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CONCEPTS OF CONFLICT: TOWARDS A MILITARY THEORY OF CONFLTCT

CHAPTER T

INTRODUCT TON

And T saw when the Lamb opened one of the secals, and

I heard, as it were the noise of thunder, one of the

four beast savina, Come and see.

And T saw, and behold a white horse: and he that set

on him had a bow, and a crown was given unto him: and

he went forth conaquerina, and to conaquer.

War and conflict have been the lot of the American pcople
for threec decades: World War ITI, the Berlin blockade, Korea,
Lebanon, Nuemov, Berlin...again, the Cuban Missile Crisis, Laos,
the Dominican Renublic, Vietnam, and manv lesser involvements
where the American nresence was not so visibile. Now it would
seem a new cra is uoon us; an era still of conflict, but a
muted conflict. The superpowers, the U.S., USSR, and the Peo-
ples Renmublic of China (PRC), are apparently stressino neqoti-
ation rather than confrontation; compromise rather than impla-
cabilitv. The Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) have
produced limited but significant steps in arms control of inter-
continental ballistic missiles and disarmament of antiballistic
missiles.

The fundamental threat is, however, still nresent. The USSR
and the PRC still continue to increase their nuclear canability;
Soviet naval forces are increcasing dramaticallv while those of

the PRC, thouah limited, are nonetheless formidable in terms of

1




Asian emnloyment; ground combat forces of both the USSR and

the PRC remain stable but larage and ablc.2 Neither the USSR
nor the PRC has abrocated their commitment to subport "wars

of national libecration."

Conflict has shifted from the center of power to the peri-
pherv. Tt is here on the perinhery that the neonle of the
Third World are filled with aspirations and beset by voverty.
It is here on the nerivhery that a new and intensified spirit
of nationalism is emergina. Tt is here on the neriphery that
local hegemonic nowers are beginnina to amnear. Tt is here on
the perinherv that the major nowers are maneuvering for influ-
ence. It is here on the nerinherv that the danger of an in-
tensification and widening of conflict is greatest.

Tt is now clear that the military nower of the United
States has been areatlv limited by the Vietnam War and its
subsequent cconomic dislocation and domestic discord. The
substantial reduction in military forces is but a part of that
limitation; resolve and confidence were also casualties of the
war in Vietnam. Tt scems hiahly unlikely that militarv force
can be used in surmport of U. S. policv in the necar future, bar-
rinag overt military attack on U. S. territorv or on territories
where U. S. interests are unambiauouslv clear.

Foreign aovernments will quickly see the imnlications of
this lack of resolve and confidence: extremc limitations o€ the

U.S. will and abilitv to act in arcas where conventional military
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force mav be reauired. This reduction in ability to resnond
will result in a diminishina of U.S. prestige and influence.
Tt mav also lead to a return to excessive dependencv on nuc-

lear weapons. And there lies the danqger.

The V;oblem

It is now obvious that hiah level political-militarv de-
cisions are more complex and have qgreater cffect than has here-
tofore been realized. The nroblems and difficulties of human
conflict are infinite and so filled with contradiction and
paradox that thev resist solution. The cause and effect recla-
tionship of rolitical and militarv affairs is such that know-
ledoc of both is necessarv if ecither are to be controlled.

If reason and logic and restraint are to dominate improv-
isation and guess work and rashness in the aonroach to the
nolitical-military nroblems which confront this nation, then
there must be an intuitive understandina of fundamental mili-
tary concents.

Such understandina is not casily achieved. There are no
immutable doomas which can be codified and stored so that onc
can nush a button and call forth an aopopronriate solution when
situation "A" occurs. Therc are, however, fundamental orin-
cinles and concents which aenerally hold true. These are cana-
ble of beina exnressed as military theorv. Rear Admiral H. E.

Eccles, USN, Pet., has said:
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Militarv theorv and nrincinles can and have
heen exoressed in terms that aive a sense of struc-
ture, loaic, and discivnline to militarv studvy.
These statements of nrincinles can be exnressed in
various wavs. Onlv when a man has viewed military
oroblems from various nerspectives and in various
terms can he achieve understandino and onlv then
can he exercise informed wisdom as he anplies him-
self to professional nractice in its infinite var-
ictv...Without an intuitive sense of structure and
nrincirle a man cannot be exvected to make cither a
qood militarv analysis or decision.

The rroblem then is one of providing this sense of struc-

ture, logic, and discipline throuah the identification and

development of the fundamental militarv concents and prin-

cinles and expressino them in a coherent militarv theorv.

Purpose

The nurvose of this paver is to build a foundation for a
militarv theorv of conflict.® This requircs the identification
of those basic concepts which when viewed as a coherent aroun
provide an understanding of the nature and structure of con-
flict. The aim of this project is to illuminate the major
elements of these concepts and to identifv the military impli-

cations of those broad areas of human conflict not covered by

*A theorv of conflict is but one of the basic subjects
which would comprise a comprehensive military theory. Admiral
H. E. Eccles, who has led all others in the studv of military
theory, lists eleven basic subjects which must be addressed.
Each subiject has bhasic concents, corollaries, subordinate arecas
and concepnts which must be identified and exnlored. See H. E.

Eccles, "Military Theorv: A Tonical Structural Outline," Un-
oublished Pamer, Naval War Colleac, Newport, R.I.:n.d.
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civilian thouaht and experience. Tt has been stated by Admiral
Eccles that one function of a War College is to nrovide a body
of i1decas, well exnressed, which will serve as a startina roint
for further studv. Tt is hopoed that this work will meet such

a need.

The Need

The need for military theorv has been stated but it is
doubted that the need has been established for the American
militarv nrofessional is strangely contemnrtuous of history and
theorv. Historv is inseparable from theorv for it is historv
which reveals the nmatterns and shows the relationshins and
importance of the elements of the nmattern.

The American military orofessional does not value theorv.
He rareclv discusses it, hardlv ever reads 1it, and almost never
writes it. This lack of nercentive writina is at once sur-
nrising and exolicable.

It is surprising on tne one hand, when one commarcs the
militarv orofession with other nrofessions. In other nro-
fessions theorv is studied, written about, and relied upon:

i cducators studv and write on theories of cducation and devise

cducational schemes based on those theories; economists study

F and interorct the accumulated exnerience and orovmose theorv as

—— -

a formal auide for future actions.
Nn the other hand, it is understandable that the military

nrofessional would have a peculiarlv nrofessional bias against

(2]




militarv theory. He is bv nature a practical man, oriented
towards action. Throughout his career he has been judged and
promoted on the basis of his skill in performina assigned tasks;
not on his broad knowledac of militarv theoryv. Finallv, he is
so busy doing, that he has little time for the study and con-
temrlation necessarv to come to orivs with militarv theory.

So when the militarv nrofessional writes, he writes from
a limited viewnoint. Tn his militarv service nublications,
he writes mainlv on the mechanics of routine and nrocedure.
Tf through chance he occurnied a position of immortance, he
writes memoirs. Rarelv is he analvytical and even more rarecly
does he attemnt to evolve historical truths to serve as a aquide

for future actions.
Eccles speaks to the need and significance of theorv:

Theorv does not nretend to solve nroblems: it
sheds light on nroblems and thus can provide guidance
for those who have the resnonsibility for solvino them .

In the aonlication of theory to a oroblem of life,
the resronsible exccutive must make many comnromises
between con€licting optimum solutions of marts of the
nroblem. Thus, inr effect, he must decide when and to
what degrec it is appropriate for one thecoretical
consideration to overbalance another. This reaquires
exoerience and common sensec nlus a lively feeling of
nersonal resnmonsibilitv for the results of the decision.

Circumstances frcaquentlv comnel nolitical-militarv
lcaders to devart from sound theory and orinciples.
Such dermartures should be made knowinglv and with an
understanding of nrobable conscouences. Thev should
not be made throuah ignorance or inadvertence....

It is imnortant to recoanize that a thecory of war
is somethina more than a mere description of war at a
aiven staage. Theory does not content itself with re-
tracina the factual state of affairs. Tts task is to
nenetrate to the inner structure of warfare, to its
comnonent nmarts, and to their interrelations.?

t — "’. > —— i e e AT e T - e —— 4 a8 p——




The Aonroach

The foundation for a military theory of conflict is broad
and varied. Since conflict is a human activitv one must con-

sider the Natural Human Oriains of Conflict. This has been

done briefly bv considerinc the instinctive aacaressive drives
which motivate man.
Tnternational conflict is that with which the militarv

professional is concerned so The Oricins of Tnternational Con-

flicg are examined in detail and in the liaht of a theorv that
all international conflict results from a struacle for vower.

Next, The Continuum oF_Qggglicp is cxamined. Emnhasis 1is

placed on recognition that there is no lonager a distinct neriod
of meace and war but that there is a continuum of conflict with
varvina dearces of intensitv. The nature of modern conflict is

examined and its sionificant fecatures identified.

The age-old guestion of The Necessity For Force is discus-
sed in the context that much of today's militarv and nolitical
literature imnlicitlv assumes that militarv force will not again
be required on a siagnificant scale. The oricins and ecffects of
this assumntion are set forth.

The Use of Power and Force centers on two aquestions of siani-

ficance: the nrimacv of nolitical purrnose in the conduct ot
militarv affairs and the relationshin of military strateaqgv to

national obijectives. Fach is examined in detail.

|
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The concludina chanter discusses the recasons why military
theory is denrcciated and reinforces the need for a comore-
hensive military theory. Additional areas of concern are in-
dicated.

Aopendix T sets forth a tonical outline of a comprechen-
sive theorv of conflict. The reader is reminded that a thcorv
of conflict is hut one of the basic subjects which would bhe
covered in a comorchensive militarv theory.

Anneﬁdix TI1 is an examination of the military implications

raised bv David Halberstam's The Best and thc_ziiihiﬁiE' This

anoendix presents within the context of a sinale issue, Vietnam,

manv o€ the concents which are fundamental to militarv theorv.
Exnlicit throuah the manmcr is the concent that therc is

no lonaer a distinct line between war and ncace. Eccles has

noted:

...the attemnt to nrovide brief and strict definitions
of General War and Limited War tends to obscure the
unnleasant reality that in manv areas of human con-
flict, it is esscential to use military force without
there beina anv declaration or recognition of war of
anv sort.

Tn other words we have the areat naradox that in
order to think clearlv ahout war and the emplovment of
militarv forces we should as far as nossible avoid
usina the word "war!"5

The exnerience of researchinc and prermarina this nmaper has nro-
ven him richt. Consecuentlv, the word conflict has been used
where ever nossible. ™"hen it was not »nossible to avoid the

word "war" it was used so as to differentiate between formal and
legqal "war" and that use of militarv force which is "war" by

8
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any

the

one

are

the

other name: '"ar is that formal lecal condition; war is
use of militarv force without leqal acknowledagement.

Friedrich Nietzsche wrote in The Wanderer and His Shadow

of the most hooeful nrophecies of mankind. While we who
militarv men must be orenmared for conflict, we mav sharc
hone expressed here:

And perhaps the great day will come when a neonle,
distincuished by wars and victories and by the highest
develorment of a military order and intellicence, and
accustomed to make the hecaviest sacrifice for these
things, will exclaim of its own free will, "we break
the sword" and will smash its militarv establishment
down to its lowest fnundations. Renderina onesclf
unarmed when one has been the best armed, out of a
heicht of feeling--that is the means to real neace,
which must alwavs rest on a necace of mind; whereas the
so-called armed vcace as it now exists in all count-
ries, is the absence of necace of mind. One trusts
neither onesclf nor one's neiaghbor and, half from hat-
red, half from fear, does not lay down arms. Rather
rerish than hate and fear, and twice rather nerish
than make onesclf hated and feared--this must somedav
become the highest maxim for every sinale commonwealth.
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CHAPTER IT

THE NATURAL 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
proposition, one either dismisses the concept as meaningless
or else one is drawn down pathways so esoteric as to yield
little of oractical value.

If there is one apobroach which must be brought to the
study of conflict it is the pragmatic rather than the romantic,
the realistic rather than the utooian. Yet one is drawn back
to the profound realization that onlv man's willingness to
fight makes war vnossible.

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 compnelled 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 unconcious wavs. The study of conflict
from this elemental viewpoint has proceeded along two not

dissimilar tracks. Biologists have studied animals to see if

10
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knowledge of their instinctive behavior would provide insight
into the behavior of man. Analytical psychologist have stud-
ied man to see to what degree rational bhehavior is influenced
by subconscious motivations. Much light has been shed but

the shadows still conceal more than the light reveals.

Bielogical Aggression

Biological agaression, the evolutionarv interoretation
of man's behavior, easily attracks adherents. Tt is widely
accepted that there exists in the agenes of all animals, in-
cluding man, biological commands--instincts, if one prefers--
which must be obeved; survive and procreate are two of the
most elemental and most easilv accepted. The origins and
nature of these biological commands evade compbrehension.

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 of survival; so does man. They establish systems of
dominance; so does man.

In evaluating the results of animal studies one must

avoid the anthropomorvhic trap. C. R. Carpenter's study of

11




e T TR - T L — I

the rhesus monkey is a case in point.l This study established
a significant relation between dominance and group agqression.
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 svstematically to attack the territorial feeding grounds
of neighboring troops. In further violation of the normal
rules of animal behavior, the territorial invaders alwavs
won. Intriqued, 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 lanquace with which he can express
abstract ideas. His societv 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




Unconscious Aggression

The psychoanalyst sees the roots of conflict in man's
unconscious. Since World War II analytical psvchologist have
increasingly explored the origins of aggression in man and
have attempted to determine the relevance of man's aggressive
drives to the origins of war.

Though nothing like unanimity has been reached it is
widely accepted that man possesses basic agqgressive drives
which motivate him in unconscious ways. Tt is also widely
accepted that there is a direct relationship between frustra-
tion and hostilitv. What is not clear is whether these aggres-
sions and hostilities of individual man are converted into
group aggression in the form of war.

One of the most influential theories which directlv re-
lates individual man's aggressive drives to war is that of
E. F. M. Durbin and John Bowbly, British psychologists. 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 rossession of desired
objects or to overcome a sense of frustration or to resist
the encroachment of strangers or to attack a scanegoat..."2

Further, that while the oraanization of man into political
units inhibits private individual aagressive behavior, it

made war respectable:

13




It is by an identification of the self with
the state and by the exoression through it
that the individual has in recent times
chiefly exhibited his agqgressive behavior.
What then causes the state to embark on
war? 1In the first place...the exnression
of aggression on a group scale appears to
restore to it simplicity and directness.
In the civilized adult the original and
simple cause for fichting are forgotten
and overlaid with every kind of excuse and
transformation. But when aaaression is
made respectable by manifestation through
the corporate will of the aroup, it resumes
much of its amoral simplicity of purvose.
In the second place, states may fight...

because of the ovressures of transformed agqgres-

sion within their members. The members of
the state may be so educated, so frustrated,
and so unhappy that the burden of internal

aggression may become intolerable. They. have

reached a point at which war has become a
psychological necessity.3

The Paradox

Is man still guided by the antique bioloaical commands of
territoriality, hostility, and dominance?
then act or is reason blurred and rationality distorted by
hostilities and aggressions which lie beneath the suverficies
of civilization's patina?
still bound to nature's way and that the origins of war are to
be found in "...dark, unconscious sources in the human osyche."

What then is to be done?
must consider well to avoid dismissing the concent out of hand

or being drawn down mystical pvaths which bypass the real world.

In short, one must view the concept realistically.

14

Does man reason and

The evidence indicates that man is

Earlier it was stated that one
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Of course man possesses bhasic aqgaressive drives. The
world's military establishments have long made use of these
drives in training and in combat. So have the world's great
proselytising religions, Christianity and Mohammedanism.

Of course man acts irrationally; the institutionalized
charnel houses at Auschwitz and the individualized slaughter
at Mvlai attest to this.* Equallv irrational, however, was
Joan's refusal to deny her voices and the Spartan's determin-
ation to stand at Thermopylae.

No one doubts that unrelieved frustration gives rise to
hostilitv. Tt was seen in the streets of Budapest in 1956
and Watts in 1965.

Nf course war is made possible onlv bv man's willingness
to fight. It was such a willinaness which led Attila to rav-
age half a continent. Tt also lead Charles Martel to Tours.

The realist recoanizes the nature of man as agaressive,
hostile, and irrational. 1In this aagressive, hostile, and
irrational nature, the realist sees both damnation and hone.
Having seen these thinas, the realist turns and moves towards
those issues of more practical value for he recognizes the
naradox.

Tf one assumes an immutable nature of man, a nature agares-

sive and inatelv violent, and if all else must be understood

*The behavior of man is a blendina of the rational and the
irrational. Tt is not an easv matter to define either term or
to decide which is dominant in a aiven situation.
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in terms of this nature, then one must turn to something
other than the nature of man for a solution to the problems
of man. By terms of the assumption, human nature cannot be
changed.

Thus the maradox: 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 oriagins of conflict.

Relevance

And what, one miaght 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, hovnefully, bring the long view; it will serve
to bring persmective 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 aspmira-
tions are at odds with another's, there must be a change on
the vart of one or a reconciliation of those aspirations. Tf
not, competition beains for that which will satisfy those
aspirations. Lackinag 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 keep conflict within managable

limits.
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Man's uniqueness lies in his unremitting struagle to free
himself from nature's bounds and to dominate his environment.'
Tt 1s paradoxical that man's struggle to free himself from the
bounds of nature has bound him to still another strugqgle; a
struggle for power. Tt is with power that man survives; it

is with power that man predominates, and it will be with

power that man ultimately achieves the freedom, the will, and
the means to turn from war.

Till that day comes, man must continue his strugale for
power. Now, in the thermo-nuclear age, man must join still
another struggle; the struggle to control the power he has
attained. Tt is oprecisely 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.

*RAdm. H. E. Eccles commented: "The disastrous effects of
the ungquestioning acceptance of dominance being the natural
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 amything 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.
Eccles, Naval wWar College, 1 June 1973.

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




CHAPTER IIIX
THE ORIGINS OF INTERNATIONAL CONFLICT

A military theory of conflict must primarily concern it-
self with international conflict for this is the stage on
which military power and force plays out its vital role.

Tt has been stated that there is a continuum of interna=
tional conflict which occasionally intensifies to the noint
of war. Humanity's problem is to so control conflict that
this point is not reached. Such control will not be qained
by idealistic and utopian dreams; it will be acained onlv by
the realistic and nragmatic anmproach. Realism demands first
an understanding of the origcins of international conflict.

This chanter sets forth a theory that international con-

flict results from a struggle for power which is souaht for

three fundamental purmoses: to insure national survival;

to maintain the status quo; to expvand existing power.

This theory must be judged by its nurvose: to classify
into an orderly arrangement what otherwise must be a mass of
hichlv individudlized series of circumstances. The theorv
must meet the emnirical test: do the historical examples
cited lend themselves to the interpnretation the theory places
on them?

International conflict is then considered a struqggle for

power in which all nations compete to one dearee or another.

18




Whatever the ultimate goal of nations--neace, freadom, secu-
rity--the immediate agoal is nmower. Tt is with power that
nations survive. Tt is with power that nations contiol
threatening situations and events. Tt is with power that
nations build a society which frees man to pursue the higher
and nobler purnoses. So while nations rarely if ever go to
war for a sinale reason, all the complex nmaths to war lead
in the final analysis to the gate marked POWER.

There 1s a tendencv to dispmarage power as if nower it-
self were evil. Power is neither good nor evil; it is neu-

tral. The uses to which a state applies its power mav reflect

'Professnr J. E. King raises the auestion, "Does the state
really struaqale for national survival? Tt is governments and
rulers who make war. Thev do not always reflect the will of
the nation (veople)." Memorandum from Professor J. E. Kina,
Naval wWar Colleqe, 21 Mav 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 standpnoint,
the lack of citizen support for the actions of the state is
significant. From a praomatic standvoint, such a lack of citi-
zen supvort is significant only when the pneonle withdraw sup-
port or actively onpose the actions of government, thereby
limiting the state's ability to act.

Bertrand De Jouvenel writes:

Such is Power's (the central governmental author-

ity) dependency on the nation and so areat 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 uop 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 dealina with others.!l
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the character and values of the pneonle; nower itself is but
the means; the nations must determine the ends for which
power 1s used.

There is a fascination with the acaquisition of power
that 1s not understood. The inadequacy of the verbal symbols
with which man writes, limits his ability to describe this
fascination with power which sometimes seduces man into its
misuse.

Power has a dual nature. One type of nower must be used
to attain additional power. Another tvpe of power is re-
quired to control the power one is emplovina. Control of
power is vital in the international struggle for nower. Such
control is ultimately arounded in the values and disciplines

of the veonle of the state.

National Survival

A nation may be confronted with situations and events
which invoke the survival imperative; act or face destruction.
Military force is emploved with little hesitation at such
times. Thouah variations oceur, four situations have histori-
cally moved nations to military action to insure national
survival,

Invasion. No event is so direct and elemental as invasion
by another state. The nation invaded either fiahts or sur-

renders. Nothing more needs savina.
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HostlngQQinggg_Sggggi. A nation faced with hostile
adjacent states, unable to resolve the hostilitv and belicv-
ina 1tself endanaercd by continuation of the existing con-
ditions, mav heliecve militarv action the onlv solution.
Militarv action mav be aimed at conauest of the hostile
statc, destruction of that state's militarv nower, or at
the canture of vital aqgeoaraphic areas. Whatcver the immediate
qoal, the ultimate purpose is to insure national survival and
nredominance over the hostile state in future relations.

Tt does not scem unreasonable that this is the funda-
mental reason for North Korea's invasion of South Korea in
1950. Kim T1 Suna could hardlv have felt secure in his north-
ern artificial state. The south was under the lcadership of
Svnaman Rhee, a man acnuinelv revered bv all Korcans for his
cfforts to frece Korca from foreion domination. Professor
Tulius Pratt notes that the United States had nrovided South

Koreca with limited arms "...laragelv becausc of Svnaman Rhece's
unconcealed ambition to conmuer the north."? T€ such ambition
were known to the United States, they were surelvy known to

Kim Il Sung. This fact counled with the intecrnal difficulties
o€ building a new state mav very well have led Sung to believe
that the southern state threatened the existence of North Korea.

Without nuestion, Tsrael's attacks against Eavptian nosi-

tions in the Gaza Strip and the Sinai Peninsula in 1956 was

22
P it | R - e
?éﬁ?ﬂmyﬁnf.wmilnAmgudrrrugg ke
Ve Li%::,..;': TN LY CURS B ~

—o————y e AT 0 S i b < g - -



— I .

motivated by the survival imverative. Again in 1967, Israel':
attack against the Arab states was to insure survival.

Weak Adjacent States. Dominance of weak adjacent states

may be considered essential to national survival. The imme-
diate aim may be to denv a lodgement to a hostile third nation,
to insure the retention in nower of a government sympathetic
to the affected state, or to insure a more definite neutrality
on the pmart of the weaker state. Action to effect these

goals may range from invasion to economic aid. The risk of
war to the affected state is directlv in nrooortion to the
action it takes.

Javan's actions in Manchuria in 1931 were based on this
oremise. Javan regarded Manchuria as nart of her economic
life-1line and believed her vital interest threatened by the
Kuomintang attempts to reassert Chinese authoritv over Man-
churia. Javan through a series of militarv, subversive, and
economic maneuvers established a nuonet covernment in Manchuria.

The USSR apparently believed her actions in Hungary, 1965,
and Czechoslovakia in 1968, necessary to insure the continua-
tion in power of governments sympathetic to the Soviet Union.

The Chinese Communist entrv into the Korean War in 1950
was most certainly motivated by fear of a United States lodae-
ment in the adjacent territorv of North Korea.

Tsrael's militarv actions aacainst Jordan and Lebanon in

the vears followina the 1967 war were aimed at forcina thqse
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two nations into a strict neutralitv which would deny opera-
ting bases to the Palestine Liberation Army.

Lack of Defensible Boundaries. A nation may consider

/

its lack of natural defensible boundaries a vital defect and
consider expansion to such boundaries necessary to national
survival. Tt 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 importance on the Rhine as a natural
boundarv, as she did in the 1870's and the earlv 1900's.

That is not to say that the intrinsic value of defensible
boundaries has diminished. Who that has such boundaries would
give them uo, and who that is without them would not acquire
them? The voint is that 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 accessable borders by seizure of defensible terrain
features: the Sinai Peninsular, the Gaza Strip, and the west
bank of the Jordan. The importance Israel placed on these ter-
rain objectives mav be judged bv her actions on 10 June 1967.

A few hours after the UN cease-fire went into effect, Israel
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reopened hostilities with a surprise attack on the Golan
Heights; a small Syrian mountain range, overlooking Israeli
territory and offering military advantace to the nation
occupyinag it.

Nations belijievina their survival threatened will take
almost unlimited risks to insure their continued existence.*
The risks of war is a price most nations are willing to pay

to insure continued survival.

The Status Nuo

Maintenance of the status quo is subsidiary only to sur-
vival as a central purpose of state policy. Simply put, a
policy of maintaininag the status quo means that a state will
conduct its affairs so that sovereignty is assured and as
much inedpendence and constituent nower is retained as possible.

Few states adont status aquo as a comnrehensive and deliber-
ate national pclicy to be maintained over time. Status quo,
instead, is usually acceoted as a tempmorary condition when a

State is confronted with circumstances which deny the ovportunity

*pProfessor J. E. King raises the extremely important ques-~
tion, "Will states take unlimited risk to survive if convinced
that unlimited action would be suicidal?" Memorandum from Prof.
King, Naval War College, 21 May 1973.

Few 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 Melians chose unlimited action in the face of
overwhelming odds. They lost and were destroyed as a state.
Admittedly an Athenian siege does not offer the same expectation
of destruction as does a nuclear attack. The question remains
unanswered.
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or involve a hiagh risk in exmanding existina power or in con-
trolling situations and events. States mav also adont a status
aquo policy with regard to a given state of affairs or locality
while pursuinag other policies elsewhere.

To say that few states deliberately adont a status quo
policv 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, throuah circumstances of aeoaraphy, population
si1ze, or social outlook have apparentlv put aside thoughts
of exmanding vower or of controllina situations and events;
Luxembourqg, Sweden, and Switzerland are such states.

Maintenance of the status quo does not mean that a state
is ooposed to any change in the nower distribution. Minor
adjustments in the distribution of power which leaves intact
the relative nower positions is compatible with a policy of
status quo.

Circumstances may even reauire a state to voluntarilv
divest itself of power. Such action is not a demarture from
a status quo nolicy if by so doina the state thereby insures
sovereignty, indemendence of action, and retention of funda-
mental power. As a Commander may withdraw troops from an
exposed 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 Africa fol-

lowing World War 1T offers an example of prudent divestiture
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of power to conserve fundamental nower. On the other hand,
her retention of Gibraltar show that this retreat from power
was not a head long fliaght.

Thus in the strugagle for power amona nations, the tra-
ditional meaning of status cduo, the existina condition, is
exnanded to provide for adjustments of power within the over-
all distribution of power in order to achieve a maximum of
gain with a minimum of loss. Further, at times the maximum
advantage mav be gained onlv hv incurring the loss of peri-
nheral nower.

How then, one might ask, does a state whose policy is
one of maintainina the status quo become involved in conflict
short of invasion by another state? Conflict may occur as a
result of a chanae in national policv or from a misreading of
national intentions. A brief look at these situations will
provide insicht into the origins of conflict .

Within the framework of the status cuo a state mav seek
minor adjustments of the existing nower distribution. If the
adjustment sought is obtained with ease, the adjusting state
may conclude that it is dealina with weak or irresolute nations
and thus be convinced that a fundamental 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 mav conclude that to get
what it wants it is necessary to chanage the basic power relation-

shio. 37




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 denv the failure of the
Leaque of Nations, and France in narticular, to enfoOrce the
Versailles and Locarno Treaties convinced Hitler that he was
dealina with impotent and irresolute states, thereby encou-
raginag further aaogression. On the other hand, the Netherlands
repeated failure to secure adjustments of economic and religi-
ous grivances resulted in revolution against Philip TI1I.

A fundamental cause of conflict 1s the misreading of
national intentions. Thus a nation seekina minor adjustments
may be viewed by others as threatening the entire existina
distribution of rower. It is now clear that just such a sit-
uation lead directlv to World War I. Germanv, fearful of a
two front war against France and Russia, concluded defensive
alliances with Austria and Ttaly. The Russo-German estrange-
ment brought about by the lapse of the Reinsurance Treaty in
1891, prompted a Franko-Russian defensive alliance. Both Ger-
many and Russia, and France as well, had made moves perfectly
comnatible with maintenance of the status quo. Yet the mutual
fear and distrust of the primary partners 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 T.
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Expansion of Power

Thueydides said it best. "Of the Gods we know and of

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

can u3

Nations which attempt to exmand existing power are fre-
quently said to be imverialistic. The term imperialism is,
however, without real meaning today. It is pejorative and
used mainly for oolemical purmoses. Tts value as a term to
describe a narticular tyme of foreign policy, 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 policy

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

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

nroceeds to place in prerspective the current useaage of the
term:

The view that imperialism and anv nurvoseful
increase in power are identical is held mainly by
two groups. Those who are opposed on nrincipal to
a vnarticular nation and its policies, such as
Anglophobes, Russophobes, and anti-Americans, re-
aard the verv existence of the objects of their
phobia as a threat to the world. Whenever a
countrv thus feared sets out to increase its
power, those who fear it must view the increase
in power as a stepping stone to world conquest;
that is as a manifestation of an imperialistic
policv. On the other hand, those who, as heirs
of the pnolitical philosophy of the nineteenth cen-
turv, consider any active foreign policy an evil




bound to disapmear in the foresceable future,
will condemn a foreian pmolicv that seeks an
increase in power. They will identifv that
foreign policy with what is for them the para-
diam of evil--impberialism.5
Thus the term impmerialism has acauired a moralistic and ideca-
listic illoaicalitv. TIts use is now avoided by fair-minded
men. Here the phrase, expansion of power, is used without
connotation of right or wrong; it merely describes the act.
Nations attemnt to expand power for a variety of reasons,
most of which are cloaked with ideological justification. TIf
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 opninion of those who set policyv, makes the ex-
pansion of power a necessary act. This expansion of vower may
be as dramatic and forceful as militarv force or as subtle as
influence by cultural means. Whatever the means, if the in-
tent of the state is to predominate in its relations with
other states, that is an attempt to expand power.
Analysis of the situations and events which prompt nations |

to expand existing vower will aid in understanding the oriqgins

of international conflict.

States are forced bv internal pressures to expand exist-

ing power. There are at all times overatina within the state
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nressures resulting from ronulation qrowth, economic need,
and ideologies. These pressures may be as obvious as violent
revolution or as subtle as a mercentaae point change in an
opinion poll. These nressures are at once real and definite
vet vague and elusive. They are easily recognized in a
theoretical context yet defv detection in the real world:
historians can, in their explanation of things past, voint
clearly to the cffects of these nressures on the course of
events; political leaders operating in the midst of events
ponder the direction or even existence of such pressures.

Population and economic nressures onerate as a function
of each other. Ponulation growth creates the need for econo-
mic expansion. Tf this economic need is met, economic ex-
pansion creates an opportunitv for individual action, social
mobility, and ponulation movement. Radical social change
results. Tf this economic need is not met, the end result
is the same. A people beset by voverty and filled with aspir-
ations when denied the opportunitv to achieve economic suffi-
ciencv will in their frustration and anager rise uo and demand
action. Radical social change results.

Change overates inexorably as both cause and effect. Radi-
cal change or numerous changes in a society over a short period
of time creates annrchension; anprehension gives way to fear;
fear aives way to anaer and action is demanded. Action oro-

duces chanae and the cvcle beains anew.
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These apprehensions, fears, and demands for action develop
into ideoloqgies which serve to attract more adherents and
supporters and institutionalizes the dissatisfaction. The re-
sulting pressures can force states into attempts to expand
existing power to satisfy the demands of these pressures.

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 of immigrants.
The energy potential generated by the chanae of war and miqra-
tion was enormous. But half a continent, largelv unsettled,
nrovided the ooportunity for individual action with high ex-
pectations of success. So the dismossed, the discontent, and
the immigrants moved west by the tens of thousands and exnended
their energies in building a nation.

A unicue situation in the Middle Fast bhrought these same
factors into play: ponulation growth, econmomic need and
ideological nraessures. The results were dramatically different.
With the creation of the state of Tsrael in 1948, some 900,000
Arabs fled Palestine and settled in refuagee camps in Eaynt,
Svria, and Jordan. When it became cvident that return to
Palestine was unlikely, many Palestinian Arabs were assimilated
into the local nonulation; this was particularly true in Jordan.
A larae number, approximatelv one out of four, remained anart,
refuagees from Palestine; some stayed in the refuaee camns, others

in Palestinian enclaves within the local nonulace. These remain
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for the most part roverty-ridden and an economic liabilitvy

on the host country. Their fears and frustrations and hat-
reds have oproduced a bitter ideolooy whose goal is destruc-
tion of the state of Israel. There have arisen military,
para-militarv, and terrorist arouns known collectivelv as the
Palestine Liberation Armv (PLA). Though onlv a small number
of Palestinians are involved in the PLA, it commands the sup-
port of most Palestinians and is suvported bv most of the Arab
world. Most Arab leaders are conseacuently in a position where
they must suvport or at least not nublicly oppose the activi-
ties of the PLA, regardless of their excesses.

The activities of the PLA and the existence of the Pales-
tinian refugees have been the catalyst that has kept the
Middle East ablaze for twenty-five vears. Though the situa-
tion is not tymical, it does illustrate the results of the in-
ternal pressures of vopulation growth, economic need, and
ideology.

States attempt to expand power to exvloit a lack of power.

Wherever there is a lack of power, some state will attempt to
exnand its nmower to fill the void. Power exnansion in such
cases is usually economic and cultural in nature, thouch mili-
tary power usually follows. The history of such power expan-
sions into Africa, South and Central America, the Middle and
Far East, and the islands of the Pacific is so well known as
to make unnecessary either a summary of the conditions whichw

invite vower or the methods used to exnand nower.
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Tt should be noted that durina the 16th, 17th, and
18th century, such rower expansions were freaquentlyv challenaed
by a third state. Military actions in support of these nower
expansions reached the point on occasion where the survival
imperative was invoked and international conflict resulted.
Portugal, Svain, Holland, England, and France were at vary-
ing times and in varying combinations involved in such power
expansion attempots.

A new variation on this theme has develoved in this cen-
turv. Colonial states for the most mart failed to develon
broad-based power structures in their colonies. This lack
of a viable broad-based government nrovided a readv taraet
for nationalistic aroups seekina to oust the colonial nations.
World War TT left these nations weakened or defeated, vbrovid-
ing a uniaue onportunity for the nationalistic elements. Mili-
tary force, gquerrilla warfare, and terrorism--sometimes with
outside assistance--were employed to exploit this lack of nower.

Some colonial nations seeing the inevitable prospect of
protracted conflict and unwillina to risk the loss of more
fundamental wower, retreated from empire. Others strugaled
for a time; some still continue to struggle. All recoanize,
however, that colonialism's time has passed.

The variations on this theme continue. Manv of the new
states, like their colonial masters, failed to establish viable
broad-based vower structures. Tn many of these states the focus
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of leadershin was on the revolutionarv pnrocess of its "libera-
tion." Little thouaght or prevmaration was given to the problems
of how to govern after liberation. These new governments wecre
reduced to desperate impnrovisations which things started qoing
wrona. In many cases these governments scized on scavegoats,
either tribal minorities or external opnressors, on whom to
place the blame.

Since most Third World countries were artificial creations
of their colonial masters, there exists various ethnic aroups
within these countries. Some of these arouns are now movino to
exnloit this lack of power and domestic unrest by seizinag con-
trol of existing agovernments or attemptina to break away and
form nations of their own. Since covernments are rarely nre-
rared to relinaquish control of territorvy over which they have
even nominal control, conflict almost always results.

These ecthnic oriented gqrouns in the Third World will con-
tinue to attemnt to seize control wherever their numbers are
large, their aspnirations frustrated, and the covernment lacks
broad-based power. These conditions threaten international
stability. Other nations seeking to influence situations and
events tend to be drawn into support of the incumbents or the
insurgents. The result almost inevitably is to intensifv the
conflict, prolong the conflict, and chance a widening of the

concliict.




States attempt to expand power so as to control situations
and events. This concent is not fully amnreciated as one of
the basic causes of international conflict. No one doubts but
that one of the central goals of anv state is to control rather
than be controlled by situations and events. The process of
controllinog situations and events has, however, been viewed
in too limited a context.

Tt is thought to be negative: avoiding the expenditure

of time, enerqgv, and resources setting thinas right which shouldn't

have been allowed to go wrong in the first place.

Tt is thought to be a reductive ageneralization of all the
aims of state foreign nolicy: survival, maintenance of exist-
ina power, exvansion of oower, etc.

Tt is thouaht to be an intermediate nrocess: havino keot
control of thinas, the state can then proceed when the time is
right to achieve the aims of nolicvy throuah nolitical, economic,
and military means.

Tt is also thought to be but a manifestation of the expan-
sion of power.

The attempt to control situations and events 1is, however,
more comprehensive than the usual concepts of such action. It
is both a means and an end of state policv. Further, when viewed
in the context of national interest, a nurnoseful expansion of

vower 1s a legitimate aim of state nolicy.
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The control of situations and events 1s sometimes attemoted
by active modern states through surrocates. An active nation
sceks surroagates in strateqic locations. The sponsor nation
invests the surrogate with power; military and economic aid is
vrovided as a matter of course. Prestige, a definite form of
power, is sometimes confered through formal alliances. Control
over the surroagate's nower is maintained through close connec-
tions with the nolitical and military establishments and bv
binding the surrocate to the s»nonsor economically and ideologi-
callv. The surrogate is then enjoined to supnort within its
area of influence those coals and causes the snonsor state deems
just and in accord with its national interest. The surrocate
mav be a sovereian state or a dissident aroun within a state.

The control of situations and events is an end to which
all active states asvire. The nower thus gained by the surro-
agate, is to some extent an exmansion of the snonsor's opower.
Further, this exnansion of power is obtained at a limited risk
of war involvina the sponsor.

Thus the active state is in a position to control situa-
tions and events within the surrogate's area of influence at
a cost of onlv peripheral power. There are, however, risks in-
volved in such undertakings.

The most obvious risk has already been mentioned. TI€ two
active nations with differing political cutlooks sclect surro-

aates which are adjacent states, or two comneting aroups within

N,

-— - - — S— .
e ' > 3 - —



L S

S —

I TR e T

the same state, hostilities between the surroaates can brina
the two sponsor states into direct confrontation. This has
not yet haopened; it remains a notential threat.

Another risk is that the snmonsor state may become so
closelyv identified with its surrogate that it may find its own
prestiqe on the line. If this occurs, the sponsor state may
be tempnted to become directlyv involved with the oroblem fac-
ing the surrogate. Tt should be plain that a direct involve-
ment by the sponsor state indicates that contrecl of situations
and events has already been lost. TIf control is regained by
direct involvement of the sponsor, it is done onlv at the cost
of real vower. If control is not regained over situations and
events after direct involvement bv the smonsor state, then not
only real power is lost but prestige also suffers. Perineral
nower of other surrodgates disillusioned bv the turn of events
may also fade.

The United States in 1965 was a sponsor state whose pres-
tige had become closely identified with its surrogate, South
Vietnam. United States aspirations to contain communism,
frustrated elsewhere, now seem to center on the attempts by
South Vietnam to defeat the communist supvorted Viet Cong, and
South Vietnam was losing. The U.S. chose to become directly
involved in its surrogate's war. Control of situation and

events was never regained and the United States suffered the
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loss of considerable real power and prestiqge; it also appears
to have suffered the loss of peripheral power 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 (Eqypt). The USSR's support of the UAR
was tied to a far-reachina exmansionist strategy in the Medi-
terranean and the continent of Africa. Israel's invasion of
the UAR and other Arab countries in the Six Day War nlaced
the Soviets squarely on the spot. The USSR chose not be be-
come directly involved. Some loss of real power and prestice
resulted. Subseaquentlyv, the UAR had the Soviet military ad-
visors withdraw. This resulted in the loss of some peripheral
oower and prestige bv the USSR. The USSR still retained con-
siderable control over situations and events in the Middle
East by continuing to support the Arab countries with military
eaquipment or bv withholding that suoport from one or more Arab
countries.

There is an ongoing struagale for power and control o6f the
sponsor-surrogate relationshin; a wheels-within-wheels sort of
thina. It has an effect on the situations and events each is
trving to control.

The sponsor seeks advantage throuagh his surroacate's in-
volvement in situations and events. The more complete the
sponsor's control over his surrogate, the more direct his in-

fluence on the situations and events in which he is interested,
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and presumedly the greater the advantage obtained. The spon-
sor, therefore, seeks the maximum c;ntrol 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 if pushed too

far, the surrogate will resist to the point where the relation-
ship becomes a liabilitv.

The surroagate, who entered into the relationship knowing
that it involved the loss of some autonomy, seeks to minimize
that loss while maximizing the advantages to be qained from
the relationship. Thus the surrogate promotes its own inter-
est, and attempts to maneuver the svonsor into the position
of supporting the surrogate in those situations and events in
which the surrogate is interested in controllina.

This conflict between the sponsor and the surrogate can-
not be reconciled overtime. It too is a vart of the continuum
of international conflict.

The exvansion of power throuagh the use of surrogates so
as to control situations and events will continue. It is a
product of technology and ideoloay. Technology has increased
the destructive power of wecanmons to the point 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
demands increases the chance for war. They will not be ecasily
resol;ed.

States attempt to exvand power for irrational purposes.

The reasons for expanding power which have been previously
discussed were rational pursuits of national interest. While
one may not alwavs agree with such actions, one at least can
understand them. A rational exvansion of power always has
limits. These limits may be imnosed by nolitical realism or
by aeogravhv or by the dearee of resistance encountered, but
limits do exist.

There arises from time to time, a state or a man with
apparently unlimited ambition. He nursues the expansion of
nower regardless of consequences. Drawina power from each
success, he is driven on and on. Imperial Rome, Alexander,
Napoleon, Hitler all had limitless ambition. Such men and
states are thwarted only bv superior force.

The possibility of irrationalitv in the conduct of inter-

national affairs should never he discounted.

Summarx

It must be stated, lest its oemission be thouaht the result
of innocence, that the conditions under which con‘li;t inten-
sifies to the noint of war are never so simple, direct, and

clearly delineated as thevy have been presented here.

a1




Nations rarely go to war for a single reason. Nor do
nations usually go to war as the result of a nragmatic and
realistic evaluation of the situations and events confronting
them.

Nations ao to war primarilv as a result of miscalculation;
sometimes war occurs throuah stunidity or arrogance; occasion-
ally nations go to war from necessity. There are in operation
at all times forces, pressures, qood intentions, lack of fore-
sight, inept impmlementation of sound nolicy, and a thousand
and one thinas which lead a nation to war. For the most part
these conditions are difficult to identify except in retrospect.

The complexities of human conflict are such that they defy
reason. Human conflict, therefore, can never be eradicated.

The rational approach 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 nower.
Tt is, in the final analysis, this struaale for power which

lecads to war.
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CHAPTER TV

THE CONTINUUM OF CONFLTCT

Perspective

There is a commonlv held view of War and of neace. This
view 1s that peace is the normal condition and War an aberrant
phenomenon which occasionally interrupts the normal process of
historv. Those who hold this view see a distinct line between
War and oneace; they view War as the result of 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 of war onlv when they and their sons
are called uvon to fight, it is also the view of some soldiers,
many scholars, and not a few national leaders. The difficulty
nosed bv such a view is that since the problem is seen in the
wrong persnective, the wrona questions are asked and the wrong
solutions are sought.

Consider the views of Richard J. Barnet, for thev are not
untypical of those who see war as a result of man's failures.
Barnet has imoressive credentials: he is a former State Devart-
ment official; he served with the U.S. Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency, and has been a consultant to the Department
of Defense. Barnet writes:

...war is primarily the product of domestic, social

and economic institutions. Of course, wars are
triagered bv external events., Of course, there are
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such thinas as recal conflicts and real threats.
But it is the institutions in a societv with
the nower to decide which are the most imnor-
tant threats and what should he done to meet
them that determines whether a nation anes to
war. For more than a generation Amecrican
society has been oraanized for war rather than
for necace.

Barnet scems to see America's wars rcesultina from America's
failure to "oraanize for vneace." But what of the other nations
of the world: Barnet continucs:

We are not sayina that if American socictv were

oraganized for ncace, there would be no war. Ob-

viouslv other nations also have it in their hands

to nlunae the world into war. But unless Ameri-

can society 1s oraanized for veace, the continu-

ation of our ocneration of war 1is inecvitable.

The number one nation is in the stroncest nosi-

tion of all to set the tone for international

relations and to create the climate under which

other nations deem it vractical or imoractical

to oraanize themselves for ncace. An America

oraanized for ncace would be far stroncer--in

terms of cconomic strenath, domestic trancuility,

and citizen lovaltv--than the American cmnire.?2
Leavinao aside the unwitting arrocance of such a nosition, and
the idea that anv nation could so sce the right and truth of
thinas as to influence others bv their moral supmcriority can
onlv be described as arrogant. Barncet's nosition illustrates
how a distorted mersrective sends one scekina the wrona solutions.

The Barnets of this nation sce an America standing aside
from the turmoil of the world, concerned only with domestic con-
ditions, and exudin~ a moral csscnce which will intoxicatce all
who smell it. The belief is that the other nations of the
world will then, like Christian, flee the Citv of Destruction

and ‘0in us in the trek towards the Celestial Citvy of veace.
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Such a romantic approach ianores the reality of things.

The nations of the world now confront one another in a tightly
knit international system. The action or lack of action on
the part of a major rvower is felt and reacted to throughout
the entire system.

The competition between the communist and anti-communist
states provide but a vart of the conflict which operates within
this closed international system. TIncreasinaly, the smaller
and the "emerging"” nations contribute to that conflict. The
aspirations of many of these nations exceed their cavacity for
productive action. The mass-effect of their vroverty and frus-
trated asvirations create additional conflict; their existence
fuels the communist and anti-communist comnetition, for these
competing states seek converts and surrocates for purposes of
ideological leverage; ethnic and ideological blocs within the
emeraging nations compmete for power and control; these nations
comnete with one another for prestige and resources to satisfy
their aspirations.

There is no longer a distinct line between neace and war.
There is a continuum of conflict. Within that continuum, there
exists conflicts of varvina intensity. That is to sav, in the
real world there is continual conflict ranaing from relative
veace to actual War. Absolute peace and unlimited war exist
onlv in theory so as to frame the outside limits of the spectrum

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

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

proper perspective the conditions of peace 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. TInstead it is the
whole spectrum or continuum of human conflict and
has many overlapping and changing areas and aspects...

There is no longer a real distinction between
peace and war. There is a continuing internlay of
threat and counterthreat with varvinag annlications
of all the elements of national power and with
varying uses of the tools and weapons of conflict
including both overt and covert militarv force,
subversion, sabotage, insurgency, mob violence,
and terrorism.

Conflict is a part, nerhapms a necessary vart, of the human

condition. It has been pointed out that the origins of con-
flict are to be found in the competitive nature of man and
his institutions. The realist recoanizes that this competi-
tive nature cannot be chanaed; he also recognizes that the
same competitive 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 limit its intensity. One of the
first stevs in controlling conflict is to understand the

changina nature of conflict.

The Nature of Modern Conflict

Auguste Comte's remark that "it is the old that onrevents

us from recognizina the new" highlights the difficulty one
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encounters when one attemnts to think on the nature of tomorrct

conflict. BRernard Brodie nointed out the difficultv when he
wrote:
It is our major dilemma in thinkina about war

and peace todav that we do so within an intellectual

and emotional framework largely moulded in the past.

Our imaages, slogans, ideas, and attitudes on the

subject of war, some of which are buttressed bv the

most powerful cultural sanctions, are transmitted

to us from times when war was characteristicallvy,

with a few historical excentinns, a limited liability

oneration.?4

Modern conflict is not a limited-liabilityv operation. Tts
nature has been altered indelibilyvy bv the exnodential increase
in the destructive cavability of modern weanons. It is gener-
ally recognized that anv increase in the intensity of a con-
flict carries with it the possibility that mass-destruction
weaoons may be brought into use.

It is informative to reflect on the initial reactions to
the existence of nuclear weapons. TIn the two decades follow-
ing World wWar IT, there was an unorecedented outpouring of
essays and studies and books depictina the nossibilities of
nuclear war. Ravmond Aron summarizes the two predominant
schools of thought:

The optimists saw in the diabolical weapon the

promise that this time "war was goinag to end war";

the nuclear explosive would accomnlish what had been

vainly expected of aqunpowder; peace would reign at

last, thanks to the progress of technologv...

The pessimists heralded the approach of the

avocalvpse. The Faustian West, carried away by a
satanic imnulse, wonld be punished...having divined
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the secrets of the atom, it possessed the sover-

eign capacity to destroy both itself and others...

5

The nredominant effect of nuclear weavons was to be neither

world suicide nor enduring peace; it was to be restraint.

This restraint did not come about over night. Tt evolved ocver-

time. It had to
weapons which by
states oreratinag
This restraining

earlier and more

do with the very nature of mass-destruction
their existence demand restraint from rational
within the international conflict continuum.
effect is agrounded in realism. One of the

effective calls for realistic restraint came

from Professor James E. King, Jr., currently a faculty member
] Y

at the Naval War

College. 1In an article in Foreign Affairs,

Professor Kinag wrote:

Thé future counsels nrudence but not fainthearted-

ness. While

using every opportunitv to reduce in-

ternational tensions and to extend the reiagn of
order among nations, we must work positively for
the limitation of war. To this end we must exert

ourselves to

the utmost in the technoloaical compe-

tition to pnrevent the balance of the advantaage from
shifting to the other side...We must, in short
guarantee that only effectively limited hostilities
can be rationallv undertaken.

Moreover, we must be prepared to fight limited actions

ourselves.

Otherwise we shall have made no advance

beyond "massive retaliation," which tied our hand in
conflict involving less than our survival. And we
must be nrevared to lose limited actions. No limit-

ations could

survive our disvosition to elevate

every conflict...to the level of total conflict with
survival at stake.

Armed conflict can be limited only if aimed at
limited objectives and fouaqht with limited mecansa.

I1f 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 effect of these mass-destruction weapons
was to bring restraint to international conflict is not the
same as saylng that nations are no longer willing to risk
hostilities or War. This has, of course, not been the case.
How then has the nature of modern conflict chanaed? TIf force
and threats of force continue in use, has the existence of
mass-destruction weapons really brouaght restraint to bear on
the international struagle for power?

Modern conflict has changed and chanced significantly.

The overall effects of the changes are compnlex and pervasive.
Some elements of change have been intuitively accepnted with
little tﬂouaht or discussion on the reasons for the chanae.
Other elements of change have escaped aeneral notice. It is
possible to identifv the general nature of the chanae throuah
a series of terse assertions, only briefly exnanded.

These statements of the general nature of modern conflict
are simplified and incomplete. No attempt is made to substan-
tiate each with empirical proof. Their validity and relation-
ship are, however, believed to he sound and to provide the
basis for further studv.

Modern conflict is protracted. Protracted conflict is an

eastern concent. Mao Tse-Tung has given it voice and direction.
The concent of nrotracted conflict recoanizes that peace and

war are but verbal ambiquities and that time is a weapon. The
concent does not require the immediate resolution of dif “iculties
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nor that all problems be solved. This view of protracted con-
flict is rather like water flowinag over land:; denied wav here,
it flows there; dammed bv situations and events it backs up
till the mass-effect of its nressure reveals the weak points.
The aim of protracted conflict is the disintegration of
will rather than conventional military defeat. The cnemv's
resistance is worn-down bv the use of all the tools and weapons
of ideological, economic, and military power. Overt military
force is avoided if possible for a characteristic of protracted
conflict is that the indirect is preferred to the direct and
the covert is preferred to the overt. Restraint is inherent
in protracted conflict for time is on the side of its practi-
tioner.

Modern conflict has shifted to the nerinherv. The Middle

FEast, black Africa, South and Central America, and Southeast
Asia are the new fields of conflict. It is here on the neri-
pherv of vower that the protracted struagle for power is beinag
waaed.

This shift to the periphery is a manifestation of the
chanaing nature of conflict that is only suverficially accepted
by those societies which are oriented to a western-Eurovean
outlook. These societies view the conflict on the veriphery
with a somewhat arrogant eaocentric impatience. They are con-
cerned with the conflict on the verinheryv but this concern is
rooted in a desire to restore a semblance of order to this

-
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conflict so that attention mav be turned westward and inward
where their true vital interests are nmerceived éo lie.

This attitude ignores the realitv of thinas. Modern con-
flict is at the perimhery. Tt is on the neriphery that major
powers can maneuver for advantage without incurrina the threat
of mass-destruction weapons. It is on the periphery that many
agovernments lack the stability of broad-based support, making
them an easy target for ethnic and ideological "outs" seeking
nower and control. It is on the peripherv that peoole, filled
with aspirations and beset bv noverty, are risina in frustra-
tion and demandina chance. As long as these conditions exist,
conflict will remain focused on the vneriphervy.

Modern conflict involves the extensive use of surrogates.

The restraininag i1nfluence of mass-destruction weanons, the
secarch for ideoloagical leverage, and the shift of conflict to
the nmeripherv all tend to make the use of surrogates a worth-
while, 1f not necessary, strategy. The super-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, that converts and allies be
sought. These conflicting demands of avoidance and action re-
sulted in a search for surrogates. The surrocgate arrangement
vermits the acquisition of indirect nower by the control of
situations and events. Tt also nermits the disengagement or
disavowal of the conflict, with minimum loss of prestiae, if

it intensifies to an unaccentable deqgree.
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Modern conflict is affected pv public opinion. This, one

might object, is not new; it has always been so. There is a
difference now. Communications technology has provided the
citizens of "onen societies" with a pnlethora of information

on the policies of aovernment; it nrovides them with immediate
access to the events of conflict; it involves them in the
massion of the moment. As a result, citizens of open socie-
ties are judging the worth of governmental nolicies and de-
ciding which thev will supnort.

There is also surfacing an attitude which attaches moral
significance to the use of certain weavons and a disinclina-
tion to support the use of force in the pursuit of national
objectives. The extent and eventual siagnificance of these
attitudes is not known. One can but note their existence and
comment that public opinion would seem to restrict ooen socie-
ties from direct involvement in situations and events which
offer the possibility that military force miaht be required.

Modern conflict is characterized by restraint between the

major nowers. This, of course, lies at the heart of this

theory of the changina nature of modern conflict. Restraint
resulted from the very existence of mass-destruction weaonons.
Restraint on the vmart of the major onowers was reinforced by the
recognition that such weapons were reasonably available to any
nation willing to expend the resources for the necessary re-

search, develooment, and oroduction. The doomsday nature of
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nuclear war brought about a mutual recognition that mass-
destruction weaoons would onlv be used in defense of the ulti-
mate national interest. Consequently, these nations carefully
define their goals to avoid threatening the vital national
interest of other nuclear powers.

This then is the nature of modern conflict: it is oro-
tracted; its focus has shifted from the center of vower to the
peripherv; it involves surrogates rather than major powers;
it is affected to an unknown degree by public oninion; and it
is characterized by restraint between the major powers in de-

fining and pursuing national objectives.

The Irrational Element

Alwavs lurkinag 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 limiting forces which may be
at work.

The specter of irrationality in the seventies is terrorism.
This weapon of the desvmerate and the impotent bids fair to be-
come an increasingly important form of international conflict.
On todav's international scene, the most notable acts of terror-
sim have erupted from the frustrations of that small seagment of
the Palestinian Arabs who have banded themselves together under
the title of the Palestine Liberation Army. They have shocked

the world with their complete disregard for life. They have
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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-
matic personnel. They traverse international boundaries to
carry out these acts of terrorism. They have even, like a
criprled animal snapping at its own body, opvosed 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 grouvs, the potential
is present throuahout Latin America for wide-scale terrorism.

The limiting factors on terrorism at the present time
are a lack of organizational 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. TIs there one who doubts that grouos such as the
Black Seotember Movement would hesitate to use nuclear devices
or bacterioloagical weavons if they were available?

The future of terrorism is unclear. Tt does not, however,
appear to have run its course. It remains an obhstacle 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 and 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 concent 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 portrayal of
the varying intensities of conflict as they shift and blend
and overlap has since appeared with revisions in Eccles's two
major works. ! Tt 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 falls
flat and seems a poor imitation. Since it is impossible to
deal with a theory of conflict without orotraying the spec-
trum of conflict intensity, this paper will avoid a poor imi-
tation and present the latest revision of Eccles's Spectrum
of Conflict. (See Fiaqure 1.)

Eccles comments on the Spectrum of Conflict:

The nature of war itself has changed. 1In 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-

ina 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 continually shifting

relationships and circumstances.
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Eccles's Spectrum then illustrates the varvine intensitics
cncountered in the continuum of conflict. Thus it nrovides
insiaht into the comrlex nature of modern conflict.

This granhic illustration of the snectrum of conflict docs
have limitations which must be understood. The Spectrum lacks
the dimension o0f denth and is therefore a simnlified version
of reality. It cannot canturc the shifts and blends of in-
tensitv. Tt cannot illustrate the cause and effect relation-
ship. It cannot illustrate the protraction of conflict.

It must be recoanized that the Spectrum is not meant to
precisely catcgorize and classifv everv nossible condition
and effecct of conflict. It is a theoretical slice of the con-
tinuum of conflict. Tts purvosc is to cducate; it is not a
rule to be laid acainst life in an attemnt to mecasure realitv.

Fveryv aranhic and verbal attemnt to nortrav the extraordi-
narv comnlexities of human conflict will have serious defici-
encies. This 1s not to say that bv attemptina such a nortraval
one can't imnrove one's understanding. One must rcecoanize,
however, that the result will be but a rouah apnroximation of
rcalitv. FEccles's Smectrum nrovides insiacht into the comolex

nature of modern conflict.

S_li'nmarv

In a world of exvandina technolooy, with an cver-increasina
number of states beina formed on ethnic and ideoloaical founda-
tions, where neonle are filled with aspirations and besct by
voverty, the normal condition is comnetition and conflict.
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There 1s neither pcace nor war; there is a continuum of con-

flict. It is always pnresent, always active; only the inten-

sity of the conflict varies. The most intense form of con-

flict is, of course, war.

There are essentially two persnectives of this continuum

of conflict, the romantic and the realistic. The romanticist

sees the nature of man as tractable and suscentible to reform

throuagh educations and institutional change. He sees war as

an aberration resulting from the failure of man's social in-

stitutions and, therefore, secks to vrevent war through reform

of these institutions. The realist sees the nature of man as
comnetitive. He sees this competitive nature oroducina both
conflict and nrocress. He secks to control the conflict so as

to limit its intensity. A military theorv of conflict must
see things as thev are and, therefore, it takes a realistic
view.

The realistic view of conflict is that it is nrotracted;

that the characteristics of both neace and war are nresent;

that

thev shift and blend and overlan throughout the snectrum of con-

£1ict.
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CHAPTER V
THE NECESSTTY FOR FORCE

For eiaqht tumultuous and divisive vyears America has bcen
obsessed with Victnam. TIssues have arisen from that war which
as they are faced or avoided will alter the character of the
American nmeople. The United States role in international opoli-
tics will thereby be altered. Not all these issues have suf-
ficiently formed themselves so they can be read. One issue
which has sufficiently revealed itself so that one mav assess
importance and effect is the question of the necessity of mili-
tarv force in the resolution of conflict.

This, of course, is not a new ~uestion. It has been asked
by man throuaghout historv. The end of a war alwavs raises the
question anew, since man for a brief time 1s dismaved by the
slaughter. Tn this regard the Vietnam War was excentional only
in that the need for militaryv force was questioned early; the
questioning nersisted and communications technoloqv provided
unorecedented visual dissemination of the results of militarv
force and the orotests against that force. Current political,
social, and military writings and discussions mirror the ques-
tion: 1is the use of military force necessary to solve conflicts

amonag nations?
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Views On the Necessity For Force

Admiral Henry E. Eccles recently commented:

One of the most interesting trends in military
and political discussions and literature today 1is
the amparent implicit assumption that we will never
again actually use military force on a significant
scale.

The arquments, discussions, and actual nolicies
that are adooted all seem to be based on the con-
cept that everythina we do is designed for deter-
rence of one sort or another. If the deterrent
proves ineffective, and we have to engage in com-
bat, we scem uncertain as to what we shall do.

T have a great feelino of unease as T listen
to these discussions and read the literature. The
factors which actually decide the outcome of hostil-
ities seem to be downgraded time and again, more by
implication than by overt statement.l

Bernard Brodie in his latest and most important book, War
& Politics, addresses the possible future of war and militarv
force:

Where war was once accented as inevitably a mart of
the human condition, regretable in its tragic details
but of fering valued compensations in onportunities

for valor and human greatness--or, more recently, an
opportunity for the ascendencv of superior peoples--
the modern attitude has moved towards rejection of

the conceont of war as a means of resolvina international
or other disoutes. Especiallyv strikinag is the marked
fading of the pursuit of glory either as an incentive
towards war and warlike acts or even as a suitable
compensation for the evils of war induced by other
causes. Present justification of war and of prepar-
ations for war anpear to be confined laraely to self
defense--exvanded by the suverpowers to include de-
fense of client states--or, in a very few instances,
correction of what is conceived to be thec most blatant
injustice.

...that violence should continve indefinitely to
take the specific institutional form known as war, which
involves always a far greater intensity and magnitude
of violence than is likelvy to be encountered throuah
more smontanecous and less formal outlets, is now de-
cidedly questionable.




Thus "the dean of American civilian strateagists"™ seems to
suggest that the events of the recent vast, the decades of
conflict and years of war to which the world has been subjected,
have orovided man with the wisdom, or the caution, which will
allow him to avoid the large-scale use of military force in the
future.

Professor Samuel P. Huntinaton's recent article in The

Annals o the American Academyv of Political and Social Science

deals with the role of the U. S. military establishment in the
"post containment" era. Huntinaton cites the need for mili-
tary varity with the Soviet Union; he calls for the develon-
ment of doctrine to counter Soviet military intervention in
Third World conflicts; he states the need for substantial naval
forces in the coming decades. For all of that, there is a
character, a mood, an ambience about the article which sugaests
that proper diplomatic maneuverina will obviate the nced for

s ” *
military force.

*There is intended no disvaraagement of the important
concents set forth by Huntinaton. The article is a
far-ranaina and nrovocative analysis of America's 1in-
ternational role in the recent past and near future.
Huntinaton's article is one of the first post-Vietnam
strateqic analvses that has not been dominated by a
mea culpa view of that conflict. The article is of
sinqular importance and deserves careful consideration.




This ambience is difficult to nin down since as Eccles
says the issue is raised more by implication than by direct
statement. A careful between-the-lincs reading of a few
select quotations will, however, reveal the imnlications:

In an era of negotiation, paradoxically, the

notential uses of military force multiply: mili-

tarv build-ups, wearons decisions, deployments,

and even actions, all become ways of not simply

deterring military agaression by the other rower,

but also ways of putting pressure on him to make

concessions at the negotiatinag table.3

The underlyina aquestions concerns the extent to which

nuclear weanons can and will playv a political role in

the relations amonag states. The issue is not military
canabilities, but the meaninas which ncorle attach to
militarv camabilities and whose view of those mean-
ings is to prevail.

Existing Euronean devnloyments of American forces have 5
to be justified in terms of dimlomacy, not deterrence.

Brodie, Eccles, and Huntinaton are quoted not only to focus
on an issuc of contemporary importance but also to raisc an
issue central to a military theory of conflict. It would have
been possible to do this by cuoting full-blown romanticists
whose idea of achieving peace is limited to unilateral disarma-
ment and trust in the innate aoodness of man. Such ncople arc
not, however, taken seriouslv. RBrodie and Huntington are seri-
our scholars. Their acuotations cited above are not in them-
selves objectionable. Indeed, on a line-bv-line basis one
would aaree with most they sav. It is, however, what they do
not say that noints towards the laraer issue. There is lacking

the caveat that militarv force on a sianificant scale will
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undoubtedly be required in the future. This omission lends
weight to the implicit assumotion of which Eccles spoke and
brings into focus the larger issue of the need for military

force in the resolution of international conflict.

The Evidence of Historv and Events

How does one assess such an intangible and emotional issue
as the necessity for force? One considers the evidence of his-
tory; one considers the views of knowledaeable observers of the
current scene; finally, through rigorous analvsis of the evi-
dence of history and current events and an intuitive evaluation
of the results of this analysis, one arrives at one's own con-
clusions.

And what is the evidence of historv? 1In 1968, the emient
historians Will and Ariel Durant capred the four decades of

work on their monumental studv Thc Sgggg_of Civilization with

a slender volume entitled The Lessons of Historv. As to history
and war, thev wrote:

War is one of the constants of history, and has not
diminished with civilization or democracy. In the

last 3,421 vears of recorded history only 268 have

gscen no war. We have acknowledaed war as at nresent

the ultimate form of competition and natural selec-

tion in the human species. "Polemos rater nag&pp,"

of all things, the votent source of ideas, inventions,
institutions, and states. Peace is an u 'stable eaquilib-
rium, which can be preserved only bv acknowledaed sunre-
macy or equal nower.
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Michael Howard, who refers to himself as an unrepentant
historian, is without question one of the most astute observers
of the current scene. He comments on the necessity for force
and the accentabilitv of force. (One must nause to note that
the necessity for force and the accentabilitv of force are
not the same thing. The distinction between the two is quite

often overlooked.)

To assume that oreat political ends such as the
mouldina of nations or the makina of revolutions can
be achieved without the use, or threatened use, of
force, that necessarvy change can alwavs be effected
by rational barqaining and civilized discussion, 1is
a western bourgeois illusion shared by nobody in any
communists country and by a decreasina number of
veorle in the third world. To ascsume that the use
of such force will not involve tragic suffering to
thousands who have done nothing to deserve it is,
to out it mildly, highly ontimistic. This does not
absolve mankind from the oblication to labour heroic-
ally to scttle its oroblems and effect its changes with-
out resortino to force; though the knowledge that one
or both partics can be relied on never to resort to
force whatever the circumstance may make such nego-
tiations not casier, but a great deal more difficult.
Nor does it absolve mankind...from the obligatian to
see that if force is used, it shculd be done as
cconomicallv, and with as little collateral damage
as vossible. But the events in Biafra, and in Viet-
nam, remind us that there are still questions todav,
as there were in Bismark's time, which cannot be
settled by spmeeches and resolutions of majorities, but
only by iron and blood.”

Tt is unnecessary to cite further authoritv. The reality
is that war is a historical constant and to think that nations
can compmete in the international strugagle for power without
resorting to military force on a significant scale is naive.

But as Fccles indicated much of today's political and militarv
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discussion and literature imnlicitly assumes

military force can be avoided.

are raised by this assumption:

that larage-scale

Two aquestions of importance

first.

how did this i1dea adain

credence; second, what cffects follow wide accentance of this

assumntion; are they harmful,

The Origins of the Assumption

How then did this assumption that force

beneficial,

be reaquired on a large scale gain credence?

birth to the idea? What conditions nutured

or uncertain?

will no longer
What factors gave

the idea? A full

exploration of the origins of the idea is no small task since

it seems rooted in the exhaustion that followed twentv-five

vears of cold war tension and in the frustration of some eight

vears of conflict in Vietnam.

It is possible,

however, throuagh

a scries of tersc assertions to turn the more important facets

of the idea to the light of inauirv.

The possibility of nuclear war is now considered remote.

There has been an intuitive rejection of the i1idea of nuclear

war by most Americans. It has to do with a lessening of cold-

war tensions and vears of never-materializinag threats losing

their potency. There is also

volved. The immensity of the economic and

an element of seclf-decetion in-

industrial ecffort

to construct an effective nation-wide civil defense svstem with

the imnlied disruption of the normal social natterns of life

resulted in an instinctive rejection of the civil defense concept

bv the American veonle and their elected representatives.
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rejected--and probablyv wiselv rejected--the sacrifice and dis-
cipline necessary to construct and exist under such a systen,
the American reonle then of necessitv intuitively rejected
that which would make such a civil defense svstem necessary--
the nossibility of nuclear war.

The end of the Vietnam War has siqnaled the end of an cra.

Suprorters and ovvonents alike have turned with an overwhelm-
inag sense of relief from this tragic affair which neither aroup
understood and neither groun wanted. For different reasons,
they now turn their collective national attentions to domestic
matters. International difficulties and conflicts will not
easilv cain again the attention of the American opecople.

The concept of a continuum of conflict with its svectrum

of varving intensities is not understood. Tn spite of the

lessons of historv and the evidence of events, war is still
considered bv most Americans an abcrration. The idea that
peace can exist even though violence and force amnear in varv-
ing degrees is not accented. The end of active hostilitics
is, therefore, considered peace. Peace once established ob-

viates the need for force.*

*In fairness to Bernard Brodie, who was quoted earlier on
the future of war, it must be stated that he holds no such sim-
plistic views. He acknowledges that "...all eras have had to
adjust to the idea that there could be international viculence
short of war."8
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Tﬁg»diipizaqoment of nower reaquires a denial of the need

fQEWiEEES' There arc a goodly number of the American intellec-
tual community which viscerally rejects the concent of a neced
for military force to resolve international conflict. This

is rooted in the belief that national nower is somehow evil

and that America has a choice between nower politics and some
other form of foreign policy that does not involve itself in

a struagle for nower.

The accentance of deterrence as a valid defense strategy

has promoted the idea that conflict can bhe avoided. It is

agenerally accented that deterrcence is a valid and comprehen-
sive strategy. This mistaken belief has brouqght about the idea
that the verv existence of mass-destruction weapons has assured
their wunuse, and, therebv deterred the threat of nuclear arma-
geddon. Nations, so the idea goes, spared the larger war can,
therefore, avoid the smaller wars 1if thev so choose.

These attitudes feed off one another, caining momentum and
visibilityv with cach restatement. Tt is from these attitudes
that the idea that large scale force is no longer neccessarv 1is
aaining credence. Underlying all this is a ageneral and per-
vasive weariness with war and international tensions and issues
of oreat moment. The vears of threats and violence and concern
with international difficulties have taken their toll on the

American vneonle.
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The Effects of the Assumption

American interest in internation affairs is undergoinag a
change. Whereas the focus of attention in recent vears has
been orimarily on conflicts and difficulties, the emphasis now
anpears to be movina towards those arecas of mutual concern to
manv nations which offer the possibility of nroductive coopera-
tion. The interest of private citizens and corporations as
well as that of acovernment is now beina focused on such issues
as the territorial limits of nations as they affect international
fishing rights and international cocwperation in the field of
energy sources. Above all, the American neonle are showinag an
overridina concern with domestic matters. Thus the ready acceont-
ance of schemes and solutions which offer an avoidance of in-
volvement in international conflicts.

So the sccond auestion is rcached. What cffects follow wide
acceptance of the assumpntion that force will no longer be required
on a larage scale; are these effects beneficial, harmful, or
uncertain?

Some cffects are beneficial. When a large and rowerful nation
like the United States directs even a small vart of its inter-
national concern to matters such as the food notential of the
sca, enerqy sources, and environmental control, some beneficial
results assuredly must follow for these matters are of vital con-
cern to all nations. Not the lecase of these bheneficial effects
is the very fact that the sunernowers are exploring areas of

cooneration in solvina common oroblems.
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Other cffects of the assumption are harmful. The avoid-
ance of reality alwavs has a nrice. And the idea that the
United States with its size, power, and importance could ex-
ist in this closely knit international system and avoid the
conflicts that require the use, or capability to use, force
is nothing i1f not an avoidance of realitv.

These harmful cffects cannot be smelled out in detail, for
to do so would require an unaccentable degree of sveculation.
It is possible, however, to set forth in general terms the
harmful effects to national security which could follow common
public acceptance of the notion that the use of force on a
significant scale is no longer neccssarv.*

The immediate and continuing result of such an assumption
would be a reduction in military apnropriations that would
reguire significant reductions in the size and armament of the
military establishment. There would naturally follow a corres-
vondina reduction in military cavability with a reduced exvec-
tation on the vart of the Executive for the utilitv of the

nation's military effort.

None of these things are in themselves necessarilyv harmful.

Tndeed, many would proclaim them cardinal virtues to he zealouslvy

*The sveculative nature of such conjecture is emphasized
by the unavonidable use of such subjective terms in the state-
ment of the nroposition as "common public acceotance" and
“significant scale.”
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sought. Most thoughtful oeconrle would agree, however, that

the size and armament and character of a nation's armed forces

should be in direct relation to the nation's point of view and

economic condition. The dispute, of course, is over what the
nation's voint of view should be towards international affairs
and how the cconomic assets of the nation should be utilized.

The danger to national security, in assuming that America
can avoid the conflicts of the world, lies in the reduction
of the militaryv establishment without regard for the factors
which make for omerational readiness and combat effectiveness.
That is to sav: 1if the reductions are hanhazard and made with-
out regard to the need for conceptual harmony and unity of
purpose in the employment of the military effort; if the
budgetary system continues to try to force the service struc-
tures into alignment with the artificialities of the budget's
terminoloqgv; if the budgetary process continues to promote
interservice competition for defense allocations at the ex-
pense of doctrinal harmony; the result will be a reduction in
militarv camability far below that nlanned or anticipated.
The Executive is then left with an uncertaintyv as to the use-
fulness of the military effort to supnort even a maintenance
of the status auo.

The lona range results of a nation uncertain as to the use
of military force and pnssessing a reduced military capabilityv
cannot be forecast without, adgain, indulging in speculation
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difficult to control. Tt does need savina, however, that a

weakened and uncertain nation is more likelv to attemnt sud-

den and unconventional actions durina times of crisis than is

onc whose nower is stabls and whose purmose is certain.

Peorsnective

One cannot view the nced for militarv force objectively
unless one understands the concent of a continuum of conflict
with its spectrum of varvinag intensitics.

Tf one clings to the simnlistic concent of ncace beino
the normal mattern of relations amona nations and war but an
aberrant intrusion, then one will judae the nced for military
force on the hasis of transitorv moralities cxnressed for the
most part by meaningless slocans.*

“Thenever a nation conceives of ncace as the ahsence of
actual hostilities and takes this conceot as its mational aoal,
it is placing itself at the morcv of other states which are
willing to use militarv force.

One must, of course, acknowledac the dilemma. A state
in mectina its resmonsibilities to its citizens may verv well
have to take actions which when judaged by the standards of

individual moralitv mav be considered immoral.

*Tt docs provide nersnective to recall that the "military-
industrial comnlex” was once the "arscnal of democracy."
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Such statements have been condemned durino the bitter de-
bates over the Viewnam War as evidence of the immorality of
American society. VYet how much does the freedom to make such
criticism derend on this country's abilitv to nrovide social
and rolitical securitv? Such security does not devolve unon
a nation because of the goodness of its peonle or the nobilitvy
of its nurpose. Tt is earned and it must be re-carned each
time that securitv is threatened.

A Switzerland or a Liechtenstein mav avoid anv neced for
military force. But the United States cannot avoid beina
premared to use militarv force in almost anv nart of the spec-
trum of conflict. Neither can the Soviet Union, The People's
Rerublic of China, Jaman, or Germanv, or any nther nation which
occupies or asmires to a nosition of resmonsibilitv.

Ravmond Aron writina in 1956 of the reverses suffered by
the United States following World War TI, vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union, addressed the necessitv for military force:

The American reverses recall the lesson...that
strength without the will to use it, without a motiva-
ting idea is sterile.

Nothing would be more absurd than to seek in our
centurv edifving illustrations of the theme of virtue
triumnhant. The non-violence of our Tndian friends
was effective against the British but it did not save
the Jews of Furone from extermination and it would
not have orotected the Poles, Balts, or Central Asians
from the Russians or the Germans. It was not non-vio-
lence, if we are to believe Mr. Khrushchev, which spared
the Ukrainians the rigors of denmortation, but their
numbers.

Let us have the courage to admit that the fecar of war
is often the tyrant's opportunity...?
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CHAPTER VI

THE USE OF POWER AND FORCE

Samuel P. Huntinaton writinc of the Korean War and the
American military establishment touched on the central issues
in the use of power and force:

The United States had no sweening anals; it simnly
wished to recestablish the status nuo ante. This
reauired the carcful measurement and calculated
cmnlovment of the militarv force to achieve this
goal. Fightinag a war accordinao to Clausewitz rather
than Ludenforff, however, was a new exnerience to
Americans and one which thev generally were unwill-
ing to accent.

Tn the use of nower and force two issues are alwavs pre-
scent, demandino the attention of rnolitical and militarv leader
alike. These arc the nrimacy of rolitical burnmosc and the
moulding of military strategv to the needs of national objec-
tives. Without these twin controls imposed bv the state, mili-
tary force becomes an act of hlind violence.

Nne has little difficulty in finding surnort for these
concents. Almost without excention, those concerned aarcce
that the concents are right and necessarv. Yet if actions and
words in other contexts are to be believed, the imolications
of these two concents are just not understood.

Among the writer's contemmoraries at the Naval War Colleqge,
the comolaint is freauently heard of the war in Vietnam, that
it was a "political" war and that "political constraints" keot

the militarv establishment from "winning the war."
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A professor of political science from Amherst asked the
writer, "Are there not conceivable situations where the JCS
as a bodv would nroperly refuse to obev the orders of the Pre-
sident when it was clear that the Conaress and the people were
opposed to a war?"?2 Subsequent conversation indicated that
this professor thoucht there were indeed such situations.
These two extremes illustrate the necessitv for a critical

look at these very important issucs.

The Primacy of Political Purvose

That volitical nurvose should dominate in the employment
of military power and force is, on the face of it, a state-
ment of the obvious. Civilian control of the military cffort
is, in the United States, a fundamental concent with almost
total acceontance: scholars who write on rolitics and war scem
to consider the concent so basic that while a statement of it
is obligatory, exnloration of the concept is rarely considered
necessarv;* those who hold volitical office accept without ques-
tion the suverior-subordinate relationshin. The military es-
tablishment itself accepts its subordination as riacht and

honorable; they refer to the relationship freauently in internal

*Thcrc are excentions. Amona the serious works which ex-
plore in detail the civil-military relationshin, the most com-
nrehensive are: Samuel Huntinaton, The Soldier and the State
(Cambridee: Havard Universitv Press, 1964); Morris Janowitz,
The Professional Soldier (New York: Free Press, 1960); Bernard
Brodie, War And Politics (New York: Macmillian, 1973).

'
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publications and cite it often as the reason why thev shoula
not comment on matters which are obviously political in nature.

For all of that, it is submitted that the central issue
in the employment of military force is the nrimacy of volitical
purpose. Though the concent receives obeisance from all
quarters, there are implications and corollaries and sub-
ordinate concepts which devolve naturally from the original
concepnt that are not generallv understood. One need not look
far to find examples of this lack of understandina.

The New York Times reported Admiral Thomas H. Moorer,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as testifving to the
House Defense Aopropriation Subcommittee on 9 Januarv 1973:

(that he, Moorer)...always thought an invasion o

North Vietnam would be a desirable move §£pm the

strictly military viewooint...Asked if the JCS .

vocated a land invasion of the North as a means

of outflankina the encmy, Admiral Moorer said, "Ves

Sir, on occasion we¢ have recommended the flankina

movement you talk about."

Admiral Moorer stressed that the war was "not

fought in accordance with basic military orincioles

alone... (there were)...many noliticqzugéﬁbficipinnq."3

(Fmphasis suonlied.)

The statement, as renorted, suggests a lack of anpreciation
of the implications inherent in the conceont o€ political ori-
macv. To conceive of a major application of militarv force,
such as invasion, "from the strictlv militarv viewnoint" is
to iqnore the cause and effect relationship of military €orcc

and nolitical conseaquence. To consider that warfare can be
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conducted without "political complications" is to fail to
understand that war is a political act.

A restatement of the vrimacy of political nurpose from
the standovoint of military resvonsibility may improve per-

spective. The nurvosc of the militarv establishment is to

create, maintain, and emnloy combat forces in subport of

political objectives.

Tt must be recoagnized that all political-military orob-
lems are interrelated; they interact in a chanaina cause and
effect relationship. But whercas the military oroblems are
in themselves cavable of solution much as a nuzzle mav be
solved, the political nroblems arec really "difficulties"
which respmond to analvsis and orofessional judgement and may
be overcome but are incavable of solution.*. Thus political
purposc must dominate the employment of military force lest
the political difficulties be worsen by imnrovident military

actions.

*Anv criticism which may accrue to Admiral Moorer from
these remarks may be doubly aonlied to those Congressmen who
received the testimonv without comment. They, after all, oc-
cunv the superior nosition in this suverior-subordinate re-
lationship. One can be certain no such criticism was made;
the media would have gleefully renorted everv word.

**For an enliaghton discussion of the "puzzle" and the
*difficulty” sec Henry E. Eccles, Wilit@f{»Cnnconts and Philo-

sonhy (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutaers Universitv Press, 1965),
v, E21=-131.




There has arisen over time an inexnlicable attitude to-
wards the cmnlovment of militarv force and the nrimacy of
nolitical pourmosec. This attitude, which is held not onlvw
by some militarv men but bv a few political leaders as well,
seems to be that while the decision to use militarv force is
a nolitical one, that "once the auns bheoin to shoot" politi-
cal leaders should defer to militarv men for the nroblem
then becomes one of the attainment of victorv. This attitude

is exvressed by, of all neonle, Mary McCarthy in a review of

Halberstam's The Best and the RBrightest. She wrote:

On the whole, the agenecrals nerceived the logic
of the Vietnam commitment auite clearly: if vou
s were going to stay there, you would need more men,
more hardware, vou would have to bomb the north, and
the sooner the better, mine Hairhona harbor and not
hesitate to hit the dikes. Given the aim, thevy were
right; maybe, given the aim, General Curtis Lc'Mav was
right: 1if victory was what was wanted... (Emphasis
suonlied.) % S

The whole voint of the matter is that Miss McCarthy is
wrona and so are anv militarv men who think that once the

war begins, victory in the MacArthurian scnse becomes the

BRI S S ——

dominant factor. Perhaps this was true in an earlier and

less complicated age, thouah one would be hard-oressed to

identifv the era. After all, the single unifying thread in

TREETTTRGTAR e e

*Lest one aet hung-up on whether the tactics referred to
cshould or should not have been emnloved, it needs saving that
the noint has nothina to do with all that. The point is surelv
that war is a nolitical act and that one cannot consicer mili-
tary actions of consecaquence without considerina the nolitical
imnlications.
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Clausewitz's On War is that war is not an isolated act of vio-
lence but a continuation of politics and therefore must be
subordinated to political purpose.

This MacArthurian concept of victory--"There is no sub-
stitute for victory"--has little meaning in matters of national
strateay today. Tt is a dangerous and outmoded concept for a
nation to espouse in this time of thermo-nuclear weapons and
protracted conflict. Militarv success is now gaged, as indeed

it has probablv always been, on attainment of nolitical objec-

tives.
That is not to sav-that tactical victory, victory on the
battlefield, has lost its importance. Tt has not. Whenever

an army takes the field, whenever a fleet denlovs for battle
it does so with the expectation of victory and must hend everv
effort to achieve that victorv.

The objectives nf foreian nolicy todav are to control
situations and events so that lona-range national intercsts
are served without intensifyina conflict to the point where
national survival becomes at issue. This is the restraint
which niclear weapons have brouaght to the international strua-
agle for power. To insure that this restraint is ovperative
throuahout the Spectrum of Conflict intensities, the Executive
will exercise riaorous control of nolicv and its implementa-

tion.
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This rigorous control of policy implementation will be
felt most keenly during actual hostilities. The nced to
limit the scope and intensity of conflict will result in the
Executive reserving to itself not onlv control of mass-
destruction weapons but also the authority to use weapons and
techniques which heretofore have been considered conventional.

Thus, electronic and thermo-nuclear technologv has brouaht
about a situation where the Executive is willing to accent

stalemate and tactical dchat on an unnrcccdontod scale if the

alternative apnears to be an increased ohancn of the use of

mass-destruction weapons. A new dimension is thereby broucht

to warfare; a dimension with which civil and military authority
has not yet come to grips.

Civil authority must distinquish with great skill between
those matters which are of central importance and those which
are nerivheral to the national interest. Civilian leaders
must understand how to use military force apnrooriately and
cffectively. They must also learn that the time to assess the
moralitv of a narticular use of force is before that force is
brought to bear. Admiral H. E. Eccles spcaks to these needs:

In essence this boils down to a twofold neces-
sity: a keen sense of mutual responsibility and
the develooment of concentual unity and coherence

starting at the tco and descending throuch the com-
mand.

~ The nolitician has the resronsibility to estab-
lish and exnress his nolicv in such terms that it
can be militarily supported. The militaryv man has
the responsibility to carry out the militarv aspects
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of the policy. However, 1t is absurd to believe that
the politician can expect loval support when he is
ambiquous and vacillating in his policy. He there-
fore has the obligation to develop concentual unitvy
and coherence. When circumstances reauire a shift

in nolicy, he has the resmonsibility to maintain
claritv and coherence in the new nolicy.

To the dearee that the politician insists on the
subordination of the military to the civilian, to
that same dearee he increases his obliaation. TFf
he acts otherwise there will be two inevitable con-
sequences: the vpolitical-militaryv effort will bhe
hampered and nerhaps defeated, and good and loval
men will become frustrated, nerhans beyond normal
endurance.

Military authority is faced with an even more direct and
elemental burden as a result of this new dimension of warfare.

The military establishment must be able to accent thec no-win

situations and the tactical defeats and still maintain a via-

ble combat force with high morale. Tn the continuum of con-

flict there are no time-outs for Hamlet-like introspecction and
social experimentation with basic concents such as discipline
and individual resrponsibilitv.

Tt is clear that the military pnower of the United States
has been decrecased by the Vietnam war and its associated dis-
runtion of domestic affairs. This stems directly from the
distortion of basic values and the downaradino of those cssen-
tial military concents which make for onerational readiness and
combat effectiveness. How this distortion of values and down-
gradino of cssential concents came about is of less immediate
importance than is their identification. Identification of

thess values and concents will nermit the restatement of their
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worth. With nersnective reamained the militarv establishment
will be better able to review its role in the liaght of the
changing nature of conflict. Admiral Eccles has identified
and exoressed these essential values and concepts in a uniaue
and telling manner. The followina Auotations will nrovide in-
sight into the challenae faced by the militarv establishment.

Intearitv of Command. The essence of command
lies in an clusive combination of intangibles that
are very difficult to definc or confine to the limits
o€ any narticular social system or culture. Usually
it scems to include such elements as nrofessional
competence, self-confidence, and mutual confidence,
leadershio, and honor. Above all there must be both
lovalty up and loyaltv down.®

Social-Political Discipline. Because of a mass
popular misconcention, the word "discipline" has be-
come a synonvm for fascism and so its use in any
political socioloagical context is, to all intents
and purvoses, forbidden.

Perhaps we nced a new nhrasc to describe discin-
line as I use it. "Discinline in its decpest sense
means: a sense of values; the knowledge of cause and
cffect; the willingness to make decisions; the will-
inaness to accent personal resoonsibilitv for the re-
sults of such decisions."

In this sense discinline is a fundamental safe-
acuard of political freedom and of reasonable social
stabilitv. Tt is the foundation of national securitv
in its militarv, ceconomic, and political aspeccts. The
word "discinline" ultimately includes the understand-
ina of the whole interactina comnlex of abstract terms:
justice, law, order, nower, and force. Tt is essential
to control humanitv's instinctive use of violence for
foolish or selfish purposes...

The nuestion of social-political discivline comes
to an awesome focus in the problems of national de-
fense in the nuclear ace.’

Soda Fountain Morale and Weapons Morale. Two con-
cents of morale are almost continually in oonosition in
this country, with the result that we have usually sou-
ght a comnromise and have based our morale program on
portions of each. At the risk of oversimolification,
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these concents may be called “"soda fountain morale"
and "weavon morale."

The concept of soda fountain morale is that hiagh
militarv morale is created or at least greatly stimu-
lated by luxuries, privileqges, and frinae benefits.

The concept of weapon morale is that high military
morale is developed primarilyv bv rigorous discivline,
hard training, confidence in one's leaders, one's wea-
pons, and one's ability to use them, and above all by
pride in one's ability to accent great risk and hard-
ship.

There is a promosition which normally apnlies to drastic

change within large organizations, it has almost the status of

law, and that is, sianificant and pervasive change must come

from outside the organization. But it is doubtful that will

occur 1n this situation. The nature of national elective office

is

to

do

£

such that the Exccutive and Legislative have little incentive
institute such chanqges. Those anvointed to Executive office

not aenerallv have the backaround to evaluate the need. So,

it is to come, it will come from within.

Tt 1s by no means certain that these thinas can be accom-

plished: the reestablishment of the intcority of command;

accentance of the tvpe and deqgrec of discinline needed; indoc-

trination of wecapons morale. Tf these things are accomplished

1t will be because the military establishment has looked deep

1into 1ts soul and recoonized some fundamental truths:

The 1ntellectual and moral nroblems of the cmnloyment of

militarv force are more complex than are the technical ones.

The intellectual, moral, and nrofessional demands on mili-

tarv leaders todav are areater than cver before. The need for
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suberior men with intellectual intearity and moral couraqe is
therefore areater.

There is a fundamental lovalty to country which transcends
lovalty to individual service and immediate superior.

The sociological and eaqalitarian annroach to military
policy and organization will result in mediocrity.

The ethical standards, the demands of dutv, and the per-
formance of militarv men must be above those required in civil-
ian life.

Sir Richard Livingston, an cducator, once wrote:

Tt is the wecakness of rich and comnmlicated socictics

like our own that they tend to live in externals, to

concentratc on the techniques of their 1life. But edu-

cation, while it must orovide for these, can only

base itself on them at the c¢xnrmense of neglecting more

important things. Such an education will »nroduce

mere technicians: by a merc technician T mean a man

who understands evervthina about his job exceot its

ultimate nurpose and its nlace in the ogdcr of the
universe. They are a verv common tvyne.

The harsh realitv of this aace of orotracted conflict and
thermo-nuclear weapons is that the use of military force is
gometimes necessarv. If the military establishment is to
effectivelv emplov force within the spectrum of conflict, it
must be led bv men who are more than mere technicians; it must
be led by men who understand thec ultimate nurrose of militarvy

force.
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National Objectives and Military Strateay

Alfred North Whitchead used the term “verbal svmbols"” to
1indicate the imprecision of lanauage. Few areas of human en-
deavor have the need for precision in lanauage and thouqght
required by those disparate functions described as "national
security". Paradoxically, nowhere is semantic distortion more
prevalent. The term "Pentagonese" has become a cliche for
semantically obfuscating what would otherwise be verfectly clear.

In an attempt to reduce the semantic confusion, the follow-
inqg bricf definitions relatina to foreion nolicv are nrcsented.*
It is recoanized that these definitions will not satisfy every
reader, nor will thev cover cvery aspect of their subject. They
will, however, reduce the inevitable semantic distortion by opro-

vidina a standard.

National interest 1s the aencral and continuing end for

which a state acts.
Interests are those diverse motivations for security and
well-being which may vary or conflict as circumstances change.
Principles are the endurina modes of behavior or the re-
latively established ocuides to action that characterize nations.

National objectives are snecific goals desiagned to supnort

an interest or principle or some combination of the two.

*These definitions are derived from William Reitzel, et al.,
United States Foreign Policy, 1945719§§ (Washinaton: The Brook-
inas Institution, 1956), p. 471-474,
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Policies are snecific coursces of action designed to achicve
objectives.

When nations existed in relative isolation, strateay was
merely the direction of a nation's armed force. That restricted
concept is no lonaer adecuate. The bounds of strategy have
been stretched bv technoloqy and events. To be understood to-

day, strategy must be viewed in relation to national objectives

and the nolicies of those objectives; strateay must also be
viewed in relation to its military instruments, tactics and
logistics.

Then, one might ask, what is strateay? The three leadina
militarv theorists, in this writer's oninion, have nrovided
definitions which bring insiaht.

Clausewitz: "Strateqgy is the use of the engaaement to
attain the object of war. It must therefore give an aim to
the whole military action, which aim must be in accordance with
the object of the war."10

H. H. Liddell Hart: "We can now arrive at a...definition
of strateqy as-~the art of distributineg and anplyinao military
means to fulfill the ends of policv.”11

Henry E. Eccles: "Strateay is the comnrehensive direction
of power to control situations and areas in order to attain
obiectlves."12

The element common to these definitions is the identifi-

cation of the military effort with the political nurposes of the

state's volicies and objectives.
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Eccles's description of strateay is more than a definition;
it is a terse summary of a unitary concent of comprehensive con-
trnl.* This idea of comprehensive control has implications of
imnor tance. Strateay, when viewed as comprechensive control, is
raised to a position of primacv in the conduct of the nation's
foreian policies. That is to sav, compnrehensive control re-
quires an examination of the reason for that control--objectives
and their pmolicies. Thus if strateqy is to, in effect, sit in
judgement of objectives and policies, then strateyv is elevated
beyond militarv control. This is the central point of the matter
and bears further examination.

Military strateav is but a pmart, albeit a vital part, of
the national strateav. The nation's strateaqv involves the

formulation of national objectives and the development of

nolicies to achieve those objectives. Comorehensive direction
requires that the nation's military effort be focused directly

on the support of these national objectives and that the opolic-

ies desianed to achieve the objectives be evaluated in licht of
the military's abilitv to sumrort with force if necessarv.

Thus the militarv establishment must analyvze and cevaluate
those nolicies which support objectives as must all other in-

volved aaencies of agovernment. The need for military analysis

and evaluation has two bases:

'It should be emnhasized that the concent of comprehensive

control is that of Admiral Fccles. The exnansion of this concept
as oresented here is the writer's: FEccles is blameless.
85
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The size, organization, and functions of the military estai-
lishment must be in consonance with the national objectives
they support.

The imolementation of volicv must be riaorouslv controlled
lest in times of crisis the turmoil of events obscure the
objectives of nolicy and failure result.

Success in both these efforts is dependent upon comnlecte
understanding of national objectives and of the implementing
rolicies. Such understandinag is difficult to obtain. A brief
look at the nrocess by which national objectives and nolicies
are formulated will show why this is so.

Some national objectives and nolicies are established on
the basis of the prececived interests of the administration in
power: threats to the territorial United States; overriding
domestic needs; the domestic and foreian policy realities as
seen to affect the administration.

Other national objectives and policies are relics of nre-
vious administrations which raemain in effect because of the
dominance of established nolicv. Each dav a nolicv remains in
cffect it bhecomes more firmly entrenched and soon acauires a
life and momentum all its own. Each decision made and each
action taken reinforces and rcaffirms the validity of that nol-
icv, for those making the decisions and implementinag the actions
acquire a vested interest in continuing the policv and there-

fore suoport the obijective. The dominance of established nolicv
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effectively rules out internal reviews and reauires that areat
effort be exrmended if established policies are to be undonc.*

These national objectives and nolicies are rareclv exnressed
in direct and tanaible terms. Thev are most often exnressed in
cgeneral and idealistic terms. EFEarlier it was said that in this
age of protracted conflict and thermo-nuclear weapons that mili-
tarv success was based on the attainment of nolitical objectives.
How then are militarv nlanners to distinguish between those vital
objectives on which military success is gaced and idealistic
sloaans?

Military planners must have a conceptual understandina of
thne national objective and a firm grasp of the overall effect
desired from supporting nolicies. Supovortive military plans
are uscless if their objectives are mere restatements of the
hopes and ideals of national nrincinles. They must instead
identify those objectives which are essential to the nolicies
the vlans are designed to supnort.

This requires identification of not onlv the militarvy

objective but the oolitical, economic, and social obijectives

*The dominance of established policy was antly illustrated
by the most dramatic chanae in foreian policy in recent vears;
the decision to abandon the nolicy nf containment and seek a
reannroachment with the People's Republic of China. The Presid-
ent limited advanced knowledoe nf the initial overtures to an eox-
tremely small aroun of advisors. This was in no small part due
to the resistance that the President knew would develon from
inside and outside covernment if word leaked nrematurely.
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of policy as well. It requires an orderina of the major and
subsgidiary objectives by priorities. Tt involves a detailed

and continuous examination of interests, national objectives,

and policv. Tt reauires discrimination between those objec-
tives which are central and those which are neripheral; it
recauires an identification of the long and short-rance objecc-
tives of policv.

These reaquirements are imnossible, of course; they simplv
cannot be met. The press of time on militarv nlanners at the
national level is such that it does not permit analysis in
this detail. Still, analysis of the objective is the kcy.*

The militarv planner recoanizes that the objective is cen-
tral to anv strateqgy and analvsis of the objective cenables him
to plan supportive strateaics with their related tactical em-
rloyments and loagistical premarations. A hiaghly simplified |
analvsis of an objective would recuire consideration of the
followina:

Overall effect: What is the overall effect desired from

the ovolicv? Would this effect, if achieved, support the agoals
of the objective?

Assumntions: What are the assumptions on which this nolicy
is based? Are these assumotions valid? What cvents would in-
validate these assumptions? Would the use of military force

effect the assumntions; how? What affect would counter-force

*Analvsis of the objective is discussed vercentivelv and
at some lenath by Admiral Eccles in Military Concepts and Phi-
losophy, o. 41, 51=-56, 285-293.
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have on these assumntions?

Objectives: What are the snecific objectives of the vpolicy?
What are the minimum key objectives of the nolicv? What is the
relative importance of these ohjectives? Would the use of mili-
tary force change the priorities of the objectives; would all
objectives then remain ovmerative? Would the use of counter-
force alter the pnriorities of any of the objectives?

Force and Counter-Force: What cvents would most likely

require a response with militarv force? What minimum military
action would be required to attain all the objectives of volicy;
the minimum kev objectives? What counter-forces will be set in
motion by the use of militarv force?

Comnensating Measures: Will compensatina measures be re-

quired to offset the counter-forces set in motion? ™ill the

compensating measures be military in nature? What effect will

the compensatina measures have on the overall effect, assumntions,

or objectives?

7inally, and of fundamental importance, is, a statement of

what constitutes satisfactorv attainment of the objective.

Tt hardlv neceds savina that analysis of the objective will
not prevent the establishment of unwise policv or of unobtain-
able objectives. Neither will it nrevent inept implementation
from destrovina the cffects of sound nolicy. It is obvious that
askina all of the questions listed above will not of itself pro-

vide the strateaic nlanners with the comprehensive controls
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needed. All of the auestions can never be answered and some
answers will be highlv speculative at best. Nevertheless,
analysis of the objective is nccessary if subseguent military
action is to have oractical value.

With the conceptual unity qgained from analytical nroces-
sess such as analvsis of the objective, military leaders will
be able to control the imonlementation of policv so that national
objectives and their volicies will remain visible amidst the
turmoil of events.

It is also from such analvsis of interests, national ob-

jectives, and policies that there will emerce the new strateqic
concents and militarv nolicies and doctrines that will nave the
way for adantation of the military oracanizations and functions

as American foreign policy moves from its containment posture

of the past twentv-five vears.
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CHAPTER VIT

CONCLUSTONS

Lvtton Strachev in his preface to Fminent Victorians com-

mented that it was impossible to "rite a history of the Victo-
rian aage; too much was known of it; that ignorance was the
first reauisite of the historian. But, he continued, it was
nossible to illuminate it by a different technique:

If he is wise, he will adornt a subtler stratcav.

He will attack his subject in unexmected nlaces...

He will row out over that arecat ocean of material

and lower down into it, here and there, a little

bucket, which will bring up to the light of day

some characteristic specimen, from those far deoths

to be examined with a careful curiositv.

This, in a sensec, is what has bcen attemnted in this bricef
paper. From a vast ocean of issuces related to conflict and War,
a few carefully chosen and, honefullv, characteristic snecimens
have been drawn. Thev have been examined with a careful curio-
sityv; if that curiosity has been accomnanied bv some dearce of
insicht, then nurmnose will have been served.

Tt needs savina that though there is indeed a vast ocean
of material on conflict and War and related matters, much of
it lacks valuc: trivial and rmerirheral matters are exvlored
in denth; irrevelant issues are searched out and ecxamined while

fundamental issues, unnoticed, are trod underfoot. The reasons

for this arc comnlex and varied; it is, however, both nossible
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and necessary to aencralize on what are scen as the funda-
mental deficiencies in nolitical-militaryv discussions, and
writings and conscauently in nolicies and nlans.

There is no comnrchensive and coherent military theorv or

philosophy adeaquate for this age of protracted conflict domi-

nated by weapons of mass-destruction. The piccemeal approach

to ovolitical-militarv problems omits fundamental or critical
issues; it fails to recoqnize the militarv imolications of
social, economic, and political issues; it fails to recoa-
nize the social, cconomic, and political implications of mili-
tary issues and actions; it fails to identify the causec and
effect relationshio that overates throuahout political-mili-
tary affairs.

Many professional military men and government executives

are distainful of theory and history. Thesec men, the nrofes-

sional soldiers, those apnointed to executive office, and

those elected to public office, are action oriented. They are
concerncd with doing; they are occumied with personnel--as
ooposcd to oeonle--, hardware, methods, and nerforming. Thev
seek the single-paged, double-spaced summary; they avoid the
details which illuminate. Thev have neither the time for the
inclination for the studv and contemplation needed to derive
benefit from the discinline of theoryv and the lessons of historv.

Many scholars and scientists view the nolitical-military

difficultics with a nerspective distorted by their field of
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competency and their vosition. In one sense, such a distor-

tion occurs because, not unexvectedly, these scholars and
scientists tend to view much of the difficulty as arisina from
the failure to accord their views and particular disciplines
primacv in the conduct of thesec affairs. In another sense,
the lack of personal responsibility--always a sobering influ-
ence--for the develooment, imnlementation, and outcome of a
nolicy leads to pronouncements and advocacv of specific plans
and doctrines outside the scholar's field of competency.

These are but the most obvious deficiencies one encounters
when attemntinag to examine the concents and issues of conflict.
Conversely, these very deficiencies noint the way by which men
of varied capabilities and backorounds may avoroach the study
o€ conflict.

The nmeed for a comprchensive military theorv, which will
embrace the manv clements of military affairs, has been shown.
It, however, quicklv becomes avnarent to one who attempts to
deal with even a minor element of conflict that such a theory
can ncver be comnleted. There are just too many clements.

They overlap and are interdevendent. For every basic concept
there are corollaries and subordinate concents and implications
which demand recognition. One must deal with those elements
which tend to chanaqe ranidly as well as those which change aradu-
allv. Further, one must consider the intervlay and feedback bet-

ween militarv concents and non-military thouaghts and actions.
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When confronted with the compnlexity and magnitude of mili-
tary theory, one is apt to dismiss the need as unobtainable or
really not necessary. Academicians manage this much more
smoothly than do professional military men. The military pro-
fessional tends to iagnore military theory; it's difficult to
find reference to military theory in hooks written by militarv
men and when one finds such a reference it is frequently found
that military theorv is considered svnonvmous with strategv.

The academicians, more skilled in the techniocues 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 bhut manipulative techni-
ques of emnloving men and machines, a somewhat mechanistic skill,
which is adeauatelv taught in military schools. So many tend
to devreciate the need for military theorv. Bernard Brodie,
in what he considers his most important book, according to the

dustcover writeun, War and Politics, mentions "theorv" but twice

and both times denreciatinalv; once he refers to a "theory" of
international relations--the attention-gaining cuotation marks

about the word are Brodie's.?2 Next, he refers to "theorv" as

3

a synonvm for strateqv. Not all civilian scholars denreciate

militarv theory. Huntinaton savs:

Understandina reauires theorv; theorv reaquires ab-
straction; and abstraction reauires the simplifi-
cation and orderina of recalitv. No theorv can ex-
nlain all the facts, and at times, the rcader of

this book mav fecl that its concents and distinc-
tions are drawn too sharply and orecisely and are
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too far removed from realitv, Ohviously the

real world is one of blends, irrationalities,

and incongruities: actual nersonalities, in-

stitutions, and bkeliefs do not fit into neat

logical cateqories. Yet neat logical cate-

agorics are necessary if man is to think opro-

fitably about the real world in which he lives

and to derive from it lessons for broader aonli-

cation and use...The study of civil-militarv

relations has suffered from too little theori-

zing.

Those concents of a theorv of conflict which have been
examined in this pavner may seem self-cvident and elemental.

If so, then in part the effort has been successful, for one
must vass thoruah comnlexities before one can express simply,
ideas of importance.

It is this exoression of ideas and concepts that is the
worth of this initial step towards a theory of conflict. It
was intended that this pmaver would provide a foundation unon
which others could build. It is hored that this foundation
is broad enouah to span the senaration between military theorv
and rolitical theorv.

There is a nced for the political theorist to exmand into
the area of civil-militarv relations. As was nointed out in
Chanter VI, there is a lack of understanding of the imnlications
of the nrimacy of political purvose in the conduct of militarvy
affairs. Admiral Eccles has pointed out the areas of civil-

military relations wherec conflicts occur as:

Political control of thé creation and deployment of
weavons and forces. b




Political control of the usec of militarv force:
Initiation of the use of force.
Limits on resources made available.
Limits on scoone of action.
Limits on weapons cmnloved.
Determination of tactics emnmloved.
¥Then and how to bring an end to hostilities.
Political control of producer logistics:
Control of recquirements
Partisan influence on infrastructure.
Sociological recquirements in procurements.
Budget control.5
The military theorists must also address these matters of civil-
military relations, as has been done in this vaper. Thus, as
the difficulties arc addressed bv both the militarv and poli-
tical theorists, the gap if not bridged will at least be made
less treacherous.

The concepts presented here also nrovide a foundation for
the militarv theorist to build unmon so that he may expand into
the arcas where the militarv nroblem begins: strateqgy, tactics,
logistics, and command. It is thesc comvonents of the military
problem with which the military decision-maker must deal. Whe-
ther it be the strategic nlanners at the national level or a
commander in combat, these commonents of the military problem
must be intuitively evaluated before the decision is made.

Tt was carlier stated that a comorehensive military the-
ory can never be comnleted. This is also true of the major con-
cents which are the constituent narts of such a theory. Thus,

the theory of conflict will never be complete or nerfect; it

will continue to evolve. But as it grows and its chief elecments
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and structure and nrincivles are identified, it will serve
to bring coherence and perspective to the conduct of military
affairs.

The inadeaquacics of this effort to identifv the major
ideas and concents with which a military theory of conflict
must come to grips is assuaaged to some extent bv the obvious
truth exporessed by Alfred North Whitechead when he said, "One

must omit much to aget on with something."6
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APPENDTX T

A TOPICAL OUTLTNE OF A COMPREHENSTVE THEORY OF CONFLICT

‘'"HE NATURAL HUMAN NORTGTINS OF CONFLTCT

At some staae a necessarv condition for conflict is man's
willingness to ficht. A comnrchensive theory of conflict must
examine the biological and psvchoanalvtic factors which drive
man to compete and strive for dominance.

Tndividual Man

Needs, asnirations, exncctations
Bioloaical Factors
Psychoanalvtic Factors
Collective Man
Groun neads, aspirations, exnectations
Friction of comovetition
Need for individual and arouo identity
Territorial needs
The Effects of Chanae
Effects of change on individuals
FEffects of chanac on arouns
L,eadtime of chanae
Fffects of ranid drastic chanae

Effects of limited cummulative chanae overtime

THE_NORIGINS OF TNTERNATIONAL CONFLICT

International conflict results from a strucale for nower
which is sought for three fundamental pnurvoses: to insure
national survival; to maintain existing oower; to exnand exist-

ina nower.
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Threats to National Survival

Tnvasion

Hostile adjacent states

Weak adjacent states

Lack of defensible boundaries

Maintenance of the Status Ouo
Maintenance of nower distribution
Minor adjustments within existing nower distribution
Causes for conflict

Reasons For Expansion of DPower
Tnternal oressures--nonulation, economic, ideoloaical
Exnloitation of a lack of power

Control of situations and events
Irrationalitvy

THE CONTINUUM OF CONFLICT

There is no lonocer a distinct line between ncace and war,
instead there is a continuum of conflict with varving degreces
of intensity. The neced for flexibilitv and control bhecome
obvious.

The Nature of Modern Conflict

Protracted conflict

Conflict at the perinherv of nower
Use of surrogates

Ef fects of nublic oninion

Nuclear restraint

‘ The Srectrum of Conflict

Forms of Conflict

I Subversion, insuraencv, aquerrilla warfarc, covert
! armed forces, overt armed forces, formal war

9




Tools and Weanons of Conflict

Political
‘ Economic
Cultural
Militarvy

THE NECESSITY FOR FORCE

There is an observable trend in militarv and nolitical
writinas and discussions which imnlicitly assumes that nuclear
war has been deterred and that larae scale militarv force will
not aacain be reauired

The FEvidence of Historv and Events

Historical exnericnce
} Observable currcnt events and their indicatinns

The Oriains of the Assumntion

The dismaracement of nower and militarv force
Psychological rejection of nossibility of nuclear war

Effects of the Assumpntions
Beneficial

Harmful

THE USE OF POWER AND FORCE

The central issue in the use of power and force is the
nrimacv of nolitical rurmose in the use of militarv force.
Strateqgv must serve the nation's objectives if political nur-

nosc is to he served. The attainment of realistic objectives

- s TR TURGIES T it s i IO

has surnlanted "victory" as the aqoal of government durina

conrliicet.
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The Primacv of Political Purpose

Concent of civilian control

Civilian authoritv and responsibilitv
The militarv role

The concent of victorv

National Obijectives and Militarv Strateaqv
The nrimacv of national objectives

The role of militarv strateqy
Analvsis of the obijective

THE NATURE AND ELEMENTS OF NATTIONAL POWER

Power once created immediatelv bheqgins to escame from con-
trol; it lcads to conseauences not nlanned. National nower is
at once concrete and indecterminant for it ultimately reflects
the values and asnirations of a nation's neonle. The disparaae-
ment of nower affects the use of nower.

The Nature of Power

Power and influence
Power and force--ideoloaical, nolitical, economic

Unusable and usable nower

The Disrmaracement of National Power

The roots of dispnaraaement |
The effects of dismaraaement

The Elements of National Power
Ceoaranhic, natural resources, industrial canacitv,

nonulation, national character, national morale,
~mualitv of aovernment, militarv nrenarcedness

THE LIMITATIONS OF POWER AND FORCE

National rnower is limited by hoth internal and extcernal

factors. Force is alwavs limited in its amnlication.
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THFE MTLITARY IMPLICATTIONS OF DAVID HALBERSTAM'S

THE BEST AND THE BRTGHTEST




The Limitations of National Power

Tnternal limitations--economic, national purmnose,
character and morale

External limitations--existino distribution of world
nower, world oninion

The Limitations of Force

Tnternal limitations--national consensus, available
nower , weanons, character of armed forces

External limitations--world oninion, thermo-nuclear
threat, the new nationalism

THE RECOALUTTON "™ HOSTILITIES

The decreased likelihood of war beina terminated hv victorvy
and defeat nlacns a new dimencsion of resrmonsibilitv on bhoth
civil and militarv authoritv.

The Conclusion of Hostilities

Civil authoritv--maintenance of communications with
the enemy, its snonsors, and allies

Militarv authoritv--maintenance of militarv nressure
during critical neriod of necaotiation

Tnternational Control of Hostilities

Arms control
Disarmament

Peace Keaonina Forces
Collective Security

-~
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APPENDIX TIT1

THE MILITARY IMPLICATTIONS OF DAVTID HALBERSTAM'S

THE BEST AND THE BRIGHTEST

Much has been written of how the United States became in-
volved in Vietnam; nolitical deceit and the erosion of moral-
itv in high nlaces has been attributed to that involvement.

In most of these writincs the United States military leader-
ship has been nictured as naive and blunderina Colonel Blimps,
or, on the other hand, as devious war-lovers who mislead
civilian authority so as to be able to try-out new weanons

and techniques of war on hapless ocasants. A few tried to
portray them as "a thin red line of 'eroes'," but that had
salability only amona the military.

The truth of the matter was that thev were none of these.
The militarv leadershiv durina Vietnam was honest, industrious,
and reasonably comvetent. Yet, serious errors of judgement’
were made time and acain.

Halberstam's The Best and the Brightest is acknowledged

as the most comorchensive book vet nublished on our involve-
ment in Vietnam. Halberstam deals with the auestion of the
military establishment's role. He does so with apparent ob-
jectivity, scatterina rose netals and bricks as the situation
seems to demand. If there were more bricks than rose netals--

well, that's the kind of war that it was.
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The Best and thgnﬁxighgggs>is a disquietina book, and

doubly so for the militarv man. Tt not only raises issuecs
which concern us as citizens but also brinags into question
tencts which we as militarv nrofessionals have long accented
as hallmarks of our nrofession. Thouah the military cstab-
lishment of the United States is not its orincipal audience,
the book raises issues of vital militarv sianificance.

Indeed, to ignorec the issues and their implications is
to create doubt as to the continued cffectiveness of our mili-
tarv ecffort to support national nolicv.

Consideration of these issues must be ricorous and intel-
lectuallv honest. That 1is to sav, onc should not dismiss these
issues because one disaonroves of what Halberstam has to sav.
One should instead concentrate on the imnlications of the
shortcominas which Halberstam attributes to the militarv.

Halberstam indircctly charaqes the militarv establishment
with careerism and restrictive loyaltv. He also questions the
militarv's ability to control nolicy and to render sound judge-
ment. Each of thesc relates directly to clements of this naver.
This analvsis is aooended so as to present within the context
of a single issue, Vietnam, many of the concents which are

fundamental to military theory.
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Carcerism

Explicit throuahout the book is the concept that many offi-
cers arc more concerned with advancing their own careers than
with personal intearity and lovalty. In short, we are accused
of careerism.

Halberstam attributes this distasteful practice to many
senior officers, includinoc a distinaquished Marine, Licutenant
General Victor Krulak. Halberstam states his case forcefully
in the followina event.

The time is 1963; the nlace, Washinoton. Licutenant Colonel
John Paul Vann, USA, has just returned from Vietnam with a view
of the war that differs from the generallv optimistic view of
the administration. On finding that MAAG, Vietnam, has ordered
that he not be debriefed in Washinaton, Vann arranges to nre-
sent his views to the Joint Chicfs of Staff. Halberstam savs
that Vann:

...was also warned not to show his bricfing until the

last minute to General Krulak, who was the Secretary

nf Defense's svecial adviser on aquerrilla warfare, and

a rnerson who was alreadv surfacina as a man with a ves-

ted interest in the ontimism, havina just returned from

a tour of Saiaon and rerorted to the Chiefs that the

war was goina verv well, everv bit as well as Harkins

said. (p.204)

Yann nrovides Krulak with a conv of his briefing some four hours
before the meetina i1s scheduled with the JCS. At the last mo-
ment, Vann's briefina is cancelled.
Thus a major dissentine view was bhlocked from a hear-
ina...This charade was a microcosm of the wav the high

level military destroved dissenters...Tt confirmed to
manv,..that 2 good deal of the reason for Harkins ontimism

105




and its harshness on doubters was not just Harkin's

doina. Rather, Harkins was a onupnet controlled bv

Taylor...the messenger between them was General

Krulak. (p. 204-205)

The inference is that General Krulak arranaed the cancellation
of the Vann bricfina to keep from official view any ovinions on
the war which differed from those officiallv espoused by Gen-
eral's Tavlor and Krulak.

Halberstam makes renmeated references to careerism. OFf
General Krulak, he later savs "...Krulak had vmarticivated in
serious misrenresentations to the President.” (n. 267) General
Paul Harkins, Commander MAAGY, is described as "...a man of
comprelling mediocrity. He had mastered one thina...how to get
along, how not to make a superior uncomfortable.” (p. 183-184)
Of Bricadier General Richard Stilwell, Halberstam savs:

He became the hatchet man for Harkins, the man who

personally quashed the remorting of the dissentina

colonels, who challenged all dissentina views, who,

thouah he was not in the intelligence oneration,

went throuagh the intelligence renorts, tidving them

un. (p. 251)

Halberstam summarizes his contention:

Sound misreovortinag did not impede the careers of

either Stilwell or Krulak...but it did offer a fas-

cinatina insiaht into the way the militarv worked.

Lovalty was not to the President...to truth or in-

tcarity, or ecven to subordinate officers riskino

their lives; lovaltv was to uniform and more sveci-

ficallv to immediate supnerior and career. (n. 280)

These charges rankle. The idea that one can achieve general
officer rank by getting alona and not making suneriors uncomfort-

able is repuanant. The idea that a qgeneral officer would liec to
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the President is anathema. The imnulse to attack the charges
acgainst individuals must be resisted if the decoer issue of
careerism 1is to be faced.

Carecrism does exist in the Services. All but the most
naive have seen it. But it is still an aberrant condition.
The majorityvy of officers are honorable men who meet their res-
nonsibilities to their countrv, their Service, and their con-
science. Tt is incumbent upon us to weed out those who are
carcerist, lest Halberstam's summary somedav apply in general.

Before nrocecedina, it should bhe stated that Halberstam can
not be accused of beina anti-military. Thouah he is plainly not
an uncritical admirer of General Krulak, he does nresent many
military men in a favorable light; John Paul Vann, General Shoup,
General Ridgway, and various officers of lesser fame are nre-
sented as honorable, competent, and loval. feneral Wallace M.
Greene, though obviously holdina different views on Vietnam
than Halberstam, is singled out for vnarticular oraise. The
imnortant thinag is that one should not reject the vital issues
which Halberstam raises because one dislikes his treatment of

individuals.

Rostrictg!p Lovalty

e e e —— e e e

The theme of restrictive lovalty is closelv akin to career-
ism. Rut it is more insidious. Tt beauiles lonorable men into

dishonorable acts in the name of lovaltyv. The lovalty of the

&t
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military man is, in that sovlendid rhrase of the Army, to dutvy,
honor, and country. Restrictive lovalty is lovalty to an indi-

vidual or organization at the expense of higher loyalties.

Halberstam sveaks to restrictive lovalties:

In September, with the bureaucracy as divided as cver,
Kennedy decided to try and get information from both
Lodae and Harkins on a lona list of specific aquestions.
The reaquest was very much the President's and he asked
Hilsman to comnose it. The Cable itself reflected a
vast amount of doubt about the proaress of the war.
Eventually the answers from both men came in: the
Lodge revmort was thorouaghlv messimistic, while the Har-
kins report was markedlv unbeat, filled with assurance,
but also bewildering because it seemed to be based on
the debate in Washinaton rather than the situation in
Saiqon. (b. 271)

Curious, "hite House aides checked with a "low ranking clerk" at
the Pentaacon and found a cony of a message from General Maxwell
Tavlor to General Harkins. Tt was:
...a remarkably revealing cable...explainina just how
divided the bureaucracy was, what the struagle was about,
savina that the Hilsman cable did not reflect what Ken-
nedv wanted, that it was more Hilsmanish than Kennedyish,
and then outlinina which questions to answer and precisely
how to answer them. (p. 271)
Halberstam comments:
The White House staff was very anary and €felt that Tay-
lor had bheen completelv disloval, althouah Kennedy him-
self was more fatalistic than umset, being rerhans more
aware of the conflicting Pulls on Taylor's lovalty. (o. 271)
Halberstam illustrates the intellectual corruption which fol-
lows restrictive lovaltvy.
Tn Anril 1965, MACV conducted an intelligence study of the

North Vietnamese Armv's carabilitv to reinforce from the North.
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The study had to do with the number of American troons General
Westmorecland would reanest from Washinaton: The JCS was askina
for three divisions to be sent to Vietnam; "Westmorcland was ask-
inc for smaller units.

The rernort when comnleted showed that Fanoi had the cana-
bilitv of sendina "astonishina" numbers of men down the trail
without scriouslv wecakenina its defenses at home. Colonel
william Crossen, nrescnted the studv to "a nenorél" on the MACV
staff:

...he looked at it and said that it was impossible.
Not imnossible at all, answered Crossen, checked and

double-checked. "Tesus," said the General, "if we
tell this to Washinaton we'll be out of the war tomor-
row. We'll have to revise it downward." <o Crosscn's

fiqures were duly scaled down considerablwv, which was
a good example of how the Army svstem worked, the staff
intuitivelv nrotecting the commander from thinas he
didn't want to see and didn't want to hear, never com-
ing uo with information which might challenae what a
commander wanted to do at a aiven moment. (p. 545)
Restrictive lovalty strikes at the heart of the militarv
svstem, the integrity of command. There is little opoint to the
develorment of sonhisticated wearons svstems, claborate stra-
teaic nlans, and the recruitment of quality nersonnel if we
nsermit the eroding of our fundamental strenaths, loyalty and
trustworthiness. If behavior such as restrictive loyaltv is

allowed to continue, the Executive must without aquestion reduce

their exoectations for the usefulness of our military cffort.
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Control of Policy

A policv once annroved acauircs a life and a momentum all
its own. Control becomes critical as implementing plans set
cvents in motion. Unless controls are rigorously maintained
the original policv objectives may be obscured by the motion
of cvents.

Halberstam seems to have recoanized the necessitv for con-
trol of policv when he savs:

...the carnacity to control a nolicv involvina the

military is oreatest before the molicy is initiated,

but once started, no matter how small the initial

sten, a nolicy has a life and thrust of its own, it

is an oraganic thing. More, its thrust and its drive

mav not be in any wav akin to the desires of the Pre-

sident who initiated it. (». 209)
A more discriminatinog reading suaggests that Halberstam mav have

intended more than just control of volicy. Emnhasis on the

modifvine phrase, involving the military, leads one to bhelieve

that he was in fact calling for control of the military. This
interpretation is borne out by the examvles cited throuaghout
the book. Halberstam returns time and acain to what he consid-
ers to be the militaryv's use of the foot-in-the-door techniaue
in order to obtain more troops and aain nmermission to use narti-
cular weapons and techniqgues. Halberstam sees such actions as
causina an inevitable widening of the war.

Tf Halberstam sces the vnroblem as one of controllinag the
military as oovnoscd to controlling nolicy, then he is viewina
the nroblem in a limited context and has lost sight of the larger
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implications. Control of vpolicv is necessary at all levels of
government. This noint is vital and worthy of the most serious

consideration. Unless the implementation of policy is rigor-

ously controlled, the turmoil of events will obscure the ob-

jectives of policv and failurc will result.

Success in the military effort to control the implement-
ation of oolicy is continacnt unon comvmlete understanding of
that nolicv and its objectives. Such understandina is cxtreme-
ly difficult to come by. National nolicy and objectives are
rarely exnressed in direct and tanaible terms. How then are
military leaders and olanners to distinguish true objectives
from slogans and ideoloay?

This nrocess of understandina policy can be exnlained most
succintlv be settinc forth a series of terse auestions which
militarv leaders and nlanners should ask themselves when ana-
lvsina nolicv:*

"What overall cffect is desired from this onolicv?

What are all the objectives of this nolicv?

What are the minimum key objectives of this policv

*This should in no wav be construed as advocatina an aban-
donment of the traditional militaryv-civil relationshin. Civil
leaders set molicy. Militarv leaders implement nolicv. The
only voint that is being made is that the militarv can better
implement nolicv when it understands all the nuances of that
nolicy.
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What are the assumntions on which this policy is based?

Are these assumotions valid?

Will the use of military force affect these assumptions?
How?

What minimum militarv action is recuired to achieve all
the objectives of volicy? The minimum kevy objectives?

What militarv objectives will best sunnort attainment of
oolicv objectives?

What forces will be set in motion by the nronosed or contin-
agent militarv action?

Will such forces contribute to or detract from the overall
cffect desired from this nolicv?

Will comnensating measures be required to counter or off-
set such forces as are set in motion?

Will these comncnsating measurcs affect the assumptions, the
objectives of volicv, or the overall cffect desired from this
nrolicy?

Finally, and of fundamental imnortance:
Wwhat constitutes satisfactory attainment of the minimum key

4 P * K
objectives?

"Theqe aquestions are derived from the concent of Analvsis
of the Objective. This concent is examined in detail bv the
leadina militarv thecoretician of our time, Rear Admiral H. E.
Fecles, USN, Ret., in his distinouished work, Military Conceots
and ™hilosonhv (New Brunswick: Rutaers University Press, 1965).
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With the understandino of nolicy thus gained, military lcaders
and vlanners will be better able to control the structure, de-
nloyment, and use of military nower and force so as to attain
the objectives of vpolicv.

Before leavina the subject of control it is impmortant to
return briefly to the contention that Halberstam's focus was
really directed at controllina the militarv instead of the more
important issue of control of policy. One micht sav with justi-
fication that the distinction is subtle within the context of
Halberstam's usﬁaqe. Subtle merhans, but significant. Con-
tinued emnhasis, however indirect, on controlling the military
will over time lead to a robotistic military establishment com-
nrised of militarv mechanicians devoid of initiative and judae-
ment.

Militarv judgement is alrecady subiject to a areat deal of
questionino. This is the imnlication of Halberstam's theme of

controllina the militarv.

Military Judgement

Since Halberstam's book is not nrimarilv concerned with
militarv matters, one must draw some inferences based on ex-
amnles cited and careful between-the-line readinas. On such a
hbasis, Halberstam's orincinal criticism of militarv judacment
scems to be:

That militarv men tend to recommend militarv force as the

solution to international difficulties.
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That militarv men freauently fail to consider non-mili-
tary factors when nlanninag for and employina force.

The Best and the Briqghtest is renlete with instances where

nilitarv judocement failed to measure um. Present but far less
numerous are examples where militarv judaement was exceotion-
allv sound. One examnle will serve to illustrate both conditions.

Tn April 1954, the French attempt to force the Vietminh
into a set-nicce battle had agone sour. Dienbienphu was sur-
rounded. Pressure was beina exerted on Washington to prevent
the defeat of the French. A controversv arose over intervention.

Within the Executive Branch, the Conagress, and the JCS lines
vrvere drawn and nositions taken. The President amncared ambiva-
lent. Two militarv men nlaved sianificant roles in the contro-
versv: MAdmiral Arthur Radford, Chairman of the JCS "eagerlv"
nronnsed intcrvention; General Matthew Ridaway, Armv Chief of
Staff ornosed intervention.  Halberstam's view nf Radford:

...with the carrison trarped at Dienbienrhu, Radford

was readv; it was his first chance to test the Now

L.ook, and he was ecadcer to ao. One aood solid air

strike at the attackers, and that would do it. (n. 138)
At a2 meetina with Conaressional lcaders:

Radford made a strona and forceful nresentation: the

situation was nerilous. T€ Tndochina went, then South-

cast Asia vould ao. We would he moved back to Hawaii.

The Navvy, he assured the senators was readv to ao, two

hundred olanes were on the carriers Essex and Boxer.

The Senators becan to Auestion Radford. Would

this be an act of war? VYes, we would be in the war.

what would hannen if the first air strike did not

succend in relievina the carrison? WWe would follow

it un. What about around forces? Radford cave an
ambivalent answer. (o. 140)
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The Armv was not ambivalent:

Nor did the Army nermit the White House the luxurvw

nf thinkina that we could act bv with onlv air now-
ar. Radford's nlan for an airstrike was continaent
on seizure of China's Hainan Tsland, which secemed to
auard the Ton¥in Gulf, because the Navv did not want
to enter the aulf with its carriers and then have
Chinese airbases riaht behind them. Rut if we caon-
tured Hainan, the Chinese would come across with
cvervthina thevy had; then it was not likelv to re-
main a small war verv lona. (n. 143) (Emnhasis added.)

Halberstam looks at the role Ridawav nlaved:

Ridowav was verv uneasv...Wars were scttled on the
around, and on the around the losses were alwavs
borne by his neonle, U.S. Armv foot soldiers and
Marines...So he sent an Armv survey team to Tndo-
china to determine the requirements for fightina a
around war there. What he wanted was the bhasic
nceds and logistics of it...

The answers were chillina: minimal, five divi-
sions and un to ten if we wanted to clear out the
cnemv..., nlus fiftv=five enoineerina battalions,
between 500,000 and 1,000,000 men, nlus enormous
construction costs. The countrv had nothina in
the wav of nort facilities, railroads and hiahwavs,
telephone lines. We would have to start virtually
from scratch, at a tremendous cost...Tt was more
than likely that in this »olitical war the ponu-
lation would heln the Vietminh...

Thus the Ridagwav renort, which no one had

ordered...but Ridgwav felt he owed it both to the

men he commanded and the countrv he served. His

conclusinn was not that the United States should

not intervene, but he outlined verv snecificallv

the heavv nrice reaquired. (n. 143)

Nineteen vears have passed since Admiral Radford and General
Ridawav evaluated the Tndochina situation and made their disnar-
ate recommendations to the President. Tn retrosvect, the recom-

mendations of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff aonecar

ludicrous. The idea that airmower could have orevented 100,000
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Vietminh from overrunnina 13,000 French and Colonial troons
1s difficult enouqgh to take sceriouslv; to have considered
"seizina" an island laraer than the combined states of
Massachusctts and Rhode Tsland on the very doorsten of China,
as a oreliminarv step to intervention, is incomprehensible.
Ridaway's report, on the other hand, has been nroven sound
bv subseruent events.

What then of Halberstam's criticism? Are they valid? Or
does the soundness of military judgement devend on the mili-
tarv man, as the examnle cited would seem to suaaest? Let us
consider cach criticism in turn.

Do miligarv men tend to recommend the use of force to solve
international difficulties? VYes. Not alwavs of course, but a
sufficient number of times to justifv describina it as a ten-
dencv. This should surnrisec one no more than finding out that
a suracon tends to recommend surgery. In times of crisis one
tends towards actions with which one is familiar.

M better phrasino of the auestion would have been: why is
there a tendency to alwavs consider the use of force in any situa-

*
tion which seems to offer the opnortunity to emnloy force?

L2 23
No attemot was made here to sot un a strawman just so it

could be knocked down. The Auestion, why does the militarv al-
wavs seem to recommend militarv action, seems frequentlv on the
nib of Halberstam's nen. The auestion wants nersnective, which
is nrobablv whv he never asked it directlv.
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This tendencv does not derive from any inate American belli-
cosity as the Litanv of the Left wonuld have us believe. Tt is
more comnlicated than that.

The origins of this tendencvy ar~ rooted in comnlex and
interrelated factors.

The tvpe of men who are elected and anpointed to hioch pub-
lic office, the decision makers, are canted towards action and
the attainment of goals. Their vower is ultimately based on
ranid resolution o€ difficultics with minimum disruntion of
domestic conditions. Such men shun protracted discussion of
crisis conditions. Thev turn from nresentations which show
nroblems to be multi-faceted and comnmlex and scek instead the
sinale-naaced double-spaced summarv which offers a ~uick solu-
tion. Above all such men are ontimists; certain of their abilitv
to control situations and cvents.

The nature of force is decentive. Tt scems to offer aquick
and simple solutions to comnlex oroblems. Scmé}ic distortions
contrihute to this deceotion. Terms such as "scecarch and destrov",
"interdiction", and "hunter-killer team" conjure uop images of
swift decisive action. The anplication of force is rarelv so
swift and decisive.

Tn a free societv, continued exnosure of a nroblem sets in
motion intricate vatterns of public reaction which inevitably

results in demands for action.
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These factors combine and react, one on the other. The re-
sult is that force is almost always considered durinoc times of
crisis. Considerina the comnlex 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 vnartially attributable
to the caliber of men elected and avppointed to nublic office.

The second inferred criticism of military judoement is that
military men tend to iagnore non-military factors. On first read-
ina this seems as self-cvident as the military tendency to recom-
mend militarv action. After further consideration, it's not
auite so simole,

Nne does not cexnect nersonnel of lower ranks to concern
themselves with volitical, economic, and ideoloaical matters
involvina the cenemy they are fighting or nremarina to fight.

At some noint, however, one indeed does expect our military
leaders and planners to show a sophisticated awareness of all
factors affectina the emnlovment of force. As Professor Harold
Hill was moved to remark, "You gqot to know the territory."

This awareness has to do with responsibilitvy and how one
rerceives and reacts to resvnonsibilitv. Resvonsibility in-
creases with rank, but it is not a straight-line nroqression.
There is a noint at which one encounters new dimensions of res-
ponsibility: issues which once were nerinheral become central;
a more comrrechensive view of events is recuired. One may arque

about where this new dimension of resvmonsibilityv is first
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encountered, but it definitely coxists at the level where mili-
tarv men analyze national nolicv and existing situations so as
to advise the civilian members of the Executive and Legislative
Branches. At that noint where nolicv and events are analvzed
and prlans formulated, the militarv men must intuitively exnand
his outlook. His considerations cannot be limited to those
which are strictly military in nature but must be exnanded to
include vnolitical, economic, and ideoloacical factors as well.
The soundness of Ridgway's renort was a result of his
consideration of all the factors affectina the nronosed em-
nlovment of force; military, volitical, ecnomic, and ideoloai-

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 fraamented
our societv as nothine has done since our own Civil War. The
resultino discord even nenctrated into our militarv establich-
ment.

The nosition taken bv our aovernment cannot bhe auestioned
hv us, for we are nrofessional mjilitary men. Our dutv is clear;
it ie to serve. But that is not tn sav that we cannot lecarn
from so searina an exnerience. Tndeed, that too is nart of our

dutv.

J‘




Here then is surclv the worth of The Best and the Brichtest

it raisces to nrominence nuestions of significance. The mili-
tarv establishment of the United States must look to itseclf for

the answvers.
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