
[image: cover]







Academic Writing
 for Military Personnel







Academic Writing
 for Military Personnel






Adam Chapnick and Craig Stone











UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA PRESS 



© University of Ottawa Press, 2009
 All rights reserved.

The University of Ottawa Press acknowledges with gratitude the support extended to its publishing list by Heritage Canada through its Book Publishing Industry Development Program, by the Canada Council for the Arts, by the Canadian Federation for the Humanities and Social Sciences through its Aid to Scholarly Publications Program, by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council, and by the University of Ottawa.

We also gratefully acknowledge the Department of National Defence whose financial support has contributed to the publication of this book.

LIBRARY AND ARCHIVES CANADA
 CATALOGUING IN PUBLICATION

Chapnick, Adam, 1976-
Academic writing for military personnel /
Adam Chapnick and Craig Stone.

Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN 978-0-7766-0734-4

1. Military art and science—Authorship. 2. Academic writing. 3. Rhetoric. 4. Canada—Armed Forces—Records and correspondence.
I. Stone, Craig, 1958- II. Title.

UB165.C3C53 2009          808'.066355          C2009-904246-0

Published by the University of Ottawa Press, 2009
 542 King Edward Avenue
 Ottawa, Ontario K1N 6N5
 www.press.uottawa.ca

[image: 9780776607344_int_0004_002]







“To our daughters”



Contents

Figures

Acknowledgments

Introduction: Why Read This Book?

1: Academic Writing: What Is It? And What Makes It Good?

I. What Isn’t Academic Writing

II. Characteristics of a Good Persuasive Essay

1. Argument

2. Research

3. Writing

4. Format

III. Summary

2: The Academic Research Process

I. Topic Selection

II. Preliminary Research

III. (Optional) Writing a Research Proposal

IV. Additional Research

V. Summary

3. The Academic Writing Process: A Structure

I. Organizing Your Notes

II. Developing a Comprehensive Outline

III. The Introduction

IV. The Body

V. The Conclusion

VI. The Use of Headings

VII. Effective Revisions

VIII. Creating an Appropriate and Effective Title

IX. The Abstract

X. Summary

4: Notes and Quotes

I. When Do You Footnote?

1. Direct Quotations

2. Paraphrase of Another’s Ideas

3. Obscure or Controversial Statistics

4. Tangential/Explanatory/Expository Commentary

II. Using Quotations Appropriately

III. Integrating Quotations Effectively

IV. Academic Professionalism

1. Complete Replication without Attribution

2. Partial Replication without Attribution

3. Lack of Attribution

V. Summary

5: Common Problems in Academic Writing

I. Run-on Sentences

II. Tense Shifts

III. Faulty Parallelism

IV. Dangling Modifiers

V. Wordiness/Jargon-Laden Writing

VI. Overusing the Passive Voice

VII. Overusing Abbreviations, Acronyms, and Initialisms

VIII. Contractions, Gendered Language, and Spelling Conventions

IX. Summary

6: Evaluating an Academic Essay for Credit

I. Holistic Grading

II. Criterion-based Assessment

III. Rubrics

IV. The Rubric Explained

V. Summary

7: Other Academic Writing Assignments

I. Book Reviews

II. Literature Reviews

III. Opinion Editorials/Commentaries

IV. Case Studies

V. Summary

8: Conclusion

Glossary

Index



Figures

Figure 1.1: Citations and formatting

Figure 1.2: Chicago Manual of Style, footnotes

Figure 1.3: Chicago Manual of Style, endnotes

Figure 1.4: Council of Science Editors (CSE), citation-sequence

Figure 1.5: Modern Language Association (MLA), name-page number (internal citation)

Figure 1.6: American Psychological Association (APA), name-date (internal citation)

Figure 2.1: The academic research process

Figure 2.2: Internet research: What’s in and what’s out

Figure 2.3: Example of notes for research

Figure 2.4: Pitch letter to University of Ottawa Press

Figure 2.5: Canadian Forces College Masters of Defence Studies research proposal

Figure 3.1: The academic writing process

Figure 3.2: Creating an article outline

Figure 4.1: Comparing defence expenditures, 2004

Figure 6.1: Marking guide

Figure 6.2: Assessment form



Acknowledgments

The genesis of this book is a series of lectures that we have given and discussions that we have led at the Canadian Forces College about the academic process and writing in particular. We would like to thank Cathy Murphy and the staff at the CFC’s Information Resource Centre for their constant support of this initiative and helpful advice throughout the process. The students, staff, and faculty at the CFC have also contributed helpfully to this project through their feedback and advice over the years. Lieutenant-Commander John Wilson deserves particular thanks for allowing us to use his research proposal as an example.

Véronique LaRue-Constantineau provided initial research assistance and Noelle Morris’s work towards the end of this project was exceptional.

Lieutenant-General (retired) Fred Sutherland, Major-General (retired) Ivan Fenton, and Major-General (retired) Herb Petras all read an early draft of the manuscript and provided helpful and detailed feedback. We are also grateful to the two anonymous reviewers solicited by University of Ottawa Press for their constructive and supportive assessments.

Adam Chapnick would like to thank the Chapnick and Berman families for their continued support and pay a special tribute to baby Avery whose impending birth pushed this project along.

Craig Stone would like to thank the Stone family for their continued support and encouragement in pursuing this project at the expense of other family activities.

We recognize the CFC Directorate of Academics’ publication fund and Dr Jane Errington and her Office of the Dean of Arts at the Royal Military College of Canada for their financial support. This book would not have been possible without it.

Finally, we extend our thanks to Eric Nelson and the staff at Ottawa University Press including David Bernardi, Jessica Clark, Marie Clausén, Mariam Faye, Lynne Mackay, Trish O’Reilly, and Johanna Pedersen for their faith in this project and for their professionalism in bringing it to fruition.



Introduction: Why Read This Book?

Academic writing has a terrible reputation outside the walls of the so-called Ivory Tower. It’s long-winded, incomprehensible, and elitist, critics are bound to say. Moreover, there’s no denying that successful journalists and popular writers sell far more copies of their books than do most academics, and popular magazines have far greater circulations than scholarly journals. So why, then, should military officers bother learning this skill? Why not spend the time and effort on improving staff writing? At least staff documents reach a guaranteed audience of interested readers. Why bother conquering the academic style when no one will read what you’ve written anyway?

There are actually a number of reasons to be able to write academically, all of which only become clear once you accept that this approach to writing and research is a style. Like any style, it can be used effectively, or its results can be disastrous. At times— for example, as we explain below, in efforts to infuse a military perspective into discussions among the state’s political leadership— it can serve as a military official’s most effective form of communication. At others—for example, in communicating a commander’s intent to his or her subordinates—it is entirely inappropriate. Furthermore, we (a civilian academic who has written books, journal articles, newspaper commentaries, and popular reports and a former artillery officer with 29 years of service and a PhD in War Studies) contend that most readers outside the academy have been exposed primarily to poor academic writing. When those same people see the best of what we can do, they are much more open to considering our opinions.

The fact that academic writing doesn’t have to be dull, boring, and long winded is not enough on its own to justify the time you will have to spend to acquire the skills described in this book. There are other, more important reasons to consider:

Good academic writing can serve as an effective form of communication with the policy elite both nationally and around the world.

It is true that academic work might not be read as widely as more popular material, but the quality of the audience for it is unusually high. The best academic journals are read by the most influential policy analysts and practitioners. The ideas in them can often shape a government’s strategic thinking. Canada’s International Policy Statement (2005), for example, reflects many of the ideas in Andrew Cohen’sWhile Canada Slept: How We Lost Our Place in the World, the Canadian Defence and Foreign Affairs Institute’s In the National Interest: Canadian Foreign Policy in an Insecure World, and Jennifer Welsh’s At Home in the World: Canada’s Global Vision for the 21st Century. Much of the thought behind Canadian prime minister Stephen Harper’s initial foreign policy decisions can be found in Roy Rempel’s book, Dreamland: How Canada’s Pretend Foreign Policy Has Undermined Sovereignty. So we see that military personnel who can contribute to the policy dialogue at the academic level can integrate their perspectives into what has typically been an almost exclusively civilian domain. And in an era that celebrates, for better or for worse, the democratization of foreign and security policy, it is crucial that the military does not exclude itself from these discussions.

Good academic writing is more than just writing. It is a process of critical thinking, research, and analysis that can only enhance an officer’s ability to do his or her job effectively.

This book outlines a rigorous process of research and writing. It challenges practitioners to question unfounded assumptions, to differentiate between evidence and assertions, and to argue comprehensively and logically. These are transferable skills that become increasingly important as military personnel progress in their careers and begin to operate at the strategic level more regularly. We envision a companion to this book devoted specifically to critical thinking in the military context—a text that emphasizes the transition from linear to non-linear thinking, explores the differences between the “verifiably true” and the “simply convincing,” and embraces the unknown as one of the keys to the learning process. That book, however, is a project for our successors.

In the modern era, good academic writing skills have become an implicit requirement for senior military personnel.

The revolution in communication technology has made information more accessible than it ever has been before, and this is not an exclusively civilian phenomenon. For military doctrine to achieve the credibility it needs from the outside world, it must be developed in a manner that is consistent with the best practices of good academic writing. We aim to help you learn to do that.





This book is neither as comprehensive nor as theoretically informed (at least explicitly) as some of the other writing guides that you might find in a university or college bookstore. We understand that military personnel lead busy lives and therefore may not have as much time as they would like for professional development. In choosing what content to include and what to leave out, we have kept two specific questions in mind:

1. Given their professional backgrounds, skills, and ethos, what information and advice about academic writing will have the greatest immediate and practical effect on members of the profession of arms who aspire to or have already reached positions of leadership?

and

2. How can we structure our text, both organizationally and in terms of style and language, to best appeal to members of the military who may not be entirely familiar with academic traditions?

Readers will note almost immediately that there are a number of differences between this book and what we will describe as a good “academic” text:

This book is short and therefore lacks some of the rigour evident in sound academic scholarship.

One of the best sources on academic writing that we have come across, William E. Messenger’s The Canadian Writer’s Handbook, is over 650 pages long.1 Each page is worthwhile, and we recommend that any writer who plans to enter the academic world in a serious way read it—or one of the many other excellent introductions to writing and research that are available2—but it is unrealistic for us to expect most military personnel to do so. This book can be skimmed in a couple of hours. Its individual chapters are also short enough that even a close reading of a single section should not take longer than 60 minutes.

This book is not written in full accordance with what we describe as the ideal academic style.

We maintain, for example, that good academic texts are written in the third person, and are free of overly conversational words and expressions. Yet we use the first person throughout this book, we use contractions regularly (beginning in our second line), and we even include the occasional sentence that makes grammarians (and copy editors) cringe. Our aim in doing so is consistent with our message: use the language and style that best suits your  subject matter and is most appropriate for your expected audience. This book is not written for academics (although we believe that our suggestions will be helpful to individuals outside the professional military community). Moreover, it is not what we call in Chapter 1 a “persuasive essay,” which aims primarily to convince its audience of a specific argument. Rather, it is more what we will describe (again in Chapter 1) as an “expository essay”: an effort to expose our military audience to best practices in the academic world.

This book draws the majority of its examples from the academic writings of either serving or retired officers.

We have made this decision for two reasons. First, we hope to prove to you that many of your peers have been successful in communicating their ideas within the academic world. Second, using military authors has allowed us to keep our focus on issues and themes that are relevant to our primary readership.

This book makes limited references to the aims and purposes of traditional staff writing.

It is not our intention to compare or to judge. We recognize and support the role of effective staff writing in the military profession. We do maintain, however, that good academic writing is not “staff writing plus.” Effective attribution—citing your sources effectively— is one of many skills that plays a significantly different role in academic writing than it does in staff work.

This book does not engage with the scholarly literature on academic writing in significant detail.

We do not claim that ours is the only way to write academically. Indeed, we recognize that some of our academic and military colleagues will dispute some of our writing advice. We also understand that the majority of our target audience expects clarity and explicit direction. As a result, our message is as follows:



Our combined professional and academic experience makes us confident that following this advice will result in scholarship that is convincing and accessible. Ours is not the only way to approach academic writing, and individual readers might reject some of this book’s specific recommendations, but we stand proudly behind our underlying messages:



1. Be clear.

2. Be relevant and, if possible, original.

3. Understand your targeted audience and develop your work accordingly.

4. Establish the parameters of your paper realistically.

5. Organize your ideas before you put them on paper formally.

6. Research rigorously—question and challenge opinions, evidence, and research methods—but also efficiently.

7. Allow sufficient time for comprehensive revisions.

8. Respect the standards of academic professionalism.

9. Aim to avoid the most common problems that, in our experience, professional military personnel often encounter when they try to communicate with an academic readership.

10. Create a final product that you can stand behind proudly.



The following short and pointed chapters guide you through every stage of the academic writing process, from picking a topic all the way through to submitting a paper for formal review or evaluation. We hope that you read it carefully, and critically. Finally, like all good academics, we welcome your feedback on the utility of this book and can be reached at chapnick@cfc.dnd.ca or stone@cfc.dnd.ca.

Adam CHAPNICK and Craig STONE 
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1 William E. Messenger et al., The Canadian Writer’s Handbook, 5th ed. (Don Mills, ON: Oxford University Press, 2008).
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Our purpose in this chapter is twofold. First, we will provide you with a sense of the major differences between academic and nonacademic writing. Second, we will describe and provide examples of a number of the key characteristics of a good academic paper.

I. What Isn’t Academic Writing

Although we acknowledge, and indeed support, non-traditional writing assignments and creative approaches to evaluation at staff colleges and elsewhere, for our purposes in this book, academic writing will refer specifically to the composition of a research essay. (We will deal with other forms of writing briefly in Chapter 7.) It is therefore something notably different from typical staff work, speech writing, investigative journalism, or other potentially more creative forms of artistic and intellectual expression.

Generally speaking, there are three types of essays, only the last of which we will consider academic. A narrative essay aims to tell a story. One of Canada’s greatest military historians, the late C. P. Stacey, begins his classic history of Canadian external relations as follows:

Since the Second World War, Canada’s relations with the external world have interested both Canadian parliamentarians and the people they represent more than they ever did before. The subject has lately become important in the universities, and much valuable research has been done and is being done on special aspects of it. Yet it is a good many years since a serious attempt was made to write a general history of Canadian external policies.… Experience in teaching the subject has made me aware of the need for a new history, and has encouraged me to make an effort to meet it. I hope the book now presented will serve both the student and the general reader.1

Note here that Stacey’s primary purpose is to present the history of the period, not to catalogue a series of Canadian foreign policy accomplishments, nor to make a specific argument evaluating the impact of Canadian actions on the world stage.

An expository essay is predominately descriptive. Its aim is to describe or “expose” the full extent of an issue or idea to the reader without necessarily passing judgment on it. In addition to using this book as an example, consider the purpose of Lieutenant-General George Macdonald’s article on national missile defence (NMD):

This article will address the various issues concerning NMD from a perspective that will seek to be logical and understandable to those who have little or no knowledge of the subject. While the outcome of the US program has yet to be determined, it is important that Canadians understand the consequences of deployment and the implications for our defence partnership. Only through a good understanding of the issues can an informed decision on our approach to NMD be possible—and one that reflects our national interests.2

Macdonald is not recounting the history of the debate over missile defence, nor is he aiming primarily to convince his readers to support or oppose Canadian policy towards it. Rather, the intent of his paper is to catalogue the issues and ideas that are relevant to a productive assessment of NMD’s merits.

Unlike narratives and expositories, academic essays are explicitly and deliberately persuasive. Authors of persuasive essays make a specific point in an attempt to convince their readers to agree with their opinions on a given issue. These essays evaluate ideas in an effort to prove their authors right. When asked to write an academic research essay, you are essentially being challenged to develop a comprehensive, persuasive argument. When Canadian Forces officer Colonel Pierre Lessard writes, “Is there a fault line between strategy and operational art, and, if so, is it made worse by inadequate campaign design? The thesis of this article is that there is,”3 his opinion is clear. The rest of his paper sets out to prove that the fault line exists.

II. Characteristics of a Good Persuasive Essay

A good persuasive essay answers a worthwhile question effectively. It is written clearly, coherently, and directly. It is accessible to its intended audience. It is well researched, documented properly, and presented professionally. In this manner, it makes an original contribution to the reader’s understanding of a topical issue.

Why original? Because reviewers have better things to do than read something that they have already seen elsewhere. Original essays add to our understanding of an idea or issue by increasing the amount of new knowledge and thinking available about it. Upon entering the academic environment, it is critical to accept that there might not be a “right answer” to your research question. There also might be more than just one way to arrive at a plausible conclusion.

Academic writing asks that you make the strongest case possible based on the evidence available. In this context, it is possible, and at times even likely, that new evidence that has yet to be made available will eventually reveal flaws in your argument that you could not have anticipated. When retired infantry officer John A. English published The Canadian Army and the Normandy Campaign in 1991, he did not condemn previous analyses of the military’s contribution to the Second World War as poorly researched. The suggestion that Canada’s struggles at Normandy were caused by the troops’ inexperience (particularly in comparison to its well-trained German enemies) made sense based on the information available to historians at the time. Rather, his access to previously unseen correspondence, such as that between Field Marshal Sir Bernard Montgomery and Lieutenant-General H. D. G. Crerar, allowed him to conclude that Canada’s performance at Normandy was held back by failures within the military’s high command.4

When reviewers evaluate persuasive essays (either for grades in an academic institution or for publication), they typically consider the paper’s effectiveness based on four broad criteria:

1. Argument

The focus here is on quality. More specifically, a good paper must establish a clear research question that the author will go on to answer in a convincing manner. English’s book, he notes, is meant to “explain Canadian Army operations in Normandy during the Second World War against a backdrop of organization, training, and fighting style developed before actual battle.” Once he has added the sentence, “it will be demonstrated that high command shortcomings seriously impaired Canadian fighting performance,” there can be no doubt as to what the book intends to do.5

In addition to being clear, the research question must be relevant to its intended audience. An essay at a staff college, for example, should relate to the themes of the course or program. An article intended for an academic journal should deal with a topic that is of interest to that journal’s readership. Colonel Lessard’s article on campaign design and operational art was published in Parameters, the professional journal of the United States Army War College. The War College’s curriculum includes modules on campaign design and operational art, making the essay suitable to both the journal’s general readership and to current students and alumni more specifically.

A good research question is answerable within the word constraints of the given assignment. In other words, asking whether Canada’s participation in the War on Terror is the proper use of the Canadian Forces is not appropriate for a 2000 word essay. On the other hand, evaluating the Canadian Army’s initial campaign design for participation as a member of the International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan probably does not merit booklength treatment.

Assuming that the research question is worthwhile, the reviewer will go on to assess whether the answer—or thesis— is convincing. To be convincing, the thesis is typically presented as a statement. There are two legitimate ways to do this. An explicit thesis statement is the most direct, often beginning with words to the effect of “This paper argues that…” Colonel Lessard’s article could have easily begun, “This paper argues that there is a fault line between strategy and operational art that is made worse by inadequate campaign design.” Military personnel who are new to the academic environment, or are returning to it after a prolonged absence, and are concerned that their writing is not sufficiently clear should begin with the explicit approach.

An implicit thesis statement manages to convey the same intent without being quite as deliberate. The following example from Professor Greg Kennedy, currently of King’s College, London, is more implicit than Lessard’s text: “This case study will examine how a lack of strategic agreement between the Royal Navy and the Foreign Office created a situation that not only threatened to make Britain’s entire blockade effort during World War I ineffective as an operational tool, but also threatened to make it a strategic liability.”6 The following statement goes even further: “For all its importance, ‘middle power’ is rarely defined, and limited explanations are never specific. This vagueness conceals a striking reality: Canada’s status as a middle power is a myth. The history of middlepowerhood uncovers a tradition of Canadian rhetoric crafted to justify the attainment of disproportionate influence in international affairs.”7 In this last case, the argument—that Canada’s status as a middle power is a myth—is not prefaced by the standard introductory phrase, “this paper will argue that” at all, yet the intention of the author remains clear.

To conclude our discussion of thesis statements, note that although it is not always possible (it depends largely on the research question), the very best ones are also highly original. Successful academic writers are able to differentiate their arguments from those that have come before them. Lieutenant-Colonel Angelo Caravaggio’s reassessment of the attack at Taranto is an excellent example of such writing:

The widely accepted assessment of the outcome of the British attack at Taranto as a decisive victory with strategic implications, then, is wrong. The failure to exploit the favorable conditions generated by the attack presented a missed opportunity that had significant ramifications for the disposition of the British fleet resources across all theaters, theater logistics within the Mediterranean, and ultimately in the execution of the British land campaign in North Africa. The failure to deliver a decisive blow at Taranto obliged the British to tie up in the Mediterranean naval forces that otherwise could have been deployed to the Atlantic, Indian, or Pacific theaters. The lack of British strategic and operational focus at this critical juncture of the war squandered vital resources and resulted in missed opportunities. Consequently, the Italians were allowed to recover from what was seemingly a British victory and, in the following three years, force Britain to contain the Italian ‘fleet in being. ’By measuring success gained against operational objectives assigned, this article will argue that the British attack at Taranto was a tactical success but one that did not significantly alter the strategic balance in the Mediterranean, because the British failed to capitalize on the operational opportunities resulting from the attack.8

The argument that follows from your thesis statement must be well organized. Specifically, the essay should proceed logically, with each point building on the previous one. It must also be objective. Academic essays are not rants. Regardless of whether you feel there is only one way to look at an issue, the fact that your question is worth asking suggests that there have been a number of ways of considering it in the past. A good academic essay recognizes a variety of points of view and effectively refutes those that conflict with the author’s thesis. Finally, a good argument is based on high quality analysis. While this notion is admittedly vague, one way that reviewers judge the quality of an author’s analytical abilities is by considering how well a paper breaks down a complex idea into its component parts. If it can do so in an original manner, that is even more impressive. Lieutenant-Colonel Caravaggio’s argument above does a particularly good job of simplifying what might otherwise be an overwhelming amount of detail into an easily understandable proposition.

2. Research

Doing good research should be enjoyable, but it can also be tedious. Truly impressive research involves reading as much as you possibly can about a given topic within a relatively limited period of time. Depth and breadth both count, as does the quality of the sources that you choose to read. Paying attention to the background of the authors of your research and assessing their credibility before you accept their conclusions is therefore always important.

Academics generally divide research, or evidence, into two broad categories: primary and secondary. Primary evidence is original (and often first-hand) material drawn from authentic sources. For example, Greg Kennedy infers the views of the British Foreign Office from the official letters of the British ambassador to the United States, Sir Cecil Spring Rice, to Canada’s prime minister, Sir Robert Borden. These letters can be found in the papers of the British Foreign Office in the Library and Archives of the United Kingdom.9 A transcript of a speech by Spring Rice would also constitute primary evidence of his, and his office’s, public views.

Although it is generally considered to be the most credible type of evidence, primary evidence presents unique challenges. Practically speaking, primary material can be difficult to access. The majority of the papers in the Library and Archives of the United Kingdom are not available online. To read them, you have to travel to Britain or hire someone to take digital pictures of the relevant pages for you. Scholars in some fields use survey data extensively. To create a meaningful, statistically relevant survey you need to have, among other things, detailed knowledge of public opinion methodology. If you hope to use formal interviews as part of your research, you will typically need approval from your academic institution’s research ethics board (a process which can take months). And interviewing is learned skill. In all, although primary evidence is generally superior, as military personnel with limited academic experience and/or a fixed amount of time to complete your research, you must recognize early on that accessibility challenges may limit your ability to incorporate the best primary data.

Secondary research is what other experts and analysts have written about a specific topic. It is less valuable in that it relies on someone else’s interpretation of the evidence to make its point. At the same time, however, it is crucial to establishing the scope of existing thinking about a given topic. After you have mastered the secondary evidence, you will be able to write convincingly about the current state of debate on your issue and situate your new ideas within it. Staying with the same article, Kennedy’s first footnote reference is “The classic works on this are: A. C. Bell, A History of the Blockade of Germany and the Countries Associated with Her in the Great War, Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria and Turkey, 1914–1918 (London: HMSO, 1937); C. Ernest Fayle, History of the Great War: Seaborne Trade, 3 vols. (London: HMSO, 1920–1924).”10 These are both secondary sources but, as Kennedy indicates, they are important in that they establish what other experts have said about the topic before him.

To summarize the distinction, primary evidence is unfiltered, while secondary evidence has already been interpreted by someone else before it reaches you. A war diary would constitute primary evidence of an individual soldier’s experience in the field. If you were to use ideas from a book written by a historian about the experience of a soldier in the nineteenth century as evidence of nineteenth century military culture, that evidence would be considered secondary.

When it comes to doing research, your first priority should be to read as much primary material as possible. Your ability to do so will vary based on your topic and the accessibility of the relevant material. Your next priority should be to read enough secondary material to have a clear sense of the extent of scholarly debate on your research question. This absolutely must include all of the leading, up-to-date sources (usually between two and four of the most often-cited books or articles) and will likely include a significant number of others, depending on the extent of primary evidence available; the extent to which your topic has been studied in the past; the amount of secondary evidence that is accessible through your research library; and the amount of time that you have to spend reading. Secondary material can and should encompass a range of points of view. Good research involves reading and considering seriously those authors with whom you violently disagree, if only to better counter their arguments when it comes time to write your paper.

As a baseline, it is rare for either of us to come across a good academic essay that is not derived from at least as many sources as it is pages long. In other words, the bare minimum for a top-grade 15-page paper (double-spaced) would typically be 15–20 substantive, relevant sources. There are always exceptions, but these sorts of numbers should help you gain a sense of whether your research is sufficient.

3. Writing

Good academic writing should go almost unnoticed. If readers are paying close attention to your writing, then they are probably not spending as much time thinking about your argument. In a persuasive essay, your aim is not to impress through the elegance of your prose, your extensive vocabulary, or your poetic inclinations. Your goal is to convey complex ideas simply and elegantly. Clarity is key, as it will make your thought process easier to follow. Use single words like “scarce” instead of wordy phrases like “in short supply. ”And aim to use concrete examples even when expressing abstract ideas. This is particularly important when writing about subjects that are familiar to you—the writer—but may not be as familiar to your intended audience. For example, while economists might understand what the term “factors of production” means, a general audience needs to know that “factors of production” refers to the land, labour, and capital resources used to produce goods and services. Similarly, while an economist might be content if you explained “opportunity cost” as the benefit given up by not using the best alternative, an essay for non-specialists would include an example that demonstrated how the concept of opportunity cost is tied to choice: by choosing one thing, you are giving up something else. Specifically, the opportunity cost for each fighter airplane that is purchased for your local military base might be the new high school or hospital in your local community that will not be built.

Although too much of the material that you will likely read during your research process will suggest otherwise, good academic writing is also largely jargon free. As military personnel, this means that along with minimizing shop talk, you should aim to limit the number of acronyms and abbreviations. The harder that readers have to work to understand your writing, the less time and energy they will have to consider your argument.

Good academic writing is also professional. That means, as should be obvious, no typographical errors. Spell check is a first step, but it is not enough. Moreover, the spell check must be set to the appropriate language. If you are writing for an American audience, use American spelling. At a British staff college, write the British way. Proofreading your work is crucial, as is having a peer read it carefully. Submissions to professional journals will be copy edited, eliminating some of these concerns, but there are few things that anger reviewers more than typos and, in the hands of the wrong reviewer at the wrong time, a lack of professionalism might well cause an otherwise publishable article to be rejected.

Proper, formal introductions are an integral part of military culture, and crediting your sources effectively is similarly important to good academic writing. In other words, the first time that you mention an individual in your paper, you should provide the reader with his or her proper name and profession. While it is fair to assume that your reader is educated, it is not fair to assume that any particular reader will be familiar with every possible secondary author or obscure character in your essay. It is therefore crucial to explain that Rick Hillier was Canada’s Chief of the Defence Staff between 2005 and 2008, that Carol Off is a journalist, or that Desmond Morton is a military historian. Individuals’ professions will affect the way that readers evaluate the relevance and credibility of their comments and thinking, and if you don’t provide this information, then your own credibility will be questioned. (A critical reader might wonder what you are trying to hide.)

Finally, being courteous is also important. Good academic writing is relatively unemotional and free of derogatory or sarcastic comments. A good argument stands on its own—bullying in any form should not be necessary.

4. Format

This is probably the most frustrating part of the process. Good academic writing reflects a commitment to transparency. Any reader who seeks to question your interpretation of the evidence should be able to review exactly what you read that led to your conclusions. For that reason, documenting your sources professionally is crucial.* Although academics have developed countless (and we think too many) variations, there are five basic approaches to citation, which we summarize in Figures 1.1 through 1.6.

Although our preference—based largely on the type of research that we do and read—is for footnotes (and our publisher’s is for endnotes), papers should be formatted in the style that is called for by the relevant course, journal, or publisher. Regardless of the style, you will almost always be obliged to provide certain pieces of information. If you are referencing a journal article, for instance, you must include the author’s first initial (or perhaps full name) and last name, the title of the article, the journal’s name, number, and volume, the date of publication, and the relevant page numbers. The reason for including all this information should be intuitively obvious. Without any of it, it would be challenging to locate the source on your own.

For books, you will include—at a minimum—the author’s first initial (or name) and last name, the title of the book, the publisher, the year of publication, and the relevant page numbers (if you are citing a specific quotation or idea). The reason to include some of the information in this case is less immediately obvious. The publisher is included in part to help the reader determine the credibility of the source. Books that are self-published, for example, are less credible secondary sources (in academic analyses) than those that have been through the rigorous peer review process that is normally required by academic presses. In other words, self-publication can send the signal that no other publisher felt that the material met the minimum scholarly standard for popular release. The year of publication is necessary to help the reader determine the currency of the material. An analysis of American defence policy that was written before 9/11, for example, will be interesting as a piece of history, but it will be less effective as an indicator of the state of thinking about national security in Washington today.

As the figures illustrate, different journals and presses have different rules as to exactly how reference material should be listed. No one way is necessarily better than any other, and there is— although this might be surprising—a logic behind each format. Rather than discussing them all in detail, we emphasize that formatting should be viewed as an exercise in professionalism. Good academic writing is consistent with the standards established by the venue of publication for the submission. The standards include (along with citation methods) spelling conventions, fonts, spacing, capitalization, and any other rules that might be presented to you.






Figure 1.1: Citations and formatting (Continued on next page)
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Figure 1.1: Citations and formatting (cont’d)
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Figure 1.2: Chicago Manual of Style, footnotes



	Summary title	Governing body	Description	Further list of references?
	Footnotes	Chicago Manual of Style	Superscript number with a full note at the bottom of the page	Bibliography of sources listed and consulted

Example:

In this view, Canadian foreign policies should be guided by pragmatic views of Canada’s national interests, whether in cooperating with the United States, pursuing diverging policies, or seeking to broker differences between the US and other countries. It should approach both multilateralism and bilateral engagement with the United States as a “means to an end, and not an end in itself.”1 This outlook views Canada’s “North Americanism” and “internationalist” foreign policy priorities as complementary and independent, rather than competing elements in a conflicted foreign policy.2

Footnotes (at the bottom of the page on which the superscript note appears):

1 Derek Burney, “Foreign Policy: More Coherence, Less Pretence” (lecture, Centre for Trade Policy and Law, Ottawa, 14 March 2005).

2 Thomas Axworthy, “On Being an Ally: Why Virtue Is Not Reward Enough” (address to IRPP conference on North American Integration, Ottawa, 1 April 2004); Norman Hillmer, Fen Hampson, and David Carment, “Smart Power in Canadian Foreign Policy,” in Canada among Nations, ed. Carment, Hampson, and Hillmer (Montreal-Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2004), 10.

Bibliography:

Axworthy, Thomas S. “On Being an Ally: Why Virtue Is Not Reward Enough.” Address to IRPP conference on North American integration. Ottawa. 1 April 2004.

Burney, Derek H. “Foreign Policy: More Coherence, Less Pretence.” Lecture at Centre for Trade Policy and Law. Ottawa. 14 March 2005.

Hillmer, Norman, Fen Hampson, and David Carment. “Smart Power in Canadian Foreign Policy.” In Canada among Nations, edited by Carment, Hampson, and Hillmer, 3–17. Montreal-Kingston:McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2004.

Note – Original Source: Geoffrey Hale, “Managing Alternate Realities: ‘Autonomy vs. Relevance’? Engaging US Foreign Security Policies,” Canadian-American Public Policy, 71 (August 2007), 8.






Figure 1.3: Chicago Manual of Style, endnotes

	Summary title	Governing body	Description	Further list of references?
	Endnotes	Chicago Manual of Style	Superscript number with a full note at the end of the page	Bibliography of sources listed and consulted

Example:

In this view, Canadian foreign policies should be guided by pragmatic views of Canada’s national interests, whether in cooperating with the United States, pursuing diverging policies, or seeking to broker differences between the US and other countries. It should approach both multilateralism and bilateral engagement with the United States as a “means to an end, and not an end in itself.”1 This outlook views Canada’s “North Americanism” and “internationalist” foreign policy priorities as complementary and independent, rather than competing elements in a conflicted foreign policy.2

Endnotes (at the end of the chapter or book):

1 Derek Burney, “Foreign Policy: More Coherence, Less Pretence” (lecture, Centre for Trade Policy and Law, Ottawa, 14 March 2005).

2 Thomas Axworthy, “On Being an Ally: Why Virtue Is Not Reward Enough” (address to IRPP conference on North American Integration, Ottawa, 1 April 2004); Norman Hillmer, Fen Hampson, and David Carment, “Smart Power in Canadian Foreign Policy,” in Canada among Nations, ed. Carment, Hampson, and Hillmer (Montreal-Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2004), 10.

Bibliography:

Axworthy, Thomas S. “On Being an Ally: Why Virtue Is Not Reward Enough.” Address to IRPP conference on North American integration. Ottawa. 1 April 2004.

Burney, Derek H. “Foreign Policy: More Coherence, Less Pretence.” Lecture at Centre for Trade Policy and Law. Ottawa. 14 March 2005.

Hillmer, Norman, Fen Hampson, and David Carment. “Smart Power in Canadian Foreign Policy.” In Canada among Nations, edited by Carment, Hampson, and Hillmer, 3–17. Montreal-Kingston:McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2004.






Figure 1.4: Council of Science Editors (CSE), citation-sequence

	Summary title	Governing body	Description	Further list of references?
	Citation-sequence (really an endnote)	Council of Science Editors (CSE)	Superscript numbers refer to references at the end of the text	References listed at end of the text in the same order as they are cited. Option of adding an additional references list of sources consulted

Example:

In this view, Canadian foreign policies should be guided by pragmatic views of Canada’s national interests, whether in cooperating with the United States, pursuing diverging policies, or seeking to broker differences between the US and other countries. It should approach both multilateralism and bilateral engagement with the United States as a “means to an end, and not an end in itself.”1 This outlook views Canada’s “North Americanism” and “internationalist” foreign policy priorities as complementary and independent, rather than competing elements in a conflicted foreign policy.2,3

References (listed at end of chapter or book):

1. Burney D. 14 March 2005. Foreign policy: more coherence, less pretence. Ottawa. Centre for Trade Policy and Law.

2. Axworthy T. 1 April 2004. On being an ally: why virtue is not reward enough. Ottawa. IRPP conference on North American Integration.

3. Hillmer N, Hampson F, Carment D. Smart power in Canadian foreign policy. In: Hillmer N, Hampson F, Carment D, editors. Canada among nations. Montreal-Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press; 2004. p. 3–17.


Figure 1.5: Modern Language Association (MLA), name-page number (internal citation)

	Summary title	Governing body	Description	Further list of references?
	Name-page number (internal citation)	Modern Language Association (MLA)	Author’s last name and the page number are embedded in the text in parentheses if not there already	Works cited

Example:

In this view, Canadian foreign policies should be guided by pragmatic views of Canada’s national interests, whether in cooperating with the United States, pursuing diverging policies, or seeking to broker differences between the US and other countries. It should approach both multilateralism and bilateral engagement with the United States as a “means to an end, and not an end in itself” (Burney 14). This outlook views Canada’s “North Americanism” and “internationalist” foreign policy priorities as complementary and independent, rather than competing elements in a conflicted foreign policy (Axworthy; Hillmer, Hampson and Carment 10).

Works Cited:

Axworthy, Thomas S. “On Being an Ally: Why Virtue Is Not Reward Enough.” Keynote Address. IRPP conference on North American Integration. Ottawa. 1 Apr. 2004.

Burney, Derek H. “Foreign Policy: More Coherence, Less Pretence.” Lecture. Centre for Trade Policy and Law. Ottawa. 14 Mar. 2005.

Hillmer, Norman, Fen Hampson, and David Carment. “Smart Power in Canadian Foreign Policy.” Canada among Nations. Ed. David Carment, Fen Hampson, and Norman Hillmer. Montreal-Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2004. 3–17.


Figure 1.6: American Psychological Association (APA), name-date (internal citation)

	Summary title	Governing body	Description	Further list of references?
	Name-date (internal citation)	American Psychological Association (APA)	Author’s last name and year of publication are embedded in the text in parentheses if not there already	Works cited

Example:

In this view, Canadian foreign policies should be guided by pragmatic views of Canada’s national interests, whether in cooperating with the United States, pursuing diverging policies, or seeking to broker differences between the US and other countries. It should approach both multilateralism and bilateral engagement with the United States as a “means to an end, and not an end in itself” (Burney, 2005). This outlook views Canada’s “North Americanism” and “internationalist” foreign policy priorities as complementary and independent, rather than competing elements in a conflicted foreign policy (Axworthy, 2004; Hillmer, Hampson and Carment, 2005).

Works Cited:

Axworthy, T. S. (1 April 2004). On being an ally:Why virtue is not reward enough. IRPP conference on North American Integration. Ottawa.

Burney, D. H. (14 March 2005). Foreign policy: More coherence, less pretence. Centre for Trade Policy and Law, Ottawa.

Hillmer, N., Hampson, F., & Carment, D. (2004). Smart power in Canadian foreign policy. In D. Carment, F. Hampson, & N. Hillmer (Ed.), Canada among Nations (pp. 3–17). Montreal-Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press.


III. Summary

This chapter has reviewed the nuts and bolts of good academic writing. It has warned you to differentiate such work from pure narratives or expositories and has stressed the importance of clarity, coherence, and directness. Good academic writing is based on clear argumentation and convincing evidence. The presentation should be professional in every sense.



Notes

1 C. P. Stacey, Canada and the Age of Conflict: A History of Canadian External Policies, vol. 1: 1867–1921 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1984), preface.

2 George E. C. Macdonald, “NORAD and National Missile Defence: A Perspective of the Deputy Commander-in-Chief,” Canadian Military Journal, 1:2 (Summer 2000), 6. When he wrote this article, LGen Macdonald was serving as the Deputy Commander-in-Chief, North American Aerospace Defence Command.

3. Pierre Lessard, “Campaign Design for Winning the War . . . and the Peace,” Parameters, 35:2 (Summer 2005), 37. Col Pierre Lessard is a infantry officer in the Canadian Forces and was a lieutenant-colonel when he wrote this article.

4. John A. English, The Canadian Army and the Normandy Campaign (New York: Praeger, 1991).

5. Ibid., xiii, xiv.

6 Greg Kennedy, “Strategy and Power: The Royal Navy, the Foreign Office and the Blockade, 1914–1917,” Defence Studies, 8:2 (June 2008), 190.

7 Adam Chapnick, “The Canadian Middle Power Myth,” International Journal, 55:2 (Spring 2000), 188.

8 LCol Angelo N. Caravaggio, “The Attack at Taranto: Tactical Success, Operational Failure,” Naval War College Review, 59:3 (Summer 2006), 103–104.

9 Kennedy, “Strategy and Power,” 204.

10 Ibid., 203.

* Note also that in the academic world, having a list of credible sources behind you makes you significantly more convincing.
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