibliography

Clausewitz (On War, Theorie du Combat - Theory of Combat); Corbett (Some Principles of Maritime Strategy, The Trafalgar Campaign); Pape (Bombing to win); Lawrence (“XXXIII” - Seven Pillars of Wisdom); Bittner (“Florence Nightingale in pursuit of Willie Sutton” - Aspects of Police Work); Game: none.


	Bibliography

[Mini-Research Project Seminar, contents variable]

typical topics include bibliography appropriate to the theme under study on:

· Political history

· Theoretical Efforts

· Operations, logistics, tactics 

· Strategy and Force Planning

· Current Issues

· Perspectives

· Brazilian Context

Game: outline of a model if appropriate.
	Bibliography 

[Students’ bibliographical selections]

Game: to be selected. 

	Students are graded on their reading notes.
	Students are graded on a three-to-five work comparative review essay.
	Students are graded on an essay as to how theoretical elements affect their research interest.
	Students are graded jointly on a final “Research Report” with provisions for distinction.
	Students are graded on their article / outline / dissertation research substantial contribution and presentation.


Table 1. 2001 MSc Core Curriculum Subjects: content, bibliography, required work and grading criteria.

The first subject approaches this task with a three-wave approach. Students begin with a very summary overview of theory
. Then they are led to a two-wave pass at the history of war and aggression in biological and meta-historical terms. Then the second point of view approach is modified  to allow a third wave approach that combines history and the historical evolution of strategic thought. The twentieth century, covered in part by the above sweep, poses something of a challenge to this approach, and so a conscious decision is made to present depth at the loss of comprehensiveness, with a sweeping view of the first world war  and of a broader view of the war at sea in both world wars which allows a vision of continuity and change  before a substantial review of the Cold War. The course ends with the first full contact with police affairs. Extra-class activities include watching a selection of movies and playing and reporting on the game Civilization
. 

The first subject is the most delicate of all in the course. Students are changing their lifestyle, often moving from their parents’ for the first time in their lives. They are facing a qualified challenge in terms of study outside the comforting logic of exams and external evaluation of previous schooling. They have to deal with self evaluation of their intellectual work, also possibly for the first time. They have to confront and overcome the sensation of utter ignorance about important subjects (history, war, technology), the more so when this realization hits professional soldiers. They are challenged to think by themselves and acquire that most difficult of postures – the humble arrogance of science. To many students, the MSc is their first actual professional decision, and the responsibility for its success can be quite overwhelming. 

This subject, in many ways, is the most difficult of the year for the teacher as well: one must strike a delicate, sensitive balance between the proper measure of discipline and of support, of imposing general rules and standards and knowing if, when and how to make constructive exceptions. I try to reach for the students in a variety of ways, from a very wide access by e-mail and in person, but in one way in particular: I reread all materials in the course as if I were a student, so as to grasp how the reading load is coming along.

The second subject emphasizes using the facts presented in the first to understand how a broader view of history can be had on war and how thematic studies dialogue with more general histories. This is the subject in which students are required to become familiar with the tactical contents of a given field. A three wave approach is used here as well. First, they are given both a direct description and a theoretical attempt of war on land. This is followed by a deeper understanding of tactics in each student’s own interest. In 2001, this will be police patrol, coast guard and US marine force’s tactics, using the same approach as above: contact with reports of actual experiences in combination with some theoretical / procedural works. Extra-class activities include playing, reporting and briefing on the game X-Com, which allows each perspective (police, constabulary, military) to be brought into light of simulated experience.

The third subject is dedicated to reading and discussing the theoretical contributions of Clausewitz and his intellectual descendants, as well as a Bittner’s seminal text towards a theory of police. The pace of this subject is more leisurely, with an in depth discussion of the student’s perception of the utility of such constructs in the light of their readings and experiences (e.g., games) in the previous half-year. In this subject, students are presented with the scientific problem, and are led to confront the need for a solid conceptual framework in research. For the first time, students will be asked to write down something that is mostly the result of their own reflection, and are tutored to do so in ways that meet some need of their own study trajectory and which show the utility of academic skills and requirements.

The fourth subject offers and opportunity to exercise, under controlled conditions, the use of history and theory in mini research project seminar. In 2001, as explained above, the topic will be Peace Forces. Students will be led through a research project that will seek to discover what are the most important / relevant  issues on Peace Forces and how they relate to what they have studied since coming to GEE in the light of their own research interest.

The fifth subject, in turn, will invite students to prepare a full length presentation and paper on their own dissertation research topic. They will be directed to assemble a set of reading materials that will enable their colleagues to have a historical and theoretical understanding of their research object, enabling them to follow the points made in his article. Thus, students will experience the problem of defining and making a substantial contribution to their own research subject; exercise the program and presentation of a graduate-level class; live both the problem and the consequences of properly qualifying one’s critics; and appreciate the value of informed criticism.

Thus, with the example of the five subjects that comprise the core curriculum of GEE’s MSc course, I hope to have exemplified the way history and theory, technical and tacit knowledge are woven in practice at GEE.

There are a few additional points that, to a certain extent, result from this approach. I will deal with each one of them in turn.

The first additional point has to be a frank discussion on the matter of comprehensiveness. I will start with the obvious. It is impossible to do more than sample the wide literature of strategic studies on any one year. The traditional alternatives in PEP, dealing with an equally encyclopedic subject, production engineering, are to use a set of classical references (formative subjects) and the recentmost materials (contemporary subjects). My particular problem with that approach is that neither can fill in the void of information all students have about history and war. Even historians, to my surprise, have a very superficial grasp of facts and history as such. It seems other approaches to history are currently dominant in Brazilian education. As a result, I have chosen to adopt the “history then theory” approach described above. However, that option begs the question, how comprehensive one can be. There can be no definitive answer. 

The fields of defense, security and police studies lack a proper encyclopaedia, on the one hand
; and any attempt of a manageable historical review (say, smaller than a thousand pages) will perforce have to come to terms with its depth. My alternative, so far has been to rely on a combination of such sweeping reviews (e.g., MacNeil, Jones) in association with a very narrow selection of what I consider the very best in-depth works  that still cover a sufficiently broad theme (e.g. Terraine, Keegan)
. That matter taken care of, I then turn fully on to the classic foundations of the field; on the third subject, to Clausewitz, Bittner and very few other seminal texts. On whichever happens to be the topic of the fourth subject, to their equivalent. This year, for instance, the Peace Forces theme allows me to introduce some classics of peace studies (e.g. Barrach’s Handbook of Peace Studies) as supporting materials, which otherwise would have to be presented elsewhen
. To that extent, I try to meet the requirement that a scholar ought to be familiar with the foundations, and know all that there is to know before he or she moves forward to deepen his or her understanding on any one theme or object. Which, of course, is precisely what students will be asked to do on the fifth subject.

An underlying emphasis that I feel cannot be made compulsory in MSc study, at least in my view of the other requirements as expressed above, is the use of models and simulations for dealing with complex issues
. This comes to the fore in PhD activities, where complexity theory and, more recently, system dynamics can be introduced and practiced (usually in the second year). The use of wargames as extra-class activities in the first two MSc modules is a way of teasing an interest in modeling and simulation in students, but here, as in many other issues described above, his or her own interest, and the needs of his or her topic, will be paramount. I do intend to establish a closer cooperation with modeling and simulation during the fourth subject on Peace Forces this year, introducing students to the strengths and weakness of such approaches to analysis of strategic issues.

Science is a powerful tool, and the education in strategic studies is the education in a particularly powerful subject of science. In a country with such a small tradition for the discussion of strategic and security issues as Brazil, teaching and learning about strategic issues comes together with a necessary responsibility as to the quality of one’s work, on the one hand; and an ethical responsibility with the knowledge itself, in another. This is something which might well deserve a paper of its own. But I do wish to a least outline the matter and offer a very summary report on the ways I have dealt with it at GEE. An important element to take into account is that this vast area of interest is not entirely devoid of debate or discussions; but the fact remains that quality of this debate leaves a bit to be desired, both in terms of its participants and also, on occasion, in terms of its bias
. As a result, the media, in particular, with all it has of seduction and transient fame, is ravenous for comments by anyone whenever something related to the military or the police take place. Often, it is impossible to do more than to try to clarify why the matter does not mean what the reporter would like it to mean. For example, when the Russian submarine Kursk sank, most TV reporters wanted me to confirm that its sinking was proof positive of irrevocable decay of Russian society and/or the tombstone of Russia as a major power.

This brings the need to introduce students to their responsibilities as future scholars on security. In fact, that presentation forms the core of their inaugural class and is repeated as often as needed. First, a brief history of Brazilian civil military relations is presented as the context of the work they are studying to do. The task of our generation is the (re)building of the links between Brazilian society and its armed and police forces after a period of authoritarian, military rule. The constitution is younger than any of my students by a fair margin. That means that each researcher, each student, is an ambassador, a mediator. Beyond the almost universal goodwill with which civilian interest in police and military matters are received by individual officers, this makes thorough competence an absolute requirement. Scientists should resist the temptation of extrapolating in these circumstances, and revel in the use of the words “I don’t know that much”, optionally and cautiously followed by “but...”.  On the other hand, like the case of firearms, a little knowledge of strategic and security issues can be more dangerous than no knowledge. At least no knowledge will discourage meddling with it. I ask of students that they pledge not to be drawn into public debate until their first year is over, and they feel confident enough not to be (mis)led by others. In fact, some of the activities we undertake at the fourth and fifth subject are tacit learning experiences of talking to peers, legislative, executive, the forces and the media. People do tend to get carried away in the dramatics of stereotypes when they play a strong willed senator or a suspicious general officer or a factious reporter grilling their colleague, and I do deliberately try to put each of them in a tight spot at least once, but it is all for the good.

Visits and other experiences, then, play a secondary but important role in the education of GEE students. Whenever possible, those visits include attending legislative sessions, in particular inquiries as well as visiting military units; this year I hope to obtain permission to follow the making of a TV news program and/or the writing of a major newspaper piece with my students. Museums and field trips are also of some importance: except for the serving military and police officers (and then mostly in their own branch of service), few if any students have actually seen any weaponry up close in their lives. Seeing the urban assault of thirty-three-strong special forces platoon firing their weapons, or being at the receiving end of a cavalry charge, or entering a submarine, or visiting an airport control tower or metropolitan area police control center are unique experiences that give substance and lend emotion and awareness. Above all, they give a human face to their subjects. I have tried, and keep on trying, having my students over for maneuvers as observers (newspeople attend them regularly), but I regret reporting that this has so far proven impossible.

Another, final element I would like to share has to do with the need for a measure of balance with the “tunnel vision” that such an absorbing subject can induce in such a small unit as GEE. On the one hand, within the latitude of a student’s topic and interest, I try to have them attend subjects at other centers. For example, for the first module of 2001, I listed two alternatives each for democratic theory and for international relations theory at social science’s departments of both UFRJ and other Universities. The study trajectory of this year’s students include a few subjects of their particular interest, both at COPPE (fuzzy math), and at the Army’s Military Engineering Institute (systems engineering). I also obtained permission for students to attend a subject at the senior police officer’s courses. I am happy students have taken at least one subject on something they are curious about but wouldn’t want to study in depth; this year, two have taken up a subject on philosophy and theology in contemporary Brazil. If possible, students will attend lectures at the senior service schools of the Armed Forces (they are all in Rio de Janeiro), but attending the diplomat’s senior lectures in Brasília is logistically impossible. I hope that fifth subject papers will be good enough for presentation at national meetings, since I value the contact with other perspectives and points of view and students can only gain by having other people comment on their work as it develops. But here, again, the student’s own pace and topic must take precedence; it is more important that they do good preparatory work than it be presentable.

Having dealt with the emphasis on history and theory as stepping stones of GEE’s teaching approach, and having made some comments on the issues such an approach entails, I will now pass on some brief considerations on technique.

Technique
To a certain extent, techniques are the easiest element to change in a school or course. One does things one way, until convinced there is another one, or at least that another approach is worth experimenting with. With that spirit, I would like to share a few notes on technique on the matters of the tutorial approach, GEE current selection requirements, classroom activities, extra-class activities (in particular, games), add a few remarks on dealing with interdisciplinarity, describe both the standards and trajectories currently in place and offer some remarks on inducing and evaluating academic craftsmanship.

The tutorial approach to graduate education is one of the hallmarks of PEP, and GEE’s option to carry on with it is the result of facing many of the same pedagogical problems that led to its adoption in PEP in the first place. The need to orchestrate a particular study trajectory in an interdisciplinary area; the need to balance education and research in areas with little or very little domestic production; the need to minimize the feeling of isolation any research work, but specially research work in these conditions, engenders. As it stands, the tutorial relationship is, in broad strokes, the master-disciple relationship reinvigorated. 

Acceptance of a student as tutoree entails a commitment that requires a considerable effort by both the teacher and the student to break. In fact, when a student simply gives up and disappears, the teacher’s tutorial quota will keep on counting him as active until the final deadline for presentation expires. PhD students and MSc students are encouraged to establish a weekly routine (at first with classes, later with a less formal meeting) of presentations, discussions and simply talk. This is a very intense relationship that covers most of the student’s activities during his graduate education at COPPE. Additionally, the tutor is the single source point for all academic and most administrative aspects of the student’s life during his or her stay in COPPE. COPPE encourages teachers and students to publish together, and that is in fact one of the evaluation criteria for teacher’s performance. In terms of workload, that means a minimum half day a week is reserved for such interactions. All this means that the relationship between teacher and student is a very close one.

As a result, the tutorial relationship begins tentatively even before the student applies for a place at GEE (and thus our selection process imply a human management dimension of its own), often in the case of MSc students and always in the case of PhD students. It is not unusual for a prospective PhD candidate to exchange a considerable volume of mail and to attend a number of classes before the selection process is even in the picture. In fact, the selection requirements for GEE are a pass or fail moment in that ongoing relationship, and the process of fulfilling those requirements plays an important part in allowing the student to actually gauge the feasibility of his or her research project and /or field of interest. A few prospective students wisely delay their application until they feel confident that they can meet both the selection and the actual coursework requirements (e.g., mastery of English and computer fluency). 

Classroom dynamics at GEE are organized in four-hour sessions in the afternoon. Classroom dynamics differ with respect to the subject: they follow different styles for subject within or outside the core curriculum. Each subject’s class plan is flexible to the extent of meeting the needs of students, as noted above.  Classes in subjects outside the core curriculum are lectures, with a question and answer section directed at the teacher afterwards. Core curriculum subject classes are one of two types: they are either a deliberate exposition of a given class delivery style (e.g., lecture, cappella, seminar, etc.) or, more usually, a Socratic class in which texts are presumed read and a series of issues are raised for students to answer.  

Extra-class activities in a tutorial context always differentiate tutored and non-tutored students. Tutored students expect to receive particular direction and additional tasks from their tutor that go beyond regular coursework, and usually are following a longer line in what concerns outside activities such as visits or additions to research tasks. A tutor has a grasp on each tutored student’s overall load and knows when a student needs a break or can profitably take up on an additional task. Both MSc and PhD candidates under tutorial have opportunities of going along or joining, singly or in small groups, in GEE’s activities, such as proposal writing, basic research, media appearances etc. Some responsibilities (e.g., schedule making for visits) pass along in rotation from module to module to each student; some (e.g., drafting or preplanning any one activity) are more in the nature of an exercise. The sensitivity of some such activities also means that a non-tutored student cannot be relied upon to do something that will not count for grades (a recurring habit of undergraduate days, in which things are only worth doing if they count for grades) nor can a non-tutored student simply join along for the ride on spur of the moment for visits in which proper manners and area knowledge are important.

Dealing with the interdisciplinary demand of most work on strategic studies is a constant challenge. My solution has been to let the topic dictate the course and intensity of the work. Sometimes, the state of the discussion speaks for itself in terms of what is required (e.g., the heavy load of management tools required for any policy analysis), and sometimes the student’s contribution itself is the most challenging aspect (e.g., modeling police patrol). I see a clear division here between educational opportunities (e.g., spare subjects) and research needs during the reading and writing process. Students need to be strongly supported when it becomes necessary to go after someone else’s expertise, and many shy away from writing or setting up an appointment with an expert on their own. I have found out that writing the first letter under my own name, introducing the student, setting up the first appointment or whatever provides an acceptable compromise. That done, it becomes a matter of learning about research management and of properly sizing the workload. Consultation with prospective committee members who are helping interdisciplinary work is essential at all times, but particularly when the run up for writing requires a closure of the bibliography. MSc students, in particular, need to be watched closely, since many are tempted to reduce their bibliography (in itself an often necessary measure) on their own with results that are not always for the best and may call for considerable additional work. That sheds some light on the twin elements of standards and of individual student’s trajectories. 

On the one hand, any interdisciplinary area must strike a clear set of standards for its work or lose itself in the stupor of accommodation to the lowest standard or, worse, in the turmoil of incompatible criteria. The challenge lies in setting such standards in ways that are compatible with the current practices of other areas, and in addition with what is judged proper in Brazilian academic circles as well as in the international field of one’s particular interest. This is not specially difficult for the essentials, since the academic profession does share a number of core values, but it can be surprisingly difficult as to the details and most specifically, to the outlooks of what is, or is not, a finished work. 

For example, GEE is part of an engineering school in which the epistemological party is that of “solving the problem”. Having a problem to work with is the key element in the entire intellectual effort construct and research outlook. Because the problem in reality cannot be solved in its entirety, a proper object must be selected / constructed from among the many possible, having as final criteria its utility for solving the problem. In academic terms, an engineering school faculty often understands this as asking the right question, in the spirit of “the problem that you are told needs solving is not necessarily the problem that needs solving”. The work is complete when the right question allows one to classify, characterize, select and identify one (or none, pointing to the need for design along the requisites identified) of the many technological and technical alternatives available. That is not the case, for instance, with people with a military background in which doing the mission, regardless of what one learns doing it or other circumstances, takes precedence. The risk is to ignore the necessary changes in content as one advances on study, and thus risk qualitative failure. On the other hand, many social sciences’ schools emphasize a neutral attitude of complete comprehension, in which all points of an issue must be equitativelly addressed and presented regardless of their relative importance to the current matter of that issue, and in which deciding towards action is inappropriate. The risk is to lose focus and present a work that is insufficiently mature because it does not decide on the contents of the right question.

Each student’s path through subjects, extra-class and research activities is increasingly distinctive and particular as times goes by. In GEE we refer to this as a student’s trajectory and try to help him or her understand the ways what has been done support or limit what can be done in the present, and how what is done in the present supports or hinders what might come to be done in the future. On the first level, the educational trajectory must deal with the three requirements of fulfilling one’s formation towards one’s research purpose,   supporting one’s familiarity on relevant but peripheral subjects; and one’s exposure to creative “noise” that broadens one’s horizons. Extra-class work enhances and adds substance to these, but also serves to expose students to certain references (e.g., one acquires important elements of one’s writing style – such as it is – by emulating texts one likes) and to steer the student towards a profitable point of view for his or her research. In the context of Brazilian Universities, the dearth of libraries and of periodical collections on security defense and strategic studies, and the non-existence of a single police library, explain one of the most deeply felt issues in our students’ trajectories: the bibliographical budget. In fact, that is probably the most restrictive element in our student’s trajectories: their research must be affordable out of their own pockets. Thus the craftsmanship of web search and download, used bookstores and surface mail, and similar expedients looms large from their first subject to the end of their passage.

Inducing students to choose their own standards and partaking of the broader aspects of academic craftsmanship is thus helped to a certain extent. Right from the start, tacit and technical skills for searching, selecting and acquiring books helps students understand that there is more to their education than the absorption of facts and the crafting of thought, however important these might be. The gradual approach to writing one’s thoughts that follows the core curriculum is designed to allow students to come to the various tools of academic work sedately, from being able to properly annotate their reading, to building up reviews, to setting one work besides another, to writing about their subject with a small number of references in support, to work in a team at researching, writing and presenting to their planning, preparing, annotating, choosing and distributing a bibliography to receive criticism on their own writing and presentation. The second (or third, in the case of PhD students) year carries this process on, trying as much as possible to allow students and appreciation of the very different logic that must preside a survey of the literature for its selection, the work that goes to refine and use that selection, the structuring of one’s research as distinct from one’s notes and most particularly of one’s presentation on paper or other media as distinct from the previous two. 

In contrast, students are asked to produce on-spot analysis and to share their considerations on historical and, occasionally, contemporary situations from a strategic studies’ perspective right from the start. Here the purpose is to allow students to acquire a conscious self evaluation of how much and/or how well they could do all through their trajectories. Extra work, such as noting in detail some particular classes, is primarily oriented towards the documentation of that perceptual change, and fourth subject results will be compared with the results of previous analysis and examinations. Each class must be guided towards an tolerance towards frank, direct criticism, and lose much of their defensiveness or pride in having their ideas trashed out “in public”. This is particularly difficult for people with a military background, whose education is that individual criticism is something done on a one-on-one basis in private. On the other hand, once they come to see the class as a friendly “officer’s mess”, they tend to become the most active and receptive of discussants. The most important aspect of this entire construct is the delicate weaning of students from trusting the authority of an author, or even their teacher (who may be wrong, on purpose or not), to trusting their knowledge and reasoning, and demanding to be persuaded rather than told.

The final point of technique I would like to bring on is that of the choice of dissertation topic. At GEE, the final decision is in the hands of the student in a tutorial environment, that is to say, he or she must take his tutor’s opinion into account. That does mean that the department, the funding source for scholarship, or the employer of the student do not have any formal say in what the student will work on. With that crucial point cleared, it is again necessary to introduce a Brazilian contextual element before moving on to more substantive issues.

Nowadays, there is great pressure from funding sources, and hence from school and university administration, to have dissertations and thesis delivered in the shortest possible time. The faster turnover gets better evaluations for funding purposes and is very well looked upon. This otherwise incomprehensible quirk must be seen with some perspective. Ten years ago, there was no time limit for dissertations and students could pop back many years later, desperate for a thesis manager, to “do their dissertations”. University bureaucracy kept students listed as active indefinitely. It was perhaps an unfortunate coincidence that quantitative evaluation tools for university activities were introduced at a time when limitations on dissertation preparation length were being discussed. But the fact remains that MSc dissertation limits have fallen from four, to three and now to two years for full time students and that proposals for a one-year course surface every so often. PhD dissertation limits have fallen from six, to five, to four years and that proposals currently under discussion point out towards a compulsory three with exceptional allowance for four. 

As a result, there is direction that research proposals presented on selection should be binding. Like many other units in the University of Brazil, GEE has declined to subscribe to this policy. Some units have simply removed research proposals from their selection process. Other units, GEE included, distinguish between a non-binding (selection) and a binding research proposal (end of first year, qualifying exam). The reason for this bit of insubordination is clear enough: if one or two years of study do not change or improve one’s students original proposal significantly, maybe thought should be given to dispense with subjects altogether. Scholarship limits, to that extent, are a two-edged sword: on the one hand, they insure a certain length of time (currently two years for MSc and four years for PhD); on the other, they are subject to change without notice (that was in fact how they fell from three and six years in the first place). Since students are aware that all this situation exists, and do receive at least part of the pressure towards early commitment and fast delivery, part of the work in helping students make a good choice of topic involves clear and unrelenting support against the “faster, faster” environment at university and allowing time for such a decision at the student’s own pace.

That brings about another issue in topic selection, that of outside pressure and “visibility”. Many students have their graduate education under special arrangement from their employer. Army officers, for instance, are supposed to finish their MSc in one year and their PhD in three years. In practice, a letter from the tutor can change those limits. But the pressure also exists, often informally, to “get it done” (do the mission) one way or the other. Alternatively, certain subjects or themes enjoy a certain degree of visibility in a given time (e.g., the Brazilian Amazon issues) and students are often nudged from a variety of sources to “go with the flow” and quickly fashion their research so that they will exploit the heightened visibility of that theme. The final decision is up to the student, but I hold a very clear educational perspective of graduate education. If writing a research report or study report was all that mattered, there would be, again, no need for enrolling in graduate education and spending all those years of study. A sufficiently large reward (e.g., a briefcase of money) would allow one to spend the few weeks or months necessary to accumulate a sufficiently thick text. To that extent, GEE has been successful in allowing students to choose a topic that will open up their trajectories towards their own personal goals in harmony with the highest standards. That is perhaps a final bit of tacit knowledge on the road of the scholar: doing one’s dissertation is one of the few occasions, and in the case of a PhD, probably the last opportunity, for doing something for which one is entirely responsible from start to finish. It is a unique experience for one’s life. This experience  should not be meddled with without very compelling  or satisfying reasons. 

Having dealt in turn with content, emphasis and, now, with technique, this paper closing remarks address the matters of the characterization of the field of security, defense, strategic or police studies and offers some observations on the Brazilian demand for security experts and on the perspectives for academic endeavors in this field.

Final remarks
I am far from a final position when it comes to expressing a clear definition as to the scope and breadth of reach of the fields that are concerned with what I see as the possibilities of the use of force in various settings
. 

On the one hand, there is some difference in outlook that is expressed by the choice of the terms peace, security, defense, and strategic studies or, on the same vein, and in some way connected, conflict resolution, military science or military art and science. A similar list could be made for constabulary (e.g., coast guard etc.) and police forces (e.g., law enforcement etc.). 

On the other hand, one has, at some point, to go beyond political expedient, such as the logic that whatever studies a ministry for defense does must be defense studies or that peace and security funds must perforce go to peace and security departments. And, at some point, one will have to deal with administrative convenience, such as security studies are “part” of, and subordinate to, political science departments or that an academic unit that deals with the means, say, technology and systems, cannot at the same time deals with the ends, say, “strategic issues”. 

In my experience, in practice these terms can come to mean whatever one intends them to mean at any given moment. It seems to me that names don’t matter so much as a more consistent understanding of what differences in scope or approach are actually meant by each choice, if any. In fact, our field, from my point of view, lives a very interesting time exactly because of a growing realization of the need for a clearer and more robust conceptual framework. And that says nothing about local usage, in which these terms are, almost by accident, associated with particular agendas or goals, say, strategic studies as synonymous with civil-military relations or business strategy; or the pretensions of a monopoly of law departments on crime-related studies, and thus over all police and constabulary activities. 

I do not intend to do more than note my agreement with Richard Betts’ 1997 effort in “Should Strategic Studies Survive?” in World Politics (vol. I, PP 1-26) at the international aspect. Betts sees three superimposed circles with military science (how to produce tactical results employing people, equipment and systems) at the center, followed by a ring for strategic studies proper (the use of combats for the aims of policy, i.e. Clausewitz) and a final, open area beyond these two that would comprise security studies (everything else, depending on the political assessment of the utility or risk it entails, or the political context in which one wants to name it). The definition of the two inner circles happens to be very close to the one I adopted for GEE’s mandate at its beginning, and I would argue that once that is done in clear and open manner, all else falls into place. The real question when considering an issue as within our mandate becomes: can the use of combats play a role on that issue or, conversely, does that issue affect the ability of employing combats for the aims of policy? A positive answer puts it within our purvey. The folly of any pretensions at a monopoly are easy to see since, by definition, the political and tactical contents of any such issue will make it amenable to a wide variety of other approaches.

After working for a few years with military, defense and international security issues, GEE started working with police issues when the matter for the reorganization of the Rio de Janeiro Police Force came up in 1994 during Rio’s experiment with the Strategic Plan methodology. There was a call for help, and help was provided. What was an ad hoc intervention matured rather quickly in a major part of its activities, and in fact as early as 1996 the various aspects of police work and of the need for altogether similar studies for police and the armed forces became very apparent. Nowadays, approximately one third of GEE’s activities have to do with we call police studies, and a similar percentage of our students come to address these issues. It seems to me there is a comfortable common ground on strategic and police studies, and a mutually beneficial cross fertilization that has, so far, proven profitable for students.

In more than one way, that configuration is indeed what seems to be the Brazilian demand for expertise. On the one hand, the discussion of defense issues must take into account the “guarantee of law and order” that the 1988 Constitution attributes to the Armed Forces, and which seems a more probable scenario than that of a conventional war, as well as the far from clearly understood responsibilities of peace operations. On the other, the virtual absence of  any tradition of police studies in the police themselves on the wake of the military regime make the Brazilian public security situation particularly needy of informed and qualified expertise. 

As some sort of a summation, and a preliminary to GEE’s prospective plans, I would begin by pointing out that many of the elements and considerations presented above sort of tell their own story. GEE is a little over ten years old, and the end of the year 2001 will see a total of 6 PhDs and perhaps as many as 8 MScs on strategic studies when there were none in 1991. Almost without exception, they work on those very issues in a professional capacity, in both the services themselves and in university, both in Brazil and abroad. In terms of relationships, there have been many moments of increased increasing cross fertilization, which seem to be gradually acquiring some regular activities. Nowadays, for instance, visiting students and invitations to present inaugural classes at service academies are a relatively common occurrence. There is growing awareness of the value of such qualifications and on the appropriateness of dealing with these issues in a professional way in the services and in the universities. Hence the opportunity taking stock, sharing some of our experience, and invite the criticism of colleagues engaged in similar endeavors.

As far as current matters go, GEE pays, like any other pioneer, a price for its pioneership. On the one hand, the qualification and expertise it offers are not universally recognized as belonging to established lines. Both public funding sources and university administration have some difficulties in dealing with something that, albeit often emphatically recognized as actual and necessary, may fall into paths left by past experience that taught that military and police (issues) “do not belong in university” or “should be left alone”. The positions for which GEE qualifies its students do not exist, of if they exist they do not require any such qualifications, or they require strictly formal qualifications which do not take any particular level of expertise into account. In fact, as far as the military is concerned, most positions that deal with research, analysis, reflection, teaching and /or planning are associated with career requirements that do not translate into any but organic expertise. Scientific work and what Brazilian society at large would call academic standards play a surprisingly small role in such a perspective. Each armed service, and each police organization, in Brazil is, by and large, a world in itself. But the fact stands that in too many instances the 1920s’ habit of considering last year’s best student the best teacher for this year, or of assigning officers to teaching and research positions solely as a device to “average out” their career profiles, frequently as a part-time assignment, remains far too frequent. The same goes for the many who attend foreign schools, and thus make themselves qualified in a particular way on the very end activitiy of the forces. There are instances among and within the services that value such qualifications, and seek to place an officer so qualified somewhere where his or her expertise will be put to use. Alas, that is not the case, again in many cases, perhaps altogether in too many cases. Civilian alumni are very much on their own to “invent” their insertion into society and to “create” their own positions and they have been largely successful to do so, albeit with an occasional degree of compromise. This is not altogether unexpected, and is in fact the common experience of PEP in other innovative fields. But it must be remarked that military and police forces have been, with a few exceptions that bring credit to their institutions and one hopes point the way for the future, extremely reluctant to employ “outsiders”. Many refrain from as much as acknowledging formally that there might be knowledge outside the institution itself that has a direct bearing to their end-activities, or that outside qualification might prove a valid and useful requirement for their own activities. In many ways, there is a paradox between the desire and warm reception of civilian interest in their activities and the sudden degree of transparency and debate such interest might kindle.

On the other hand, it must be recognized that this context leads to a situation in which some of the more substantial works put out by GEE are far in advance of any recognized need (for example, our most recent PhD’s on Force Planning by SG Raza and on Military Evaluation by MGFM Gomes, both active serving officers). That stems from the above explained pedagogical concept, that seeks to form people up to date in world terms, and thus, necessarily, as far from the currently perceived needs as Brazilian standards are far from them. That does place a rather heavy burden on some of our students, both in terms of the need to persuade others of the validity and utility of their work and on the solitary nature of that task, but it is a burden that falls on their shoulders by choice and for which they have been, as far as possible, prepared. 

In terms of a prospective view, it is perhaps appropriate to take stock of our core competences and use them as a guide for our choice of directions. GEE provides what we hope will be assessed by our peers as at least approaching the standards for world-level class of education on strategic studies, both in terms of armed forces and police forces. It also provides an intense and fertile environment for inquiry and research integral to an educational effort that is solidly grounded on a clear pedagogical conception, with a substantial production in terms of education, research, publication and technical services as well as public service. From a comparative point of view, we are the sole center dedicated to strategic studies proper in Brazil and enjoy a unique positioning in relation to civilian society and to the armed and police forces. As far as we are aware, we are the sole such center in Latin America. 

Some of our priorities for the coming years stem from that overview. On the one hand, to seek and meet those deficiencies that can be found in our current arrangement, the most important of which, in my view, is our lack of decent library facilities in general, and of access to periodicals in particular. On the other,  to seek and establish international links and relationships with other centers, in order to broaden and enhance the resources available to our students and share some of our own resources. Cooperation, particularly in research arises as a natural priority in order to meet both these aspects of our prospective plans.







� Thorough this text I have referred to the subject matter as strategic and not as defense studies. This is deliberate, and follows our usage at the University of Brazil (UFRJ). As it stands, there is little difference in contents of either (although one might argue that defense studies have to do with armed and not police forces) See the final remarks for some comments on this particular matter and the need for a more solid conceptual framework for our field that will clarify what is meant by each term. I would also like to point out that this text reflects my personal perception of things, and that like any Chair, I am indebted to my fellow professors, our superb supporting staff and most deeply to our students. One is constantly reminded of the actuality of the popular academic anecdote of the rabbits and the lion, and since a measure of humor plays an important role in our work, I beg leave to do a little roaring.


� D.Sc. (Ph.D.) on Strategic Studies. Chairman of the Grupo de Estudos Estratégicos (Group for Strategic Studies - GEE) at the Alberto Luiz Coimbra Institute for Graduate and Research Engineering (COPPE) of the University of Brazil (UFRJ), Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. Member of the International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS, London), the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP), and the Association of the Brazilian National War College Graduates (ADESG; esguiano, class of 2000). Prof. Proença Jr has been on Marquis Who’s Who in the World since 1997, was a member of Rio de Janeiro State’s Governor Panel on Public Security 1999-2000 and is a member of the Council of Notables of the Brazilian Ministry of Defense.


� A remark seems necessary on the seemingly unmatched acronyms; both higher institutions have changed their names, COPPE to that of its founder, the University of Brazil to its original name after a long period under the regional denomination imposed by the authoritarian regime, but neither has changed its abbreviation.


� Although it was not always appropriate to take a too visible role, GEE’s influence on, say, the Army Military Engineering Institute work on strategic games, the Naval War College pedagogical conception and structures and on the Patrol Police Higher Scholl’s activities are quite evident and acknowledged.


� It seems appropriate to remark the strong methodological convergence among specialties such as systems and production engineering, management, policy analysis, public administration, national defense, public security and strategic studies. These are, undoubtedly, “interdisciplinary”; but they can also profitably be seen as disciplinary along a horizontal logic. To that extent, it is no surprise that GEE originated at PEP. It is important to note, however, how so very different such an approach is from a that of more vertical specialties such as political science, sociology or anthropology, on one hand; and computer science or electronics engineering on the other. Readers are directed to the Final Remarks for a few more words on the need for a conceptual framework that would clarify the meaning of the terms security, defense and strategic studies.


� I am aware of the excellent work edited by Shultz, Jr, RH; Godson, R & Quester, GH. Security Studies for the 21st Century (London, Brassey’s, 1997) and in particular of the contents of the essays by RL Pfaltzgraff, Jr (Future Use of Military Power), E Cohen (Strategy) and W Odom (National Security Policymaking). I was grievously tempted to follow the bibliographical essay format they used for this paper. However, it seems to me that the contextual and conceptual elements of GEE case as a pioneer institution in Brazil take precedence as far as their utility for curricular discussion in the Americas is concerned. 


There is also perhaps a matter of purpose: their aim was to provide the bibliographical basis for themes, useable by any and all institutions, whereas my main concern is the sharing of a broader, and at the same time, more particular experience. That notwithstanding, I find the pedagogical conception of any given course or school such an essential element in the educational exchange. I present it here so as to allow the reader to understand both the overall goals of the proposed curricular structure. In this case in particular, it helps understand the otherwise impossibly wide mandate (in terms of the degree of specialization of the state-of-the-field in, say, the US) I have felt GEE should take. I would be remiss in the debate if I failed to remark that I felt the absence of any explicit address to security in the context of international treaty- and law- enforcement (what I have called constabulary, e.g. coast guards) as well as any chapter on the broader field of public security and police in this otherwise seminal collection. This mirrors, perhaps, a disciplinary divide of a more numerous academic polity; but a divide that I feel is inappropriate in the Brazilian context at the least.


� Brazilian Law recognizes two main types of graduate education. Broad (latu senso, i.e., advanced adult education) and narrow (strictu senso, i.e., scientific / academic). There are two types of broad graduate diplomas, those which require less than 360 hours of classwork (aperfeiçoamento – improvement) and those which require more than 360 hours of classwork (especialização – specialization, e.g., MBAs). There are also two kinds of narrow graduate diplomas, a two-to-four years with dissertation master’s (MSc) and a four-to-finish with original thesis doctor’s (PhD). Narrow diplomas alone have academic standing for teaching and research positions. Recently, a number of initiatives have deliberately blurred the distinction between broad especialização and narrow MSc courses (with so-called technical or professional masters), and the situation might come into being in which one can obtain the legal advantages and academic credentials of a narrow diploma with a broad diploma’s workload and requirements. The very recognition of the value of a narrow diploma in Brazil has made it tempting for a number of organizations to seek to equate their own in-house courses with narrow diplomas by bureaucratic sleight of hand or sheer political leverage. It remains to be seen if such initiatives will succeed.


� Brazilian armed services (Navy, Army, and the dual military-civilian Aeronautics which includes the Air Force) are of 1999 under the Ministry of Defense, headed by a civilian. A unique case, Brazil has a divided civilian police at the State level, which are, however, constitutional institutions and thus regulated at the federal level. The two State polices are a judiciary and investigative force (dubbed the civilian police, polícia civil) and a patrol police force (dubbed the military police, polícia militar) whose dubious if arguably legal status as a part of the army reserve is contradicted in practice by its chain of command, that leads to the Governor. In addition, the polícia civil of some States includes both forensics and ombudsman organizations; and the polícia militar of some States also include the fire brigades and civilian defense in its organization. Both police forces are under the State Governor’s Cabinet in a variety of administrative and command arrangements. There are also a handful of special federal police forces (e.g., the Federal Police, the Road Federal Police, the Railroad Federal Police etc.) The richest cities also have a municipal guard, constitutionally instituted and federally regulated but under the command of the Mayor, which is forbidden the use of firearms but do patrol work on the streets. Great caution must be employed when discussing Brazilian security issues, since a considerable number of agreements and understanding criss-cross responsibilities (e.g., the Navy is entrusted by the Federal Police as Brazil’s maritime police, in addition to its little advertised role as a coast guard, search and rescue force) or impose arbitrary restrictions (e.g., the polícia militar is forbidden the use of boats in many metropolitan ports, that being a Federal Police / Navy monopoly, but the status of shore line patrol and arrest mandate is controversial and subject to ad hoc, often after-the-event jurisdictional rulings).   


� Brazilian procedures for the full concession of a new “diploma type” border on the Kafkian; sufficient to say that no new “diploma type” has been granted in full since 1973. As a result there is no legal recognition of a number of established fields. For example, computer science as such does not exist, and its undergraduates typically have a diploma that identifies them as “mathematicians”, often with an emphasis on computer applications. Production Engineering remains, indeed, the last new “diploma type” granted in full. International Relations, on probationary status for the last decade or so, faces the possibility of its legal extinction if it is decided that its “diploma type” is not of its own but rather that of, for instance, political science. Hence the omnipresence of emphasis on “diploma types” and the practice of having substantially different specializations under a single, broader denomination.


� GEE PhD candidates and those under interinstitutional shared thesis management offer a sample of this diversity of backgrounds in our classrooms: 4 civilians (undergraduates in philosophy, social science, anthropology and economics; masters in political science, anthropology, sociology and engineering) and 4 military (3 active service, 1 retired; masters in defense studies, electronics engineering, operations research, sociology).


� The Brazilian Federal Government has a number of scholarship programs that are geared to provide student stipends (Federal Universities such as the University of Brazil are free to students) for students of deserving centers. PEP enjoys a high rating and so there are scholarships available for all students that require one. In order to hold a scholarship, a student must have no fixed employment at any time during the course.


� COPPE runs a dual approach on credits. Students whose entire graduate education takes place in UFRJ are required a number of MSc subjects on a credit system subject to Program-specific policies (e.g., PEP currently calls for a minimum of 10 subjects or 30 credits); PhD students are only asked and additional 4 MSc and 4 PhD subjects (12 credits MSc, 12 PhD). Students that start PhD at Coppe coming from outside UFRJ must validate their MSc credits and, depending on that validation results, may have to take additional credits in order to meet the minimum global total of 42 MSc (PEP) and 12 PhD credits.


� This first part is covered by a GEE book, see Proença Jr, D; Diniz, E & Raza, SG. Guia de Estudos de Estratégia (Guide for the Study of Strategy) Rio de Janeiro, Jorge Zahar Editor, 1999.


� Extra class work on the game Civilization comes with Quigley (The Evolution of Civilization) as additional reading material, helping shape the contents of Jones (History of the Art of War in the Western World)   and Paret (Makers of Modern Strategy) as a source of practical solutions to game problems.


� A personal opinion, but I must confess I am still not satisfied with what we do have available for a first-time contact and overview, to whiz, encyclopedias of one type or another. This is less the case in military biography and history, and I do value say, Dupuy & Dupuy  (Harper’s Encyclopaedia of Military History) or again Dupuy (The International Military and Defense Encyclopaedia – IMADE), particularly its more reasonably priced adaptation by Margiota (to Brassey’s Encyclopedias) or, on another level, Cowley and Parker (The Reader’s Companion to Military History) or even West Point’s introductory text (Introduction to Military Art and Doctrine). But the fact remains there is no source that meets the criteria of a true encyclopaedia available for security as field, although Møler (Dictionary of Alternative Defense) does present an interesting approach. As for police matters, the situation is even worse: there are virtually no histories or dictionaries available, and none that can provide either a chronological overview such as, say, Dupuy & Dupuy or a thematic overview such as Margiota or Cowley & Parker.


� This characterization is, of course, a personal call.


� Part of an education on strategic studies has to be a measure of contact with the other perspectives that deal with the same basic issues, hence the inclusion of at least one class each on peace studies, world security and order studies and conflict resolution studies. The year 2001 simply allows these matters to be placed in a topically convenient moment.


� It seems to me that modeling and simulation is the only viable contender for history as a “laboratory” for strategic studies, which grows even more important for policy analysis and the exploration of alternatives. Since anything short of actual combat must, perforce, be a simulation, expertise in modeling and simulation is something I would like to see dealt with in more depth at GEE.


� It would be impolite and inappropriate to single out episodes; but the fact of the matter itself must be shared, since public opinion and the services form their perception of the issues in such occasions, and thus GEE members and student’s attitudes must take it into account.


� A broader, more sustained presentation of this perspective is a work in progress with Eugenio Diniz.
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