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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study may be viewed as an exploratory effort
designed to examine the military as an instrument of policy.
The policymaker, if he is to be successful in establishing
control, among other things, must have an intimate knowledge
of the quantity, quality, and the nature of the means at his
disposal. There is a large body of literature which ad-
dresses the quantitative and qualitative aspects of combat
power. The purpose of this paper, however, is to examine
the concept of combat power with an aim toward understandidg‘
it as an instrument of policy. The approach taken here is
neither quantitative nor qualitative but, rather, ontological;
that is, the locus of analysis is the nature of combat power.

What I hope to do, therefore, is to provide a conceptual
framework for gaining an understanding of what combat power
is and, later in the paper, to ground some of the concepts
in empirical reality through the use of an historical example.

The methodology employed in this study consists of a
review of the literature to develop the conceptual framework
and an analysis of historical data.

We in the military have a responsibility to educate our
civilian leaders on the capabilities, limitations, and the
nature of the instrument of violence, which is military com-
bat power. It is my assertion in this paper that the poli-
tical instrument of force is in fact, combat power and that

there are likely to be situations in the near future where it
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will be necessary to use force in this form again.

We are living at a time when violence or threats of
violence have permeated the very fabric of our lives. Never
before have so many people lived in an environment so charged
with the imminence of violence. As a nation or a community
of nations we will always be faced with the possibility, if
not the probability, of violence in some form--spontaneous
or premeditated. We must be prepared to respond.

It is in the formation of military strategy that the
interface between the military and civilian leaders takes
place. "Politically, we must insure that our civilian leader-
ship is fully informed of the capabilities and limitations
of our military power. Part of the problem in the past was
that our civilian leaders were misled by our failure to tell
them the hard truths, the unpleasant realities, our short-
comings as well as our strengths."”

If we accept the Clausewitzian view that war is a
continuation of political intercourse and that battle is a
means of continuing that intercourse, it should be recognized
that success at the lower level may not always achieve the
result desire on the higher level. Military objectives must
support the political objectives for they are only the means
to a political end, and the political leaders must understand
the instrument they are using in order to be able to exploit
the success which results from its use.

The military power of a nation is the combined potential

of all the services to actualize force in the form of combat
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power. Combat power, therefore, is the actual instrument
which is used to gain control. However, not all the potential
military power of a nation may be actualized at any given time.
The ultimate objective of combat power (if the intent
is control) is the opponent's mind; more specifically, it is his
perception of reality. If ﬁé can, we want to create a
reality for the opponent that will allow us to control him.
During non-violent periods political leaders attempt to
create a reality that will convince a potential opponent not
to resort to violence. The political approach usually
assumes rationality--"To the rational actor, the availability
and use of military force has utility only so long as ex-
pected gains exceed expected costs." The perception we hope
to create, therefore, is that the potential opponent cannot
win now - and, it must be remembered: "...the opponent's
perception of one's commitment is decisive"--but, that he may
win at some time in the future. "In terms of policy, one
would combine a strong military posture (LOSE NOW) with
Machiavellian manipulation of Nation ¥'s ‘'Value of Peace'
(WIN LATER)." I wish to emphasize, of course, that this is
a "created perception" and not the actual reality. "We would
like the Soviets to perceive a WIN LATER outcome, although
we naturally hope that reality is quite different from that
perception.” If the opponent perceives a no-win in the
future, he may be willing to risk a possible loss now rather
than a certain loss later. This created reality is the pro-
duct of skillful political action which éxploits our national
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strengths and the opponent's weaknesses. Military power as
a potential--that is, as potential combat power--is one of ﬁ
the tools the political leaders may use.

In a violent environment the objective is still the

opponent's perception of reality and, therefore, his mind.

As always the ultimate objective is control. Let us turn
now to a descriptive model of the violent instrument of

political control - combat power.

Combat Power - The Concept 5

The concept of combat power may be seen as an equation
consisting of two elements; mass and fire. This conceptual
bifurcation is an analytical technique which is much neater
in the abstract than in the dynamics of actual combat opera-
tions. When addressing the concept of combat power we must

not lose sight of the fact that it is made up of these two

elements (mass and fire), and that they are variable rela-
tive to each other and relative to a specific opponent.

For the purposes of this paper, combat power may be
defined as the actualization of force in armed combat.
Force, in the broadest of terms may be viewed as the power
to effect change. Combat power is restricted in that it
exists in time as actualized force. Furthermore, it exists
in time only at the point of contact which is a spatio-
temporal concept. That is, it has a beginning and an end !

in time and specific geographical boundaries.

iv




Mass

Mass consists of personnel, equipment, and material which
is the physical, and usually psychological, center of balance.
Mass survives by avoiding the effects of fire. Physically, it is
made up of two variables; size and mobility. In determining
the size of one's mass, it will be large or small relative
to a specific opponent. Size of mass is relatively easy to
quantify. It may include the entire population and the re-
sources of the nation or be limited to the military services.

Mass, which exists in each medium, is usually based on
some particular element around which all else develops. Cur-
rent examples of this phenomenon would be the tank (land),
the aircraft carrier (sea)--possibly being replaced by the
submarine as the 'captital' ship, and the fighter aircraft
(air). These 'platforms' emerged out of World War II as
dominant in their respective mediums and, according to most,
remain dominant today. There are indications that these
base elements form not only the physical center of balance
but also the psychological center of balance. The result
of such psychological grounding is illustrated by the physical
and psychological unbalancing experienced by the Israelis
in the 1973 war.

These base elements are seen as dominant in the particular
medium in which they exist and, therefore, become the bases
for determining the relative size of mass. It is critical,
therefore, that the base element selected is actually the
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dominant element in that medium. Technology or tactics may
change the base element, and the change may go unrecognized
by one side or the other until hostilities begin.

The other physical variable of mass is mobility. Once
again we must remember that mobility, like size, is relative
to a specific opponent at the point of contact. Mobility
provides for the concentration or dispersion of mass. 1In
this age of nuclear fire the ability to disperse mass is more
critical than ever before. Keeping in mind the relativity
of movement, both sides could be in motion,relative to a
given medium, but in a steady state relative to each other.
To have superior mobility one must have the ability to
initiate a change from the steady state at will. When com-
paring the relative mobility of two masses, therefore, the
one which can change the steady state at will is considered to
have the greater mobility.

This concept is extremely important to an understanding
of the relativity of combat power. More than ever, "the
time factor is of crucial importance in relation to the ratio
of force to space." Speed of movement permits rapid concen-
tration and dispersion of mass. Technology has provided the
means to accelerate greatly the 'tempo' of operation. Unless
this tempo is understood by those involved in combat they
are llkely to be puychologically unbalanced and 'shocked' by
the rapidity of change.

Specialized platforms have been developed which
are designed to give high mobility to mass within a specific
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medium. The platforms survive the opponent's fire by avoid-
ing or by being impervious to it.

That part of a mass which is made up of personnel is
subject to social-psychological phenomena. This is, in fact,
the most brucial'aspect of combat power for it is here that
contrcl resides, and the sense of balance is ultimately

grounded.

Fire
Fire is measured in terms of its effect on an opponent's
mass. It is usually the product of a munition, and it has
both a manifest and latent function. Anything which will
neutralize a mass--that is, render it incapable of effective
action--or which can physically destroy a mass, would fall
under the rubric of fire. Therefore, when considering the
combat power eguation one must address conventional, nuclear,
chemical, bacteriological, or electromagnetic munitions as

fire producers.

It is important to understand fire as having both a mani-

fest and latent function. 1Its manifest function occurs when
it is actualized. 1Its latent function occurs only in the
perception of the individual. Thus, destruction is a result
of the manifest function of fire. Fear of being destroyed
is a result of the latent function.

Most munitions are projected through a medium by a
weapon. Weapons, which must be seen as weapon systems--man
and equipment--exist as part of mass and can be quantified.
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Fire, however, is only potential until actualized in time

and spaceagainst a mass. The effectiveness of fire is
dependent on the vulnerability of the mass at which it is
directed and the degree of concentration. Some have argued
that there has been a 'revolution' in warfare with the intro-
duction of large numbers of precision guided munitions (PGM) -
"A guided munition whose probability of making a direct hit
at full range on a tank, ship, radar, bridge, or airplane
(according to its type) is greater than half." 1In terms of
the combat power equation, the advent of PGMs coupled with
the exponential increase in the explosive power of munitions
has dramatically altered the relationship between mass and
fire. As long as the value of fire was completely linked

to the individual man, one could only increase the value of
fire by increasing the number of men, thus increasing mass.
The introduction of munitions and the weapons to project them
fundamentally changed the linkage between man and the value

attached to fire. Now a man or unit of mass can project a

; munition with a fire value many times greater than his own

mass value. Carried to an extreme, a small mass could pro-
ject fire of such a value that it would totally destroy all
mass--the mythical doomsday weapon.

Through the act of formulating military strategy, the
civilian leaders define the proper scope of action for the
military by defining the combat power equation relative to a
specific opponent. If the enemy mass is defined as military
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personnel only, then the level of violence is, by definition,

limited. If, on the other hand, the opponent's civilian
population is included in the definition of mass, that is,

as part of the combat power equation, then the level of vio-
lence may not be limited. Traditional American morality
prefers 'military' targets only: however, the popular under-
standing of the 'lex talionis,' the Law of the Talon, can be
seen operating in the iationalization of strategic bombing.
In defining the combat power equation the civilian leaders
also specify the type of fire that will be used. Thus, in
some situations, the fire available to the miiitary commander
at the point of contact is of a lower intehsity than what

it could be. Many of the current 'scenarios' specify exact-

ly what type of fire will be part of the combat power equation.

It should be emphasized that defining the combat power equa-
tion is a continual process once hostilities begin. Not only
can the definition of mass and fire change, but che point

of contact can expand or contract, geographically.

If war is a state of sustained violence then combat
power must also be sustained. Thus, logistical support is
essential to maintain combat power during time of war.
Logistical support is not only important to sustain combat
power but also essential to project it to the point of con-
tact. The validity of this concept is apparent when one
recalls the plight of the Russians during the Cuban missile
crisis or our own dilemma during the October War of 1972.

...if large (military) resources exist but cannot be moved
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to the point because they are too far away or because there
are geographical barriers, then the point is relatively
invulnerable. If large military resources can be moved
cheaply to a point, it is highly vulnerable." The reality
of our large naval forces makes immense geographical areas
'highly vulnerable' to our military forces.

The importance of these concepts and a clearer under-
standing of the model presented here may be derived from the
grounding of it in an empirical example. Our most recent
application of forces on a large scale was in Vietnam. In
light of that fact, using our experience and that of the
French, I have briefly attempted to link some of the concepts
with empirical reality. An examination of Chapters IV and V
will provide illustrative material which tends to support
my assertion that relative combat power is a function of
mass and fire at the point of contact. Furthermore, there are
indications that fire has reached a level of effectiveness
which may render the mobility of mass extremely difficult.

The primary vehicle for maintaining mobility in land
combat has been the tank. However, the use of relatively
inexpensive munitions, such as mines and PGMs coupled with
the high cost per armored vehicle may greatly curtail the
use of these vehicles. Will we be forced to react in an
historically predictive pattern of accepting exorbitant losses
in a vain attempt to gain the initiative? 1Is our only re-
sponse to extremely heavy armor losses more and more tanks?
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I suggest we examine once again the essense of combat power
and try to understand why the tank became the base element
of land combat. The tank rendered fire ineffective by being
invulnerable to it and by avoiding it. However, today the
vulnerability of the tank is growing, and its ability to
avoid fire is decreasing. There is, however, in my opinion,
clear indication that mobility on the battlefield can and
will be retained through the employment of another vehicle--
the helicopter.

While it is true that the helicopter is vulnerable to a
wide spectrum of fire, it is also true that it has a tremen-
dous ability to avoid fire through speed and by using the
protective cover and concealment of the ground. This last
point is especially important. The helicopter must be viewed
more as a surface vehicle than as a supra-surface vehicle
in that it is terrain dependent for its survival in combat.
Furthermore, its unique capability to land almost anywhere,
create a mass anywhere on the surface, or extract a mass
makes it, in essence, more of a land oriented platform than
an airplane.

I believe a crucial issue which must be examined in
greater detail is the relative strength in terms of helicopters
at the point of contact. In rough terms, potentially the
United States enjoys a 3 to 1 advantage over the Soviet Union
in helicopter strength. However, when we look at our pro-
jected deployment for the year 1984, we find only about 15%
of our total assets deployed in Central Europe. In relative

xi
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terms, therefore, the Soviets may enjoy parity at the point
of contact.

If the tank is stopped on the battlefield, helicopters
can be used to regain the initiative. Though we have a
tendency to see enemy AA weapons as ubiquitous we can use
helicopters to conduct high speed, small mass paralyzing

attacks on enemy 'nerve' centers.

Conclusion

Combat power, as an instrument in the hands of our

political leadership, can be an effective means for gaining
our nat’ional objectives. However, it must be understood by
those employing it. We live in a violent world which often
requires a violent response. Combat power as actualized
force is the violent response by which we may gain control.
A point made here which must not be forgotten is that military
power is merely potential until actualized as combat power
against a specific opponent at a point of contact. Crucial
to this point is that relative combat power is measured at
the point of contact. Furthermore, since our perceptions
are greatly affected by what we can actually see and measure,

mass as an element of combat power plays a more important

role in shaping perceptions than does the potential of fire.
Therefore, if we intend to limit the escalation of violeace

at a point of contact, we must be capable of creating a mass
of sufficient size to influence the perception of our opponent.
On the other hand, it has become clear that the relationship

xii




between mass and fire has been significantly altered by

the technological advances made in recent years. The intro-
duction of high value fire in the form of nuclear munitions
has greatly increased the vulnerability of all mass to the
effects of fire. Thus, large concentrations of mass in a
nuclear environment may be an intolerable liability in future
conflicts. 1In addition, the advent of large quantities of
PGMs has greatly increased the vulnerability of high value
mass. Overall, the increased effectiveness of fire greatly
reduces the effect an imbalance of mass may have on relative
combat power.

This, of course, is a gross oversimplification of a
complex issue. However, I believe the assertions made here
are important to our understanding of the true nature of
combat power. We are caught in a dilemma. If we rely
strictly on effective fire in order to strike a balance of
combat power with an opponent, we may be able to significantly
reduce the size of our mass. However, we are more likely to
be required to actualize fire in order to gain control than
if we had a large mass. On the other hand, if we rely on a
large mass, we may suffer heavy losses to an opponent who
relies on effective fire to strike a balance. There is a
way, however, to increase the effectiveness of a relatively
small mass, and that is by being more mobile than an opponent's
mass. Thus, relative mobility may be the crucial issue in

determining relative combat power. Mass which cannot be

xiii

——W




brought to the point of contact may have little effect on the

outcome of the combat.

In terms of combat power, I have attempted to demonstrate
that we can have superior mobility in land combat. Our
huge helicopter fleet can be the means of insuring superior
mobility in central Europe if we have them, in sufficient
quantity, when and where they are needed. 1In light of the
difficulty we anticipate in introducing any additional mass
at the point of contact once hostilities have begun, I argue
here that a larger portion of our helicopter mass should be |

deployed to central Europe than is currently envisioned.
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COMBAT POWER: AN ONTOLOGICAL APPROACH

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The policy maker, if he is to be successful in estab-
lishing control, among other things, must have an intimate
knowledge of the quantity, quality and the nature of the
means at his disposal. There is a large body of literature
which addresses the quantitativel and qualitative2 aspects
of combat power. The purpose of this paper, however, is
to examine the concept of combat power with an aim toward
understanding it as an instrument of policy. The approach
taken here is neither quantitative nor qualitative but, rather,
ontological; that is, the locus of analysis is the nature of
combat power. "Wars," said Hugo Grotius, "for the attainment
of their objectives, it cannot be denied, must employ force

. This quote from

and terror as their most proper agents."
the "Father of International Jurisprudence"4 succinctly
identifies the operative element of war -- combat power.
This study, therefore, may be viewed as an exploratory
effort designed to examine the military as an instrument of
policy. "Today voices are raised against the maintenance
and use of military force. This view ignores the lessons
of history, which contain ample proof that there are times

when the use of force is not only suitable but essential

1
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in the defense of a nation's interests.“5 As a result of

our recent experiences, wherein civilian control of the
instrument of violence was less than successful, some mem-
bers of the military (and for that matter, some civilians)
have become skeptical about the ability of civilian leader-
ship to employ military force effectively. I believe the
failures were primarily the result of a lack of understanding
by the civilian leaders of the instrument of violence they
were using. We in the military have a responsibility to
educate our civilian leaders on the capabilities, limitations,
and the nature of the instrument of violence, which is military
combat power. “Statesmanship, in the H-bomb age, must con-
trol not only the aims but the operations. It should direct
military defense planning, and the formulation of military
doctrine. Hence statesmen and their diplomatic advisers

must have a greater knowledge of military technique than they

needed in the past."6

It is my assertion in this paper that
the political instrument of force is combat power and that
there are likely to be situations where it will be necessary
to use force in the form of combat power. Furthermore, the
use of combat power is more likely to take place outside

the traditional context of war than in the past.7 This is
not to say that war as sustained violence is unlikely; on
the contrary, we must accept the assumption that "despite
whatever effort there may be to prevent it, there may be

war n8
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The use of combat power can be likened to the medical
instrument of the surgeon. Out of ignorance one may amputate
when it is not necessary. By the same token, fear of the
surgeon's knife may cost the life of the patient. "...a
nation which habitually avoids violence and a society which
considers all forms of war immoral may invite disaster

"9 However, just as

by destroying its military credibility.

the surgeon's knife should be the last resort, the use of

combat power should be carefully employed and then only in

the amount or at the level necessary to accomplish the task.
If combat power is to be a legitimate means for achieving

national objectives it must be understood by those employing

it. "The policy-maker, among other things, must have an

intimate knowledge of the quantity, quality, and nature of

the means at his disposal." ¢ More than ever our political

leaders must thoroughly understand what combat power is,

lest they refrain from using it out of fear or they use it

inappropriately out of ignorance. "...statesmen must under-

stand the language of war, so that they do not use it in-

wll In the limited use of combat power the

correctly.
political leaders must be prepared to exploit battlefield
success. If violence is to be limited, then its greatest
effect will be the political exploitation of it. "The power
to hurt is bargaining power. To exploit it is diplomacy..."12
If the political leaders are not prepared to exploit success
in order to gain the desired objectives, then the military

3
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leadership may attempt to achieve the objectives through an
escalation of violence.

What I hope to do, therefore, in the pages that follow,
is to provide a conceptual framework for gaining an under-
standing of what combat power is and, later in the paper, to
ground some of the concepts in empiricél reality through the
use of an historical example.

The methodology employed in this study consists of a
review of the literature to develop the conceptual framework
and an analysis of historical data. Some of the historical
data consist of extensive notes and taped interviews accum-
ulated by the author as a participant in the Vietnam War.
Chapter II is an attempt to develop a theoretical framework
and place this work in perspective. Chapter III is a
presentation of a model of combat power. The model is
intended to be descriptive rather than prescriptive. Chapter
IV, using Vietnam as an example, provides an historical

perspective for some of the key concepts of the model.

Chapter V is a rather detailed analysis of the Battle of Kontum

which took place in the spring of 1972, in South Vietnam.
The purposes of this chapter are first, to illustrate some
of the‘concepts and therefore ground them in an historical
event and secondly, to provide an accurate report for inter-
ested readers. Chapter VI is a brief examination of current

land combat doctrine with an emphasis on helicopter opera-

tions in a NATO environment. Based on the results of my work,
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tentative conclusions and recommendations are suggested in

Chapter VI.

Professor Martin Blumenson, in a talk at the Naval War
College in November 1971,13 stressed that in doing research,
especially historical research, we all have a tendency to
simplify, to get at the essentials -- to get at the mearing
of things so that we may understand. We tend, therefore,
to distort the truth. 1In order to limit the scope of this
study and remain within the parameters of my resources, I
have been selective in the presentation of data. There is,
therefore, distortion. My hope, however, is that I have
remained faithful enough to my charge so that this work
proves of some use. If it does nothing more than stimulate
thought on the issues addressed then I will consider the
effort worthwhile.

Aristotle once wrote, "Almost all things have been
£ found out, but some have been forgotten."14 I make no pre-
tensions of originality in this work; if one wanted to invest
the time and effort almost all the ideas presented can be
traced to their antecedents. As Edward Atkeson has stated,
"...few have contributed much that cannot be found in some

w15

form in the works of Sun, Clausewitz, and Jomini.
have assiduously attempted to provide citations; however, I
am sure there are errors of omission. The approach taken

here is not intended to be new in the sense of new pieces

to a puzzle but, rather, a slight rearranging of the old
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pieces to reveal a little different picture. Throughout

the preparation of this paper I have found Liddell Hart's

aphorism to be accurate: "...cold print is a merciless
wl6

exposer of mental fog.




CHAPTER II

A THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

If the free nations want a certain kind of world,
they will have to fight for it, with courage, money,
diplomacy -- and legions.

A nation that does not prepare for all forms of

war should then renounce the use of war in national

policy. A people that does not prepare to fight

should then be morally prepared to surrender.

America 1is not accustomed to political exploitation of
military success. We carry the burden of Napoleonic strategy
firmly established since the Civil War.3 The decision was
to be made on the field of battle with the statesmen merely
formalizing a "fait accompli." I reali;e this is an over-
simplification, but it does serve to illustrate what I believe
is a flaw in the American approach to world violence.

We are living at a time when violence or threats of
violence have permeated the very fabric of our lives. Never
before have so many people lived in an environment so charged
with the imminence of violence. As a nation or a community
of nations we will always be faced with the possibility, if
not the probability, of violence in some form -- spontaneous
or premeditated. We must be prepared to respond in order to
limit the collateral effects of viclence. Most of the people

of the world live with the specter of a nuclear holocaust

which threatens to engulf them and destroy their way of life.

7




Much has been written about the horrors of nuclear war, and

the balance sheets of the statisticians tally cities by the
tens and lives by the millions. More than ever, each of us,
as an individual, is immediately concerned with conditions
which might precipitate violence on this horrific scale.

If there is one word or concept which captures the essence
of our desires, it is the word control. "Control is what
separates senseless violence from the purposeful use of
force."4 This, then, becomes the objective of our actions.
We seekcontrol in all areas of social interaction in the
belief that if we have control we can gain our objectives
without undue risk. Control, as I am using the term here,
does not necessarily mean dominance -- it simply means an
ability to positively affect action. Thus, in terms of the
violence extant throughout the world, we seek to control it
in order to limit its collateral effects.

How, then, can we control violence? What are the means
at our disposal, and who has the authority to legitimately
employ these means? In terms of domestic violence we have
a body of law which can sanction and an instrument of the
state which can use violence to control violence. "While
violence breeds violence it can also act as a vaccine.“5
Our state and municipal police forces are the legitimate
means of force used to maintain domestic control. Recent
experience in the form of "strikes" and sick-outs" have

demonstrated, albeit painfully, the result of not having

the means to control violence. 1In the international arena




where violence has been endemic we do not have an effective

means of international control. "For where the power of law

ceases, there war begins."6 A8 a result, nations must de-

pend on themselves or on powerful allies to insure their

survival in the face of the aggressive forces of violence.
Since the dawn of time, men have competed

with each other -- with clubs, crossbows, or

cannon, dollars, ballots, and trading stamps...

Anyone who says there will be no competition in the

future simply does not understand the nature of

man.

The fiercest kind of competition is that in which one's
continued existence is at stake. Oftentimes intense competi-
tion has been manifested in overt confrontation and violence.
These primal struggles have taken a myriad of forms; however
most can be classified as armed conflict. Thus, war in all
its various manifestations may be viewed as a violent
struggle with each side attempting to control or annihilate
the other. 1In the context of a struggle, the concept of
balance is crucial to understanding the application of force
in the form of combat power. "The same Clausewitz who
argued that the psychological unbalancing of the enemy is
the most important factor in victory totally ignores this
factor when discussing the principle of mass. Tragically,
it has been his fate to be primarily associated with cata-
clysmic war and senseless slaughter, rather than with skill-
ful strategems aimed not at the physical but at the psy-

chological defeat of the enemy."8 Balance or "equilibrium,"9
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as used here, is dynamic and must always be viewed in rela-
% tive terms. Furthermore, it can be grounded in two areas--
E physical and psychological. Physical balance may be viewed
: as an objective reality; whereas, psychological balance is
based on a perceived reality. For example, two boxers may
be objectively measured by standards applied to their rela-
tive physical attributes; however, their psychological balance
is difficult to measure. It may be understood as a created
perception of reality which is accepted by the one holding
it. The process by which the perception is created is

essentially based on an interpretation of sense data, logi-

cal deduction, and, to some extent, intuition.10 Thug, a
sense of psychological balance is based on one's perception
of reality which may or may not accurately reflect the ob-
jective reality. This is a crucial issue in that it is here
that one's sense of balance may be manipulated and, in compe-
titive situations, it often is.

In the "foq" of war a clear perception of the situation
is often lacking, and the participants are vulnerable to
being manipulated.ll Violence in the form of combat is
usually begun with both sides having some sense of balance
and continues until one side or the other loses its balance--
physical, psychological, or both; or, there is a mutual
recognition that an imbalance cannot be achieved through the
use of force. Usually during the latter stages of the con-
flict the protagonists enter into a dialogue, during which
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they agree on a reality. Historically this has been the
case; however, in recent times there has been a reticence on
the part of protagonists to arrive at a consensus.

"War" and "military strategy" are concepts which have
been defined and studied throughout recorded history.l2
For my purposes, however, I will use Grotius' definition of

w 13

war "...war is the state of contending parties... and

add that it is a violent state. "War is thus a type of
14

violence." "Strategy is the comprehensive direction of

all the elements of power to control situations and areas

nl5 Furthermore, "The under-

in order to attain objectives.
standing of power and force and their effective use is criti-
cal to the understanding of strategy."l6 The formulation of
strategy is extremely important in that it specifies the
opponent and provides a purpose for using violence. Strategy,
therefore, provides the definition of victoryl7——national
survival (a state of balance), or domination of the opponent
(a state of imbalance). By the same token, it defines

defeat. For example, the French grounded themselves in the
Magi