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CONCEPT~ flF COMrLTCT : T(ThYA P.DS A MTLTTA RV THEORY OF CONFLICT

7 ~
. r~~. 1~~ / ~~ ‘ ~‘ r ,

Here is bu i l t  a~~ eundatinn for a rulitarv theory of conflict

throu ah id e n t i fi c a t i o n  o~ th~ basic concents which) when con-

sidered as a coherent ~roun ,’~r rovide an understanding of the

nature and structure of conflict. -~‘h~ aim of this nro~ ect--is
,‘

to illuminate the major elements of these concents and to ider.-

tifv the military implications 0e those broad areas of human

conflict not covered by civilian thought and exnerience. The
r ( ~~~~e a  ~ —

basic concents which~ are nrese~ tod here~ are : THE NATURAL !~UMAN

O~~t~~TN S OF CONrLTCT ;~ THE O1~TGIN~ OF TNTER NA TT ON ~ L CONFLICT ; ( - . 
~3 — . ‘

THE ~
‘ONTINUUM OF CONFLICT; THE N~CEScTTV FOR FORCE) THE U~ F

OF POWER AND .WORCE. A T’OPTCAL OUTLINE 0” A COMPREHEN~ TVE

THEORY OF CCINFT,ICT is aopended,~~~ , is an examination of THE
‘ . 1 ,  ~~ ‘ -  . ~ ~~~~~~~~ 

t 7he~~—
~
“ MIL I TAR Y I~1PLTCATIONS OF DAVID HALRERSTAMISATHF~~

EST ~ND THE
~

BRIGHTEST. -T~~ 
‘analysis .~~f Halborstam ’s boo-k , is undertaken ~~~

-,

F

‘as to nresent,:within the context of a sincile issue 1 Vietnam ,

many o~ the concoots which are fundamental to m i l i t a ry  theory . ~~~~~
The need for military theory is discussed .

nbc ~‘ ~~~~~ 0
‘~l~~ 0UNANN O

JU S TIFI CA~I~’~ 
~~~~~~

BY

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

r~~ -

~~ 
~



TABLE O~’ CONTENTS

CHAPTER

ABSTRACT ii

INTR ODUCTI ON 1
The Problem 3
The Purpose 4
The Need s
The Anr,roach 7

II THE NATURAL HUMAN ORI GIN S OF CON ”LI CT . .   10
Riolonical  Aqeression 11
Unconscious Ac !grossion 13
The Paradox 14
Relevance 16

III THE ORIGINS OF INTERNATIONAL CONFLICT . . .  18
Nat ional  Survival 20
The Status Ouo 25
Exnansion of Power 29
Summary 41

IV THE CONTINUUM OF CONFLICT 43
~orsnectivc 4 3
The Nature of Modern Conflict 46
The I r ra tiona l  Element 53
The Snoctrum of Con fl i c t  54
Summary 56

V THE NE CE SSTTV ~OR FORCE 5~Viow~ On the Necessi ty  for Force 59
The Evidence of His to ry  & Events 62
The Or j r l ins  o~ the Assumotion 64
The E~~’~ cts o~ the A ssumpt ion 67
~orsnective 70

THE USE OF POWE R AND FORCF 72
The ~ r imacv of Po l i t i ca l  Purnoce 73
N a t i o na l  Objectives & M i ] i t a r v  83

Strat ec,y 

111 CONCLUS ION S 91

l i i

7 - .-~ -



CHAPTER PAGE

NO TES 
• 121

. 125

A’~~F.N~)TX I A TO~ j C A L  OUTLINE OF’ A
MILTTA ~ Y THE °RY 0” CO~.1FLICT 98

TI - THE ~1TLITARY PIT LICATIONS OF DAV ID
HALI3ER STAM ’ S THE flE ST AND THF
!1RTGPTEST 103

I



CONCEPTS OF CONFLICT : TOWARDS ~ MILITARY THEORY OF CONFLICT

CH AP’rER I

TNT RODUC T TON

And I saw when the Lamb opened one of the seals , and
I heard , as it  were the noise of thunder , one of the
four beast savino , Come dnd see.

And I saw , and behold a white horse : and he that set
on h i m  had a how , and a crown was given unto him : and
he went forth conriuerin~ , and to connuer)’

War and con fl i c t  have been the lot ~ f the American oeoplo

for three decades: World “Jar IT , the Berlin blockade , Korea ,

Lebanon , Ouemov , B e r l i n . .  .acain , the Cuban “issile Crisis , Laos ,

the Dominican Renubl ic , Vietnam , and many lesser involvements

where the American oresenco was not so visihile. Now it  would

seem a new era is unon us ;  an era still of conflict , but a

muted conflict. The sunerpowers , the U.S., USSR , and the Peo-

nies Renuhljc of China (PRC), are anparently stressinr, negoti-

ation rather than confrontation; comoromise rather than imola-

cabi]itv. The Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) have

oroduced l imi ted  but s i g n i f i c a n t  stens in arms control of inter-

continental ballistic missiles and disarmament of antiballistic

missiles.

The fundamental threat is , however , still oresent. The USSR

and the PRC still continue to increase their nuclear canability ;

~oviet naval forces are increasing dramatically while those of

the PRC , thou~h limited , are nonetheless formidable in term s of
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Asian  emoloyment ; ground combat forces of both the US SR and

the PRC remain stable but larac and able.2 Neither the USSR

nor the T’RC has ahroc1ated their commitment to sunnort “wars

of national liberation. ”

Conflict has shifted prom the center of newer to the pen-

nherv . It is here on the nerinhery that the neonlo of the

Third World are filled with aspirations and h~set by ooverty.

It is here on the norinhery that a new and intonsi~ ied snirit

of nationalism is omerginci . It is here on the neriphery that

local heqemonic nowors are beginning to annear . It is here on

the oerinherv that the major nowcrs are maneuvering for influ-

ence. It  is here on the ncninherv  tha t the danger  of an in-

tensi~ ication and widening of con f l i c t  is greatest.

It is now clear that the military nower o~ the United

States has been areatlv limited by the Vietnam War and its

suhseiuent economic dislocation and domestic discord . The

substantial reduction in military forces is but a nart of that

limitation; resolve and confidence were also casualties of the

war in Vietnam . It seems hicihly unlikely that military force

can be used in sunoort of U. S . policy in the near future , bar-

rinri overt military attack on U. ~~~. territory or on territories

where U. S. interests are unamhi~iuous1v clear.

Foreign ‘~ovnrnr~onts will quickly see the imnlications of

this lack of resolve and confidence: extreme limitations o the

U.S. will and ability to act in areas where conventional military2



force may he recuirod . This reduction in ability to rosnond

w i l l  r esu l t  in a d i m i n ish in ~ o~ U.S. orostige and influence.

It  m a y  also lead to a r e t u r n  to excessive dependency on nuc-

lear weap ons .  And there l ies the danqer .

The Problem

It is now obvious that hirih level oolitical-militarv de-

cisions are more complex and have greater cf~ect than has here-

tofore been realized . The nrohlem s and di~ fjcultjos of human

conflict are infinite and so filled with contradiction and

paradox that they resist solution . The cau se and effect rela-

tionship of nolitical and militar y affairs is such that kno’~-

led~e of both i.~ necessary 
j C  e i t he r  are to be controlled .

I~ reason and logic and restraint are to dominate im~rov-

isation and guess work and rashness in the annroach to the

nelitical-military oroblems which confront thi~ n a t i o n , then

there must he an intuitive understandjnc, e~ fundam ental mili-

tarv conconts .

Such understandinri is not easily ach~ cved . There are no

immutable dogmas which can he cod i~ jcd and stored so that one

can nush a button and call forth ~n anoronriate solution when

situation “A” occurs. There are , however , fundamental nrin-

cinles and concents which cenerall” hold true. These are cana-

blo of heine ~xnrr’ssed as militar y theory . “ear Admiral H. F.

Eccles , USN , Pet . , has  said :

Jr  
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‘4ilitar” theory and ~rinc ir1es can and have
been exor~~ssed ~n terms that rijye a sense of struc-
ture , lo~~ic , and discinline to militar” stud’,.
These statements o~ nrjncjnles can he exnrossed in
various ways. Onl” when a man hes viewed mi l i tar ’ i
orobloms from I rar i ou s  nerspcctives and in v a r i o u s
terms can he ach i eve understandin (, and onl’i then
can he exercise informed wisdom as he a rplies  him-
selF to nrofessional nractice in its infinite var—
ictv .. .“Jithout an i n t u i t i v e  sense of s t r u c t u r e  and
orincinle a man cannot he exncctod to make either a
good military analysis or decision .3

The nroblem then is one of_oroviding_ this sense of struc-

ture, logic, and discipline throucm h the identification and

development ~~ the fundamental military_concents and orir-

cinlos and exnressinci them in a coherent r~i ilitary theory .

Purnose

The nuroose of this naner is to build a ~eunda tion for a

r i i l i t a r v  theory of c o n fl i c t . * This  requi res  the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n

o f those basic concepts which when viewed as a coherent eroun

provide an understanding of the nature and structure of con-

flict. The aim o this project is to illuminate the major

elements of these concepts and to identify the military impli-

cations of those broad areas o~ human conflict not covered by

theory of conflict is hut one of the basic subjects
which would comorise a comprehensive militar y theory . Admiral
H. E. Eccies , who has led all others in the study of military
theory , lists eleven basic subjects which must he addressed .
Each subject has basic conconts , corollaries , subordinate areas
and conceots which must be identified and exolored . See H. E.
Eccies , “Military Theory: A Tonical Structural Outline ,” Un-
oublished °aoer , Naval War Colleec , Newport , “.1. :n.d.
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civilian thouaht and experience. It has been stated by Admiral

Ecclcs that one function o~ a War College ~c to orovide a body

of ideas , well exnrcssed , which will serve as a startinc noint

for further study. It is honed tha t t h i s  work will moot such

a need .

The Need

The need for military theory has been stated hut it is

doubted that the need has been established For the American

military nrofessiona l is strangely contemotuous of history and

• theory. History is insenarable prom theory for it is history

‘.,hich reveals the natterns and shows the relationships and

imoortance of the elements of the nattern.

The Mmrican military nrofossiona l does not value theory .

He rarely discusses it , hardl” ever reads it , and almost never

writes it. This lack of nercentjve writinc is at once sur-

r~ris inq and exnlicable.

It is  surnrisinq on the one hand , when one comoarcs the

military nrofessjon with other nro~ ossions. To other oro-

~es ci o n s  theory  is studied , wri tten about , and relied upon:

r~1uc.~ to r s  s tudy  ~nd wr i t e  on theor ies  of education and devise

ed u cat i o na l  schemes based on those  theories;  economists s tudy

and in tor o ret  the  accumula ted  cxneriencc and nrooose theory as

a formal ~iuide for  f u t u r e  act ions.

O~~ the other  hand , it is u n d e r s t a nd ab l e  t h a t  the m i l i t a r y

nrofessional would have a neculiarlv nro~essional bias aaainst

5
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mi1itar~’ theory. Ho is by nature a practical man , o r ien te d

towards action . Throughout his career he has been judged arid

nromoted on the basis of his skill in ner~ nrrinc ~ssioned tasks;

not en his broad knowled~ e of militar” theory. ~‘inall’.’, he is

so busy doing , that he has li ttle time for the study and con-

tomniation neccss-irv to come to ryrtos ‘1ith militar’, theor’,.

So when the militar y nrofossjonal writes , he ‘‘rites ~ron

a limited viewnoint . In his militar’, service r~f~-licatinns ,

he writes mainly on the mechanics of routine and nroccdure.

T~ through chance ho occunied a nosition o~ imnortance , he

‘~‘rites memoirs. Parely is he analytical and even more rarely

does he attemot to evolve historjc~~l truths to serve as a r~u ido

for suture actions.

Eccies sneaks to the need and significance of theory :

Theory does not nretend to solve nr oh lem s :  it
sheds light on nroblems and thus can nrovide guidance
for those who have the resoons ihility ~or solvino themIn the anolication of theor~’ to a problem of life ,
the resnoncible executive must make many comnromiscs

• between conflicting optimum solutions of narts of the
oroblem . Thus , ir~ o fect , he must decide when and to
what degree it is anpronriate for one theoretical
consideration to overbalance another. This reguiros
exoerience and common sense nius a lively feeling ~ F
personal rcsnonsihilitv ~or the results o~ t he  dec i s ion .

Circumstances ~reguentlv comnel political-military
leaders to deoart from sound theory and nrinciplcs .
Such denartures should he made knnwinqlv  and wi th  an
understanding_of nrobable cen~ ccuenccs. They should
~ot be mad~ throucmh ignorá’~~~ ~r ina~~~ertenco....

It is jmnortant to recorinize that a theory of war
is somethj n rm more than a mere description of war at a
given staae . Theory does not content  it se~~ wi t h  r e—
tracincm the factual state of affairs. Its task is to
p e n e t r a t e  to the  inner  s t r u c t u r e  of war~ aro , to its
comoonont p a r t s , and to t h e i r  i n t e r r e lat i o ns . 4

— __________  —
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The .7’~onroach

The f o u n d a t i o n  ~or a m i l i ta r y  theory  o~ con f l i c t  is broad

and var ied . “ i n c e  con f l i c t  is a human ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ore must con-

sider the ‘~atural Human OrjcTjns oe Con cljct . This has been

done briefly h~’ censiderin~ the instinctive ar~~ressivc drives

which motivate “an.

In t e r n a t i o n al c o n f l i c t  is t ha t  w i t h  “hich the m i l i t a ry

oro~ essioria l is concerned so The Ortr i ns o~ International Con-

fl ict are examined in detail and in the 1icht o~ a theory that

a l l  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  c o n f l i c t  r e s ul t s  f rom a st rur ,alc  for  newer.

Next , The Con t inuum ~~ Conflict is examined . F~rnhasis i~

olacod  on r e c ogn i t i o n  t h a t  the re  is no len -icr  a d i s t i n c t  neriod

o~ neace and war but  that  there  is a con t inuum of c o n f l i c t  w i th

var~’inrv decrees o~
’ intensit~’. The nature of modern conflict is

examined and i t s  sir ~n i F i c a n t  ~oatu ros  identi~~iod .

The age-old cuestion of The ‘~ecessitv For Force is discus-

sed in the context that much of today ’s military and nolitical

l iterature implicitly assumes that militar” force will not again

ho reciuired on a siciniFicant scale. The oric’ins and effects of

t h i s  a s s u mot i o n  a re  cat forth .

The t ; c e  of ~nwer and ~orce cen t e r s  on two ~-iu es tions  of sirynj-

~icance: the r~rimac” pf nojitical nur’-~oce in the conduct o~

“ i l it ar ’i  a f f a i r s  and the r o l a t ion s h in  of military stratoc” to

national oh-~octive s. Fach ‘is  exam i ned in detail.

7



The conclud ina chanter discusses the reasons why military

theory is denreciated and rein~nrces the need ~or a comoro-

hensjve militar y theory. Additional areas o~ concern are in-

dicated .

Anpendjx I sets Forth a tenical outline of a comorchon-

si”e theory 0ç cen~~1 ict. The read er ~s rem i nded that a thoor’~’

o~ con fl ict is hut one off the basic suh~ ects which would ~e

covered in a corinrchensivn militar y theory.

Annendix II is an examination of the militar y implications

raised h” 1)a~rid Haiherstam ’s The Rest and the ~~r i r ~h te st .  Thi~

anoendix oresents within the context ~~~f a sinelo issue , ~‘ietnam ,

rianv of the concer~ts which are fundamental to military theory .

Exnljcjt through the oaeer is the concent that there is

no lon~~ r a d istinct line bet”een war and noaco. Eccles has

noted :

the a tt emnt  to nr ovido  brio~ and strict c1e~ ini tionc
o~ General War and Limited ~‘r1r tend s to obscure the
u n n ica san t  r e a l i ty  t h a t  in  m-iriv areas pF human con-
~lic t , i t  is e ssen t i a l  to use military force without
there heinry any declaration or recognition o~ war o~any  ~o r t .

Tn other words we have the great naradox that in
order to think clearly about war and the omolovmont of
militar” forces we should a~ ~ar as o~ ssihlo avoiduqini the word “.‘ar~ ”5

The oxnerjence of reqearchin~ and nrenarin~ this naner has oro-

“on him ricmht. Conseeuentlv , the word con flict has been used

“hero ever ,,o~ sjh1~~. “hon it was not n ossj h l e  to avoid the

wOrd “war ” it was used so as to dif~ ornntiate between formal and

legal “W ar ” and th~ t use of military force which is “war ” by

8 

- —-~~~~ .~~~• --*~~~~~ . .—



any  other  name : T ’ ar  is t h a t  forma l lecial  c o n d i t i o n ;  ~,ar is

the  use of m i l i t a ry  f orce w i t hou t  legal acknow l edaemcnt.

Friedrich Nietzsche wrote in The wanderer and His Shadow

one e~ the most  hone f ul  orophecies o~ mankind . Wh ile we who

are ‘i l i t a rv  men must  he orenared ~or con f l i c t , we r’~av share

the hone exnrossed here :

And nerhaoc the grea t day ~‘ill come ‘,hen a neonle ,
d ictjnr’uish~d by wars and victories and h” the highest
develonment of a militar y order and intellicience , and
accustomed to make the heavies t  s ac r if i c e  for  these
t h i n g s , will exclaim ~~f its own free will , “we break
the sword ” and w i l l  smash i t s  m i l i t a ry  e s t a b l i s h m e n t
down to i ts  lowest f ou n dat i on s .  R ende r inc i  oneself
unarmed when one has been the best armed , out of a
heiciht of ~eelinq--that is the means to real neace ,
which must always rest on ~ neace o~ mind~ whereas the
so-called armed neace as it now e~<ists in all count-ries , is the absence 0ç neace of mind . One trusts
neither oneself nor one ’s neighbor and , half prom hat-
red , hal f from fear , does not lay down arms. Rather
perish than hate and fear , and twice rather nerish
than make oneself hated and feared--this must someday 

6become the highest maxim For e’.’ery single commonwealth.

___________ 
.
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CHAPTER rI

THE NATURA L HUMAN ORIGINS OF CONFLICT

In any serious study of the origins of conflict there

comes a noint where one is struck by the realization that war ,

the ultimate in conflict , is made possible only by man ’s

willingness to fight. The implications of this are so funda-

mental and so bewildering that unless one considers well the

nrooosition , one either dismisses the concept as meaningless

or else one is drawn down oathwavs so esoteric as to yield

little of oractical value.

If there is one aooroach which must be hrouqht to the

study of conflict it is the oragmatic rather than the romantic ,

the realistic rather than the utooian. Yet one is drawn back

to the orofound realization that only man ’s willingness to

fight makes war nossible.

Why then does man fight? What forces drive men to war?

The questions follow hard one on the other. Does man have a

need for war? Does man provoke war to fulfill this need?

Is man comoelled to kill man?

Recognition that conflict is rooted in the nature of man

centers on the instinctive or biological aqqressive drives

which motivate man in uncortcious ways. The study of conflict

from this elementa l viewnoint has proceeded along two not

dissimilar tracks. Bioloqists have studied animals to see if

10
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knowledge of their instinctive behavior would provide insi ght

into the behavior of man. Analytical psychologist have stud-

ied man to see to what degree rational behavior is influenced

by subconscious motivations. Much light has been shed but

the shadows still conceal more than the light reveals.

Biological Agqression~

• Biological agcression , the evolutionary interoretation

of man ’s behavior , easily attracks adherents. It is widely

accepted that there exists in the genes o~ all animals , in-

cludinq man , biological commands--instincts , if one ore~ers-—

which must be obeyed ; survive and procreate are two of the

most elemental and most easily accepted . The origins and

nature of these biological commands evade comorehension.

The study of animal behavior does provide insight.

Man is a orimate and has much in common with other pri-

mates. Studies of apes and monkeys , also orimates , has shown

• instinctive behavior patterns which can also be seen in man.

These primates establish , maintain , and defend territory ; so

does man. They exhibit hostility towards territorial neigh-

bors; so does man. They form social groups to increase the

chance o~ survival; so does man. They establish systems of

dominance ; so does man.

In evaluating the results of animal studies one must

avoid the anthropomornhic trap . C. R. Carpenter ’s study of

11
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the rhesus monkey is a case in point) This study established

a significant relation between dominance and group aggression .

Carpenter tells of the appearance of a super-dominant

rhesus; this giant of dominance scored ten times that of any

other rhesus on a dominance grading scale used by the scien-

tist. Under the leadership of this super-dominant monkey ,

the troop violated all known rules of rhesus behavior . It be-

gan systematically to attack the territorial feeding grounds

of neighboring troops. In further violation of the normal

rules of animal behavior , the territorial invaders always

won. Intrigued , Carpenter removed the leader from the aggres-

sive troop. They resumed their normal peaceful ways. The

leader was reintroduced and the aggressive behavior resumed .

One is hard pressed to avoid ascribing human values and attri-

butes to animal behavior in this case for history abounds with

analogous situations.

To some extent there is something to be learned about

the behavior of man from the study of animals. This sort of

study must be approached with caution. The differences in the

behavior of man from that of animals is at least as great as

are the similarities. Man ’s intelligence sets him apart. He

has develoned a complex lanquaae with which he can express

abstract ideas. His society is , to a large extent , of his

own design. Animals alter their society only to the extent

environment demands. Man alters his society continuously .

12

I

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  - 

.. 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

. .-—— 
~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~

,,

~~~~~~~~~~~

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  a



Unconscious Aggression

The osychoanalyst sees the roots of conflict in man ’s

unconscious. Since World War II analytical nsvchologist have

increasingly exolored the origins of aggression in man and

have attempted to determine the relevance of man ’s aggressive

drives to the origins of war .

Though nothinq like unanimity has been reached it is

widely accepted that man nossesses basic aggressive drives

which motivate him in unconscious ways. It is also widely

acceoted that there is a direct relationshin between frustra-

tion and hostility . What is not clear is whether these aggres-

sions and hostilities of individual man are converted into

group aqgression in the form of war.

One of the most influential theories which directly re-

lates individual man ’s aggressive drives to war is that of

E. F. M. Durbin and John Bowbly, British nsycho],ogists. Their

position is that the aggression and frustration of the masses

of individuals are the catalysis which send nations to war .

They see within man “ . . .a powerful and natural tendency to
resort to force in order to secure the nossession of desired

objects or to overcome a sense of frustration or to resist

the encroachment of strangers or to attack a scanegoat.

Further , that while the organization of man into nolitical

units inhibits orivate individual aqqressive behavior , it

made war respectable;
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It is by an identification of the self with
the state and by the exoression throuqh it
that the individual has in recent times
chiefly exhibited his aggressive behavior .

What then causes the state to embark on
war? In the first olace. . . the exoression
of aggression on a grouo scale appears to
restore to it simplicity and directness.
In the civilized adult the original and
simole cause for fiahtinq are forgotten
and overlaid with every kind of excuse and
transformation. But when aaaression is
made resoectable by manifestation throuqh
the corporate will of the ciroup, it resumes
much of its amoral simplicity of puroose.

In the second olace , states may fight...
because of the oressures of transformed aggres-
sion within their members. The members of
the state may be so educated , so frustrated ,
and so unhappy that the burden of internal
aariression may b•come intolerable. They~ have
reached a point at which war has become a
psychological necessity . 3

The Paradox

Is man still guided by the antique biological commands of

territoriality , hostility , and dominance? Does man reason and

then act or is reason blurred and rationality distorted by

hostilities and aggressions which lie beneath the sunerficies

of civilization ’s natjna? The evidence indicates that man is

still bound to nature ’s way and that the origins of war are to

be found in “ . . .dark , unconscious sources in the human osvche.”4

What then is to be done? Earlier it was stated that one

must consider well to avoid dismissing the concent out of hand

or being drawn down mystical paths which bynass the real world .

In short, one must view the concept realistically.

14
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Of course man oossesses ba sic aggressive drives. The

world ’s military establishments have long made use of these

drives in training and in combat. So have the world ’ s great

oroselytisirtq religions , Christianity and Mohammedanism .

Of course man acts irrationally; the institutionalized

charnel houses at Auschwitz and the individualized slaughter

at Mvlai attest to this.* Equally irrational , however , was

Joan ’s refusal to deny her voices and the Spartan ’s determ ir.-

ation to stand at Thermopylae.

No one doubts that unrelieved frustration gives rise to

hostility . It was seen in the streets o~ Rudapest in 1956

and Watts in 1965.

Of course war is made possible only by man ’ s w i l l i n g n e s s

to ~iaht. It was such a willingness which led P~ttila to ray-

acie half a continent. It also lead Charles Martel to Tours.

The realist recognizes the nature of man as agaressi~re ,

hostile , and irrational. In this aggressive , hostile , and

irrational nature , the realist sees both damnation and hone.

Having seen these thinos, the realist turns and moves towards

those issues of more nractical value for he recognizes the

naradox.

T~ one assumes an immutable nature of man , a nature aqares-

give and inatel’,’ violent , and if all else must be understood

*The behavior of man is a blending of the rational and the
irrational. It is not an easy matter to define either term or
to decide which is dominant in a given situation.

/
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in terms of this nature , then one mus t turn to something

other than the nature of man for a solution to the oroblems

of man. By terms o~ the assumption , human nature cannot be

changed .

Thus the naradox : the more clearly one sees the origins

of conflict in the nature of man , the more surely one ’s

attention is turned from the natural human oriqins of conflict.

Relevance

And what , one might ask , does all this have to do with a

military theory of conflict? Everything , is the answer . Re-

cognition that conflict is normal , that it is a part of man ’s

nature , will , honefully, bring the long view ; it will serve

to bring persoective to the study of conflict.

It must be recognized that man ’s aspirations and nersonal

fulfillment are the roots of conflict. When one man ’s asoira-

tions are at odds with another ’s, there must be a change on

the oart of one or a reconciliation of those aspirations. T~

not , comnetition begins ~or that which will satisfy those

aspirations. Lacking control , the competition may broaden

into conflict.

Conflict is normal. Conflict is continuous. The elimi-

nation of conflict from the human experience is impossible.

The true goal should be to keen conflict within managable

1 ii’t its.
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Man ’s unjgueness lies in his unremitting struggle to free

himself from nature ’s bound s and to dominate his environment.*

I t  is paradoxical that man ’s struggle to free himself from the

bound s of nature has bound him to still another struggle; a

struggle for nower. It is with power that man survives; it

is with nower that man oredominates , and it will be with

oower that man ul t imately achieves  the f reedom , the will , and

the means to turn from war.

Till that day comes , man must continue his struqqle for

nower. Now , in the thermo—nuclear age , man must join still

another struggle; the struggle to control the power he has

attained . it is oreciselv this element of control with which

a theory of conflict must come to grips , for control is , in

the true sense of that much abused word , vital.

H. E. Eccles commented : “The disastrous effects of
the unques t ion ing  acceptance of dominance being the n a t u r a l
role of man is coming more and more under critical review . Cer-
tain elements of the environment are definitely not dominated
by man and there is no evidence to indicate that anything use-
ful would be accomplished if they were. The path of wisdom
lies in recognizing the areas in which man must think of adap-
tation rather than dominance.” Conversation with RAdm . H. E.
Eccies , Naval War College , 1 June 1973.

Admiral Eccies is , of cour se, correct. This does not alter
the fact that one of man ’s distinguishing characteristics has
always been , and probably will continue to he, his attempts to
dominate the environment in which he finds himself .

17
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CHAPTER iii

THE ORIGINS OF INTERNATIONA L CONFLICT

A military theory of conflict must orimarily concern it-

self with internationa l conflict for this is the stage on

which military power and force plays out its vital role.

It has been stated that there is a continuum of interna-

tiona l conflict which occasionally intensifies to the noint

of war. Humanity ’s oroblem is to so control conflict that

th i s  point  is not reached . Such contro l wi l l  not be gained

by ideal is t ic  and Utopian  dreams ; it wi l l  he c ia in ed onl y by

the realistic and oragmatic anoroach. Realism demand s first

an understanding of the oriains of international con flict .

This chanter sets forth a theory that international con-

flict results from a struggle for power wh ich is souciht for

three fundamental purooses: to insure national survival;

to maintain the status quo; to exoand existinci oower.

This theory must  be judged by its nuroose : to classify

into an orderly arrangement what otherwise must be a mass of

hiahlv individu*lized series of c i rcums tances .  The theory

must meet the emnirical test: do the historical examples

cited lend themselves to the internretation the theory olaces

on them?

Internationa l conflict is then considered a struggle for

power in which all nations comoete to one degree or another.

I ~3
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Whatever the ultimate goal o~ nations--neace , fr~~dom , secu-

rity——the immediate goal is cower. It is with power that
*nations survive. it is with cower that nations cont~ ol

threatening situations and events. It is with power that

nations build a society which frees man to nursue the higher

and nobler purnoseg. So -while nations rarely i~~~ ever go to

war for a single reason , all the complex naths to war lead

in the fina l analysis to the gate marked ROWER .

There is a tendency to disnaraqe power as if newer it-

self were evil. Power is neither good nor evil; it  is neu-

tral. The uses to which a state anplies its cower m a y reflect

*Professor T . E. King raises the rmuestion , “Does the s t a te
really struggle for nationa l survi~ra1? It is governments and
rulers who make war. They do not always re~1ect the will o~the nation (neonle) .” Memorandum prom Professor 1. F. Kine ,
Naval War College , 21 May 1973.

When it is said that a state takes a certain action , it
is acknowledged that this action does not always reflect the
will of the citizens of the state. From a moral standooint ,
the lack of citizen sunnort for the actions of the state is
sianificant. From a praematic standnoint , such a lack of citi-
zen supoort is significant only when the neonle withdraw sun-
cort or actively onpose the actions of government , thereby
limiting the state ’ s ability to act.

Bertrand De .Touvenel writes :
Such is rower ’s (the central governmental author-

ity) denendency on the nation and so ereat its need to
make its activities conform with the nation ’s necessities ,
that we are almost driven to the conclusion that the or-
gans of command have been built un consciously, or uncon-
sciously secreted , by society for use in its service.
That is why jurists identify the state with the nation :
the state , they say , is the nation nersonified , and
organized as it needs To be for the government of itself
and for dealing with others.1
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the  character  and values of the neonle; cower itself is hut

the means ; the nations must determine the end s for wh ich

power is used .

There is a fascination with the acquisition of cower

that is not understood . The inadeauacy of the verbal symbols

with which man writes , limits his ability to describe this

faecination with power which sometimes seduces man into its

misuse.

Power has a dua l nature. One type of cower must be used

to attain additional cower . Another type of newer is re-

cruired to control the cower one is emolovine . Control of

nower is vital in the international struqq1~ ~or newer. ~uch

contro l is ultimately orounded in the values and disciclines

of the neonle o~ the state.

Nationa l Surviva l

A nation may be confronted with situations and events

which invoke the survival imoerative ; act or face destruction.

Military force is emoloved w i t h  l i t t l e  h e s i t a t i o n  at such

times. Though variations occur , four situations have his~ori-

cally moved nations to military action to insure nationa l

survival.

Invasion. No event is so direct and elemental as invasion

by another state . The nation invaded either fiohts or sur-

renders. Nothing more need s saving .

20
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!!ostile ~d~~icent ctates . A n-itinn raced with hostile

ad~ acent ‘~tatr~s , unable to resolve the hostiH.t’T i ncl hcliov—

i nc i t s e l ’  er -~j -inq~~r~~d by continuation o~ the n x i st i f l q  con-

i i~~in r .s , ~‘ i : ~eliove mil ~~tarv action the onl’~ solution.

‘-lil it ar ’.’ iction ma” he a imed  ~it  coerTuest 0 F the hostile

state , dostruct~ on c~~ that state ’ s m ilitar ’z ~~wer , or at

the canture o~ vital qeocmrachic arc~as. 
T~hate~.rer the immediate

‘ioal , the ultimate nurnose :c t:c insure nat ioni l survival and

credominance over the hostile state in fu ture  r e l a t ions .

T t  does not seem unreasonable that this is the funda-

mental reason For North Korea ’ s invasion 0ç couth Korea in

1950. Kim TI ~unrr could hardl” have pel t secure in his north-

ern artificial state. The south ~‘as under the 1eadcrshi-~ o~

Svncman Phee , a man rienuinely revered h” all Koreans for his

o~ forts t o  free Korea p rom forei~ n cIom~ natien . 
nroccsser

Tul ius pratt no~ e’~ that the Un~ tod States had nrevidod south

Korea with lim ited arms “
. . .larrTel” because o’ ~“inom~ n ~hce ’s

unconcealed ambition to concuor the north. “2 T~ ~ ich ambition

were known to the United States , they were surely known to

Kim Ti Sunq . This p act counled ‘‘ith the internal di~~~icu1tics

o’ b u i l d in c  a new s t a t e  may very  w e l l  have led Sung to believe

that the southern s t a t e  t h r e a t e n e d  the ex ist ence  of North Korea .

“ithout ‘i~ ection , Israel’ s attacks against ~:s”n tian nosi-

t ions  in the Gaza Strin and the 5inai ~enjnsu1a in 1956 was

22
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motivated by the survival imnerative. Again in 1967 , Israel’~.

attack against the Arab states was to insure eurvival.

Weak Adjacent States. I)ominance o~ weak adjacent states

may be considered essential to national survival. The imme-

diate aim may be to deny a lodgement to a hostile third nation ,

to insure the retention in cower of a government symoathetic

to the affected state , or to insure a more definite neutrality

on the car t  o f the  weaker s t a t e .  A ct i o n  to e~~ect these

coals may range from invas ion  to economic aid . The risk of

war to the af fe c t e d  s t a t e  is di r e c t ly  in n rooor t ion  to the

action it takes.

Japan ’ s actions in Manchur ia in 1931 were based on this

nremise. Janan regarded Manchuria as cart of her economic

life—line and believed her vital interest threatened by the

Kuomintanq attemots to reassert Chinese authority over Man-

churia. ‘Tanan through a series of militar” , subversive , and

economic maneuvers established a nuonet riovernment in Manchuria.

The US SR aop arent lv  bel ieved her actions in Hunqarv , 1965 ,

4 and Czechoslovakia in 1968 , necessary to insure the continua-

tion in cower of governments sympathetic to the Soviet Un i o n .

The Chinese Communist entry into the Korean War in 1950

was most certainly motivated by fear of a United States lodee-

ment in the adjacent territory of North Korea .

Israel’ s militar y actions against Jordan and Lebanon in

the years ~o11owjnc the 1967 war were aimed at forc ine those

21
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two nations into a strict neutra].itv which would deny onera-

tinq bases to the Palestine Liberation Army .

Lack of De~ensjble Boundaries. A nation may consider

its lack of natural defensible boundaries a vital defec t and

consider excansion to such boundaries necessary to national

survival. It is obvious that defensible boundaries have dimi-

nished in importance as technology has increased tactical

mobility and the destructive power of weapons. France would

not today place the same imoortance on the Rhine as a natural

boundary , as she did in the 1870’ s and the e a r ly  1900’ s.

That is not to say that the intrinsic value o~ defensible

boundaries has diminished . Who that has such boundaries would

give them un , and who that is without them would not acquire

them? The noint is tha t  weaponry has acquired such a destruc-

tive capability that few nations would now risk war for a

terrain feature. Yet , there are still circumstances where a

nation considers the risk worthwhile.

During the Six Day War , Israel’s principal objectives were

the destruction of material stores and troon concentrations.

Only slightly less important was the expansion of Israel’s

generally accessah1~ borders by seizure of defensible terrain

features : the Sinai Peniniular , the Gaza Strip, and the west

bank of the Jordan. The importance Israel niaced on these ter-

rain objectives may he judged by her actions on 10 June 1967.

A few hours after the UN cease-fire went into effect , Israel

24
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reopened hostilities with a surnrise attack on the Golan

Heights; a small Syrian mountain range , overlookinq Israeli

territory and offering militar y advantace to the nation

occupying it.

Nations heljevina their survival threatened will take
*almost unlimtted risks to insure their continued existence.

The ri sks o~ war is a on ce most nations are willing to pay

to insure continued survival.

The Status fluo

Maintenance of the status quo is subsidiary only to sur-

vival as a central purnose of state colic’,. Simply put , a

colicy o~ maintaining the status quo means that a state will

conduct its affairs so that sovereignty is assured and as

much inedoendence and constituent cower is retained as possible.

Few states adont status quo as a comorehensive and deliber-

ate nationa l policy to he maintained over time. Status auo ,

instead , is uiuallv accented as a temnorary condition when a

State  is con f ronted w i t h  c i rcumstances  which  deny the ooportunitv

*Protessor 7. E. King raises the extremely imnortant ques-
t ion , “ W i l l  s tates take u n l i m i t e d  r i s k  to survive if convinced
that unlimited action would be suicidal?” Memorandum from Prof.
King , Naval War College , 21 May 1973.

Pew states have faced this situation. Reason says that a
state would avoid unlimited action if by so doing its destruc-
tion seemed assured . Reason , however , does not always ore-
dominate. The Mel jans chose unlimited action in the face of
overwhelming odds. They lost and were destroyed as a state.
Admittedly an Athenian sieqe does not offer the same expectation
of destruction as does a nuclear attack. The question remains
unanswered.
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or I nvolve a high risk in exnanding exj~~tjnc cower or in con-

trolling situations and events. States ma’! also adoot a status

cuo oolicv with regard to a given state o~ a~~ airs or locality

while pursuing other policies elsewhere.

To say that few states deliberately adont a status quo

nolicv is not the same as saying that all states wish to ex-

pand their power or control at the expense of other states.

Some states , throuch circumstances of r,eocranhv , oooulation

size , or social outlook have apparently cut aside thoughts

of exoanding cower or of controlling situations and events ;

Luxembourg , Sweden , and Switzerland are such states.

Maintenance of the status quo does not mean that a state

is ooposed to any change in the cower distribution. Minor

adjustments in the distribution of power which leaves intact

the relative cower positions is compatible with a nolicy of

status quo .

Circumstances may even reouire a state to voluntarily

divest itself of cower . Such action is not a departure from

a status quo nolicv if by so dom e the state thereby insures

sovereignty , indenendence of action , and retention of funda-

menta l power. As a Commander may withdraw troops from an

exnosed salient to concentrate power , so a state may retreat

from a position it can not long hold. Great Britain ’s re-

treat from empire in India , Palestine , and central 7~frica fol-

lowing World War II offers an example of prudent divestiture
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of power to conserve fundamental cower. On the other hand ,

her retention of (ibralta r show that this retreat from power

was not a head long flight.

Thus in the struqcile for cower amono nations , the tra-

ditional meaning of status ouo , the existing condition , is

exnanded to crovide ~or ad justments o~ power within the over-

all dis tribution of cower in order to achieve a maximum of

gain with a minimum of loss. Vurther , -at times the maximum

advantage may he cained o n ly  h r  i n c u r r i n g  the loss of pen-

oheral  cower.

How then , one m i g h t  ask , does a state whose oolicv is

one of ma intainine the status quo become involved in conflict

short of invasion by another state? Conflic t may occur as a

result ~~~
f a chance in na t iona l  pol icy or p rom a misreading o c

national intentions. A brief look -it  these situations will

provide insiaht into the orirlins of conflict

Within the framework Of the status quo a state may seek

minor  a d j u s t m e n t s  of the e x i s ti n g  newer d i s t r i b u t i o n .  I~ the

adjustment sought is obtained with ease , the adjusting state

may conclude that it is dealine with weak or irresolute nations

and thus be convinced that a fund amental change in the power

distribution may be had without great risk. Conversely, a

state frustrated by failure to achieve limited adjustments

within the framework of the status quo ma” conclude that to get

what i t  wants it is necessary to change the basic power relation-

shin. 27

.

____________ —- --—-- 5 .~~~~ -5- — ii ~~



Germany ’s remilitarization of the Rhineland in 1936 can

be reconciled with the concept of adjustment within the frame-

work of the status quo. None will now deny the failure of the

League of Nations , and France in narticular , to enforce the

Versailles and Locarno Treaties convinced Hitler that he was

dealiria with impotent and irresolute states , thereby encou-

raging further aggression. On the ether hand , the Netherlands

repeated failure to secure adjustments o~ economic and religi-

ous qrivances resulted in revolution against Philip II.

A fundamental cause of conflict is the misreading of

national intentions. Thus a nation seekinc minor adjustments

may be viewed by others as threateninq the entire existinci

distribution of cower. It is now clear that j u s t  such a sit-

uation lead directly to World War I. Germany , fearful of a

two front war against France and Russia , conc lud ed defensive

alliances with Austria and Italy . The Russo-German  es t range-

ment brought about by the lange o~ the Reinsurance Treaty in

1891 , orometed a Franko-Russian defensive alliance. Both Ger-

many and Russia , and France as well , had made moves ccr~ ectlv

cormatible with maintenance of the status quo . Yet the mutual

fear and distrust o~ the primary cartners in these defensive

alliances gave rise to a series of diplomatic and military ad-

ventures which in retrospect lead inevitability to the battle-

fields of World War I.

28
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Expansion of Power

Thucyd ides said it best. “Of the Gods we know and of

men we believe , it is in their nature to rule where are they

can.

Nations which attempt to exnand existing cower are fre-

quently said to he imoerialistic. The term imoerialism is,

however , without real meaning today. It is nejorative and

used mainly for colemical ourooses. Its value as a term to

describe a narticular tyne o~ foreign nolicy , has been de-

based . A brief examination of the views of Professor Hans

Morgenthau will be of benefit; he still seeks to legitimate

the term imperialism .

Professor Mogenthau defines imperialism as “ . . .a nolicy

that aims at the overthrow of the status quo , at a reversal

of the power relation between two or more nations. ”4 He then

oroceeds to niace in cerspective the current useage of the

term :

The view that imperialism and any nuroose~ulincrease in cower are identical is held mainly by
two qroups. Those who are onoosed on orincipa l to
a narticular nation and its policies , such as
Anglophobos , Russonhobes , and anti-Americans , re-
card the very existence of the objects of their
phobia as a threat to the world. Whenever a
country thus feared sets out to increase its
power , those who rear it must view the increase
in power as a stepping stone to world conquest;
that is as a manifestation of an imperialistic
policy. On the other hand , those who , as heirs
of the political nhilosoohv of the nineteenth cen-
turv , consider any active foreign nolicy an evil
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hound to disapnear in the foreseeable future ,
will condemn a foreign nolicv that seeks an
increase in cower . They will identify that
foreign nolicy with what is for them the nara-
digin o~ evil--imnerialjsm .5

Thus the term imnerialism has accujrod a moralistic and idea-

listic illocyicalitv. Its use is now avoided by fair-minded

men. Here the phrase , exnansion o~ cower , is used without

connotation of right or wrong ; it merely describes the act.

Nations attemot to expand power for a variety of reasons ,

most of which are cloaked with ideological justification. If

the origins of international conflict are to be understood , one

must not concern oneself with justifications but with careful

analysis.

The reality is that situations and events confront nations

which , in the ooiriion of those who set policy , makes the ex-

nansion of cower a necessary act. This excartsion of power may

be as dramatic and forceful as military force or as subtle as

influence by cultural means. Whatever the means , if the in-

tent of the state is to credom inate in its relations with

other states , that is an attempt to expand cower.

Analysis of the situations and events which cromot nations

to exoand existing cower will aid in understanding the origins

of international conflict.

States are forced by internal pressures to excand exist-

ing power. There are at all times ooeratinrv within the state
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nrcssures resulting p rom noculation orowth , economic need ,

and ideologies. These nressures r’iav he as oh”iouc as violent

revolution or as subtle as a nercentarir’ noint change in an

oninion noll. These nressures arc at once rea l and definite

vet vague and elusive . They are easily recognized in a

theoretical context yet defy detection in the real world:

historians can , in their exnlanation of thing s oast , ooint

clearly to the effects of these nressures on the course of

events; political leaders operating in the mids t  of events

conder the direction or even existence of such pressures.

Population and economic oressures onerate as a function

of each other . Ponulation growth creates the need for econo-

mic excansion. T~ this economic need is met , economic ox-

nansion creates an ocportunitv for individual action , social

mobility , and nonulation movement. Radical social change

results. If this economic need is not met , the end result

is the same . A oeoole beset by coverty and filled with aspir-

atioris when denied the -opportunity to achieve economic suffi-

ciencv will in their frustration and aneer rise uc and demand

action. Radical social change results.

Change ocerates inexorably as both cause and effect. Radi-

cal chance or numerous changes in a society over a short period

o~ time creates anorehension; anprehonsion gives way to fear;

fear gives way to aneer and action is demanded . Action cr0-

Liuces chance ~nc1 the cycle hea~ ns anew .
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These apprehensions , rears , and demand s for action develoo

into ideologies which serve to attract more adherents and

suoporters and institutionalizes the dissatisfaction. The re-

sulting pressures can force states into attemots to expand

existing power to satisfy the demand s of these oressures.

Such a situation existed in the United States after the

Civil War. Social and economic dislocation was widespread .

The dispossed of war were joined by thousands o~ immigrants.

The energy potential generated by the chance o’~ war and micyra—

tion was enormous. But hale a continent , largel” unsettled ,

orovided the ooportunity for individual action with hich ex-

pectations of success. So the disnossed , the discontent , and

the immigrants moved west by the tens of thousand s and exnended

their enerqics in building a nation.

A uniriuc situation in the Middle Fast brought these same

factors into clay: ponulation growth , ccor~ mic need and 1
:

ideological cressures. The results were dramatically different.

With the creation o~ the state o~ Israel in 1948 , some 900 ,000

Arabs fled Palestine and settled in refucee camns in Ecynt , 
-

Svrii , and Jordan. ~‘1hen it became evident that return to

Palestine was unlikely, many Palestinian Arabs were assimilated

into the local conulation; this was particularly true in Jordan.

A laree number , apcroximatelv one out of four , remained acart ,

refucees from Palestine; some stayed in the refugee camos , others

in Palestinian enclaves ‘.~‘ithin the local nonulace. These remain
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for the most cart novertv-riddc-n and an economic liahi1it~’

on the host country. Their fears and frustrations and hat-

reds have oroduced a bitter ideoloay whose goa l is destruc-

tion of the state of Israel. There have arisen military ,

p a r a— m i l i t a r v , and t e r ro r i s t  rirouns known co l l ec t ive ly  as the

Palestine Liberation Army (PLA). Though only a small number

o~ P a l e s t i n i an s  are involved in the PLA , i t  command s the sun-

nor t  o~ most  P a l e s t i n i a n s  and is suocorted by most of the Arab

world. Most Arab leaders are consecuen tlv  in a posi t ion  where

they must suoport or at least not nuhliclv onpose the acti”i—

ties of the PLA , regardless of t he i r  excesses.

The activities of the PLA and the existence of the Pales-

tinian refugees have been the catal yst  tha t has kep t the

1jddle East ablaze for twenty-five years. Though the situa-

tion is not tynical , it does illus trate the results of the in-

ternal oressures of copulation growth , economic need , and

ideology .

states attemot to expand n w r  xnlo lack of cower.

Wherever there is a lack of power , some state will attempt to

excand its cower to pill the void. Power exnansion in such

cases is usually economic and cultural in nature , though mili-

tary power usually follows . The history of such cower exnan-

sions into Africa , South and Central America , the Middle and

Far East , and the island s of the Pacific is so wall known as

to make unnecessary either a summary of the conditions which

~~~~~~~ t-’ewer or the methods used to exeand cower.
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I t  should he noted that durinc the 16th , 17th , and

18th century , such cower expansions were f reciuently c h a l l e nced

by a third state. Military actions in suooort- of these cower

expansions reached the noint on occasion where the surv iva l

imoerative was invoked and internationa l conflict resulted .

Portugal , Scam , Holland , England , and France were at vary-

ing times and in varying combinations involved in such cower

excansion attempts.

A new variation on this theme has develoced in this cen- .

turv . Colonial states ~or the most cart  fa iled to develoc

broad-based cower structures in t he i r  colon ies.  This  l ack

of a viable broad-based government orovided a ready tareet

fo r na t i ona l i s t i c  crouns seekinr , to oust the colonial  na t ions .

Wo rld War TI left these nations weakened or defeated , orovid-

Inc a unicue ocnortuni tv  ~or the n a t i o n a l i stic element s . Mil i-

tary force , guerrilla warfare , and terrorism--sometimes with

outside assistance--were employed to exoloit this lack of cower.

Some colonial nations seeing the inevitable orospect of

orotracted conflict and unwilling to risk the loss of more

fundamental - .ower , retreated prom emoire. Others strugeled

for a time; some still continue to struggle. All recocnize ,

however , that colonialism ’s time has passed .

The variations on this theme continue. Macv o~ the new

states , like their colonial masters , failed to establish viable

broad-based cower structures. In many of these states the focus

~ 4
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of l e a d e r s h ic  was on the  r ev r ’lu t r o n~~r~r nrocess o f its “ li bera--

tion .” Little thoucht or nreoaration •~~-~q ~~~~~~~ tr~ the nrrblem s

of how to oovern after liher~~tion. These new riovernments were

reduced to desnerate  ir n or o v i sat i o ns  which  things started going

wrong . In many  cases these  governments se ized  on scaneqoats ,

e it h e r  t r i b a l m inorit ies or external or~ ressnr .s, on whom to

olace the blame.

Since most Th i rd  World countries were artif-Ic al creations

o~ their colonial masters, there exists various ethnic croups

within these countrir~s. Some ~~
F these ~rnuns are  now m o v i nc  to

exoloit this lack of power and domestic unrr’st by ~eizinri con-

trol o~ existina aovernments or attemotinc to break away and

form nations of their own . Since (yr’vprnment~’ are rarely ore-

~red to r e l i nr i -jish control of territor” o’:er which they  have

even nominal control , con flict almost al- -ia~-s results.

These e thn i c  or ien ted  groun c  in the  T h i r d  ~-7or 1d w i l l  con-

tinue to attemnt to seize control wherevr~r their numbers are

large , their asnirations ‘~rustratr~~, and the government lacks

broad—based power. These c o n d i t i o n s  threaten international

stability . Other nations seeking to in fluence situations and

events tend to be drawn into s u nn o r t  of the  incumbents  or the

insurgents. The rr’sult almost inevitably is to intensify the

conflic t , prolong the conflict , and chance a widening of the

con f l i c t .  
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States attempt to excand rower so as to control situations

and events .  T h i s  concoct is not f u l l y  acnrecj a ted  as one o~

the bas ic  causes of i n t e r n a t i o n a l  con f l i c t . No one do ub t s  hit

t h a t  one o~ the cen t ra l  goals  of any  s t a te  i s  to control rather

than  be con t ro l led  by s i t u a t i o n s  and events .  The process of

controlling situations and events has , however , been viewed

in too limited a context.

It is thought to be negative : avo iding the excenditure

of time , energy , and resources setting things right which shouldn ’ t

have been allowed to go wrong in the f i r s t  olace.

It is thought to be a reductive generalization of all the

aims o~ state foreign nolicv : survival , maintenanc e of exist-

inc cower , exoansjon of cower , etc.

It is thought to be an intermediate crocess: having kent

control of things , the state can then croceed when the time is

right to achieve the aims of ooljc’y throuch nolitical , economic ,

and m ilitary means.

It is also thought to he but a mani 1estation o~ the expan-

sion of cower.

The attempt to control situations and events is , however ,

more comorehensive than the usual concepts of such action. It

is both a means and an end of state policy . Further , when viewed

in the context o~ nationa l interest , a nurooseful expansion of

nower is  a legitimate aim o~ state nolicy .

3 ()
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The control of situations and events is sometimes attemoted

~ v acti ’ie  modern s t a t es  throuch surrocates. Pn active nation

seeks surrocates in strategic locations. The sponsor nation

j r~- .~r ’ct s  the surrogate with cower; m i l i t a r y  and economic aid is

crovided as a m a t t e r  of course .  Pres t ige , a de finite form o~

rower , is sometimes corifered t h r o u g h  f o rma l  a ll iances. Control

oy~~r the  s u r r oga t e ’s nower is naintained throuah close  connec-

t i o n s  ‘.-.‘i t h  the  o cl i t i c a l  a n -i m i l i t a ry  e s t ab l i sh m e n ts  and by

bindino the surrocate to the sconsor e c o n o m i c a lly  and idoologi-

call v. The surroiate is then en 4oined to suonort within its

area of in fluence those coals ~n 1 causes the  snonsor  s t a t e  dooms

just and in accord wi th its national interest. The surrogate

~ —~v be a so ’yere iry ri s t a t e  or a dissident groun within a s ta te .

The control of situations and e’ients is an end to which

nIl ac ti~ ’r~ s t a t e s  a qn i r e .  The cower t h u s  ga ined  by the surro-

n a t e , is to  come extent an exoan~ ion o f ‘h o  sno nsor ’ s oower.

Further , this exnansjon of cower is obtained at a limited risk

o~ war involving the sponsor.

Thus the active state is in a position to control situa-

t i on ~ and events w i t h i n  the surrogate ’s area of influence at

a cost o~ only peripheral cower . There are , however , risks in-

volved in such undertakings.

The most obvious risk has already been mentioned . I’ two

4 - 
acti”° nations with di~~~ering nolitical outlooks select surro-

gates ---‘hich are ad jacent states , or two comneting croucs within
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I-he same st~ te , ho ss- ili tie s h~ tween the surronates can bring

the t-wo snonsor states into d i r c ’c t  con f r o n ta t i o n .  This  has

not ~‘ct hacpened ; it remains a notential threat.

Another risk is that the snonsor state may become so

closely identified with its surrogate that it may find its own

orestige on the line. T~ th is occurs , the sconsor state may

be temnted to become directly involved with the orobleni fac-

ing the surrogate. It should he clam that a direct involve-

ment by the soonsor state indicates that control of situations

and events has already been lost. If control is regained by

direct involvement of the snonsor , it is done only at the cost

o~ real cower . If control is not regained over situations and

events after direct involvement by the soonsor state , then not

only real cower is lost but prestige also suffers. Pericera l

cower of other surrogates disillusioned by the turn of events

may also fade .

The United States in 1965 was a snonsor state whose ores-

tige had become closely identified with its surrogate , South

V ietnam . United States aspirations to contain communism ,

frustrated elsewhere , now seem to center on the attempts by

South Vietnam to defeat the communist sucoorted Vjet Cong , and

South Vietnam was losing . The U.S. chose to become directly

involved in i tS  surrogate ’ s war. Control o~ situation and

events was never regained and the United States suffered the
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loss of considerable real power and nrestige; it also appears

to have suffered the loss o~ peripheral cower as well.

The Soviet Union in 1967 was a sponsor state whose ores-

tige had become closely identified with its surrogate , The

United Arab Republic (Egvpt). The USSR ’s suncort of the UAR

was tied to a far-reachjnc exnansionist strategy in the Medi-

terranean and the continent r~ Africa. Israel’ s invasion of

the UAR and other Arab countries in the Six Day War claced

the Soviets squarely on the spot. The USSR chose not be be-

come directly involved . Some loss of real cower and prestige

resulted . Subseguentl~’, the UAR had the Soviet military ad-

visors withdraw. This resulted in the loss of some peripheral

cower and orestige by the tJSSR. The USSR still retained con-

siderable control over situations and events in the Middle

East by continuing to support the Arab countries with military

er,uipment or by withholding that surmort p rom one or more Arab

countries.

There is an ongoing struncle for cower and control o~ the

sponsor-surrogate  r e l a t i o n s h in ;  a w h e e l s - w i t h i n - w h e e l s  sort of

thinc . It has an effect on the situations and events each is

trying to control.

The sponsor seeks advantage through his surrogate ’s in-

volvement in situations and events. The more comolete the

soonsor ’s control over his surrogate , the more direct his in-

‘luence on the situations and events in which he is i n r ~rested ,
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and cresumed ly the greater the advantage obtained . The soon-

sor , therefore , seeks the maximum control of the surrogate

consistent with the reality of the situation. The sponsor

recognizes that the surrogate must maintain an appearance of

independence lest its ability to maneuver within the situa-

tions and events be diminished . The sponsor also recognizes ,

or at least it should recognize , that the surrogate will re-

sist to direct and overt a control , and that jf pushed too

far , the surrogate will resist to the point where the relation-

ship becomes a liability .

The surrocate , who entered into the relationship knowing

that it involved the loss of some autonomy , seeks to minimize

that loss while maximizinq the advantages to be gained from

the relationship. Thus the surrogate promotes its own inter—

est, and attemots to maneuver the sconsor into the nosition

of supporting the surrogate in those situations and events in

which the surrogate is interested in controlling .

This conflict between the sponsor and the surrogate can-

not be reconciled overtime. It too is a cart of the continuum

of international conflict.

The excansion of power through the use o~ surroqates SO

as to control situations and events will continue . It is a

oroduct of technology and ideoloay . Technology has increased

I - the destructive cower of weanons to the noint that the super-

powers must avoid direct confrontation. The twin ideologies
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of communism and anti-communism have thrust their adherents

into competition for control. The conflicting nature of these

demand s increases the chance for war . They will not be eaEily

resolved .

States attempt to exoand newer for irrationa l purposes.

The reasons for excanding power wh ich have been previously

discussed were rationa l oursuits o~ nationa l interest. While

one may not always agree ¶? i i~h such actions , one at least can

understand them. A rationa l exoansion nF cower always has

limits. These limits ma’.’ he i.rsnosed by nnl,tical realism or

by geoqrachy or by the degree of resistance encountered , but

limits do exist.

There arises from time to tine , a state or a nan with

a p p a r e n t ly  u n l i m i t e d  am l ) i t i r ) n .  He nursues the expansion of

nower regardless o~ cnnsc~r 1uences . D r a w i n e  power p rom each

success , he is driven on and on. Inr’erial Poise, Alexander ,

Napoleon , Hitler all had limitless ambition. Such men and

states are thwarted only b~ suncrior force.

The oossibility of irratienalit . -c’ in the conduct of inter-

nationa l a~ ‘airs should never c discounted .

Summary

It must be stated , lest its omission he thought the result

of innocence , that the conditions under which con~ 1ic ’t inten-

sifies to the coint of war are never so simple , direc t, and

clearly delineated as they have been nrecented here.
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Nations rarely go to war for a single reason. Nor do

nations usually go to war as the result of a oraqmatic and

realistic evaluation of the situations and events confronting

them.

Nations co to war primarily as a result of m i s c a l c u l a t i o n ;

sometimes war occurs through stucidity or arrogance; occasion-

ally nations go to war from necessity. There are in operation

at a l l  times f orces , pressures , good intentions , lack of fore-

siaht , inept imolementatio~ of sound nolicy , and a thousand

and one things which lead a nation to war . For the most cart

these conditions are difficult to identify except in retrospect.

The complexities of human conflict are such that they defy

reason. Hurtan conflict , therefore , can never he eradicated .

The rational aporoach can , however , help to control conflict.

The oragmatic and realistic evaluation of situations and events

can help to limit the intensity of conflict. 
-

The realist recognizes that operating inexorably throughout

the continuum of international conflict is a struggle for cower.

It is , in the fina l anal ysis , this struggle for power which

loads to war.
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CHAPTER IV

THE CONTINUUM OF CONFLICT

Per soect ive

There is a comm only held view of War and of ceace. This

view is tha t ceace is the norma l condition and War an aberrant

phenomenon which occasionally interrupts the norma l orocess of

history. Those who hold this view see a distinct line between

War and noace; they view War as the result o~ man ’s failure

and of the failure of man ’s institutions.

This view of history is held not only by those good and

solid citizens who think o~ war only when they and their sons

are called ucon to fight , it is also the view of some soldiers ,

many scholars , and not a ~ew national leaders. The difficulty

nosed by such a view is that since the problem is seen in the

wrong cerscective , the wrono questions are asked and the wrong

solutions are sought.

Consider the views of Pichard J . Rarnet , ~or they are not

untvoical o~ those who see war as a result o~ man ’ s failures.

Barnet h~ s imoressive credentials: he is a former State Decart-

mont of~ icjal; he served with the U.S. Arm s Control and Dis-

armament Agency , and has been a consultant to the Department

o’ Defense. Barnet writes :

...war is orimarily the product of domestic , social
and economic institutions, Of course , wars are
triggered by externa l events. Of course , there are 

1. - 



such thinri s as real con flicts and rea l threats.
Rut it is the institution ’~ in a societ” ‘~ith
the cower tr~ decide wh ich  -ire the most i nner-
tant threats and what should he done to neet
t hen  t h a t  de t e r m i n e s  whe the r  a n a t i o n  coos to
war . For more t h a n  a g e n e r a t i o n  t~n~e ri can
society has been organized ~or war  r a t h e r  t h a n
~or e r acoj

f3arnet seems to see An eri ca ’ s wars resulting f rrv’i America ’ s

failur e to ‘orrianize ~or ceace. Rut what o~ the other nations

~~f the world: Rarnet continues:

We are not cavinc that i~ American society were
orrTan ized ~or nc’ace, thete would he no ‘-;ar. Oh-
v iou s l v  other n a t i o n s  a lso have it in t h e i r  hand s
to d unce the world into war. Rut unless Ameri-
can society is orrianized ~or neace, the continu-
ation & our generation o’ war is inev itable.
The number one nation is in the stroncest nosi-
t ion  o~ a l l  to set the tone ~or i n t e r n a t i o n a l
rela tions and to create the cl-,nato under which
other nations deem it nractica l or imoract-ical
to orcan ize themselves ~or noace. An Amcr,ca
organized ~or ~eace would he far stroncer--in
terms of economic strenryth , domestic tranriuilitv ,

~nd citizen lo”altv--than the American emnire .2

Lea~’jnc! aside the unw~ ttinri arrocance o~ such -~~ nocitjon , and

t:lc idea that an” nation could so see the rieht and truth o~

thincs as to in fluence others by their moral s-in~ riority can

onl” he descr ibed as irrogant. Rarnet ’ s r~r~c i t j o n  i l l u s t r a t e s

how a d istorted nersnective send s one seeking the wronc solutions.

The R a r ne t s  o~ t h i s  n a t i o n  se’~ an \nc’rlca standing aside

~ron the turmoil o~ the world , concerned onl~ -..‘ith domestic con-

di tions , and exud in~ a moral essence ¶.1hich ‘.iil l intoxicate all

‘iho smell it. The belir~ is that the other nations o~ the

world will then , l ike Chri sti-i n , ~icc the Cit ’.’ o’ ~
)estruction

and ~oin us in the -rH’ toward s the Celestial Cit” ~ neace .
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Such a romantic approach irlnores the reality of things.

The nations o~ the world now con front one another in a tightly

knit internationa l system . The action or lack of action on

the cart o~ a major cower is p elt and reacted to throuqhout

the entire system .

The c o m p e t i ti o n  between the communi. s~ ‘.nl anti-conr,unist

atates nrovide but a cart o~ the conflict which coerates within

thi s closed internationa l system . Try~rr-asincl ~’, the smaller

and the “emerging ” nations coz~trit-ite t~-- tha t con Flict. The

asnirations o~ many of these natio’-’s exceed their cacacity ‘or

croductive action. The mags-e~ ’ect 0 ’ th~~ir novert~ and frus-

trated asoirations create additiona l cr~n ’lic t; their ox’ stence

fuels the communist and anti-com~m ini’- t  ~ov’ne~~ition , ‘-~r these

competing stites seek converts and s’irrr~c a tes ‘or nilrnoses o

ideological leverage; ethnic ~n 1 ideological hiocs wi thin the

emerging nations comnete ‘or no’.- ” r and rontr -- - 1; these naticnc

comnete with one another for prestige an-I resources to satis’v

their aspirations.

There is no longer a distinct line between neace and war.

There is a continuum of conflict. ~‘ithin that cont i nuum , there

exists conflicts of varying intensity . That is to ~av , in the

real world there is continua l conflict ranging from relative

neace to actual Tq~r. Absolute noacc and unlimited war exist

only in theory so as to frame the outside limits of the snectrum

of conflict.
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Rear Admiral H. F. Eccles , USN , Ret., considered by some

to be the leading military theoretician of our time , places in

procer perspective the conditions of oeace and war :

Modern war is not merely the formal clash of
overt armed forces with a beginning and an end ,
with a victor and a vanquished . Instead it is the
whole spectrum or continuum of human conflict and
has many overlanping and chancing areas and aspects...

There is no longer a real distinction between
ceace and war. There is a continu ing internlay o~
threat and counterthreat with varying acolications
of all the elemen ts o~ national power and with
varyinq uses of the tools and weanons of con~ lictincluding both overt and covert military force ,
subversion , sabotage , insurgency , mob violence ,
and terrorism .3

Conflict is a cart , nerhans a necessar” cart , of the human

condition. It has been pointed out that the origins 0F COfl-

flict are to be found in the comnetitive nature o~ man and

his institutions. The realist recognizes that this competi-

tive nature cannot he chanced ; he also recognizes that the

same comnetitive nature which creates conflict has driven

man towards the stars. The realist does not seek to abolish

conflict; he knows that is impossible. The realist seeks to

control conflict so as to lim it its intensity . One of the

first steps in controllinq con ’lict is to understand the

chanqine nature o’ confl ict.

The Nature r’~ Modern Conflict

Auquste Comte ’s remark that ‘it is the old that crevents

us from recognizine the new” highliahts the diF’iculty one
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encounters when one attenrnts to think on the nature of tomorrc’

conflict. Bernard T3rodie nointed out the difficulty when ho

w r o t e :

It is our major dilemma in thinking about war
and neace today that we do so w i t h i n  an  intellec tual
and emotiona l framework largely moulded in the cast.
Our images , slogans , ideas , and attitudes on the
subject of war , some of which are buttressed by the
most powerful cultural ~anctions , are transmitted
to us f rom t i n e s  when war •‘as c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l ly ,
with a ~ew hi storical excePtions , a l imited liability
on e r a tio n .  4

Modern con flict is not a li-iited-l~~ahilitv coeratiort. Its

nature has been altered indel ib il.’ by tue exnodential increase

in the destructive caoahilit” 0’ ‘“edern weanons. It is gener-

ally recognized that any increase in the intensity of a con-

flict carries with it the possihilit ’,’ that mass—destructi on

weaoons may be brought into use.

It is informative to reflect on the initial reactions to

the ex i s tence  of nuclear  weapons.  In the  two decades fo l low-

ing World  War r T , there was an unorecedented outoouring of

essays and studies and books clecictinc the nossibilities of

nuclear war. Raymond Aron summarizes the two credominant

schools of thought :

The optimists saw in the diabolical weanon the
cromise that this time “war was going to end war ” ;
the nuc lear  exolosive would accomol i sh  wha t  had been
vainly exoected o~ qunnowder ; peace would reign at
last , thanks to the progress o~ technology...

The posqimists heralded the approach of the
anocalvose. The Faustian West , carried away by a
satanic imnulse , would be ounished . , .having divined
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the secrets of the atom , it nossessed the sover-
eign canacitv to destroy both itself and others.. .~~~~

The nredominant e~~ ect of nuclear weanons was to ho neither

world suicide nor enduring ceace ; it was to he restraint.

This restraint did not come about over night. It evolved over-

time. It had to do with the yor~ na tu re  o f m a s s - d e s t r u c t i o n

weaoons which by their existence demand restraint from rational

states onerating within the internationa l con’lict continuum .

This restraining effect is grounded in realism. One o’ the

earl ier and more effective calls for realistic restraint came

from Professor James F. King , I t .,  c u r r e n t ly  a ‘a c u i t y  member

at the Naval War College. In an article in Foreign Affairs ,

Professor Kinq wrote :

Th~ future counsels orudence hut not fainthearted-
ness. While using every opportunity to reduce in-
ternational tensions and to extend the reien o~order among nations , we must work pos it i ve ly  for
the limitation of war. To this end we must exert
ourselves to the utmost in the technological comne-
tition to orevent the balance o” the advantage from
shifting to the other side.. .Wo must , in short
guarantee that only effectively limited hostilities
can be rationally undertaken.

Moreover , we must be orepared to ~iqht limited actions
ourselves. Otherwise we shall have made no advance
beyond “massive retaliation ,” which tied our hand in
con’lict involving less than our survival. And we
must be orcoared to lose limited actions. No limit-
ations could survive our disoosition to elevate
every eon~ lict. . .to the level of total conflict with
survival at stake.

Armed conflict can he limited only if aimed at
limited objectives and fought with limited means.
if we or our enemy relax the limits on either ob-
jectives or means , survival will be at stake ,
whether the issue is worth it , or not.6
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To say that the effec t of these mass-destruction weapons

was to bring restraint to international conflict is not the

same as saying that nations are no longer willing to risk

hostilities or War. This has , of course , not been the case.

How then has the n ature o~ modern conflict chanced ? If force

and threats of force continue in use , has the existence o~

mass—destruction weapons really brought restraint to hear on

the international struggle ~or cower?

Modern confl ict has chanced and chancr~d significantly .

The overall effects of the changes are com d ex and pervasive.

Some elements of change have been intuitively accented with

little t~ ought or discussion on the reasons for the chance.

Other elements o f change havc escaned ceneral notice. It is

cossible to identi~ v the general nature o’~ the chance throuch

a series of terse assertions , only hrie’lv excand ed .

These statements of the general nature o~ mod r’rn conflict

are simolified and incomnlete. No attemot is made to substan-

j tiate each with empirical croof . Their vali dity and relation-

shin are , however , believed to he sound and to orovide the

basis for further study.

Modern c on f l ic t  is o r r t r a c t e d . cr ot rac ted  c o n f l i c t  is  an

eastern conceot. Mao Tse-’ftinq his rliv r n it voice and direction.

The concent Øf  r,rotracted conf1i~~t recognizes that peace ~nd

war are but verbal ambiguities and that time i s a weapon . The

concent does not reguire the immc~ iate resolution of dif~~1cultie~

~ 
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nor that all nrohlem~ be solved . This view ot nrotracted con-

flict is rather like water flowing over land : denied way here ,

it flows there; dammed h” sit lations and events it hacks  un

till the mass-effect o~ its dressure reveals the weak coints.

The aim of nrotr~ cted conflict is ~he di~~inteqra tion of

will rather than conventional milit ary d~~’e-it. The enemy ’ s

resistance is worn-down by the use o~ all the tools and weacons

of ideologica l , economic , and militar y no’~-’er. Overt m ilitary

‘erce is avoided if cossible ~or a characteristic of orotracted

confl ict is that the indirect is creferred to the direc t and

the covert is preferred to the overt. Restraint is inherent

in orotracted conflict for time is on the side of its practi-

tioner.

Modern conflict has shifted to the ncrinherv . The Middle

East , black Africa , South and Centra l America , and Southeast

Asia are the new fields of conflict. It i~ here on the neri-

pherv of cower that the protracted struccie ~or cower is beinc

waced .

This shi’t to the nerinhery is a manifestation of the

chancing nature of con ’lict that is only suner ’iciallv accented

by those societies which are oriented to a western-Euronean

outlook. These societies view the conflict on the neriphery

with a somewhat arrogant ecocentric imnatienco . They are con-

cerned with the con ’lIct on the perinherv but this concern is

rooted in a desire to restore a semblance of order to this

‘~~~1
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ron~~1ict so that attention may h -  turned westward and inward

where their true vital interests are nerceived to lie.

This attitude ignores the reality of thin~~s. Modern con—

‘lict is at the perinherv . It is on the neri.pherv that major

oowers can maneuver  fo r  advantage without i ncurrinc the threat

o’ mass-destruction weapons. It is on the perichery that many

covernments lack the stability of broad-based sunoort , makinq

them an easy target for ethnic and ideological “outs ’ seek ing

cower and control. It is on the periphery that neoole , filled

with a so ir at i o ns  and besot by nove r ty ,  are r i s i nc  in f r u s t r a -

tion and demand i ng chance . As long as these conditions exist ,

con ’lic t wil l  remain focused on the nerinhery.

Modern conflict involves the extensive use of surrogates.

The restraininc in fl uence o~ mass-destruction weanons , the

search fnr ideological leverage , and the sh i f t of c o n f l ict to

the ~erinh’-~rv all tend to make the use o’ surrocates a worth-

while , if not necessary , strategy. The suner-powers must

avoid direct confrontation on all but the vital issues. Yet

the ideologies of communism and anti-communism demand of those

who hold their tenets sacred , tha t converts and a ll ies he

sough t. These conflicting demands ~f avoidance and action re-

sulted in a search for surrogates. The surrocate arrangement

rermits the acquisition o’ indirect newer L” the control of

situations and events. It also nermits the disengagement or

d isavowa l of the conflic t , with minimum loss of prestice , if

it intensif ies to an unaccentahic degree .
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~oder n conflict is affected by nublic_opinion. This , one

might object , i s not new ; it  has  a lwav ~ been so. There is a

difference now . Communications technology has nrovided the

citizens of “onen societies” with a niethora o f information

on the nol ic ios of covernment ; it orovides thee wi th immedia te

access to the events of con flict ; it involves them in the

nassion of the moment. As a result , cit izens of open socie-

ties are judoing the worth of covcrnriental no l icies and de-

ciding which they will support.

There is also sur fac ing an attitude which attaches moral

significance to the use of certain woanons and a disiriclina-

tion to suocort the use of force in the pursuit of national

objectives. The extent and eventual sicnificance of these

attitudes is not knn~•m . One can hut note their existence arid

commen t that nublic opinion would seem to restrict onen socie-

ties from d irect involvement in situations and events which

o”er the possibility that military force miaht he required .

Modern conflict is characterized by restr ai nt between the

major cowers. This , o’ course , lies at the heart of this

theory g F the chanqinri nature of modern conflict. Restraint

resulted from the very existence of mass-destruction weapons.

Restraint on the cart of the major cowers was reinforced by the

recognition that such weapons were reasonably available to any

nation willing to exoend the resources for the necessary re-

search , develooment , and oroduction. The doomsday nature of

5’~
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nuclear war brought about a mutual recognition that mass-

destruction weacons would only he used in defense of the ulti-

mate national interest. Conseriuentlv , these nations carefully

define their goals to avoid threatening the vital national

interest of other nuclear cowers.

This then is the nature of modern con flict: it is cr0-

tracted ; its focus has shi~ ted 
prom the center of cower to the

periphery; it involves surrogates rather than major powers;

it is af fected to an unknown degree by public oninion; and it

is characterized by restraint between the major powers in d~-

fining and pursuing national objectives.

The Irrational Element

Always lurking in the background of international conflict

is the specter of irrationality. It must never be discounted .

When irrationality gains sway , restraint ceases to function and

war may then occur despite all the limitinc forces which may be

at work.

The specter ~~ irrationality in the ceventies is terrorism .

This weanon of the desnerate and the imootent bids fair to be-

come an increasingly important form of internationa l conflict.

On today ’s international scene , the most notable acts of terror-

sim have erunted from the frustrations of that small segment of

the Palestinian Arabs who have handed themselves together under

the title of the Palestine Liberation Army . They have shocked

the world with their comnlete disregard for life. They have
53
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committed every act their resources permit. They have hijacked

and destroyed international airliners. They have randomly mur-

dered civilians not even remotely connected with their cause.

They have invaded embassies; held hostages and murdered diolo-

rnatic personnel. They traverse international boundaries to

carry out these acts of terrorism . They have even, like a

cripoled animal snapping at its own body, onnosed by force of

arms the very nations giving them shelter .

Similar acts of terrorism have occurred in Latin America.

Though lacking at present the degree and scope of savagery

that is shown by the various Palestinian groups , the potential

is oresent throuchout Latin America for wide-scale terrorism .

The limiting factors on terrorism at the present time

are a lack of o rqan i zat i onal  control , the lack of an autono-

mous operating base , and scarce resources. If one or more of

these deficiencies are remedied , the consecuences could be

far-reaching . Is there one who doubts that groups such as the

Black Seotember Movement would hesitate to use nuclear devices

or bacteriological weapons if the’.’ were available?

The future of terrorism is unclear. It does not , however ,

aooear to have run its course. It remains an obstacle to sta-

bility with which the international community must deal.

The Spectrum of Conflict

There is produced from time to time a work of scholarship

that so clearly portrays the nature of its subject *nd is so
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definitive that its acceptance is immediate and it is instantl ,

identified with its author. Such a work is Rear Admiral Henry

E. Eccles ’s Spectrum of Conflict.

Admiral Eccles first expressed this concect in a chart

prepared for use at the Naval War College in 1954. The chart

was later circulated in Washington and the term ‘spectrum of

conflict” came into general use. This graphic oortrayal of

the varying  in tens i t i es  of con f li c t  as they  s h i f t  and blend

and overlap has since appeared with revisions in Eccles ’s two

major works.7 It has also been exhibited to and discussed by

thousands of Naval War College students.

The result of this is that the Spectrum of Conflict is

now so clearly Ecclesian that any attempt to interpret it fails

flat and seems a poor imitation. Since it is impossible to

deal with a theory of conflict without orotravincz the spec-

trum of conflict intensity , this paper will avoid a poor imi-

tation and present the latest revision of Eccles ’s Soectrum

of Conflict. (See Ficure 1.)

Eccles comments on the Spectrum of Conflict:

The nature of war itself has chanqed . In parti-
cular there no longer is a clear dividing line bet-
ween a state of peace and a state of war. The whole
spectrum of human conflict is rooted in the funda-
mental characteristics of human nature. No graph can
possibly show the reality of the confluence of vary-
m a  forces , pressures, and uncertain reactions that
make up human conflict. Nevertheless...(The Spectrum)

• gives a rough approximation of some of the forces
and situations that overlap in continuall y shifting
rela tionships and circumstances. 8
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Fcc1es ’~ ~n e c t r un  t h e n  ~. l l uc t r a t e s  the  ‘.‘-ir~’1ne in tensities

enceunterod in the continuum o~ con ’li ct. ‘L’h v; it ~ rn”ides

incieh t into the comd ex n a t ’~re o~ mo d e r n  con ’lict.

T his qr -hie illuctrat .ien o~ the ~oectru— n~ cor.’lict lees

have  l i m i ta t i o n s  -~‘hich must be undorstoe’I . The spectrum lacks

the -Ji~~ensien o’ denth and is there~ oro a ci n r li~~i~ -i version

of reality . tt cannot canturo the shift ’— .~rid hien-Is o~ ~n—

tensitv. T~ cannot illustrate the cause and e~~~ec~’ r r - l a t i o n -

ç~~ j o  Tt cannot illustrate the Dretraction o~ conflict.

It must he rococ,nized that the cncctrum t~~~ not ocint to

precisely categorize and cla’-si~ v e~’er” ~~ scil-le cond~~t~~on

and e~~~n~ t o~ con~~lict. It i~ a theor~-tic a1 sHce o~ the con—

tjnuu-l o~ con~~lict. T t c  nurr’ose ~s to educatc , i t  is not a

rule to he laid ar~ain st lir e ~in an attcmnt te “rasure reality .

Fver’i orachic and verba l atternnt to nortrav the oxtraordi-

nary comc1exities o~ human con ljct ~
.,‘i1l have serb -is d~~~ici-

er~c1es. This is not to say th~~t by attcmntine such a ~nrtrayal

one can ’ t im’~rnve one ’s understand -i nn . One “ ‘ulst recorinizo ,

however , that the result will be but a m uch a nor o x i m at i on  o~

rea l ity . Fcc le s ’s ~nectrum nro”icies jnsi’~ht into the comolex

nature oc modern conflict.

cumrnar !.,

In a ~-iorld o’ exoandino technolonv , wi th an ever— creaslnn

number 0C states beinn formed on ethnic and eolonicd founda-

t ionc , ‘he re ‘~eo~ le -ire ~illod “ith asnirations and besot by

~~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~ t he ner”~i I 
(‘end i t  i~~n comr~et t ion and con~ 1 ict

‘
A
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There is neither peace nor war; there is a continuum o~ con-

flict. It is always nre.sent, always a c t i v e ;  only the inten-

sity  o~ tao con flict varies. The most i n t ense  f o r m  of con—

~lic t  is , of course , w a r .

There are essentially two nersoectives  of t h i s  c o n t i n u u m

o~ con’lic t, the romant ic and the realistic. The romanticist

sees the nature of man as tractable and succertjhle to re f orm

throuqh educations and institutional cha nqe. He sees war as

an aberration resultiriq prom the fa ilure of man ’s social in-

stitutions and , therefore , seeks to nrevent war throurTh reform

of these institutions. The realist sees the nature of man as

comnetiti.ve. He sees t h i s  comp et i t ive  n a t u r e  oroducin~, both

conflic t and oror~res s. He seeks to control the con flic t so as

to lt~ it its intensity . A militar y theory of cen ’l ict must

see thinqc as they  are  a rid , therefore , it takes a realistic

vie,.,.

tm h e r e a l ist i c  v ie~’ of c o n f l i c t  is t h a t  it is orotractod ;

that the characteristics of both neace and war are nrecent~ that

they shi6t and blond and overlan throughout the snectrum o~ con-

flict.
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(‘I!A°TER V

T!~E NECES~~TTV mfl~~~

For ciqht tumultuou s and divisive yearn tv’~erica has been

obsessed w i t h  V i e t n a m . Is sues  have ar i s e n  ‘torn that war ‘~hich

as they are raced or avoided ‘~‘ill alter the character of the

.~merj c a n  neop le .  The Un i t e d  c tat e s  r o l e  in i n t e r n a t i on a l noli-

t i c s  w i l l  t her e by  be a l t e r e d . Not all these i ssues  have su p-

~i c ien t lv  formed themse lves  so they  can he read . )ne i ssue

which has su~~ icientlv revealed itcel~ so that one ma” assess

imoortance and e f f e c t  is the  cues ti on  o’ the  r iecess i t”  o~ miii-

tar’.’ fo rce  in the r e s o l u t i o n  of c o n f li c t .

Th i s , o’ course , i s  not a ne ’~’ ‘~u e st i of l .  I t  has  been asked

by man throuqhout history . The end o~ a war always raises the

question ane~.’, since man ‘or a h r e~ t i r e i s  ~1icmaved  by t he

slaugriter. Tn this roqard the “ietn-as, wa -p- was exce’-~tj on a l  on ly

in  t h a t  the  need ~or m i l i t ar y  ‘orce was  ok i e st i on e d  e a r ly ;  t h e

questirninc cersisted and comMunication’ trchr .elon’.’ nre’.’i led

urinrecedented visu al dissemination of the results of militar y

force and the orotests aqainst that force. Current political ,

social , and “ilit~~rv writinqs and discussions mirror the ques-

t i o n :  is t he  u se  o~ m i l i t a r y  f orce n e c e s sary  to solve con ’lic tc

amona nations?
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Views ~)n the Necess it I  For Force

Admiral Henry E.  Eccles recently commented :

0ne o~ the most interestjnq trend s in m ilitar y
and nolitjcal discussions and literature today is
t he  an n ar e n t  i m p l i c i t  a s s u m p t i o n  t h a t  we will never
a q a i n  ~c t ua l lv  use m i l i t a ry  fo rce  on a s ien i F i ca n t
scale.

The arguments , discussions , and actual nolicies
that are adonted all seem to he based on the con-
cert that everythina we do is designed ~or deter-rence of one sor t or ano ther. I’ the de terren t
proves ine~~’ective , and “c have to engaco in com —
bat , we seem uncertain as to what we shall do.

I have a qreat ~eelinc of unease as I listen
to these d i s c u s s i o n s  and read the l i t e r a t u r e .  The
f ac tors wh ich a c t u a l l y  dec ide the outcome 0 F hos ti l-
ities seem to he downgraded time and again , more by
im o li c a t i o n  than  by overt  statement.’

Bernard Brodje in his latest and most imoortant hook , ~“ar

& Politics, addresses the possible future of war and mi litary

force:

~1here war was once accented as inevitably a nart of
the human cond i t ion , r eg re t ab l e  in i t s  t r a g i c  d e t a i l s
hut offering valued compensations in onportunities
for valor and human greatness--or , more recently , an
oooortunity For the ascendency of superior oeonies--
the modern attitude has moved towards rejection o~
the conceot of war as a means o~ rosolvina international
or other disoutes. Especially strikinc is the ma rk ed
fadiria of the  p u r s u i t  o~ glory either as in incentive
towards war and warlike acts or even as a suitable
comoensation for the evils of war induced by other
causes. Present 1usti~ icat1on of war and o~ orenar-
ations for war anpear to he confined lar~ie1y to self
de~cnse--exoanded by the sunernowers f o  include de-
fense of client states--or , in a very few instances ,
correction of what is conceived to be the most blatant
i nj u s t i c e .

. . . t h a t  v io l ence  shou ld  c o n t i ni ; in d e f i n i t e ly  to
take the specific institutional form known as war , which
involves always a f a r  gr e a t e r  j n t e ns ’itv and m i q n i~~udc’
of violence than is likeli to he encountered threuch

~‘ore snontaneous and J~esc 
5ornal outlct~~, is no-- ’ 1~~’

cidedly questionable .4

5 q
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~hus “the dean o~ American civilian strateaistn 0 seem s to

suqqest that the events of the rOcent n- i c t , the decades o~

conflict and year s o~ war to which the ‘..‘orl-~ h ¾ 5  been suh jected ,

have orovided man with the wisdom , or the ~aut ion , which will

allow him to avoid the larqe-scale use o1 mili tary f o r c e  in the

fu ture.

Professor Samuel P. Huntirinton ’s recent article in The

Annals o’ the American Academy of PoUtical and Social Science

dc -al s with the role of the U. S. militar y establishment in the

“nost containment ” era. Huntinaton cites the need ~or miii-

tarv naritv with the Soviet Union; he calls for the develon—

~
-
~~t o

e doctrine to counter Soviet mil itar” interventien in

Third ‘~orld con ’licts; he states the need ‘or substantial naval

Yarces in the carnin’—i decades. For all o’ that , there is a

chara cter , a mcccl , an ambience -a bout the article wh i c h  suqoests

that proner diolomatic maneuverina will obviate the need for

milit ary force.*

*Therp i s  intended no disnaracement o~ the imoortant
concents set forth b~ Huntinaton. The article is a
far-ranainri and provocative analysis of America ’s in-
ternationa l role in the recent nast and near future.
HuntinatOn ’s article is one of the 5irst cost-Vietnam
strategic analyses tha t has not been dominated by a
mea culna view of that con fl ict. The article is 0~~~

sinnular imoortance and deserves care’ul consideration.

( - ( 1  
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This ambience is dif ficult to nix-i down since as Eccies

says the issue is raised more by imolication than by direct

statement. A careful between-the-lines readinc o’ a ~~~

select quotations will , however , reveal the imol icat ions :

In an era of neriotiation , naradoxicallv , the
notential uses of military force mu ltinlv: mili-
tar” build-ups , wear’ons decisions , denloyrsents ,
and oven ac t ions , all become ways o’ not simnlv
deterring militar y aqcirosciori by the other cower ,
hut also ways of nutting cressure on him to make
concess ions at the neaotiatinc table.3

The underlvinn questions concerns the extent to which
nuclear weaoons can and will clay a nolitical role in
the relations among states. The issue is not military
canahilities , hut the meaninas which neonlo attach to
military canahilities ~~~Thhose view 0 F those mean-
inas is to prevail.4

Existing Euronean deolovments o~ American forces h-ave
to he justi~~iod in terms of diclomacv , not deterrenco.~

Flrodie , Eccio s , and Huntinclton are quoted not onlv to Focus

on an issue o~ contemnorarv inmortacce hut also to raise an

issue central to a r”ilitarv theory o~ conflict. It would have

been possible to do this by ciuotinq ‘u l l - b l o w n  r om a n t i ci st s

whose idea of achievinc peace is limited to unilateral di~~arm a-

mont and trust in the innate noodness o~ man. Such aeonle are

nOt , however , taken c~~r ieus 1~’. Urodie and h unt 1 noton are son —

our schol ar s . Their nuotatiens c,ted above are not in them-

qel’ios objectionable. Indeed , on a line-by-line hasis one

would aaree with most they sa” . it is , however , what t~ic’.’ do

not saY that noint- s towards the lam er scue. There is lackinci

the cav ’at that mi litar Y force on a sian i~ icant scale will

(-I
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undoubtedly he requirt~ ’ in the f uture. ‘ibis omission 1cr~ds

weight to the implicit assunotion of which Fcclcs sooke and

h-rina c it-ito focus the larqer issue of the need ~or mi l tar ’

force in the resolution of international con 1lic t.

i~he Evidence o~ History and l~ ’ents

how does one assess such an int un oibie and emotional issue

as the neces;;itv ~or 
force? One considers the evjJrn~:r of his-

tory; one considers the views of knowledceahle observers of the

current scene ; finally , throug~i ri -~orous anal”sis o~ tric- evi-

dence o~ history and current events and an intuiti’-.’e evaluat b r .

of the results of this analysis , one arrives at one ’ s own con-

~ l u s i ~~,ns.

And ‘- ‘hat is the evidence of histor”? In ‘t 9 6 3 , the °niont

historians “ill and ~rjel Durant :-inncd the ~~~~ deca los 0’

wor~ on their monumental study The Story o’ Civilization with

a slender “nlumo entitled The Lessons of History . ~~~~ to  history

and war , they wrote:

war i s  one 0~~~ the constants n ’ h i s t o ry , and h-as n-n t
diminished w ith civiliz ation or demo-:’-,-ic’,’ . In thc
last 3 ,421 years of recorded his~ n r-’ o n ”  ~~8 ~‘i” e
seen no war. we have ack nnwlr’d r’cd ~- ‘ -i~~ -i s at ‘- - -ecent
the ultimate ~orrn o f ccmt~et it jon and n - ’~ m u
tion in the human snecie’- . “P~~ ] e’”05 ~~~~ ‘~~r~,t nn ,”
said Heracleitus; war or compc ’ti~~i’-’n , ~~ t~~~

- t ’  ‘ather

~ a ll things , the notent source o’ 1 ~~~~~~~~~ j f l”  fltiofl -s ,
institutions , and states . Peace is -i ’-~ L ‘st,a h Ic’ ‘~ ‘u i lih - -

• rium , ‘-‘hich can be nreserved only b” -~ckn - -- l ’ ~ ‘o- l sunre-
macy or equal cower.6
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“ich-ael hV’ward , who refers to him self as an unrenentant

his torian , is without cuection one o~ the ne~~t astute observers

o~ the current scene. He comnents on the nccessit’i ‘or force

and the accectahilit” of fo r ce .  (One must cause to note that

the necessity for ~orce and the accoctuhiljtv o’ ‘orce are

not the same thino . The distinction between the two is guite

o’ten overlooked.)

To assume that oreat noliti~~-a1 ends s o-h ~ s the
mouldina of nations or t h r ~ makinri ri’ r-?v”~lutions can
he achie~,’ed without the use , or threatene l 150 , O~~~

‘orce , tha t nocessar’i change can always be e~~’ec ted
by rational bargaininc, and ci”ilized discussion , is
a western bourgeois illusion shared by nobody in any
communists country and by a decreasina number of
neor’le in the third world. To asr ur,e that the use
0c such force will not involve tr ac ic suf fer ing to
thousand s who have done nothing to deserve it ± 5 ,

to cut it m ildly, highly ontimistic. This does not
absolve mankind From the ohlicatjon to labour heroic-
ally to settle its crohiems and effect its changes with-
out re~ortinc to force ; though the knowledqe that one
or both car ties can be relied on never to resort to
force wha tever the circumstance may make such neqo-
tiations not easier , hut a great deal more difficult.

~Jor does it absolve mankind.., from the obligation to
see that i~~~ 

force is used , it should he done as
economically , and with as little collateral damage
as no~~ jblo . But the events in Ria ’ra , and in 1liet-
nam , rem ind us tha t there are still questions today ,
as there were in Rismark ’s time , which c annot he
settled by soceches and resolutions of majorities , but
only by iron and blood .7

~~~t is unnecessary to cite further authorit~’. The reality

is that war is a historical constant and to think that nations

can comoete in the international struggle for power without

resortina to m ilitar ’~’ force on a siqni~~ican t scale is naive.

But as Eccies indicated much 0 F today ’s pol itical and mi litar’.’

- 
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discussion and literature imnlicitlv assumes that L~rce-scale

militar y force can he avoided . Two cuestiens o’ importance

are  raised by t h i s  assumption: ‘irst , how did this idea cain

credence; second , what of~ eCts ~nllow wide accentance o~ tnis

assum ’--ition; are they harmful , benef ic ia l , or uncertain?

‘rho Origins of the Ass-iimntion

How then did this assumrtion that force will no longer

be recuired on a large scale gain credence? TThat factors o~ ve

bir th to the idea ? What conditions nutured the idea? A full

exploration of the origins o~ the idea is no small task since

it seems rooted in the exhaustion that ‘ollow col twenty-five

year s o~ cold war tens ion and in the frustration o~ some eight

“ears of con flict in Vietnam . It is cossible , however , through

a series of terse assertions to turn the more imoortant face ts

o the  idea to the l i g h t  of incau i r” .

The possibility of n u c l e a r  war is now considered remote.

There has been an intuitive rejection of the idea o~ nuclear

war b’; most Americans. It has to do with a lessening o~ cold-

war tensions .~nd year s o~ never-materializing threats losirv i

their potency. There is .also an element o~ sei~~-dccetion in-

volved . The immensity 0 ç the economic and i ndustrial effort

to construct an effective nation-wide civil defense sv,st~ m w i t h

the imnlicd disruntion of the normal social natterns o~ lif e

resulted in an instinctive rejection O~~~ t he civil defense concept

by tuc American neonlo and thc ’i r elected renresentatives. H~ Vt nc

(4
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reiected--and probably wisely rejected--the sacrifice and dis-

cinline necessary to construct and exist under such a system ,

the American reonle then o’ necessity intuitively rejected

that which would make such a civ il de fense ~‘.‘stem necessary--

the nossibilitv o~ nuclear war.

The end of the Vietnam ¶Ja r has signaled the end o~ an era.

Suonorters and onnonents alike have turned with an overwhelm-

inc sense of relief from this tragic a~~ air which neither riroup

understood and neither groun wanted . For di~~~erent reasons ,

they now turn their collective nationa l attentions to domestic

matters. International difficulties arid conflicts will not

easily cain again the attention of the American neople.

The concoct o~ a continuum of conflict with its snectrum

of vary ing intensities is not understood. In snite of the

les sons o~ history and the evidence o~ events , war is s till

considered by most Americans an aberration. The idea that

peace can exist even though violence and force annear in vary-

in~ degrees is not accented . The end o’ active hostilities

is, therefore , considered peace. Peace once established ob-

viates the need for force.*

*Tn fairness to Bernard Brodie , who was quoted earliei on
the future o~ war , it must be stated that he holds no such sun-
olistic views . He acknowledges that “ ...all eras have had to
adjust to the idea that there could he international vicdence
short of war. ”8
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The disnar-aqement o’ nower recuires -a denial o~ the need

fr)r~~~orce. There arc a goodly number o~ the American intellec-

tual community which viscerally rejects the concoct o’ a need

~or militar y force to resolve international conflict. This

is rooted in the belief that national cower is somehow evil

and that America has a choice between cower nolitics and some

other  for-n o~ f o r e i g n  nol i cy  t h a t  does not i nvo lve  i t s e lf  in

a strucgle for cower.

The acceotance of deterrence as a valid defense strategy

has oromoted the idea that conflict can he a-,’oided . It is

aenerallv accer-ited that deterrence is a vali d and comprehen-

sive strategy . This mistaken holic~ has brought about the idea

that the very existence oF mass-destruction woanons has assured

their unuse, and , thereby deterred the threat of nuclear arma-

geddon. Nations , so the idea goes , scared the larger ‘-‘ar can ,

therefore , avoid the smaller wars i~ the” so choose.

These attitudes feed 0F f one another , c,aining raomentu~ and

vi sibility with each restatement. it is from these ittitude s

tu at  the  idea tha t lar ge scale force is no longer necessar~ is

caining credence. Underlying all this is a oeneral and nor-

vasive weariness with war and internationa l tensions and I S S Ue S

o~ ereat moment. The years o~ threats and v iolence and concern

with international diff iculties have taken their toll on the

A merican neonle.

1- (~



The_ Effects o~ the Assumption

American interest in internation af’a i rs is under goinc a

c h a n g e .  Whereas the focus o~ attention in recent years has

been nrimarilv on con flicts and difficulties , the emnhasis now

annears to he movinr-’ towards those areas of mutual concern to

man ’- ’ nations which offer the possibility o’ oroductive coocera-

tion. The interest of private citizens and cornorations as

well as that o~ aovernment is now be i ng focused on such issues

as the territorial limits o~ nations as they a~~~ect international

fishing rights and internationa l cooneration in the field 0f

ener gy sources. Above all , the American neocle are showinc an

overri dinc concern ‘~‘ith domestic matters . Thus the ready accent-

ance of schemes and solutions ‘•~hich off er an  a’,’oida :mce 0 ’ in-

volvement in international con clictr .

So the  second cuostjOfl is reached . ‘- -‘h-a t e’~ octs ‘nIb ” wide

acceptance o’ the assumntjon that force will no longer be rer-iuired

on a larce scale; arc these ef’ect-s I-nneficial , harm ful , or

uncer ta in ?

5nne offects are henc ’ici al . When a large and nnwer’ul nation

like the United Stat’~s directs even a small cart of its inter—

national concern to matters such as the food potential of the

sea , energy sources , and env ironmental control , some beneficial

resul-~s assured i’, must ‘~~llew 
ror these matters are of vital con—

cern to all nations. Not the lease o~ these beneficial effects

is the ‘ierv fact that the sucerno’-’ers are exoloruig areas o’

coor~e” atiOn is. solvinc comn~on crohlems.

•
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Other effects of the assumption are harmful. The avoid-

ance of reality al”iavc has a crice. And the idea that the

United States with its size , power , and imnortance could ex-

ist in this closely knit international s’,stem and avoid the

conflicts that require the use , or capability to use , ‘orce

is nothing if not an avoidance of reality .

These harmful effects cannot be soelled out in detail , ~or

to do so would require an unaccootable degree o~ sneculation.

It is cossible , however , to set forth in general term s the

harmful effects to national security which could follow common

nublic acceptance of the notion that the use of force  on a
*

significant scale is no longer necessary .

The immediate and continuing result of such an assumption

would be a reduction in military aporonriations that would

require significant reductions in the size and armament of the

military establishment. There would naturally ~oblow a corres-

nondine reduction in military caoahility with a reduced exnec-

tation on the oart of the Executive for the utility of the

nation ’ s militar y effort.

None o~ these things are in themselves necessarily harmful .

Indeed , many would oroclaim them cardina l virtues to he zealously

*The soeculative nature of such conjecture is emphasized
by the unavoidable use of such subjective terms in the state-
ment r f the or000cjition as “common public accentance ” and
“ significant scale. ”
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sought. Most thoughtful ooonle would agree , however , t ha t

the si ze and armament and character of a nation ’s armed forces

should he in direct relation to the nation ’ s noint of view anc.

economic condition. The dispute , of cours e, is over what the

nation ’ s ooint of view should be towards international affa ir s

and ho’-: th e economic assets o~ the nation should he utilized .

The danger to national security , in assuming that America

can avo id the conflicts of the world , lies in the reduction

oc the military establishment without ro~ ard ~or the 
factors

which make ~or nceratjonal readiness and comba t effectiveness.

That is to sa”: if the reductions are hanh~ zard and made with-

out regard to the need for concentual harmony and unity o F

nurnose in the employment of the military e~~ ort; i’ the

budgetary system continues to try to force the service struc-

tures into alignment with the artificialities of the budget’ s

torminolog’.’; if the budgetary process continues to nrornote

interservice comnetition for de’enso allocations at tho cx-

nense Of doctrina l harmony ; the result will be a r educ t ion  in

military caoahilitv far below that nianned or anticipated .

The Executi’- ’e is then left with an uncertainty as to the use-

fulness of the military effort to supnort even a maintenance

of the status cuo .

The lonc range resul ts of a nation uncertain as to the use

of military Corce and possessing a reduced militar y capability

cannot he forecast without , aoain , indulging in speculation
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~i ’’ ic ult to r ’on t r n l  T~~ does need sa”ino , hn’ - ’n ’’nr , t b-a t ~

‘- ‘eakrned and uncertain nation ~~~~ more 1i 1’r’l ’ t O  attemo $ ~~~~~~~~~

‘Io n a r .  I ~ n~~on ’’r - ’-it ion -a l ~~~~~~~~ ens r i u r ~~nr ’ t i m es 0~~ cris~.s than 15

on c where mfl’ . ’er is nt ahl ~ and ‘-‘hose irme se I C - ’
~~~ i in.

m ercnect i~~n

°ne canno t vie’-’ the need ‘or m il itar” Fnr ç, ohir-ct i

unless rape ~inders t.andr the conc~ ”t o~ a continej— o~ c°n’ijct

‘-‘ith its spectrum of ‘jar ’inci intensities .

T c  one cling s to the ~im ”li sti c concert o ’ neaco hein’~

the normal rattern o’ relations amonc nations and war bit an

aberrant intrusion , then one w ill j-idce the need ‘or military

‘orce on the ba s ic  of transitcr\’ “~or ali t iec -~<n~ oncod ‘or ti e

most c-art h’.’ m eaningless nlrio inn .*

“henc’vrr a nation concei’Tes o~ peace -as ho absence o~~

actual ho ’-tiliti os and takes this concept as its m ational coal ,

it is clacing itcel~ at th o  mercy ra ’ other states ‘-‘hich are

‘- -ill i ’~c to use mi l it a r y force

flne ~~~~~~~~~~ , o’ course , ackno -’ledcc the dilemm a . A

ira ~etinc i t s  roscon~~a hil it ies to its citizens ma’.’ “cry ‘-‘eli

have to take actions which ‘.‘hen ludged h” the standards o~

individual moralit’, may he considered immoral .

*~~~~ jraç’s nrevido nersoective to recall that the mili tar~’—
industri al comd ex war once the ‘arsenal o~ democracy. ”
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Such statements have been condemned during the bitter de-

bates over the Viewnam War as evidence o~ the immorality of

American society. ~et how much does the ‘rcedom to make such

critici sm denend on this country ’ s ability to crovide social

and colitjcal security? Such cecurit’.’ does not devolve unon

a nation because o~ the goodness of its neorle or the nobility

of its nurpose. it is earned and it must ho r e — e a r n e d  each

t ime that securit’.’ is threa tened.

A Switzerland or a Liechtenstein may avoid an’i need ~or

miljtar” force. But the United States cannot -avoid hoinc

oronared to use military force in almost any cart of the scec—

trum of conflic t. Neither can the Soviet Union , The People ’ s

Reoublic 0’ China , Tana n , or Germany , or any other nation which

occunies or asnires to a nosition oF resnonsihilitv .

Raymond Arr,n writino in 1956 of the reverses suf’ered by

the United States following World ‘oar TI , vis—a-vis the ~n’riet

Un ion , addressed the nec~ ssitv for military force :

The American reverses recall the lesson. . . that
strength wi thout the will to use it , without a motiva-
tinc idea is sterile.

Nothing would he more absurd than to see” in our
cen tur” edifying illustrations of the theme of virtue
t r i u moh a n t .  The non-v io lence  ~~~~f our Indian friends
was e’fective acajnst the T~ritish but it did not save
the .tews o~ F-urone from extermination and it would
not have  nr otected t h e  Poles , Ba i t s , or C e n t r a l  A s i a n s
p rom the Russians or the  Germans .  I t  was not non-vio--
lence , if we are to believe ~r. Khrushchev , which spared
the Ukrainians the rigors of donortation , but their
numbers.

Let us have the courage to admit that the fear o~ war
i s  o f t e n  the  t ’ir an t ’ s on n o r t u nity .  . . 9
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Ch APTEr? ‘71

THE USE OF r)n~-:r; :? AND FORCE

‘~amuel P. }iuntinriton w rit h e’ o~ t-he Vorea n I-?a r and the

American military establishment tc~icho~1 ran the  c e n t r a l  i s s u e s

in the use o’ no’-’er and force;

The U n i t e d  S t at e s  had no s’.-e~~~ir~s goals ; it simni”
wished to r e e st a b li sh  the  s t a t u s  oun ant e . Th is
r e oj i re d  the  c a r e f u l  m e a su r e m e n t  an~ cal~~ulatod
emni rayment o~ the militar y ~rarce to achieve this
coal. ~jghtinc a war accordjno t~~ Clausewitz rather
t h a n  Luden For~~f , however , ~-‘a s a new exne r i ence  to
A m e r i c a n s  and one wh ich  they  cenera l l’,  were  unwill-
ing to accent .’

Tn the use of oower and force  two i s sues  ar c  a l ’-:.~”s nrc-

sent , d e m a nd i nc  t he  a t t e n t i o n  o~ nolitical -i nd milit ary leader

alike. These are the nrimacy of r’olitical nurorase -and the

moulding of military strategy to the nersd s ra ’ n a t i o n a l  oh~~cc—

ti’.’es. Without these twin c o n t r o l s  j nrno .sed ~~~“ the s t a t e , m i l i ~

ta ry Force becomes an act ra’ blind violence.

One has little di~~~icultv in eindjpo gunnort ‘or thesr’

concocts .  A lm o s t  “ i th o u t  excent ion , those  concerned  acres’

th a t  the  coricent s ar e  r igh t  and n e cr a r c~~r v .  Yet i f  ac tions and

words in other contexts arc to he believed , the imolications

0c these twn ccnc’-ctS are just not understood .

~rionq the writer ’ s contemnoraries a~ the U a v a l  War C o l l ege ,

the comolaint is ‘recuently heard c~ the war in V ietn am , that

i t  was a “nol i t i ca l ” war and that “nolitical constraints ” kent

the  mi lit ar ” establishment ~ rori “winn ing ~hc’ wa r . ”

a ’
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A professor of nol itical science p rom Amherst asked the

w r i t e r , “Are  the re  not conce ivab le  situations where the .JCS

a s a hod~’ would  nr op e r l ’-’ re fu s e  to obey the  o rde r s  of the  Pre-

s i d e n t  when i t  was c lear  t h a t  the Congress  and the peonle were

opposed to a war?”2 Subsequent conversation indicated that

t h i s  crofossor  t h o ueh t  the re  were indeed such s i t u a t i o n s .

These tvo ext remes  i l l u s t r a t e  the necess i ty  f or a critical

look at  these vor ” imnor tan t issues.

The ~r im acv  o~ Political Purpose

That nolitical nurnose should dom i nate in the emolovinerit

of m i l i t a ry  power and corce is , on the 5ace of i t , a s ta te-

men t o~ the obv ious .  C iv i l i a n  control  of t h e  m i l i t a ry  e f f o r t

is , in the United °tates , a fundamental concent ‘.--ith almos t

t o t a l  a c con tan ce :  s c h o l a r s  who w r i t e  on colitics and war seem

to cons ider  the concept so bas ic  t h a t  ‘~‘h i lc  ~a statement o~ it

is oh l i c at or v , exn l o r a t i o n  of the  concept is r a r e ly  cons idercd

necc.ssar,~,; * those ‘~‘ho hold n o lit i c a l  o~~fi c c  accent  w i t h o u t  -iuos-

tion the sunerior—subordinate relationship . The milit ary os—

tablishinent itself accepts its subordination as r i - ’h t  and

honorable; they refer to the relationshir ere~~ ently in ‘nternal

*There arc excentions . Among the se r ious  works which ox-
olore in detail the civ il-militar y relationshin , the most corn—
nr ehcnc i’.’e ar e :  Samu e l  H u n t i n e t o n , The ~o1dier and the ~tate
(Cambr id ce :  Havard  U n i v er s it ”  press , 1 i - i ’~ “i er r f s  l a n ow i tz ,
The pro fessiona l Soldier (New “erk: Fr-a n ~resc , 1960); 9ernard

~rodie, “ar And Oo1jtj’~~ (New York: M - acmil li ~~n , 1973).

C
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publications and cite it often as the reason wh’.’ the’, shoulo

not comment on m a t t e r s  wh ich  are  o h v i o u sl”  co l i t i ca l  in  n a t u r e .

For a l l  of that , it is su b m i t t e d  t h a t  the c e n t r a l  issue

in the emolovment of mil itar y force is the nrimacv of nolitical

nuroose. Though the conceot receives obeisance from all

quarters , there arc implications and corollaries and sub-

ordinate concepts which devolve naturally ‘ron the original

concent that are not generall” understood . One need not look

f a r  to ‘ m d  examoles of th i s  lack of u n d e rs t a n d i ng .

The New York Times renorted Admiral Thoma s H. Moore~~,

Cha irman o’ the Joint Chiefs of Sta Ff , as testifvina to the

House Defense Anoronriation Subcommittee on 9 Janua’-’i l97~~:

(t h a t  he , M o o r e r ) . . . a l wa v s  t hough t  an invas ion  ci
North  Vie tnam would he a des i rab le  mo”e f rom t~-
strictly mili tary viewooint.. .Asked if the ~TC~
vocated a la~~~~invasion o~ the North as a means
of o u t fl a nkj n q  the enemy , Admiral Morarer said , “Yes
Sir , on occasion we have recommend ed the  f l a n k i nc
movement you talk about. ”

Admiral Moorer str essed that the wa r was “not
f o u g h t  in accordance ‘~,i th basic military nrincinles 

3a l o n e . . .  (t h e r e  w e r e) . .  .man noli t icaT~~ om n l ic at i o nc . ”
(Emphasis sunclied.) 

-

The statement , as renorted , suggests a lack cf anereciation

of the imnlications inherent in the concent 0’ n e l it i c a l  -‘r i-

m~ c~’ . To conceive of a major application of m ilitary ‘orce,

such  as i n v a si o n , “ f r o m  the st r ic tl ~’ m i l i t a ry  “ i ew n o in t ” is

to aenore the cause and e f f e c t  r c l at i o n s hi . o  of m i l i t a r y  ~-a rce

and n o l it i ca l  conceguence . To consider that war’are can be

74
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conducted without “ nolitical comnlications ’ i s  to fail to

understand tha t war is a r-aolitical act. *

A restatement o~ the Pr i m -ac ’ of nolitjcal nurpose from

the standoojnt of militar y resnonsihility may irinrovo per-

spective. The nurnose o~’ the  m i l i t a ry  establishment is to

create, maintain , and emnlov combat ‘orces in sinpOrt_0’

n o l it i c a l  objectives.

Tt  m u s t  be r ocoon ized  t h a t  a l l  n o l i t i c a l— m i l i t a ry  orob-

lems a re  i n t e r r e l a t e d; t h e y  i n t e r a c t  in a chanainc? cause and

e f f e c t  r e l a t ir a n c h i n . ~ut wherc’as the militar y n!-ohlen5 are

in themselves car-~able o’ solution much as a nuzzle ma” he

solved , the political nrohlems are really “dif~~icultics ”

‘~‘hich r esnond to a n a ly s i s  and nro fessjonal -~ui<-iement and may

he overcome hut are incanable of solution. Th u s colitical

nurnose  m u s t  d om i n a t e  the employment of militar y Force lest

the nolitical di~~~iculties he worsen by imnro”idcnt mi l it a r ’,’

a c tio n s .

*Anv c r it - i c i sm  wh i c h  may accrue  to A d m i r a l  Aoorer  ‘rom
these r e m a r k s  may be doub ly  aonliocI  to those Congressmen who
received the testimony without comment. They , -a ’ter all , oc-
cunv t r i o  q u n e r i o r  n o s i t i o n  in t h i s  s u nor i o r- suh o r d i n a t e  re-
l a ti o n s h in .  One “-a n he certain no ‘;uch criticism was made;
the  media .i ra u l i have ~leeFu1iy renorted every word .

-an enli’a U~~~n ~iscussion 0 F 
~~~~~~~ “ n u zz l e ” and the

“d i ’’ic ult ”  so- -’ 1{r’ n ry  F .  Ecclcts , ‘~i1it ,~rv Concr’ots and Philo—
sop h : ( ‘ :~~‘ “~run swick , ~~~~ • : R u t  se~~s ~~n i ” n r s i t ”  °rs ’ss, I
n . 1 2 1 — 1 3 1 .
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Th ere h a s arisen over tine an inexnl i - -ai  le t t  t i t iri e t~-

~‘a r ~~s t h e  C m n lr ~\’n en t  o~ n - i l i t a r ”  ‘~orce  ~an ~ ‘he ‘rimac’.’ ra 1

‘~e1i~~i a l nur~ °s--’. “his i ’  t i t ide , which is held r o t  onl ’

some m i 1 a t ar ’ :  men ut  ! ‘ ‘  a r e ’- .’ nol a t a n  1 l ea d e r s  as  -,el 1

seems to  he that while th ’ iecision to use m il it ar ’~ ‘o rc e  is

‘-‘rali~~ical race , t hat “onc e t : o  riUfl~~ I p ~’i n  to ~~~o~~t ” !-)Oll t j—

ca l  l e a d e r s  should de’er to militar y ri ca n ‘or the or o k i c e

~~~ro~~ becomes ono o~ t~~e -at~~ a i - ’y’~en t  c~ v i - ~ t o r” . T h i s  a t t i t : d s’

is ~~x~~r e s se r~ by , 0~~~ a l l  neon le , ‘1-ar” ‘cCa r thv in a re”iew o ’

~!a l b er s  ~~~r~~’ s The Rest  and  th e  f lr i  
~ht°’t . Cl- ~~ ‘‘rotc’ :

On the whole , the cenerals nercoii’ed the logic
of the Vietnam commit’-’c’nt ‘suite clearly : jF you
were gojn’-i to stay there , you - ‘ould need m or e  men ,

~ore hardware , ~ou ‘‘ould ha v e to bo”Th th e  n o r t h , a nd
the sooner the better , mine Ha i’~hone hjrbor and not
hcc~~tate to hit the dikes . given the a i m , t b~~” ’ e r e
riaht; ma be , g iven_ the a i m , ‘Th n er a l  ~‘u r t i c  Lc - ’ia’.’ ‘ias
richt: i - victory was whit ‘-la s winted ... ~F”nhasi s
sunn1ied .)~~~ 

- - — -

The’ whole noint o~ the matter is that ‘iss McCarthy is

wronc and so are an~’ m i l i t a ry  men who thi nk that once the

‘‘a r braryins , victory in the ~a-:’\rthirian sense becomes the

dominant factor. Perhaps this was true in -in ca’-lier and

less comn 1ioat~ d ame , thouch one woul d  ho hard-nressed to

identif .’ t o o  er a .  Af ter all , the single unif ying thread in

r~~ t one m t  h u n g - r i r  on w h e t h e r  the tact icc reforred to
should or shou ld  not have’ been emolovod , it needs sa~’inq that
the n oint  h a s  n e th i n r r  to do with all that. ‘l’he neint is surely
t~~~~~~i t  ‘.ar 15 i nol itica l act and that one cannot consiher m iii—
t ar\ ’ i ot  ions o ’ cOn se’s11Pnc~ without considering the nolitical
j ’,r t ’  I 1. ~ ! iCf l~~~
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Clausewitz ’-s fln War is  tb -a t w a r  i s  not an isolated act of vio-

lence hut a continuation of polit ics and therefore must be

subordinated to political nurpose.

This MacArthurian concent of victory-- ” Fhere is no sub-

sti tute for victory --has little meaning in matters o~ national

strateav today. Tt is a dangerous and outmoded concent ‘or a

nation to espouse in this time of thormo-nuclear “canons anu

protracted conflict. ‘lilitarv success is now gaged , as indeed

it has prohabl” always uc en , on a t t a i n m e n t  0 F n o l i t i c a l  objec-

t ives

Th~ t is not to say that tactical victory , “ictorv on the

hattle~~ield , has lost its importance. Tt has not. ‘~‘hcre”er

an army takes  the  f ield , w henevr’ r a fleet denln’,s for battle

i t does so wi t h  the  exoocta tion 0~~~ victor” and must bond e”erv

e’fort to achieve that victor” .

The objectives ~~ foreign nolicy today are to control

situations and events so that lonri-ranqe’ nationa 1 in terests

are served w i t ho ut  j n t~~p~~j f v~~~cy con f l i c t  to the  n o i nt  where

n a t i o n a l  s u rv i v a l  becomes a t  i s s u e .  This  is  t he  r e s t r a i n t

which n clear “canons have hrou’sht to the international struc-

rile ‘or nowor . To insure that this restraint is onerative

thro-rohout the S000 t r um  o~ Con flict intensities , the E x e c u t iv e

a ll exercise ririorois control of nolic” and its i mn l em e n t a -

1 0 1.
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This rigorous control of nolacy implementation wi l l ho

‘elt most keenly during actual hostilitje~~. The need to

limit the scone and intensit y of con’l i- -’ ‘- ‘ill resul t in the

Executive reservin’s to itself not oni” control ~~~‘ m a ss-

destruction weapons but also the authority to use weapons and

t c c h n ic ue s  w h i c h  h e r e t o f o r e  have been considered conventional.

Thus , electronic and thermo-nucl--’ar technology has b r ou gh t

about a situation where the Executive is ‘- ‘illinc to accent

stalemate and tactical defeat on an unnrccedented scale i~~~ the

alternative annears to be an increased chanc’-’ 0~~~ the use’ o’

mass—d estruction weapons. A new dimension is thereby brour-’nt

to warfare; a dimension with which civil and militar y authority

has not vet come to orins.

Civil authority must distinguish with great skill between

those matters which are of central imoortance and those which

are —erinheral to the national interest. Civilian leaders

must understand ho’~r to use military force annrooriatelv and

e’’ectiv’al” . ‘rhey must also learn that the time to assess the

moral ity o’ a nar ticula r use 0~~~ fo rce  is bo’orc that force is

hro icht to bea r .  A d m i r a l  H .  E .  Fcclos s ne a k s  to these needs :

In essence this boils r i r - r~~n to a twe’old neces-
si tv: a koen sense of mutual responsibility -and
the develonment of concentual unity and coherence
s t a r t i ng  at  t h e  tcn and descend m g 5 .  t u -
“'and .

~~~~The nolitic -tan has the resnonsihilitv to e st d - —
fish and exnresc his oolicv in such terms that it
can be mili taril ” supported . The m a u i t a r v  m a n  has
the rc’sponsihilit” to carry Out the m ilitary asnects

7~
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of tue nolicy. However , it is absurd to believe that

~he r)oli t ici -tn ~ an cxnect lo’:ai sunnort when he is
ambiguous and vacallatin ’s in his nolic” . He there-
‘ore has the obli-sation to develon concentual unity
and coherence. When circumstances recuire a shirt
in nolicy , he ha~ the resoonsibility to maintain
clarit y and coherence in the new nolicv .

To the deoree that the politician insists on the
subordination of the military to the civilian , to
that same decree he increases his oblication. TF
ho acts otherwise there will be two inevitable con-
ser,uences : the nolitical-militar” eff ort will he
hamoered and nerhans de Feated , and good and loyal
men wil l  become ‘rustrated , nerhans beyond norma l
endurance .  ~

‘~ilitarv authority is ‘aced with an even more direct and

elemental burden as a resul t o~ this new di-iension of warfare.

The mil itary establishment must be able to accent the no-win

situations and the tactical de feats and still maintain a via-

ble combat ~orco wit h high morale. Tn the continuum o~ con-

flict there are no time-outs ~or Hamlet-1i~ c introspection and

social exoerimentation with basic concentc suoh as -liscinline

and m di ’.’ idual resnonsihi lit” .

t is -~lear that the mi litatv no -ic r o’ the united ‘tates

has been ~~- ‘r~’ased by the Vietnam ‘‘ar -and i~~s associated dis—

ruotien of domestic a”alrs . This stems darec ti ’ ‘re’~ the

di~~te ’rtin rr of hisic values and the downcradin” n~ those essen-

tial m ilitar y concepts which —a1~e ~or operational readiness in- I

co~~~-~~ ra’~~ectiveness. How thi s distorti on n~ value s and down-

n~~ essential concent~ - ‘ar ’ - a h n ut  j
~ o~ less i”~mcadiato

i ’ n- ”t  i n- ’r t iac i. s th c — i r 1 lent i’ic at ion. Tdenti~~ication of

hecr~ ‘ i lu e s  and  ‘~~ri ‘o’-’t s w i l l  -‘o rsait the restatement o’ their

- --—U- ~~~ - — .- .5. 
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worth. b’i th nersnectj”e rn’-’ainecl the mi litar ’ establishment

will he better table to revje’.’ its role in the ]ioht o’ th e

~h~ nqing nature o~ cnn ’lict. ‘~dr i r a l  F’cles has identifi d

and expressed these essential values and concents in a unicuc

and tellin g manner . The followinc cuotatiori s “ill ~-‘ro”ide in-

siaht into the challence Faced by the militar y establishment.

Tntoriritv o’ Command. The essence o’ command
li’-’~ in an elusive comEination of intangabies that
are very dj”icult to deFine or confine to the limits
o~ any n-art jcular social o”sten or culture. Usually
it seems to include such elements as nro’essional
competence , self-con fidence, and mutual confidence ,
leadersh in , and honor . Above all there must he both
lo”al tv un and lovalt’i down .6

social-Political Discipline. Recause 0’ a mass
nopul~~r misconcention , the word “discipline ” has be-
come a synonym ~or ‘ascism and so its use in any
noli tical sociolocical context is , to all intents
and nurnoses , f o r b i d d e n .

Perhaps ‘~e need a now nhraso to describe discin-
line as I use it. “Disciolino in its deenest sense
means : a sense of v a l u e s ;  t he  knewledqe  o’ cause and
effect; the willingness to make decisions the will-
incness to accent nersonal responsibility For the re-
sults of such decisions. ”

Tn this sense discinline is a eundamen tal sa ge-
cuard of p o l i t i c a l  freedom and of r e a s on ab l e  soc ia l
ctahjljt” . It  is the Foundation of nati onal securit”
in its m ilitar y , economic , an d ooli tical asnects . The
~.‘ord “d iscipline ” ult imately includes the understand-
inc o~ the ‘.thole intoractinc comniex n~ abstract terms :
justice , law , order , nower , and force. It is essential
to control humanity ’ s instinctive use of violence ‘or
f o o l i s h  or s e l f i s h  p u rn o s e s . . .

The ‘-iuestion o’ social-no litical discinline comes
to an awesome focus in the problems ~ f national do-
‘ense in the nuclear acie.7

foda r n u r l t aj n  M o r a l e  and Weapons Morale. Two con-
cents O~~ morale arc almost continually in oonosition in
th is country, with the result that we have usually sou-
ght a comnromise and have based our morale orogram on
p o r ti on s  of e ach .  ‘\t the risk of ov e rs i mo l i f i c a t i o n ,

8 (1
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these concents may be called “soda fountain morale ”
and “weanon morale. ’

The concept of soda fountain rr~arale is that hiah
militar y morale is created or at least greatly stimu-
lated by luxuries , nrivilcges , and ~riroe benefits.

The conceot O F weanon morale is that high militar y
morale is developed nrimarilv by rigorous discinlinc ,
hard training , confidence in one ’ s leaders , one ’ s wea-
oons , and one ’ s ability to use them , and above all by
nride in one ’ s ability to accent great risk and hard-
ship . ~

There is a oronositjon which normally annlies to drastic

change within large organizations , it has almost the status 0~~~

law , and that is , sianificant and nervasive change must come

‘rom ~utside the organization . But it is douht’ul that will

occur in this situation . ‘rho nature o~ nationa l elective office

is such that the Executive and Lecislative have little incentive

to institute such changes. Those annointecl to Executive office

do not conerall’, have the backcround to evaluate the need . fo ,

jf it is to come , it w ill come from within.

It is by no means certain that the-se thincs can be accon,-

ofished : the  r e e s t a b li s h m e n t  of the intccritv ~~~~F command ;

accentance of the t ’pe and decree of discinline needed ; indoc-

trination of weapons ~aor-ale. If those things are accomplished

F it  will he because th e m ilitary establishment has looked deep

into its soul and rococ-’nized some fundamental truths:

he intel lectu al and moral oroblems n~ the cmnlo~~ ent of

mi litar ” ‘orce are more complex th an are the technical ones .

The int e ll e ct ii l , mor a l , and nrofessiona l lemanis on miii —

tar” leide’rs toda” are creatrr than ever he~ nrc. rho need ‘or

qi 
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suocrior men with intellectual inteoritv and moral courage is

there fore creator.

There is a ~undamcntal loyalty to country which transc nd s

loyalty to individual service and immediate superior.

The sociological  and e g a l i t a r i a n  a no ro ac h  to m i l i t a ry

nolicy and organization w i l l  r e s u lt  in m e d i o c r i t y .

The ethical ~‘tandards , the demand s o~ duty , and the nor-

‘ormance c’ m ilitar~’ men must h~ above these re-m ired in ci”.l-

ian life.

~ir °ichard T.i”incston , an educa tor , once wrote:

It is the weakness of rich and comolicated sc,cieticc
like our own that they tend to live in externals , to
concentrate on the technic-tuos of their li’e. Rut edu-
cat ion , wh ile it must orovido ‘or these , can onl y
base itsel’ on them at the oxoense c’ neglectinc more
imoortant things. such an education w ill nroduce
mere technicians: h” -i mere technician T mean a man
who understands evervthine about his -~oh oxceot it s
ultimate ourpose and its olaco in the o~ der of the
universe. They are a very common tvoe.’

The har sh real it” o’ this ace of orotracted conflic t and

thermo-nuclear weanons is that the use o~ militar y Force is

sometimes necessar” . IF the military establishment is to

effectively emnlov force within the sne~ trum ~~~~
f con f l ic t , i t

mast bo led by men who are more than mere technicians ; it ~“i~~~ ’

he led cv men who understand the ultimate nurnose of m ilit -a r ’

‘orce
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~ ationa 1 (ibj ectives and Mi1i tar~’ ctra te~~’

Al fred North Whitehead used the term “erhal symbols ” to

indicate the imorecision of lancuage . ~‘ew a reas  of human en-

deavor ~a~’e the need for orecision in lancuaqe and thought

recuired by those disnarate functions described as “national

secur~~tv ” . P a r a d o x i c a l ly ,  no’~’here is se m a n t i c  d i s t o r t i o n  more

nrcvalen t . The term “Pen taqonese ” has become a cliche for

semantically obfuscating what would otherwise le ncr’ectly cicar.

In an attempt to reduce the semantic c°n ’-is ion , the ‘ch ow-

*
ing brie’ definitions relatine to ‘oreir’n policy are ‘—‘resented .

It is recognized that these de’init’ons will not satis ’v every

reader , nor w i l l  the’, cover every aspect o~ their subject. They

“ill , however , reduce the inevitable semantic distortion by oro-

vidi nc a standard .

National interest is the ceneral and continuing end for

which a state acts.

Intere sts are those diverse motivations ~or secur ity and

well-being which may var” or conflict as circumstances change.

Princjnles are the cndurinci modes o’ behavior or the re-

latively established cuicles to ac t ion  t h a t  c h a r a c t e r i z e  n a t i o n s .

Na tional ob~ cctives are soeci~~ic coals desicncd to supnort

an interest or orinc)nle or some combination of the two .

*ThesQ de’initionc are derived prom t’illia m Reitzel , et al .,
Uni ted_~ tatea Foreign ~oh ic” , l 9 - 1 S - l 9 5 ~ (Washington: The Brook-
incs T n st i u t i o n , l’~~~T~~ n . 4 7 f - 4 ~~L
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Policies are specific courses (~f action designed to achieve

objectives.

When nations existed in rclati”c isolation , stratecy was

merely the direction of a nation ’s armed force . That restricted

concept is no loneer ado muate. The bounds o’ stratca’; have

been stretched by technolog” and events. To he understood to-

day, st ra tegy mu st be viewed in r e l a t ion  to na tional objec tives

and the nolicies o’ those ohjcctjves ; strate-i ” must also ho

viewed in relation to its milit ary instruments , tactics and

logistics.

T~ion , one might ask , wha t is stratecy? The three leadinc

mili tary theorists , in this writer ’ s oninion , have orovided

de finitions which bring insicht.

Clausewitz: “Strategy is the use of the enqacement to

attain the object of war. It must therefore give an aim to

the whole military action , which aim must he in accordance with

the object of the war.”1°

H. H . L i d d e h l  H a r t :  “ We can now a r r i v e  a t  a . .  .de ’i n i t i o n

o~ strategy as--the art 0~~~ distributinr~ and anolvinc military

means to ful’ilh the ends of nolicv . 11

Henry F. Eccies : “Stratecv is the comorehensive direction

o~ nower to control situations and areas in order to attain

ohiecti”es. 
,, 12

The clement common to these definitions is the identifi-

cat ion of the mi litar y c’~ ort with the political nurposes of the

state ’ s nelicies ~n l objectives .

q4
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Eccies ’s descrintion a’ stratecy is more than a definition ;

it is a terse sum mary o~ a unitary concent of comprehensive con-
*

trol. This idea o’ comprehensive control has imo lications of

imnortance. Stratecy , when viewed as comprehensi~ e control , is

raised to a position o~ nrimacv in the conduct o f the  n a t i o n ’ s

~ore ian oolicies. That is to say , corrnrehen si ’r e control  re-

qu ires an examination of the reason for that control--ob~ ec t ivcs

and their nol icies. Thus if strateqy is to , in e f f e c t , sit in

judgement of objectives and oolicies , the n s t ra teqv is elevated

beyond militar y control. This is the central point of the matter

and hears further examination.

‘
~ilitarv strategy is but a nart , albeit a vital part , of

the national strateav . The nation ’ s strategy involves the

f o r m u l a t i o n  n~ nationa l objectives and the development of

nohicies to achieve those objectives. Comprehensive direction

regui res that the nation ’ s mil itary e’fort be ~ocuscd directly

on the supoort of these national objectives and that the oohic-

ics desicned to ach i eve the objectives be evaluated in licht oe

the military ’ s abilit y to sunnort with ‘orce i’ necessary.

Thus the mjlitar” establishment must analyze and evaluate

those nolicies which sunport objectives as must all other in-

volv ed acenc i es o’ covernment. ‘rho need ‘or mil itary analysis

and evaluation has two bases :

~~~ should he criohasized that the concent ~~~~f comprehensive
control is that o’ Admiral Eccies. The exoansion of this concept
as oresented here is the writer ’ s : Fccl~~s is blameless.
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The size , organization , and functions o’ the militar y e~ ta~-

hishment must he in consonance with the national objectives

they sunport .

The implementation o’ nolic” must he ricorouslv controlled

lest in times of crisis the turmoil of events obscure the

objectives of oolicv and ‘a i lure resul t .

Success in both these efforts is dependent upon commlete

under standino ~ F national objectives and o~ the implementing

nolicios. such undorstandinc is -hi ’ficult to obtain. ~

look at the process by which nationa l ob jec ti”es and ooh ic ics

are formulated will show why this is so.

Some national objectives and nohicies arc established on

the basis of the oreceived interests ~~~5 t he  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  in

power : threats to the territorial United “tates ovorridino

domestic needs; the domestic and forcion nolicy realities as

seen to affect the administration.

Other nationa l objectives and nolicies are relics o~

vious administrations which remain in e~~~ect 
k-~ca 1se of the

dominance of established nohicy . Each day a nohic” remains in

c’fect it becomes more firmly entrenched and soon ac-muires ~

hi~ e and momentum all its own . Each decision made and each

action taken reinforces and reaf”tr ms the validit’.’ of that ‘ao l-

icy , ‘or those m a k i n g  the decisions and implementing the -actions

racoJire a vested interest in continuing the nolte” and there-

‘ore sunport the objective. The dom inance of established nolicv
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e’fectiveh’.’ rul es out internal revie~-,s and recuires that creat

ef’ort he exoended if established nolicies are to be undone .*

These national objectives and nolicies -are r-arel” exoressed

in direct and tancible terms. They are most oFten expressed in

~eneral and idealistic terms. Earlier it was said that in this

age o~ orotracted conflict and thermo—nuclear weanons that miii-

tar” success ‘— ‘as based on the atta inment 0’ oolttica l objectives.

How then are ~‘1litar\’ olanners to distinguish between those - ‘)tal

ohjccti”es on which military success is qa~ cd and idealistic

s locans?

Military planners must have a conceotual undorstandinc o’

the national objective and a firm orasp of the overall ecfec t

desired p rom supporting noli:ics. Supportive m iljtar~’ clans

arc useless if their objectives rare mere restaternvnts of~ thc

hones -and ideals o~ national nrincinles . 5’hc’.’ must instead

ident i f y those objectives ‘-.‘hich are essential to the nl:c~ os

the clans -are designed to supoort.

This re-Taires identification e~ not oni” the rs il i t a r - .’

ohjec ti”e ~ut t:ie nohitical , economic , and social ehjecti ’~es

*Th dominance 0~~ established ooljc’,’ was antiv illustrated
by the most -iramat i-~ chan.-ie in ~oreicn policy in recent years;
the decision to a~-andon the nolic’.’ ~~~

‘ containment and seek a
reao~ roacament ‘-‘ ith the People ’s Pcouhlic OF ~

‘hina . mhe Prosil-
en t lim ited advanced kno’-yl edoe c’ the -i n i t i a l  overtures to an cx-
trer-iel” sma ll -mrou” 0~~ advisors. This w a s  i n  no s” a l l  n a r t  due
to the res~~c~~1nr e that the Pr -’sid ent knew would develo’a 1rom
inside and eut c:d r~ eover f lment  i ’ ‘‘ord leaked nr~-ma tur ( lv .
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o~ nolic’.’ as veil. T t  r e n uir e s  an o r der i n g  o’ the  m a j o r  and

sihs id iarv O h~~~e Ct IV C S  by n r i o r i ti e s .  ~t involves -1 detailed

and continuous examination 0 F interest~~, natjenal ohaocti”e-3 ,

and r,oljc”. It rc~riujrr~s discrimination het~,ren those objec-

ti\’es which are central and those which are neripheral; it

re— iuircs an identi5ication o~ the  lonc and short-ranoc objec-

tives of noljcv .

These re -euiremonts are imnossthle, 0 F course; t hey  simnl~’

canno t ho met. The oress 0’ time on ‘rilitar- -’ olanners at t~ e

national level is such that it does not nernit anal”sis in

*
this detail. °till , analysis of the oh-~ective is the key .

The militar y planner recoonizes that the objective is cen-

tral to any strategy and anai”sis o1 the objective enables him

to clan sunportive strateeies with their related tactical em-

r,loymentg and locistjcal nrenarations . A hin lv simnli’ied

anal’-’sis of an objective would reciujre consideration 0’ the

f o l l ow in c :

Overall effect: What is the o”erall e”ect desired ‘rem

tne nohi:\’? Would this e’’ect , i f  a ch ieve d , sunpor t the coals

n ’  the  o h j e ct i v ~~?

Assumotioric: What are the assumptions on which this noljcv

is based ? ~re these assumotions valid? ‘That events would in-

val idate these assumotions? Uould the Us e  of militar y force

e’~ ect the assum~ tions; how? ~‘hat  affect would counter-force

*p~nal,,sic a’ the object i’m is discussed ~-~‘rcrntivel ~’ and
a c~~me l en ot h  b’.’ A d m i r a l  Ecclec in ‘~i 1 i t a ~ y Concert s  and Phi-
loqonhy , n. 41 , 51—5 6, 285—293.
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have  on these assumotions?

~~j~ectives: What are the snecific oh~ octives o’ the n el i c y ?

What ar e the minimum key objectives o’ the oohic- ’? ~‘hat  is t h e

relat ive imoortance o~ these objectives? ‘-‘n-ald the use o~ nih-

t arv  force  change  the o r i o r i t i e s  of the  o b j e c t iv e s ;  would a l l

objec tives then remain onerative? ‘-‘nuld the use of counter-

‘orce alter the ‘ariorities o~ an~’ o’ the objectives?

Force and Counter-Force : ~—1hat events would most likel y

rerluire a resconse ---;ith military force? ~—~hat minimum mihitar”

action would he recuired to attain all the objectives of nolicy;

the minimum key objectives? ‘-?hat counter-~ orces will be set in

motion b” the use o~ military force?

Comnensatjnq Measures: ,,1ll comnensatino measures be re-

nu ir ed  to o f f s e t  the c o u n t e r -f or c e s  set in ‘- ‘ntj on ? ‘-‘ i l l  the

compensatinc measures be militar y in nature? ‘-‘hat E�”ect “ill

the corirnensatin’-i measures have on the overall cf ~~ect , a s nu m p t i e n s ,

or objectives?

‘inall v , and o’ ‘u n d a m e n t a l  i ’i~n or t an c e , is , -a s t a t e m e n t  n~

what cons t t ut ec  sat is ’actor” atta ’~nnent ~~ th’ objective.

I t  ha~~i1v need s saving that -analysis of the objective will

not nrevent the establishment 0~~~ unwise policy or O~~ unobtain-

able objectives. Neither will it ‘arevent i nept implementation

c rcm d~~stro~’jn~ the e’~ ects o’ sound nolicy. It is obvious that

ac~~tr .’ a l l  a ’ the ‘uestions list ed above will not of itseF pro-

~‘ide t ~e s t  rate lic o l an n e rs  w th the cc)mnrehensive controls

9

- —5.- ———- -. - .. a - -- -
~~~~--, -~

- p. - 
- 

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘
5.



needed . All o~ t h e  ‘iuestiofl~ can never he ane’.- ’er nd -a n d nnm-

answers  w i l l  be highly sn c c ul at i i ’n  a t  bes t .  ‘ eve r t ’~eless ,

analysis o’ the objective is necessar-.’ j f  subseouent nilita ’- v

action is to have orac t i ca l  value.

~-,‘ith  the concentua l  unity cained from analytical ‘aroces-

sess such as a n a ly s i s  of the ohiecti”o , milit ary leadecs will

be able to control the imnlementation 0 F police so that nationa l

ob jec t ives  and their nehicies will remain visible amidst tha

turmoil of events.

It is a l s o  ‘m m  s u h  anal”sis o’ i n t e r e s t s, n a t i o n a l  ~ h-

-j ec t ives , and noh icien t h at  t her e  w i l l  e’-ieree the  new s t r a t egi c

concepts  and m i l i t a ry  ~o l i c i e s  and d o c t r i ne s  that w ill nave the

wa” ‘or acla’-~t-atjon of the m ihitar ,, ornan izat’~ - ns and ‘urctions

as Amer ican ~orcign pol io’, moves ‘ro’-’~ i tc  containment posture

ef the rast twerit’.’-’ive years.

‘In
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~P V I T

C~~cLu~ T~ NF~

Lvtton Strachcv in his nr e~ ace to Eminent Vjctorian.~ co’-~-

mented that it was imnossible to “rite a history o~ the Victo-

rian aae: too much was known of it; that ignorance was the

first recuicite o~ the historian. But , he continued , it was

nossible to illuminate it by a dif~eront technique:

If he is wise , he will adont a subtler strater v.
He will attack his subject in unexoected nlaces...
He will row out over that cireat ocean o~ materialand lower down into it , here and there , a little
bucket , which will bring up to the light of day
some characteristic snecir~en , from those far deothsto be examined with a careful curiosity.1

This , in a sense, is what has hoen attcmnted in this brief

rapor. rrom a vast ocean of issues related to conflict and War ,

a few carefully chosen and , hopefully , characteristic snecimens

have been drawn . The’, have been examined wi th a careful curio-

sit’,; if that curiosity has been accor’nanied by ~nrne de~roe of

insic’ht , then rurnose will have been served .

Tt need s savinc~ that though there is indeed a vast ocean

e’ ‘iatc’rial on conflict and ~“ar and related matters , much of

it lacks value : trivial and nerinhoral matters are exolored

in denth ; irrevelant issues are searched out and examined while

fundamental issues , unnoticed , are trod underfoot. The reasons

for this are comolex and varied ; it is , however , both nossible
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and necessary to ceneralize on what are seen as the funda-

mental deficiencies in oolitjcal-militarv discussions , and

writing s and conseriucntlv in nolicies and olans.

There is no comprehensive and coherent military theory or

nhilosophy adoauate for this aoe of protracted conflict domi-

nated by weapons of mass-destruction. The piecemeal approach

to oolitical-militarv problems omits fundamental or critical

• issues; it fails to recognize the military imolications of

social , economic , and political issues; it fails to recog-

nize the social , economic , and political implications of mili---

tarv issues and actions; it fails to identify the cause and

effect relationshio that onerates throur,hout political-milj-

tarv a~~airs.

Many professional mi l i t a ry  men and government executives

are distainful of theory and history. These men , the orofes-

sional soldiers , those apoointed to executive offjc~ , and

those elected to oublic office , are action oriented . They are

concerned with doing ; they are occuniod with nersonnel--as

onoosed to oeonle-- , hardware , methods, and norforming . The’,

seek the single-paced , double-spaced summary; they avoid the

details which illuminate. They have neither the time for the

inclination for the study and contemplation needed to derive

benefit from the discinline of theory and the lessons of history.

Mans ’ scholars and scientists view the nolitical-military

d~~~~~~~ lt t e t h an e r s p ec t v ted by their ficld o~

-
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comnotencv and their_nosition. In one sense , such a distor-

tion occur s because , not unexoectedlv , these scholars and

scientists tend to view much o~ the difficulty as arisinc from

the failure to accord their views and particular disciplines

primac” in the conduct of these affairs. In another sense,

the lack of personal responsibility--always a sobering influ-

ence--for the develonment , imolementation , and outcome of a

noi icy leads to oronouncornents and advocacy of specific nlans

and doctrines outside the scholar ’s field of competency.

These arc but the most obvious deficiencies one encounters

when atternntjne to examine the concents and issues of conflict.

Conversely , these very deficiencies noint the way by which men

of varied capabilities and backerounds may aooroach the study

o conflict .

The med for a comorehonsive military theory , which will

embrace the n~nv elements of military affairs , has been shown.

It, however , quickly becomes annarent to one who attempts to

deal with even a minor element of conflict that such a theory

can never be comnleted . There are just too many elements.

They ovorlap and are interdenendent. For every basic concept

there are corollaries and subord inate conce~ts and imolications

which demand recognition. One must deal with those elements

which tend to change ranidlv as well as those which change gradu-

ally. Eurthor , one must consider the interolay and feedback bet-

ween military concents and non-military thoughts and actions.

93
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When confronted with the comolexity and magnitude of mili-

tary theory , one is ant to dismiss the need as unobtainable or

really not necessary. Academicians manace this much more

smoothly than do professional military men. The military pro—

~essjonal tends to ignore military theory; it ’s difficult to

find reference to military theory in books written by military

men and when one finds such a reference it is frequently found

that military theory is considered synonymous with strateqv.

The academicians , more skilled in the technioucs of avoid-

ance, noint out that the important concents are adequately

covered by existing theories of nolitical science and inter-

national affairs; that what remains is hut manipulative techni-

‘-~uos of cmnlovinq men and machines, a somewhat mechanistic skill ,

which is adeciuatelv taught in military schools. So many tend

to denrociate the need for military theory. Bernard Brodie ,

in what he considers his most important book , accordina to the

dustcovor writeun , War and Politics, mentions “theory ” hut twice

and both times denreciatinolv; once he refers to a “theory ” of

international relations—-the attention-qaininc iuotation marks

about the word are Rrodie ’s.2 Next, he refers to “theory” as

a svnorwm for strateq’,.3 Not all civilian scholars denreciate

military theory. Huntinoton says :

Understand inct rer~uires theory ; theory rcauires ab-
straction ; and abstraction rocuires the sinolifi-
cation and orderinri of reality . No theory can ex-
ola in all the 9acts , and at times , the reader o~
this book ma” ~ecI that its concents and distinc-
tior.s are drawn too sharply and orecicely and are
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too ~ar removed from realit”. Obviously the
real world is one of blends , i rrationalities ,
and incongruities : actual nersonalities , in-
stitutions , and beliefs do not fit into neat
logical categories. Vet neat logical cate-
con es are necessary if man is to think oro-
~itabl’, about the rca]. world in which he lives
and to derive from it lessons ~or broader anoli-cation and use.. .The study o~ civil-militaryrelations has suffered from too little theori-
zing .4

Those concents of a theory of conflict which have been

examined in this naner may seem self-evident and elemental.

If so , then in nart the effort has been succ~~ s~ul , for one

must nass thoruah corrnlexities before one can express simpl” ,

ideas of imoortance.

it is this exnrcssion of ideas and concents that is the

worth of this initial step towards a theory of conflict. It

was intended that this naner would orovido a foundation upon

which others could build. It is honed that this foundation

is broad enough to snan the senaration between military theory

and noljtical theory.

There is a need ~or the nolitical theorist to exoand into

the area of civil-military relations. As was nointed out in

Chanter Vi , there is a lack o~ understandjnq o~ the implications

of the orimacy o~ political nurnose in the conduct of military

affairs. Admiral Eccles has pointed out the areas of civil-

military relations where conflicts occur as:

Political control of thç~ creation and deployment of
weaoons and forces.
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Political control of the use of military force :
Initiation of the use of force.
Limits on resources made available.
Limits on scone OF action .
Limits on weapons emnloycd .
Determination of tactics employed .
When and how to brine an end to hostilities.

Political control of producer logistics:
Con trol o~ requirements
Partisan influence on infrastructure.
Sociological recuirements in orocurements.
Budget control .5

The military theorists must also address these matters of civil-

military relations , as has been done in this naper . Thus , as

the difficulties arc addressed by both the military and poli-

tical theorists , the qap if not bridged will at least be made

less treacherous.

The concepts presented here also nrovide a foundation for

the military theorist to build unon so that he may exoand into

the areas where the military nroblem begins: strategy, tactics ,

logistics , and command . It is these comnonerits o~ the military

problem with which the military decision-maker must deal. Whe-

ther it be the strategic nlanners at the national level or a

co~m~ander in combat , these comnonents of the military problem

must be intuitively evaluated before the decision is made.

It was earlier stated that a comorehensive military the-

ory can never he comoleted . This is also true o~ the major con-

cents which are the constituent narts of such a theory. Thus,

the theory of conflict will never be comolete or nerfect; it

will continue to evolve. Rut as it grows and its chief elements
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and structure and onincinles are identified , it will serve

to bring coherence and nerspective to the conduct of military

affairs.

The inadequacies of this effort to identify the major

ideas and concents with which a military theory of conflict

must come to grips is assuaced to some extent h~, the obvious

truth exoressed by Alfred North Whitehead when he said , “One

must omit much to act on with something .”6

p4 97
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APPENDIX I

A TOPICAL OUTLINE OP A COMPR EHENSIVE THEORY OP CONFLICT



/\PPE~’1DT X I

A TOPICAL OUTI.TNF OV A COMPREHENSIVE THEORY O~’ CONFLICT

THE NATURA L UUMA’J ORT( TN~ O~’ CONF’LICT

Ptt some stace a necessary condition ~or conflict is man ’s

willingness to ~i~ht. A comnrehensive theory of conflict must

examine the biological and nsychoanalvtic factors which dr ive

man to compete and strive ~or dominance.

Tndividual Man

Needs , asn i ra t ions , exnectat ions
Biolocical Factors
P sychoana lyt ic  Factors

Collective Man

croun needs , aspirations , exnectations
Friction o~ comoetitionNeed for individual  and groun iden t i ty
Territorial needs

The Effects of Chance

Effects of chanee on individuals
Effects OF chance on crouns
Leadtime of chance

F,f~ects of ranid drastic chanceEf~~ct~ of limited cummulative chance overtime

THE ORT (~,TNc O~’ INTERNATIONAL CON~LICT

international conflict results from a strucale for nower

which is sought for three undamental nurnoses: to insure

nationa l survival; to maintain existing newer ; to cxnand exist-

inc nower.

—.•

~

- -



66

1~ t~ ~~~~~~~~~~ 
O~~ .iO ~~~~~~~~ ~~~ Ot~O ‘

~~~~~~~~~~ t P0
~~~

~.i3AO3 ‘O1~~~1tU~ ~iTt1~0nD 
‘ uO~i.IflSuT ‘uots2oAqns

~~T T ;~ oJ ~o suiioj

~~~l~~UO~) ~O wfl~~~3i)u~ 04J ,

~3UI~~1~~S~~1 ~~Oj~ flN
UOTUTUO 3IIqnu ~o s~ 3o;;~

SO~~ bO~~ nS ~O OSfl
.LO~ Ou ~~ 

A.IO4UT1OU ~~~ ~~
~3tL~uo3 ~~~~~~~~~~

~oTl~ uo~ u~~~po~ ~u ~~~~~~ oqj~

snot i~qo

o~ o~~ q IO.~~~T.IO3 pu~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ io~ poou oqj, A~~isua~~ut ~o

soo.ibop butA1~~ ~ ;i~ ~3t~~~UO3 ;o tA~nnUT~~uoz 
~ s~ oi~~~~ p~ O~~sut

‘~~~~~i~ pu~ oo~ ou uoot~~uq ouq ~~u~~~sip ~ ~o~ uoj ou ~~

LDI’I.~NU3 du WflflNiJ~NL’J aHJ.

A~~i I~uoi~ e.xix
s~ua4~ pu~ suot~ en~ ts ~o l°~’~~°3iot’~od ~o ~~~~ ~ ;u 

uo~~~~ Tuiuxa
1~~ tbOTOuPt ‘~~twouO3~ ‘uot~~ jnuou--sO1nS5O1u i~ u.~~~ui

13i~Od ~O UQtSU~ UX~ 1O~ SUOS~~.~~

;3ti~uo3 LO~ SOSfl~ 3
uot~~nqti~~stp ioL~ou bul4sTxo Ut4~~p.~ S~~UOW~ Sfl~ p~ 1OUI~

uop3nq~a~s~ p i~z.~ou ~o o3ueua~ut~~,

Oflu sn~ v~~ oq~ ~u ozuQuo~ ut~~~

s o i~ punoq ojq u~~ op ~o )t3Wlso~~~s ~u 3~ Lp~ ~~~~
S~~~Q~~S ~UO3~~.p~ ~~iT~~ BOH

UOTSQAU1

t~~1~~4~.ZflS I~~UO~~~VN O~ S~~~O14J,

I

_ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
-4



p
Threats to National Surviv-i l

Invasion
Hostile adjacent states
Weak adjacent states
Lack of defens ib le  boundar ies

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ of the Status OuO

Maintenance OF newer distribution
Minor adjustments wit~1in existing nower distribution
Causes for conflict

Reasons Por Exnansien of Power

Internal nrcssures--000ulatir)n , economic , ideolor~ical
Exnloitation of a lack of newer
Control of situations and events
Irrational itv

THE CONTINUUM OP CONFLICT

There is no loncier a distinct line between neacc and war ,

instead there is a continuum of conflict w i t h  varying degrees

of intensity. The need for flexibility and control become

obvious.

The Na ture  of ~1odern Conf l i c t

Protracted conflict
Conflict at the pcrinherv of flower
Use of surroqates
Effects o~ nublic oninion
Nuclear restraint

The Spectrum o~ Con flict

Forms o~ Conflict

Subversion , insurcencv , cuerr i lla war fare , covert
armed forces , overt armed forces , formal war

-
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Tools and Weanons of Conflict

Political
Economic
Cultural
Mu itarv

THE NECESSITY FOR FORCE

There is an observable trend in militar’i and nolitical

writinas and discussions which imnlicitlv assumes that nuclear

war has been deterred and that larce scale militar y force wi l l

not acain he reciuired

The Evidence of History and Events

Historical exncrience
Observable current events and their indications

The Oricins of the Assumntjon

The disparagement o~ nower and mi1itar~’ forcensvchological rejection of nossihilitv o~ nuclear war

Effects of the Assumntions

Rcne~ icial
Harm ful

THE USE O~’ Pfl~ F:t? ~~ND PO R CE

The central issue in the use o~ nower and force is the

‘-~rima cv o~ n~~1i tj c ~~l ‘~urnnse in the use of military force.

Ctra tcq~ ‘nust serve the nation ’ s objectives i~~ political nur-

nose is to he served . The attainment of real ist ic objectives

has surnlantod “v~ctorv ” as the goal of government durinc

con ’lict.
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The Primacy 0ç ‘~elitical ~urnose

Concert of civilian control
Cii~j1jan authr,rit’.’ and responsibility
The military role
The concent of victory

National Objectives arid “lilitarv ~trateqv

The ‘-~r imacv ~~~F national objectives
The role o~ mil itary strategy
4nalvsis of the objective

THE NATURF AND ELEMENTS or NATTONM~ 
P OT- ’FT?

Power once created immediately begins to escane p rom con-

trol; it leads to consecuences not nianned . National nower is

at once concrete and indetermjnant For it ultimately reflects

the values and asnirations o~ ~ n a t i o n ’ s neonle. The disnarace-

mont o~ nower a~~~ects the use flF r ower .

The N a t u r e  of Power

Power and in~~1uence
Power and force---ideolor,ical , rrilitic-~l , econom i c
Unusable and u s a b l e  newer

The r )js~ ara aement o~ National Power

The roots 0F d isnarariepient
The e~ fectc of disnaracement

The ~-lemen t~ ~ F “ationa l Power

~ encraph ic , n a t u r a l  resources , i n d u s t r i a l  can~ c i tv ,
ronulation , nat ional charac ter , nat-~onal morale ,
nuali t .’ o~ covernmen t , rii l i t a rv rrenaredness

THE LT~-~TTATI0~~ or 
PflT.~~~~ ~ND rOPCF

National rower is lim ited by hoth internal and externa l

factors . Force i~ ~lwa’ s lim i ted in if- s ~nn1j eation .
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APPENDIX II

THE M ILITARY IMPLICATIONS OP DAVID HALBERSTAM ’S

THE BEST AND THE RR T~ HTEST
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-I

The Limitations o~ National 1’o’~rer

I n t e r nal  l im i t a t i o n s - - e c on om i c , n a t i o n a l r~u rnosn ,
c h a r a c t e r  and m o r a l e

External limitations——exic-tjno distribution o~ ‘~‘orldnower , ‘.‘orld Oninion

Th~ Ti”itatjon~ 0 c ~~~~~~

Tnternal lim itations--national consensus , ava ilable
newer , ‘.‘eanons , character o~ armed ~orces

E x t e rn a l l i m i t a t i o n s — -~~orld op in ion , thermo-nuclea ’-
th r e a t , the new nationalism

THE RP~~OLUT TO~ ~V’ HO STILITIES

The decreased likelihood 0 e war heirir, termina ted by vic tory

and dr~
Feat niaces -~ new dimen~~ion e~ recnensjhilit” on both

ci”il and military authority .

The Conclusion ~~F Hesti .litie~-

Civil authority—-maintenance o~ communications wi th
the enemy , its snonsors , and allies

‘4 ilitarv authority--maintenance ~ f mil itary nrescure
- 

- durinq critical neried o~ necmoti.at ion

International Contro l o~ Hostili ties

Arms control
Disarmament
r)eace !<erinjnc Forces
Collective Security

~

~ 
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APOENDIX IT

THE MIL ITAR Y IMPL ICATI ONS OF DAV ID HALBE RST AM ’ S

THE BEST ~ND THE BRT(~HTE ST

Much has been written of how the United States became in-

volved in Vietnam ; nolitical deceit and the erosion of moral-

ity in high olaces has been attributed to that involvement.

In most of these writinas the United States military leader-

ship has been nictured as naive and blunderiria Colonel Blimns ,

or , on the other hand , as devious war-lovers who mislead

civilian authority so as to be able to try-out new weapons

and techniques of war on hanless neasants. A few tried to

portray them as “a thin red line of ‘eroes ’ ,” but that had

salability only amonc the military.

• The truth oF the matter was that they were none of these.

The military loadorshjn durine Vietnam was honest , industrious ,

and reasonably comnetent. Yet , serious errors of judgement~

wore made time and acain.

Halberstam ’s The Rest and the Brichtest is acknowledged

as the most comnrehensive book vet oublishod on our involve-

mont in Vietnam . Halberstam deals with the cuestion of the

military establishment’s role. He does so with apoarent ob-

jcctivitv , scatterlncm rose netals and bricks as the situation

seems to demand . T~ there were more bricks than rose netals--

well , that ’s the kind of war that it was.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

103 

-
~~~ -4



The Best and the Rriahtest is a disquietina book , and

doubly so for the military man. It not only raises issues

which concern us as citizens but also brings into question

tenets which we as military orofessionals have long accepted

as hallmarks of our nrofession . Thouch the military estab-

lishment of the United States is not its orincinal audience ,

the book raises issues of vital military sirrni~ icance.

Indeed , to ignore the issues and their imnlications is

to create doubt as to the continued e~~ectiveness of our mili-

tarv of~ort to sunport nationa l nolicv .

Consideration of these issues must be ricorous and intel-

lectuallv honest. That is to say , one should not dismiss these

issues because one disaonroves ~ f what Halbcrstam has to say.

One should instead concentrate on the imnlications o~ the

shortcominac which Halborstam attributes to the military .

Halberstam indirectly charges the military establishment

with careerism and restrictive loyalty . He also questions the

military ’s ability to control nolicy and to render sound judge-

ment. Each o~ these relates directly to elements o~ this naner.

This analysis is anoended so as to present within the context

of a single issue , Vietnam , many o~ the concents which are

~undamcntal to militar y theory.
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Careerism

Explicit throughout the book is the concent that many offi-

cers are more concerned with advancing their own careers than

with personal integrity and loyalty . In short , we are accused

o~ career ism.

Halberstam attributes this distasteful oractice to many

senior officers , includina a distinguished Marine , Lieutenant

General Victor Krulak. Halberstam states his case forcefully

in the foliowine event.

The time is 1963; the niace , washington. Lieutenant Colonel

John Paul ‘fann , USA , has just re turned from Vietnam w i t h  a view

of the war that diff ers from the genera l ly  op t imist i c  view of

the administration. On ~ind inri that MAA
r,, Vietnam , has ordered

that he not be dehr ie~ cd in Washineton , Vann arranges to ore-

sent his views to the Joint Chic~ s of Sta
5
~~. Halberstam says

tha t Vano :

.was also warned not to sho~’ his bric~~inq until the
last minute to ~eneral Krulak , ‘-,ho ‘•ia s the  Secretary
o~ Defense ’s snecial advisor on guerrilla warfare , and
~ ~crson who ~-‘as already sur~acini as a man with a ves-
ted interest in the ontimism , havinc, just returned from
a tour of Saicon and renorted to the Chiefs that the
war was qoina very well , every bit as well as Harkins
said . (n.204)

‘ ann orovidos Krulak with a con’-’ 0~ his briefing some four hours

bo~ oro the meeti.ne is scheduled ‘•rith the JCS. At the last mo-

ment , Vann ’s briefirv~ is cancelled .

Thus a major dissentinc’ view was blocked from a hear-
inc . . .This charade was a microcosm o~ the way the high
le~ ej military destroyed dicsenters...Tt confirmed to
man” ... that ~ good deal o~ the reason ~or Harkins ontimistn
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and its harshness on doubters was not just Harkin ’s
dom e. Rather , flarkins was a ounnet controlled by
Taylor. . . the messenger between them was General
Krulak. (n. 204—205)

The inference is that General Xrulak arraneed the cancellation

of the Vann briefinc to keen from official view any ooinions on

the war which differed from those officially esnoused by Gen-

eral’s Taylor and Xrulak.

Halberstam makes reneated references to careerism . Of

General Xrulak , he later sax’s ‘
. . .J(rulak had narticinated in

serious misrenresentatjons to the President.” (n. 267) General

Paul Harkjns , Commander MA.kc~’1, is described as “ ...a man o~

comnelling mediocrity. He had mastered one thine.. .how to get

along , how not to make a superior uncomfortable. ” (o. l83-l~~4 )

Of Bricadier General Richard Stilwell , Halberstam says:

He became the hatchet man for Harkins , the man who
personally quashed the renorting of the dissentine
colonels , who challenged all dissenting views , who ,
though he was not in the intelligence oneration ,
went through the intellicence renorts , t idying them
un. (p. 251)

Halberstam summarizes his contention:

Sound misrenort’nc did not impede the careers of
either Stilwell or Krulak. - .but it did offer a fas-
cinating insiaht into the way the military worked .
I.ovalt~’ was riot to the President.. .to truth or in-
t eciritv , or even to subordinate officers riskine
their lives; loya l ty was to uni~nrm and more soec i-
ficallv to immediate sunerior and career . (o. 280)

These charges rankle. The idea that one can achieve general

officer rank by getting alone and not making suneriors uncomfort-

able is rcmuc’tnant. The idea that a general officer would lie to

10(~
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the President is anathema . The impulse to attack the charges

aaainst individuals must he resisted if the decoer issue of

careerism is to be faced .

Careerism does oxist in the services. All hut the most

naive have seen it. But it is still an aberrant condition.

The majority of officers are honorable men who meet their re s-

nonsjhjljtjes to their country , their Service , and their con-

science. It is incumbent unon us to weed out those who are

careerist , lest Halberstam ’s summary someday apolv in qeneral.

Re~ore oroceodjnc , it should he stated that Halberstam can

not be accused o~ being anti-military. Thouch he is nlainly not

an uncritical admirer ~~f General Krulak, he does oresent many

military men in a Favorable lioht ; John Paul Vann , General Shoup ,

General Ridgwav , and various officers of lesser fame are pre-

sented as honorable , competent , and loyal. General ~a1laco ‘1.

- 
Greene , though obviously holdine different views on “ietnam

than Halberstam , is singled out ~or narticular oraise. The

imnortant thing is that one should not reject the vital issues

which Halberstam raises because one dislikes his treatment of

individuals.

Restrictive Loyalty

The theme of restrictive loyalty is closely akin to career-

ism . Put it is more insidious . It becuiles lonorablo men into

dishonorable acts in the name o~ loyalty. The loyalty of the
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mil itary man is , in that solondid nhrase of the Army , to duty ,

honor , and country. Restrictive loyalty is loyalty to an ind i-

vidual or organization at the oxoense ~~f higher loyalties.

Halberstam soeaks to restrictive loyalties:

In September , with the bureaucracy as div ided as ever ,
Kennedy decided to try and get information prom both
Lodee and Harkins on a lonc list of specific questions.
The reouest was very much the President’s and he asked
Hilsman to comnose it. The Cable itself reflected a -

vast amount of doubt about the oroqress of the war.
Eventually the answers from both men came in : the
Lodge renort was thoroughly nessimistic , while the Har-
kins report was markedly unbeat, filled with assurance ,
but also bewildering because it seemed to be based on
the debate in ‘~1ashinaton rather than the situation in
Saigon. Co. 271)

Curious , ‘~hito House aides chocked wi th  a “low ranking clerk” at

the “entacon and found a cony of a message from General &~axwell

Taylor to General Harkins. It was:

a remarkably revealing cable. . .exnlainine j u s t  how

divided the bureaucracy was , what the struegle was about ,
savine that the Hilsman cable did not reflect what Ken-
nedv wanted , that it was more Hilsmanish than Kennedyish ,
and then outlininc which questions to answer and precisely
how to answer them . ( p .  2 7 1 )

Halberstam comments :

The White House staff was very ancry and felt that Tay-
lor had been completely disloyal , aithouch Kennedy him-
self was more fatalistic than unset , being nerhans more
aware of the conflicting fulls on Taylor ’s loyalty. (o. 271)

Halberstam illustrates the intellectual corruotion which vol-

lows restrictive loyalty .

In ~nril 1965 , MACV conducted an intell igence study o~ the

North Vietnamese Army ’ s canabilitv to reinforce from the North.
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The study had to do with the number o~ ~merican troons Genera~

Westmorr’land would recliest prom T~7~~~ hj~~gton: The - icc ~as askjna

‘er three di~~ision s to be sent to ‘?ietnam ; “ectmoreland ‘~‘as ask—

1r ~~ ‘or sma ller units.

The renort when comoloted showed that Hanoi had the c-~na-

hilit” of condine “astonishine ” numbers o~ men down the trail

without seriously wcakeninr, its defenses at home . Colonel

t’Yi1lia~ Croccen , oresented the study to “a ~ienera1” on the ~~CV

staff:

.ho looked at it and said that it ‘~‘as impossible.
Not imnossiblo at all , answered Crossen , checked and
double—chocked . “Jesus ,” said the General , “ i f  “Ye
tell this to Washinrttnn we ’ll h~ out of the war tomor-
row . We’ll have to revise it downward.” ~o Crossen ’s
figures ‘•‘ere duly scaled down considerably , ‘. ‘hich was
a good cxamnle of how the army sy stem worked , the s t a f f
intuitively nrotoctinq the commander from thinris he
didn ’t want to see and didn ’t want to hear , never com-
ing un with information which might challence what a
commander wanted to do at a aiven moment. (n. 545)

Restrictive loyalty strikes at the heart of the military

system , the integrity of command . There is l i t t l e  oOint to the

develonment 0~ sonhisticated weanons systems , elaborate stra-

tecic nlans , and the recruitment of quality nersonnel if we

nermit the eroding of our fundamental strenqths , loyalty and

trustworthiness. If behavior such as restrictive loyalty is

allowed to continue , the Executive must ~qithout guestion reduce

their expectations for the usefulness ~~f our military effort.
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Control o F Policy

A oolicv once anoroved acrluircc a life and a momentum all

its own . Control becomes critical as imnlementinq plans sot

events in motion. Unless controls are rigorously maintained

the original nolicy objectives may be obscured by trio motion

of events.

Halberstam seems to have recoenized the necessity for con-

trol of policy when he says :

the canacity to control a noljcv involvinci the
military is ereatest before the nolicv is initiated ,
but once started , no matter how small the initial
sten, a nolicv has a life and thrust of its own , it
is an orcianic thing . More , its thrust and its drive
may not be in any way akin to th~ desires of the Pre-
sident who initiated it. (n. 209)

A more discrjminatinc, reading sueqests that Halberstam may have

intended more than -just control of nolicy . Emohasis on the

modifvina ohrase , involving, the milita~~ , leads one to believe

that he was in fact calling for control of the military. This

interpretation is borne out by the examoles cited throughout

the book. Halberstam returns time and again to what he consid-

ers to he the military ’s use of the foot-in-the-door technicue

in order to obtain more troops and cain nermission to use narti-

cular weapons and techniques. Halberstam sees such actions as

causinri an inevitable widening of the war.

T~ Halberstam sees the oroblem as one o~ controlling the

m i l i t a ry  as onnosed to controllinq nolicy , then he is viewinc

the ‘~rohlcm in -i limited context and has lost sight of the larger
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imolications. Control of nolicy is necessary at all levels of

government. This noint is vital and worthy of the most serious

consideration. Unless the imp lementation of nolicy is ricor—

ouslv controlled, the_turmoil of events w i l l  obscure the oh-

jectives of nol icy and failure will, result.

Success in the military effort to control the implement-

ation of oolicy is contineertt unon comolete understanding of

that nolicv and its objectives. Such understandine is extreme-

ly difficult to come by. National nolicy and objectives arc

rarely exnressed in direct and tanoible terms . How then arc

military leaders and olanners to distinguish true ob-iectives

from slogans and ideoloav?

This orocess of understandine nolicv can he exolained most

succinti” be settine forth a series o~ terse r-iuections which

military leaders and nlanncrs should ask themselves when ana-

*lvsincy nolicv:

‘-‘bat overall effect is desired ‘rom this nolicy?

What are all the objectives of this nolicv?

‘That are the minimum key objectives ~f this policy

*Th i should in no way ho construed as advocatinc an aban-
donment of the traditional military—civil relationshin. Civil
leaders sot nolicv. Military leaders implement nolicv. The
only noint that is heina made is that the military can better
imolement policy when it understands all the nuances of that
nolicy.
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What are the assumotions on which this policy i~s based ?

Are these assumotions valid?

W i l l  the use of m i l i t a r y  force  a f f e c t  these assumotions?

How?

Wha t  minimum military action is recuired to achieve all

the object ives  O F oolicy? The minimum key objectives?

What militar y objectives will host cunnort  attainment o~

oolicv objectives?

What forces will he set in motion by the nronosed or contin-

cent military action?

Will such forces contribute to or detract from the overall

effect desired From this oolicv?

Will comnensatjnq measures he required to counter or or’-

set such forces as are set in motion?

‘-‘ill. these comncnsatinq measures  a f f e c t  the assumot ion s , the

objecti~ os of nolicv , or the overall e’~ ect desired ‘rem this

nolicy?

Finally , and 0 fundamental imnortance :

What constitutes satic~ acterv uttainment n~ the minimum key

e h j ec tj v e~~?**

** These cuestions are derived ‘rom the concont o’ Analysis
n~~ the Objective. This concent is examined in detail b~’ the
leadinc militar y theoretician o’ our time , Pear Admiral H. E.
Ecci es , USN , cet., in his d ist incuished work , M il itary Concents
and Philosonhv (New brunswick : Rutcers University Press , 1965).
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With the understand inc 0~ colicy thus gained , mil itary lcadcr~
and clanners will he better able to control the structure , do—

nl ovrient , -ind use of military cower and force so as to attain

the ob-i ectives of oolicy.

Before leav inci the subject of control it is imnortant to

return briefly to the contention that Halberstam ’s pocus was

really directed at controllinci the military instead of the more

imnortant issue of control of nolicy . One mici ht cay with ~usti-

fication that the distinction is subtle within the context of

Halber stam ’s us~éage . Subtle nerhans , but sianificant. Con-

t inued emohasis , however indirect , on controllinq the military

will over time lead to a rohotistic military establishment corn—

nrisod 0~ m ilitary mechanicians devoid of initiative and judee-

mont.

Militar” judgoment is already ~uhjec t to ~ orea t deal of

‘-iuestioninr , . This  is the i mol i cat i o n  o~ H a i he r st a m ’ s theme of

controllinci the military .

M i l i t a ry  Judgement

Since FTalberstam ’s hook is not nrj’narjl” ~-oncerned ~•r i t h

r ” i l it ar v  m a t t e r s , one must  d raw some in’erences based on ox-

armies cited and careful between—the—line readincis. On such a

basis , Halberstarn ’s nrincina l criticism of militar y iudcomcnt

seems to ho:

Thit militar y men tend to recommend m ilitar y force as the

solution to international difeicult-ics.
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Thdt militar y men ~reriuentl’, f a i l  to cc,nsider non—m ili--

tarv factors when olanning ~or and emoloylne 1orco.

The Best and the Brir-,htest is renlete ~‘ith instances where

nilitarv ~udcioment ~ailod to measure up. Present hut far less

numerous are examnoles where military iudciement was exceotjon-

all” sound . 0ne examnie ‘-‘ill servo to illustrate both conditions.

Tn April 1954 , the French attempt to ‘orce the \‘ictminh

into a set-niece battle had cone sour . Dienbionohu was sur-

round ed. Pressure ‘-zas hoinc exerted on Washington to crovont

th~ de~~eat o~ the French. A controversy arose over i n t e r v e n t i o n .

within the Executive Branch , the Congress , and the JCS l ines

‘crc drawn and nosi t io ri s t a k e n .  The Pres id ent aoneared anhiva-

lent. Two military men olaved sicini~~icant roles in the contro-

‘ye rs” :  ‘dn-’ ral ‘~rth ur T~adford , Chair”an o’ the JCS “cacierlv ’

oronosed inter~?ention ; ~~ ncra1 ‘
~atthew ~idc’-’av , ‘\rrv~’ ~‘hie~ o’

~ta~~’ onn~ sod 1ntor’rention . TIalborstam ’~ ~~j c”- ’ o~ ‘?a~~ford :

.‘~ i t h  the ca r r i s o n  t r~~r-’nec1 a t  ~) i e n ~- i e n n hu , ~ad’ord
w~~s readv~ it  ‘.‘—~r h i s f i r st  c!~an ce to t est  the  ~~~~~
Tool’ , and he was e3 r~n r  t~ no . fln ’~ r,ood c o l i d  ~ir

~tri l~~ at the attac ’~’erc , ~nd that would d o it. (~~ . l3~~)

‘-t i meetinc ‘- ‘ith Connrr~scior .il l eaders:

r?~ dc ord maci c a stron’-, ~nd 
force ful oresentation : the

situation ‘‘~is  ocrilous. T’ Indochina -.‘nnt , then South—
ea st  ~~~~ ‘‘oi~1d no. “e would he moved hack to Hawaii.
T~ e N~~~r~’ , he ~ ssured the sena to r s was r ead”  to no , t’~o
hundred ~1anc s “ore on the carriers Essex and Boxer .

The Sr’n~~tor s  becian to nu e st i o n  ‘~~d f o rd . ~Teu 1~~
this he an act o’ w a r ?  “~s , ‘-‘e ~-‘ou1d he in the war .
What would h~~ nr~~.n i’ the ‘irst ai r stri)ce did not
succcod in r e l i ev i ng  the ciarrison? “Ic would follo’-’

~ in . ~‘hat  ab o u t  ryround forces?  Rad ’ord nave an
am bivalent answer . (o . 110 ) - 
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The Ar my  was not a m b i v a le n t :

“Icr did the Army ner”ri t the White House the l ux’:r”
of thjnkjnr, that we could net by with only air now—
r~r .  Rari Ford ’~~ clan ‘or an airstrike ‘~‘as centir.nent

~n cefzure o h 
_ _ _  

la~~~~~~f~T~~~~~ ~~Tch seem ed~~ on ’iard  the  Ton~~~n T hu l f ,Thecause the Navv did not “ant
to enter the nul~ with its carriers and then hav~
Ch)nese ajrhaces ric,ht behind them . Rut jF w~ can-turod H a in a n , the Chinese would come acro ss with
e ve rvt h in n  they had ; then it was not likel~ to re-
ma in a small war very lonc . (n. 143) (Emohasis added.)

Halberstam looks at the role R id~~.’av niaved :

Ridcwav was v e r y  u n e a s y .  . .Wars were settled on the
ciround , and on the cround the losses ‘-‘ore always
borne by his neonle , U.S. Army Foot soldiers and
Marines . . . So he sent an Army survey team to Tndo-
china to determine the requirements ~or ‘ightinci a
cmround war there. What ho wanted was the basic
needs and logistics of it...

The answers were chillinc : minimal , F ive divi-
sions and un to ten j F  we wanted to clear out the
enem~’.. • , nius fifty—five enc’i.neerinc bat talions,
between 500 ,000 and 1 ,000 ,000 men , n iuc enormous
construction costs. The country had nothinci in
the wa” ~~ nort Facilities , railroads and hinhwavs ,
telenhone lines. We would have to start vi’tuallv
‘rorn scratch , at a tremendous cost... It ‘-‘a s more
than likely that in this nolitical war the conu-
la tjon would hem the Vietm inh...

Thus the Pidqwav renort , which rio one had
ordered. . .but Ridqwav ‘cIt he owed it both to the
men ho commanded and the countr~ he served . His
conclusion ‘-‘as not that the United States should
not intervene , hut he outlined very snecificallv
the heav” r’rice recuired . (n. 143)

“lineteen years have nassed since ~dmiral Radford and general

~idcywav evaluated the Indochina situation and made their discar-

ate recommendations to the President. In retrosnect , the recom-

mendations o’ the Chairman o’ the Joint Chiefs o~ Staff annoar

ludicrous. The idea that airnower could have orevented 100 ,000
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‘- ‘ictminh ‘rom o’ierrunninc 13 ,000 French and Colonial troons

is d,f’jcult enough to take seriously; to have considered

“ seizinrv ” an island larcer than the combined states of

‘1as~achusotts and Rhode Island on the very doorsten of China ,

as a orcliminarv ston to intervention , is incomnrehensihle.

Rjdc-mway ’s report , on the other hand , has been oroven sound

by subsenuent events.

What then of Halberstam ’s criticism ? Are they valid? Or

does the soundness of military judgement deoend on the miii-

tars’ man , as the cxamnle cited would seem to sucae~ t? Let us

consider each criticism in turn.

Do miljtar’,’ men tend to recommend the use of force to solve

internationa l dif’icultics? Yes. Not always o~ cour se , hut a

sufficient number of times to justi’v descrihinci it as a ten-

dccc ”. This should surorise one no more than finding out that

a surceon tends to recommend surqery. In times of crisis one

tends towards actions with which one is familiar.

1 hotter phrasinc of the cuestion would ha’’o been: why is

there a tendency to always consider the use of force in any situa-

tion which seems to offer the onnortunity to emnlov force?***

No ittemot was made here to set un a stra~~ an iust so it
could be knocked down . The cuestion , why does the military al-
ways seem to recommend military action , seem s frequently on the
nib of Halborstair ’s nen. The cuestion wants nersnectjve , which
is nrohahl.v why he never asked it directly.
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This tendency does not derive from any m ate American belli-

cosity as the Litany of the Left would have u.s be l i evo .  It  is

more cornolicated than that.

The or igins of this tend~ nc’i ar2 rooted in comniex and

interrelated factors.

The tvne of men who are elected and ancointed to hinh nub-

lic o’fice , the decision rnak~rs , are canted towards action and

the attainment of goals. Their cower is ultimately based on

ranid resolution o~ difficulties with minimum disruntion of

domestic conditions. Such men shun nrotractod discussion of

crisis conditions. They turn prom orosentations which show

oroblem s to be multi-faceted and comolex and seek instead the

sinemle-naaed double-spaced summar’i which of’ers a nuick solu-

tion. T~bovc all such men arc ontimnists; certain o~ their ability

to control situations and events.

The nature of force is deccotive. It scem~ to of’er cmujck

and simnolo solutions to comolex oroblems. Sema~tic distortions

contribute to this decention . Terms such as “search and destroy ” ,

“interdiction ” , and “hunter-killer team” conjure un imaqcs o~

swift decisive action. The anplication of force is rarely so

swift and decisive.

Tn a free society , continued exnosure of a nroblem sets in

motion intricate natterns of public reaction which inevitably

results in demand s for action.
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These factors combine and react , one on the other . The re-

sult is that force is almost alwav~i considered durinci times of

crisis. Considering the comd ex and nervasive nature of the

factors involved , the wonder is that force is not resorted to

more often. The fact that it is not is nartiallv attributable

to the caliber of men elected and appointed to nublic office.

The second inferred criticism of military jud~ement is that

military men tend to ianore non-military factors. On first read-

inc this seems as self-evident as the military tendency to recom-

mend military action. After further consideration , it’ s not

nUjt~ so sinolo.

°no does not exooct nersonnel of lower ranks to concern

themselves with nolitical , economic , and ideolormical matters

involving the enemy they are Fighting or crenaring to fight.

~t some noint , however , one indeed does exoect our military

leaders and olannors to show a sophisticated awareness of all

ac tors a’~octincm the emnlovment of force. As Professor Harold

Hill was moved to remark , “You got to know the territory. ”

This awareness has to do with rcsoonsibilitv and how one

rerceives and reacts to resnonsibilitv. Resoonsihility in—

creases with rank , but it is not a straiqht-line nroqression.

There is a noint at which one encounters ne’s’ dimensions of res-

ponsibility : issues which once were nerioheral become central;

a more comprehensive view of events is rerruired . One may arauc

about where this new dimension of resnonsibilitv is First
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encountered , but it definitely exists at the level where mili—

tarv men analyze national nolicv and existing situations so as

to advise the civ ilian members o~ the Executive and Legislative

Rranches. At that noint where colic” and events are analyzed

and olans formulated , the militar y men must intuitively exnand

his outlook . His considerations cannot he limited to those

c.’hich are strictly military in nature but must be exnanded to

include oolitical , economic , and ideolormical ‘actors as well.

The soundness o~ Ridqway ’s renort was a result o’ his

consideration of all the Factors affectinci the oronosed em-

nloyment of force; military , nolitical , ocnomic , and icleolormi-

cal factors were all evaluated .

Summary

• We have now come to the end of one of the most traumatic

neriods of our nation ’s history . The war in Vietnam fragmented

our society as nothinci has done since our own Cjyjj “lar. The

rosultinci discord even nenetratc’d into our m i l it a r~ e ct ah lj e h -

mont .

‘rhe nosjtj~ n taken by our government cannot he riuestioned

h” us , ~or we are nro~ eq sional military men. 0ur duty is clear;

~t 
j
~ to serve . Rut that is not to sa” that we cannot learn

‘rem so cearinn an exnerience. Tndeed , that too is cart o’ our

• 
duty .
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Hero then is surely the worth of The Rest and the Rrirmhtest

it raises to ‘-‘rominence rmuestions o~ sianificance. The nih-

tar” establishment o’ the United 5tates must look to itself for

the answer s.
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