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ABSTRACT

This thesis presupposes that America is in a time of
increasing danger as its relative power in the world declines.
The paper, in addressing this situation, defines strategy as
a method of thought. It distinguishes between the more con-
ceptual strategy and the product of planning, doctrine. Such
a distinction allows the formulation of a general concept of
strategy which remains constant and continuous over time.

This in turn provides the solid foundation necessary for flexi-
ble and timely planning in a time of unprecedented change.

The paper contains four recommendations: 1.) To increase
the historical and philosophical training of military officers,
and to emphasize the study of the art of war; 2.) To train and
assign a dedicated group of strategic planners who rotate
between field and staff, but whose principle job is planning;
3.) To centralize the chain of command in the Department of
Defense; and 4.) To decentralize authority in the Department

of Defense to the greatest extent feasible.
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"When one has neached an understanding of

what maternials are {unniAhed by the wonld
around about him, and what nesources he can
hope forn inside himself, At s2ilL remadins
§on him to appradise the past as Lt 48 Lef
to operate Ain the present, to understand 4%, -‘f?a}

to approprniate Lt, and to become its mastern."

hels

[ 3

John Heaman Randalf, Jn., 1940 LT
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- "Therne 48 no organdzation in the United
o States whose mission 48 to prepare a
strhategic analysis. This L& a sernious

v
0
.

= defect in our national security policy S
machinery, but it i4 not Likely to be ~e,
; obsenved by the average civilian official "
-5 because strategic appreciation has nearly -
E: become a Lost ant; and one does not feel the 2
& need for something he has nevern seen o hnown - 8
about." ——
e ’ @)
I Stegan T. Possony & J.E. Pournelle
b
5
b This paper defines strategy as a method thought that pro-
- -
E’ poses a framework for the realistic evaluation of national s
& i-dag
Eg security needs and consequently, for the development of stra- >
e tegic doctrine. It does not offer a specific strategy for ib;ii

the United States, nor does it prescribe an organization de- 2 X

signed to develop a specific strategy. Instead, it provides lﬁ

the conceptual foundation that is essential to such tasks. It
2
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develops the perspective from which reform must be viewed.

-Ir.ﬂ ¥
4

As will be seen, the key element within which strategy

must operate is chance, which yields an uncertainty that cannot

R

'l
PR )

lrhe Strategy of Technology: Winning the Decisive War jsjﬁ
(Cambridge, Mass.: Dunellen, 1970), p. 64. R

.'-.v VST,

3
2The principal theoretical background for this framework -
is largely derived from Carl von Clausewitz, On War, ed. and
trans. by Michael Howard and Peter Paret (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1976); General d'Armee Andre Beaufre, An

Introduction to Strate (New York: Frederick A. Praeger,
1965); and Beaufre, Deterrence and Strategy (New York:

Frederick A. Praeger, 1966). . 1
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be predicted or eliminated. Hence, in an anarchic and hostile
world, where each nation must look after itself, flexibility
and timeliness are essential for survival; flexibility in
adapting to rapidly changing circumstances, and timeliness in
doing so quickly and correctly. Too often in the past, doc-
trinal rigidity or dogma has destroyed this flexibility. The
result, except in the most extraordinary of circumstances, has
been disaster.

Examples of this abound. For instance, in 1494, Charles
VIII of France invaded an Italy unprepared for his new style
of warfare, and destroyed its political system. Italy's
castles, suitable defense against the slow paced inter-city-
state warfare of the penninsula, were no match against the
French artillery. And, Italian mounted troops were no match
for the Swiss infantry employed by Charles.3

The cause of this unpreparedness has disturbing parallels
with American society today. Italy in the 15th Century was
a commercial empire that relied primarily on the disorganiza-
tion of its neighbors for security. Wars were expensive, and
hence not fought. The unpreparedness for invasion stemmed
from a lack of concern for the art of war which was " ... the

result of a preoccupation with personal well-being, inextricably

3Felix Gilbert, '"Machiavelli: The Renaissance of the Art
of War," in Makers of Modern Strategy (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 19435), pp. 8-9.
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connected with a society dominated by finance and commercial
interest."4 The result of the French invasion was that

"To their dismay, the Italians were forced to become
mere onlookers as their country became the battle-
field of Europe and the center of attraction for all
foreigners in search of military renown.... Those who
speculated about the fate of Italy arrived necessarily
at the conclusion that the Italians had to reform
their military institutions if they wanted to equal
the forgign barbarians and become master in their own
house."

Other examples of this failure to adapt include the Prussian
defeat at Jena in 1806. There the army--and tactics--of

Frederick the Great could not withstand Napoleon and his

6

revolutionary army. The French and their Maginot Line in

1940 follow this pattern, as does the American reluctance to

accept the aircraft carrier for the weapon it was until after

the Pearl Harbor attack on 7 December, 1941.7

ibdan ;e W5
>Ibid., p. 9.

®See Brig. Gen. Vincent J. Esposito, USA (Ret.), and Col.
John R. Elting, USA, A Military History and Atlas of the
Napoleonic Wars (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1964),
plates 5/-68.

7For an excellent discussion of the Maginot Line and the
mentality it generated, see Irving M. Gibson, ''Maginot and
Liddell Hart: The Doctrine of Defense," in Makers of Modern
Strategy, ed. E.M. Earle, pp. 371-375. On America‘'s obsession
with tﬁe battleship see Russell F. Weigley, The American Way of
War (New York: Macmillan, 1973), Chap. 12. See G.H. Liddell
Hart, Strategy, 2nd revised ed. (New York: Frederick A.
Praeger, 1§67; for a general discussion of military history
from the Greek wars (5th Century B.C.) to the Arab-Israeli
wars. Richard K. Betts, Surprise Attack: Lessons for Defense
Planning (Wash., D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1982)
provides an analysis of the impact of doctrinal rigidity on
the effectiveness of strategic surprise.




Why, one must ask, is this the case? The answer is rather ;-:z
simple: The failure to anticipate changes in warfare before el
the opening of hostilities is primarily due to a failure in .ég:
the study of the art of war. What this means is that, while . fti

SR

professional military officers may study the techniques and

5f. hardware of war, they tend not to look into its meaning, uses, s
E$I and socio-political contexts. In short, there is a tendency i
E. to ignore the conceptual for the practical, to discard the —-——-.J:
E?f philosophic for the pragmatic. This tendency allows one to "*:j
&; master the techniques of the age, but, as has been argued, all ifié
éﬁ too often those techniques have been overtaken by events. “ifgé
%{l Despite the professionalization of the military since World ﬂ:i;
;;. War II, this tendency prevails in the United States. The :ffE
; "nuclear revolution' has been seen as revolutionizing warfare, ;'i;;

changing its fundamental nature, largely eliminating the impact

)

of its moral factors.8 In the late 1940s it was believed that

nuclear weapons had put an end to war.? That this was not so “:;;j

was demonstrated by the Korean War. Yet, it was not until jfff%

nearly ten years after that war that the United States aban- Qf:f;

doned its massive retaliation doctrine and began to consider L.‘
- the reality of conventional and limited wars.10 Sffif
EQ' 8 Michael Howard, "The Forgotten Dimensions of Strategy," ;tf;;
[i Foreign Affairs, Summer 1979, p. 982. el
; Liddell Hart, Strategy, p. 15. 2
1 - -_:. :1
| % 107his change was, among other factors, driven by the "-f;
1@ writings of Gen. Maxwell D. Taylor, USA, especially The =
D Uncertain Trumpet (New York: Harper & Row, 1959). TR
b DR
oo 10 3
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Vietnam taught America that even a superpower could be
ﬁ! defeated. Some would argue that North Vietnam won because of PR
< political interference in military matters, others because of

the incompetency of the military. Colonel Harry Summers, ok

i. however, posits that the United States was defeated because e |
fé& it lacked a strategy and because the military lacked the abil- !g
:i ity to communicate to the political leaders the danger toward 3
ﬁ- which they were heading.11 Furthermore, America ignored one 3;3
3 of the three essential elements of war defined by Carl von '4
i' Clausewitz nearly 150 years before: the people.12 By not
= declaring war, indeed, by failing to make any effort to elicit f-»‘i
?é the public's support for the war, the government, with the %_?;f
%? military's implicit consent, sought in fact to fight an 18th ;#
- Century war; a war of, by, and for the government, instead of ;éji:
act

the people.13 POR

A major reason public support was not sought was that it ;‘f:%

was thought unnecessary, and was thought to be “eyond the
& American nature. How could America declare war on little

North Vietnam? Was there truely an ev4{ out there to destroy?

Il

Col. Harry G. Summers, Jr., USA, On Strategy: A Critical
Analysis of thc Vietnam War (Novato, Ca.: Presidio Press,
(19823 ; PP 25 15% oL

TRV BN

AT R Y
i T i
UL
LRSS

'S s
re 127he three elements were the people, the army, and the le
b government. Carl von Clausewitz, On War. Specifically on the '”‘*q
K need to gain the support of the people in war, see Col. Harry N
i Summers, Jr., USA, '"Clausewitz and Strategy Today,'" U.S. Naval Ry
h; War College, Mar.-Apr., 1983, pp. 40-46. -'f;q
ki o3

13Summers, On Strategy, Ch. 1, especially pp. 12-16.
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The cause of this situation is that America has traditionally
not so much fought wars as it has embarked on crusades.l?
Concerned mainly with domestic affairs and westward expansion,
little thought has been given to foreign relations. War is

seen separate from day to day political intercourse:

8 "We have learned to make a nearly absolute distinction
= between the states of war and peace as conditions in
human affairs, rather than recognizing them as poles
- on the continuum of international relations which, 15
a like flowers and seeds, contain each other's genes."

X No less notable a general than Douglas MacArthur epitomi:zed

e
¢

e b
'

R7 A3

this distinction in saying "... when all of the political

means failed, we then go to force."16

Thus, the tendency in
the United States has been to artificially separate peace from

i war, as if war put an end to the political discourse of nations.

The benefit of this lies in the fact that the American politi-
cian, largely oriented toward domestic issues, can divorce
himself from the realities of the world power struggle. He
can approach peace and international relations with the same
skills and perspective he would approach labor relations or
social reform. He need not concern himself with the messy

business of war, which is left to the generals and admirals.

14Colin S. Gray, '"National Style in Strategy: The American
Example,'" International Security, Fall 1981, p. 30.

15Chaplain (Col.) Charles F. Kriete, USA, '"The Moral
Dimension of Strategy,' Parameters: Journal of the U.S. Army
War College, VII:2, 1977, p. /2.

pas 1682nd Congress, 1lst Session, Military Situation in the
Far East, Vol. 1, p. 45. Quoted in Summers, On Strategy,
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- Likewise, the military in this case need not concern itself 1

a’ with policy. Their job becomes merely managers of violence in =
;i war, and of the bureaucracy in peace.17A ':
; Under these conditions, the study of strategy falls between = :
the cracks, for the military's purpose is to implement the —_F:

strategy of the political superiors, while the politicians 5
concern themselves mainly with domestic issues.18 Strategy _;fg.
3. therefore plays a minor role in the education of military

officers. Instead, their education serves to ensure a firm

grasp on the technical aspects of war--tactics, command and
control, logistics and maintenance.19
Thus, in America, the artificial separation of war and
peace, and the means of each, inhibits the growth of a holistic
perspective which encompasses both. This perspective is ab-
solutely essential if the nation is to ensure peace, and fail-
ing that, to prevail in war. The implication of this is that

the political leaders must learn more about the art of war,

and the soldiers more about the art of diplomacy. But more

17Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State: The R
Theory and Politics of Civil-Military Relations (Cambridge, e
Mass.: The Belknap Press, 1957), p. 11. o

18Summers, On Strategy, pp. 2-3; and Gray, '""National Style fﬁ;~§
in Strategy," p. 46. - @)

19See for example, Cdr. Thomas B. Buell, USN (Ret.), '"The it
Education of a Warrior," U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, Jan. ey
1981, pp. 41-45; and RAdm. James A. Winnefeld, USN (Ret.), Tl
"The Quality of the Officer Corps,' U.S. Naval Institute .

Proceedings, Sept. 1981, pp. 33-34. =Y
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important, they must all learn more about strategy, for strat-
egy, in this era of nuclear deterrence, wars of national 1ib-
eration, and high technology must pertain equally to all phases
of the relations between nations, and must efficiently organi:ze
the entire resources of a nation for its long term security.
Strategy must therefore address all levels of the government,
and must seek to optimize the application of the nation's
resources in pursuit of the aims of policy which in turn
respond to the nature of the international environment. For
this kind of planning, the United States government is
ilJl-prepared. Congress is ruled by committees, each jealously
guarding its own power, with no single one in a position to
consider the overall impact and coordination of the policies

20

decided upon. The Executive branch, from which should

originate long range planning proposals for consideration by
Congress, is almost myopically concerned with the annual budget

21

and with crisis management. Very little long range planning

is done, and what is is too vague and '"watered down' to be

20Roger H. Davidson and Walter J. Oleszek, Congress and Its
Members (Wash., D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Press, 1981), p.
247

21Philip S. Kronenberg, '"Planning and Defense in the
Eighties," in Planning U.S. Security: Defense Policies in the
Eighties, ed. P. Kronenberg (New York: Pergamon, 1982), p. 148.
On the government's long range planning ability, see John M.
Collins, U.S. Defense Planning: A Critique (Boulder, Colo.:
Westview Press, 1982), especially Part [II; Possony and
Pournelle, Strate of Technology, pp. 77-78; Lawrence J. Korb,
The Joint Chiefs oé Staff: The First Twenty-Five Years
(Bloomington, Ind.: The Indiana University Press, 1976), pp.
6-16; and Summers, On Strategy, pp. 1-7.
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able to effectively direct operational or logistical planning.2

For example, consider this passage:

""No American administration in recent memory has committed X
N substantial time, thought, or political muscle to the =
[ formulation and implsgentation of a coherent industrial

o and trade policy..."
Much the same can be said for the Executive branch's approach **:i

to diplomacy, as Smith Simpson points out:

k- "Every company of any importance has a management action
; planning system to enable it to operate by plan and
anticipation rather than by simply responding to -Q
situations. The absence of such a system in the State K
Department and in each office, such as Soviet Affairs, avé
and proper officer attitudes explain much of the i
casual, relaxed, reactive way in which all too much Bt
of our diplomacy is conducted.'?24 -
What is true of the Executive as a whole, is also true of
the military. As suggested above, little worth is attached to
the study of military art and strategy. Technology is in vogue
today, and it is this that military officers study. Unfor-
tunately, as has been seen, there are very few within the
government who study the broad questions of the utility of
the forces the military buys. With each level of government

concerned about the technical aspects of administration, little

22¢o11ins, U.S. Defense Planning, p. 155.

23Hunter Lewis and Donald Allison, The Real World War: : X
The Coming Battle for the New Global Economy and Why We Are e

Losigf. (New York: Coward, McCann & Geoghegan, 1982), p. 235. h;

Smith Simpson, The Crisis in American Diplomacy: Shots
Across the Bow of the State Department (North Quincy, Mass.:
The Christopher Publishing House, 1980), p. 296.

N
. b e
e Ry
. - - e
Ty o
r v - 3 ]
N -
[ Ml o ]
. o
DS a
e 15 e
- 58 5
- 55|
L
o _g
150 & e
L L% 5y
Noard DS
\
.
hosteas v, .. . ®, . -~ e o8
RS s oy ) Sacde 4 k g . . .
- i o St e NS SN P N D DU T S VP S ) Ja e R




SR e T T e ALl o i it B e ., . G R i S o i i i B S S S S DS S Bl

linkage exists between the goals set by high level policy
makers and military planners. In fact the main commonality

is the defense budget. It is the language all can understand,
and it is the language that military officers have been taught

25

to speak. Dr. Edward Luttwak, a Senior Fellow at the George-

town Center for Strategic and International Studies, writes:

"In the officer corps there are plenty of engineers, )
economists, and political scientists--but where are Ty

the tacticians? There are many skilled personnel siaaall
managers, logistical managers, and technical managers-- -
but where are the students of the operational level of AT |
war? And at the top, there are many competent (and m
politically s%nsitive bureaucrats--but where are the Sl
strategists?'40 e
——mal]

In addition to the general disregard of the art of war, L .?ﬂ

e 1

military assignment policies, both as a result of personnel e
R |

o | . . 5 |

management decisions and legislated constraints, do not pre- o
- 4

pare those planners who are employed for the job they must - 0

27

do Taken from the operating forces for short, one-time-

by
LR )
L B
L lee

only tours, military planners are provided with little prepara-

§§ tion short of on the job training. As Russell Murray, a former o

- Assistant Secretary of Defense, argues: }t?ﬁ%
) =
u : ,
25Edward N. Luttwak, "The American Style of Warfare and ""!i
Bos the Military Balance,'" Survival, Mar.-Apr., 1979, p. 60. A
13 SN |
f 26Edward N. Luttwak, ""Towards Rearming America,'" Survival, :u;;ﬂ
ke, Jan/Feb, 1981, p. 34. - L) i
e 27 -
i* Collins, U.S. Defense Planning, pp. 59-60. S
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"The sad fact of the matter is that, while we would not
dream of letting an officer fly an F-15 without years
of highly specialized and immensely expensive training,
we are perfectly willing to let him, without a trace of
preparation, tackle matters demgnding the most complex
professional military skills."¢

The American military, as well as the rest of the govern-
ment, is chained to the present. The day to day burdens of
administration are staggering enough without adding the need

for long range concept formulation. But, much of that day to

day administration is due precisely to the fact that no over-

{Q: all, long range guidance is available, hence decisions must

o

5 be pushed upstairs.29

24 Concentration on operations, the budget and crisis manage-

ment, has forced America to stumcie blindly through the past

forty years of its world leadership. Lacking the personnel
and the organization for long term concept formulation, the
nation has jumped from one crisis to the next, and from one
year to the next. Each event is seen only in relation to that
which has occurred most recently. In an era of technological
explosion, America has become enthralled with the means of
conflict, but has largely ignored the reasons and purposes of

that interaction between states. Our technological success

has deprived us the means by which that success can be

—

'@

e 28Russell Murray II, "Policies, Prices, and Presidents:

e The Need to Enlighten the Great Choices in National Security,"
o Armed Forces Journal International, June 1982, p. 59.

2 29Possony and Pournelle, Strategy of Technology, p. 72.
gL On this, see also Col. William J. Taylor, USA (Ret.), "Leading
the Army," The Washington Quarterly, Winter 1983, pp. 42-43.
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controlled: strategy. F. H. Hinsley underscores the irony of

this: RS

"That a civilisation which has broken through immense
barriers in almost every other direction, and which
has surpassed all its predecessors on innumerable
fronts, should still hold views and pursue programmes
in international politics that it held and pursued when
it was young--this is the outstanding failure of recent
times. Only one thing is more surprising: we do not
yet recognize this failure."30

One reason such a failure is not recognized is the near

historical illiteracy of American society. History has never =
held much fascination for Americans, except to confirm what

they had already suspected of their past:

"...a vindication of the principles of democracy and —
liberty and order,_a demonstration of the triumph of LEES
right over wrong."31

But even this self-fulfilling concern for history disappeared
with the advent of nuclear weapons. Military history, once Sl

T R e e
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the absolute minimum, the bare essential of a study of

) )

strategy became irrelevant: :::¥1
"Our own generation is unque, but sadly so, in produc- E ~|&
ing a school of thinkers who are allegedly experts in Lt
military strategy and who are certainly specialists in RO
military studies but who know virtually nothing of = :
military history, including the history of our most Y

.

30, H. Hinsley, Power and the Pursuit of Peace: Theory ’:

and Practice in the History of Relations Between States -5
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1963), p. 3. ‘\
31Henry Steele Commager, The American Mind: An Interpreta- Gk
tion of American Thought and Character Since the 1880s (New EROGT
Haven, Ct.: Yale University Press, 1950), p. 278. ! g;
B
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recent wars,_and who seem not to cane about their
ignorance."32 (Emphasis added)

Historical perspective is essential in order to develop
strategy and have a degree of confidence in the planning
product. Luttwak provides an example of this in The Giand
Strategy o4 the Roman Empire. How, he asks, were the Romans
able to secure their borders against barbarian invasions with
only twenty-nine legions? His answer: deterrence.

""Having learned in the earlier republican period how

to defeat neighbors in battle by sheer tactical

strength, having later mastered the strategic complex-

ities of large-scale warfare in fighting the Carthaginians,

the Romans finally learned that the most desirable use of
military power was not military at all, but political;

and indeed they conquered the entire Hellenistic world

with few battles and much coercive diplomacy."33

Luttwak goes on to argue that it was the knowledge by
Rome's enemies that any offense against the Empire would
result in retaliation by the infamous legions that in fact
played a large part in maintaining Pax Romana. Indeed it was
only when the legions turned to civil war in the Third Century,
and thus removed their deterrent effect, that massive, and

nearly uncontrollable invasions de\reloped.:’)4

32Bernard Brodie, "The Continuing Relevance of On War,"
introductory essay to Clausewitz, On War, p. 53.

33Edward N. Luttwak, The Grand Strategy of the Roman
Empire (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1976),
P. 2. A legion then consisted of about 6000 men.

34Ibid., p. 139. Another classic work that provides
interesting historical parallels is Barbara W. Tuchman, A
Distant Mirror: The Calamitous 14th Century (New York:
Ballantine, 1978).
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If strategy is not to he enslaved by the present then, it

must rely on the past. A study of the past reveals the full -
range of characteristics that strategy can assume. It is this ®
full range that must be comprehended if the correct strategy
is to he chosen. Strategy thus becomes not a single straiegy, .
but a distillation of all past strategles, and Lin this way 1 ;;
fonms a gframewonk forn planning. It addresses the nature of P
conflict and of the means available for its prevention or
resolution. In this context, strategy becomes a theory, or szﬂ
even more, a philosophy by which to structure a specific
strategy for a specific set of circumstances. To clarify the
distinction between the two ''strategies™, the specific strat-
egies, which represent the latter condition, will be called
doctrine, and are the result of the planning process. There-
fore, strategy, in distilling the lessons of the multitude of
doctrines of the past, becomes a philosophy of those doctrines.
Strategy, in short, is the philosophy of doctrine. Only in
this way is it cut loose from the bonds of the present and
given the flexibility required.

Strategy, therefore, is a method of thought, and is ap-
plicable to the entire spectrum of relations between states.
It promotes flexibility, efficiency, and realism in planning
for national security. The first step in further defining
this concept will be to descrihke the environment of strategy.
This environment derives it substance from the interaction

between nations. Strategy, in seeking to attain the ends




[

set out by policy, must operate in this environment, and hence
must conform to it. The environment of strategy then, is that
set of conditions that exist in international relations which
govern the success with which any plan is executed. If strat-
egy 1s planned without due consideration for its environment,
it will not reflect reality, and hence will in all probability
fail.

The second step will then be to define and elaborate on
strategy. Strategy on its own, just like war on its own,
makes no sense.35 It must be firmly subordinated to the
dictates of policy. But, the key in subordinating means to
ends is, in the broad perspective, to tie strategy to the core
values of a nation. This is especially true in the United
States. The nation is built upon ideals, not territory or
cultural homogeneity, therefore its strategy must defend
ideals as much as, if not more than, the tangible elements of

s It is through policy that this is done.

sovereignty.
The final step in the process of defining strategy as a

method of thought, is to discuss the planning function that

must accompany it. This discussion will not address organiza-

tion or procedure so much as perspective. The concern here

is to develop a concept of planning that can in turn be used

35C1ausewitz, On War, VIII:6:607.

6George Santayana, Character and Opinion in the United
States (New York, 1920; Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor paperback,
, p. 104.
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to design an organization and procedures for the development
of doctrine. Therefore, the environment of planning is de-
fined, an environment that suggests the importance of the
opponent as an actively thinking participant in the inter-
national arena, and underscores the pervasiveness of chance.
Under these conditions, which derive their substance from the
interaction between strategy and the international system,
uncertainty is unavoidable, and hence flexibility essential.
Planning must therefore be able to adapt to sudden changes,
ones that cannot be predicted. It must be built upon a con-
cept of flexibility and timeliness, and must therefore have
the people and organizational structure necessary to provide
rapid and accurate Tresponses.

In the final chapter of the thesis some recommendations
are offered that should bring such conditions about. The
recommendations deal primarily with the military, and, more
specificglly, with the training of military officers. It 1is
felt that until the perspective from which the military
officer corps views its role in national security is changed,

changes in the organization will have only minimal effect.

The United States is desperately in need of doctrine based

cn a firm understanding of the nature of strategy. In a

period of increasingly sophisticated and varied threats, of
skyrocketing costs for military equipment, and of America's
declining #relative power in the world, greater coordination,

planning, and efficiency are essential. Since the birth of
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&? the nation, Americans have relied on the seas and on the future 1&&;
Eﬁ to account for the errors of the present and to allow for a :ﬁf?
virtually non-existent military defense capability. That ﬂ_i!
situation no longer obtains, and to continue to do business as gﬁ;i

it was done in those days invites disaster.>’ ;iff

In the next war, America will not have the luxury of sit- : ﬁg

ting behind its ramparts while it mobilizes and builds its %:;3
strength. All effort must therefore be directed to the pre- ;_;5

vention of that war, and by a multitude of means. Failing ;f%

this, the United States must have the leaders, planners, and :dez
organization in hand that will allow it to fight and win that ;Sii

war from day one. This paper goes far in defining a framework
for the development of such a system. It will link the core
values of the nation to the means at hand, and it will develop
a flexibility that will allow it to adapt to any threat.
Finally, it will foster long range planning which in turn will
allow the country to escape from the captivity of crisis
management and give it the chance to shape the future to its
own ends.

This paper is an urgent recommendation to look realistically
iz at the world and our role in it; to realize that we must pass

-] from the innocence of childhood to the responsibility of

Rl

'@ adulthood. And it is an urgent request to once again tie the
i{ 37This is discussed in some detail in Gray, "National Style
Y in Strategy."
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hardware and tactics of our forces, military and diplomatic,
to the core values of our nation, to re-discover our identity,
and to achieve our goals within the context of our ideals.

In the Nineteenth Century we were able to do this because of
Pax Britannica. In this and the following century, we must
turn to our own devices. A failure to connect our values to
our means will in the end destroy those values. And without

those values, we cease to be America.
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I.. THE ENVIRONMENT® OF STRATEGY

"Nothing 44 morne important in Life than {inding
the ndight standpoint for seeing and judging
events and then adhening to it. One point and

one onky yields an integrated view of all
phenomena; and cnly by holding %o that point TS
can one avoid Linconsistency." 2

Canl von CKauéewL£z37

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the fundamental @
conditions under which strategy must operate; that is to say,

to describe its environment. The environment remains the

same over time and applies equally along the entire spectrum LEa

of international relations. This is possible because the RCeh

conditions that constrain strategy rely only on the existence f}cgj

»- - -':

of the nation state system for their substance. Thus, until - [

that system significantly changes its character, the environ- S

ment of strategy will not change. S

This environment is not to be considered a theory of it

B international relations, nor is it based on such a concept. ;i:;g

L; A sizable literature has developed since World War II which féﬁ}%

4 n " . . —-

?’ attempts to fit the international system into various models -.TJE

b in an effort to understand and predict the foreign policy I

i X -;

o 2

) |

L e ;

On War, VIII:6:606. G
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behavior of nations. The environment of strategy, however, o

rests on a more general plane than these theories, and posits : :

that, whatever the nature of the international system, as long

as it is composed of nation states, strategy will operate LEiine

ﬁi against chance and violence (or passion). -séﬁg]

?3 38Among the better works that develop theories which as- R

_ sume power to be the decisive element in international rela-
ﬁ' tions, are Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The 2o
Struggle for Power and Peace, 4th ed. (New York: Alfred A. P
3 Knopt, 1967); Morton A. Kaplan, System and Process in Inter- -]
k. national Politics (New York: Wiley, 1956); Kenneth J. Holsti,
: International Politics: A Framework for Analysis, 3rd ed.
3 (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1977); and Kenneth N.
- Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Reading, Mass.:
Addison-Wesley, 1979). For theories of international rela-
tions that espouse the interdependence concept, see Robert O.
Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Power and Interdependence: World
Politics in Transition (Boston: Little, Brown and Company,
1977); and Klaus Knorr and Frank N. Trager, eds., Economic
Issues and National Security (Lawrence, Kansas: Allen Press,
1977). A somewhat dated, but otherwise excellent overview of
the field is presented in Robert J. Lieber, Theory and World
Politics (Cambridge, Mass.: Winthrop, 1972). For the evolu-
tion of the international system see F. H. Hinsley, Power and
the Pursuit of Peace (Cambridge: Cambridge ‘University Press,
1965); and most recently, providing a combination of historian
and political scientist, Gordon A. Craig and Alexander L.
George, Force and Statecraft: Diplomatic Problems in Our Time
(New York: Oxftord University Press, 1983). For a statement
on where the international system is headed, see Harold and
Margaret Sprout, Toward a Politics of the Planet Earth (New
York: D. Van Nostrand, 1971). Finally, the following three
works provide an excellent statement of the decisionmaking
process that accompanies international relations: Robert
Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976); Glenn H. Snyder Tty
and Paul Diesing, Conflict Among Nations (Princeton: Princeton AT
University Press, 1977); and Alexander L. George, Presidential | ——
Decisionmaking in Foreign Policy: The Effective Use of @
Information and Advice (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, :
1980).
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3 Two principal benefits are gained from the unchanging -f;;*
Ei nature of these conditions. First, if the environment is 0
?' constant, then the experiences of past cultures may be an-
:: alyzed for possible lessons of relevance to today; the wheel
ii need not be re-invented. Second, it aids the security plan-
;; ning process by providing some sort of foundation upon which
Ei to build strategy. Failure to understand this environment }j“i?
Ei and use it as the framework for one's plans, significantly :"5;:3
o ] .
t; increases the likelihood that those plans will not account i
'5 for the uncertainties that may arise. In short, the plans liixi
Eé will not.conform to reality, and thus, will not function in -
;3 it. Since this paper proposes a concept of strategy, the

first task must then be to comprehend this environment of

strategy.

In On War, Clausewitz provides the major source of this
concept'of the environment. By extending his idea of the
fundamental nature of war to encompass the whole spectrum of
international relations, the environment of strategy may be
described as the fundamental environment of Anternational
nelations. But, how can one justify such an extension when,
in his work, Clausewitz talks only of war? It is clear that
today this tool of policy is much more hazardous and expen-
sive than it was in his time. The existence of nuclear

weapons and the risk of escalation colors all deliberations

on whether or not to go to war. Under these conditions, can an:;ﬂ

such an approach be of value? To illustrate that it can, we oo
T
i
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must first briefly discuss exactly what he says, and then
see how his concepts apply. i
The primary contribution Clausewitz has made to the study

of conflict is his discussion of the fundamental nature of

war. War, he argues, is unquestionably subordinated to the i
political goals and mechanisms which cause it. In fact war,
far from being an autonomous activity, is merely one extreme
of the spectrum of international relations. The fundamental ———
nature of war is composed of three elements: passion, chance
and policy: SR
"The first...mainly concerns the people; the second the :
commander and his army; the third the government. The
passions tnat are to be kindled in war must already be
inherent in the people; the scope which the play of
courage and talent will enjoy in the realm of probability
and chance depends on the particular character of the
commander and the army; but the political aims are the
business of government alone."
Of the three elements, only one, policy, involves the
rational planning, calculation, and contemplation that enter
into the conduct of war. The other two are in the main beyond

analysis and quantification. Indeed, it is chance and passion

that separate actual war from wargames and simulations. This

0
,
.
-

.- has been echoed by many of the great strategists of history.

Ei) Machiavelli felt that in considering war a science, chance and

-~ ) ) .

;;. passion are ignored, resulting in the erroneous belief that

o gt !
"...war can be decided quite as well on paper as on the W

39 . 0% T g

‘ Clausewitz, On War, I1:1:89. S
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battlefield."40 Clausewitz argues that friction, which is the
product of chance, '"...is the only concept that more or less r---;
corresponds to the factors that distinguish real war from war x: {é
on paper."41 Most recently, Col. Harry Summers has argued . '?
that the '"rationalistic economic approach'" to war plays down s ;5
- the intangible elements inherent in conflict between men. As 2
; a result, we find ourselves materially well prepared for war, ; #
a but less than ready to conduct it.42 f‘—%:
g Because of passion and chance, nothing is certain in war, i
S even the simplest of plans is subject to failure at the hands =
of uncertainty. Only the courage, resourcefullness, and ;l*':‘
strength of character which reside in the commander and his : _3;
troops can ameliorate their impact. The development of these ;§f33f
two elements of war, combined with the third, policy, under- E;.#;;

score Clausewitz's profound insight; a vision that enables
him to cut through the foé which surrounds an issue, and
uncover its core, its essential truth. In this case, the
truth is that war, by its ngture, is non-rational, and
consequently, that the moral factors predominantly, but not
exclusively, outweigh the material ones. This conclusion is

echoed by Beaufre:

40Felix Gilbert, '"Machiavelli: The Renaissance of the )
Art of War," p. 25. =it
“lon war, I:7:119. ;
42 prge-
On Strategy, pp. 44-45. =2 ol
’ l:_ o
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"More therefore than all plans and schemes based on -
material factors, the art of battle consists in main- =
taining and strengthening the psychological cohesion 1
of one's own troops while at the same time disrupting o
that of the enemy's. The psychological factor 4 f
thenegore all-impontant."4d3 RS
With sufficient strength, of course, one can rely mainly -

on the material factors of war. Such has been our practice '“5:;
throughout much of our history.44 This form of warfare fol- i :3
lows an essentially logistical strategy and places emphasis |
on firepower and technology. Its advantages lie mainly in b

the reduction of uncertainty (mainly by ignoring it) and the

lack of a need for elaborate operational plans.45 Instead,
battlefield operations come to depend mainly on logistics. 1 nq
It is in logistical planning, not operational, where the Rl

complexity lies; and reliance on it overshadows other strate-

gic concepts. For example, the initial strategy of Opera- - ]
tion Overlord, rather than envisioning a disruptive, :
penetrating thrust into the Low Countries, was keyed to a

brcad frontal advance to '"...gain, at the earliest possible

date, use of the enormously important ports of Belgium.”46

43Beaufre, Introduction to Strategy, p. 57.

44Edward Luttwak addresses the material superiority neces-
sary for this type of war, and American reliance on it through-

5 out its history in "The American Style of Warfare," pp. 57-58.

'@

48 45Edward N. Luttwak, "The Operational Level of War," R
o International Security, Winter, 1980/81, p. 65. R
o 46 5

4 Dwight D. Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe (Garden City, g

bel: N.Y.: Doubleday, 1948), p. 226. This reliance on logistical Fgsl

; strategy is addressed more recently by Col. Harry Summers in o
On Strategy, p. 1.
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As Luttwak writes of American efforts in Europe in 1944,
strategy:

"...was characterized by the broad-front advance of
units which engaged in tactical combat serdlatim.
Above the purely tactical level, the important 47
decisions were primarily of a logistic character."

The benefit of such a strategy is that a nation can rely on

relatively untrained citizen soldiers, reducing the need for o

standing armies. Furthermore, with a large degree of cer- f.gﬁ
o

tainty, victory becomes only a matter of time. Perhaps the -
most attractive aspect of logistical war to Americans is the .
savings in lives that it entails:

"We believe in using 'things'--artillery, bombs,

massive firepower--in order to consServe our

soldiers' lives."

There are however, two major conditions to the successful
employment of this form of warfare. First, the enemy you
choose must be either materially inferior or near exhaustion
when you engage him.49 Second, one must be able to mobilize
rapidly, and in relative §ecurity, to build up the quantita-

50

tive edge needed. It can be argued that both of these

47”The Operational Level of War," p. 62. Of the Americans,
German General Hermann Balck said: "Within my zone, the
Americans never onece exploited a success.'” Quoted in Battelle
Columbus Labs, "Translation of Taped Conversation with General
Hermann Balck, 13 April, 1979," (Columbus, Ohio, Jul. 1979),
p. 24.

48General Fred C. Weyand, CDRS CALL, Jul.-Aug., 1976, pp. s
3-4. Cited in Harry Summers, On Strategy, p. 40. AR,

2 S

49Colin Gray, "National Style in Strategy,”" p. 26. o
-~ @

50Luttwak, "The Operational Level of War,” p. 77.
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;ﬁ conditions are lacking today in our confrontation with the
: Soviet Union. AL
@
By relying on logistical strategy only, the tendency is |
to downplay the role of the opponent. He is seen as merely : :g
- a collection of hardware that must be destroyed.51 In _,__:_-
E reality, however, the opponent is an intelligent and actively ”f;
i: thinking player, seeking always to thwart one's intentions.52 j
% -4
E" If the role of chance and passion in war is acknowledged, if ‘—f;ﬁ
éé it is realized that the moral factors far outweigh the 2
gﬁ material, then it will become apparent that one's efforts
-~

must be aimed at the enemy's will to fight, as well as his

5’13

ability to fight.

A further consideration that must be entered into when
dealing with a thinking opponent is that every action can
produce an unanticipated reaction on the part of the enemy,
which will in turn tend to disrupt one's plans. The solution
to this is either to be so materially superior that the fac-
tors of uncertainty are reduced to insignificance, or to have

the flexibility necessary to adapt.

To adopt the former course in this era of high technology

and against an opponent such as the Soviets is unwise and, in EASRGE

International Security Review, Fall 82, p. 249.

likelihood, beyond our means.53 Therefore, only a strategy ﬂl f{

L

)

51 T

. Edward Luttwak, "The American Style of Warfare," p. 57. N
- 52¢lausewitz, On War, I:1:77. iy
f >3gteven L. Canby, "Military Reform and the Art of War," b ;iﬁ

|
L]
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of flexibility remains a viable option. Because of the funda-
q! mental nature of war then, reliance on a logistical strategy - —
and rigid doctrines is extremely dangerous, and ill-advised. - s

& An adjunct to this concept of the nature of war is the

idea that all plans must have combat as their distant focus: -

"...it is inherent in the very concept of war that
everythin§ that occurs must oxniginally derive from e

combat. "> -ﬁj
To qualify this concept, Clausewitz later adds that combat %;ﬁ:
actually need never take place, for it is not so much combat {Q}}f
that is of importance as 1is the ever-present threat of it.55 ?31;3
This threat does not operate against the opponent's forces, ?:f:j
but instead it attacks his will to resist.°® It is the moral ] ; ﬁ
factor that dominates, and that will later permit the applica- f,?ﬁ

tion of this concept to peacetime diplomacy. Thus, even

though the forces and plans we develop may not be used in

actual war, they must be designed with that in mind if they.
are to be credible. And, credibility is the key to deterrence. & -9

Indeed, the idea of the threat is one of the fundamental . fé‘-
concepts of deterrence: if one is to know peace, then \
prepare for war. In works on deterrence theory, there has ____;_._;

generally been an artificial separation between combat and ; ‘f;

>4C1ausewitz, On War, I1:2:95. ..,
>3y, Rothfels, '"Clausewitz,'" in Makers of Modern Strategy, '»:f
ed. E.M.Earle, p. 104. Zal
56 i

Liddell Hart, Strategy, p. 341.
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57

threat. Europe, for example, seeks deterrence but abhors

58

plans for successful warfighting. The United States has

followed much the same logic. Colin Gray writes that the aim
over the past two decades has not been toward

.developing and deploying weapons so as to ensure
Amerlcan freedom of action in crisis and war, thus
assuring, insofar as possible, a meaningful pre- and
intra-war deterrence. Instead it was developing and
deploying weapons above all else for their negotiability,
or utility as bargaining tools, for the better maggge-
ment of a (U.S.-style) stable strategic balance."

From the relation between combat and threat discussed above,
it can be seen that such a separation is false.

War deals with combat, and therefore plans for war must
also consider combat. Furthermore, deterrence strategies,
if they are to remain effective, must consider their ability
to prevail in combat. By thus increasing the credibility of

threat, combat capability strengthens deterrence; and it gives

S7This is addressed in Michael Howard, "The Forgotten
Dimensions of Strategy," p. 107. Recent work in this area
appear to recognize the false separation of combat and
threat. See, for example, Joseph D. Douglass, '"U.S. Strategy
for General Nuclear War," International Security Review, Fall
1980, pp. 287-316; Donald M. Snow, "Current Nuclear Deterrence
Thinking," International Studies Quarterly, Sept. 1979, pp.
445-486; Colin S. Gray, '"Nuclear Strategy: The Case for a
Theory of Victory," International Security, Summer 1979, pp.
54-87; and Desmond Ball, "U.S. Strategic Forces: How Would
They be Used?" International Security, Winter 1982/83, pp.
31-60.

S8

Canby, “Military Reform and the Art of War," p. 248.

59"National Style in Strategy,'" pp. 42-43.
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us confidence in our abilities should open hostilities break N

out. Combat and threat form a continuum, and thus both are

..ﬁ.
COL™ AR

within the environment of strategy. Liddell Hart, though

(g8 #
v
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theorizing on a tactical level, supports this hypothesis.
Speaking of the commander: PO

"...his true aim 4is not s0 much to seek battle as to
seek a strategle situation 80 advantagous that L

A% does not of itself produce the decisdion, {£s con- i
tinuation by battle <& sure to achieve this."60 o

Strategies must be geared toward the capability in the future ot

' to fight and win an engagement, whether that engagement 1is ﬁixgi
2 ever actually fought or not, and plans must be drafted with e
A Y

-

such a focus continuously in mind. T

"The whole of military activity must therefore relate
directly or indirectly to the engagement. The end
for which a soldier is recruited, clothed, armed, and ol
trained, the whole object of his sleeping, eating, S
drinking, and marching 4{s simply that he should §ight E
at the night place and the right time."61

Another drawback of a rigid, pre-defined strategy in this o

environment of uncertainty is that it assumes only one type

of war. Under such conditions a state may seek only to

e

g

e

:;: "terminate'" the war, which ignores the requirements that

E! policy may lay on strategy.62 In fact, a fundamental

;E 60Strategy, p. 339.

E% 61Clausewitz, OR Wdir, T:2:95.

E: 62Harry Summers discusses the concept of ''conflict

o termination'" in the concluding chapter to the U.S. Army War
- College version of On Strategy. He argues the value of such
¥ a construct in separating war and peace, but, by suggesting

that it is the Army's duty to secure a certain peace, he comes

'-..,_
-v.nlb
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if distinction of the types of war exists, a distinction which
%i clearly acknowledges the dominant role of policy. This dis- hoeithad
} tinction was first developed by Clausewitz, and was labeled * ,
by him the dual nature of war. The duality deals with the
political object of the endeavor, whether it be limited or jiii
total. As war moves from its limited nature toward its total 'Et
nature, the effect of policy diminishes. This continues until
the theoretical ideal which Clausewitz describes as '"absolute Feseid
@
war' is attained. At this logical extreme, policy has no ;45
;§ role, and war is completely autonomous.%> In reality, this f"iﬁ
éi ideal can never be reached, for the reason that friction = -;
}H: inhibits the smooth conduct of war.64 j-‘?f
e

dangerously close to separating military action from policy.
On Strategy (Carlisle Barracks, Pa.: Strategic Studies
Institute, U.S. Army War College, 1981), p. 112. The danger
of such a concept of mission is superbly highlighted in Peter
Paret, French Revolutionary Warfare From Indochina to Algeria
(New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1964).

63

Clausewitz, On War, I:1:78.

64Friction refers to those elements of war such as danger,
exhaustion, lack of information on the enemy, and spacial and
temporal constraints, which all act to reduce its tempo and
destructiveness. On War, I:7, The use of theoretical
extremes and dialectical pairs is one of the trademarks of
Clausewitz. For example, as Bernard Brodie illustrates:
"...he first insists that the use of force is theoretically
without limits and then goes on to explain why it must in
fact be limited.” War and Politics (New York: Macmillan,
1973), p. 11.
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We are thus left with two types of war: total and
limited. In a note written several years before his death,
Clausewitz expressed his intention to rework the text of
On Wan to better highlight this concept of duality. The note
provides a concise statement of the distinction between total
and limited war:

"War can be of two kinds, in the sense that either the
objective is to oveathrow the enemy--to render him
politically helpless or militarily impotent, thus
forcing him to sign whatever peace we please; or
mernely o occupy dome 04§ his frontien-distnicts so
that we can annex them agsuse them for bargaining at
the peace negotiations.

Therefore, in total war, one seeks the complete destruction

of the enemy, including occupation of his territory and the
dismantling of his government. In order to accomplish this
aim, the enemy's armed forces must first be defeated.66 Iitene )k
war thus involves higher risks and prizes, and relies heavily
on the employment of military force to reduce the enemy.
Because of its total nature, the political and military aims
will tend to be the same, and '"...the more military and less
political will war appear to be."67

Limited war, in contrast, has as its objective the
exacting of certain concessions from the enemy. As Clausewit:
argues, these concessions can range from

65"Two Notes by the Author on His Plans for Revising
On Wan: Note of 10 July 1827," in On War, p. 69.

66Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, p. 225.

67On War, I:1:88.
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"...the conquest of his ternrdtony, to a temporary
occupation on Lnvasdion, to projects with an Lmmediate
political purpose, and ginally to passively awaiting
the enemy's attacks. Any one of these may be used
to overcome the enemy's will: the choice depends on
circumstances.'®
Under these conditions, the political and military aims
diverse,'"...the less will the military element's natural
tendency to violence coincide with political directives."??
Since war is but a tool of policy, it must, in this case,
submit totally to the dictates of the master. Otherwise the
danger exists that the armed forces may go too far, causing
an undesired political affect, such as escalation or
over-extension.70

While in both total and limited war, the enemy's will to
fight must be broken, in the latter, this objective is at-
tained with less military force. The lower costs of surrender
and the lower level of commitment of both sides inherent in a
limited war means that less coercion is necessary to bend the
enemy's will:

"The smaller the penalty you demand from your opponent
the less you can expect him to try and deny it to you;

the smaller the effort he makes, the less you need
make yourself. Moreover, the more modest your own

68 _ .
Ibid., 1:2:94.

691pid., 1:1:88

70The prime example of the loss of political control over
the military in a limited war may be found in the French
experience in Algeria. Here the army felt it knew, better
than the government, what was good for France, and forced the
downfall of the Fourth Republic. Paret, French Revolutionary
Warfare, p. 111.
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political aim, the less importance you attach to it
and the less reluctantly you will abandon it if vou

is must."71 o

-
bl Furthermore, as Liddell Hart argues: ot
Eﬁ? "It should, equally, be a principle of policy, especially : :
Wy in war, to provide your opponent with a ladder by which :

i. he can climb down.'72 RN
i-

Policy must maintain control, and must continue to provide the
overall purpose for, and aim of the conflict.

jl This leads to two very important conclusions for the

i strategist. The first is that before entering into a conflict,

3 whether it be as the aggressor or as the defender, the choice

of the type of war must be made:

"The first, the supreme, the most far-reaching act of
judgment that the statesman and commander have to make
is to establish...the kind of war on which they are
embarking; neither mistaking it for, nor trying to - =
turn it into, semething that is alien to its nature."’?

The second conclusion derives directly from the first, and it
is that
"...war is not a mere act of policy but a true political

instrument, a _continuation of political activity by
other means."74

In the distinction between war as an '"act of policy" and war

as a "political instrument,'" lies the most fundamental of

Clausewitz's arguments: War {5 Subordinated to poldicy, and

71

Clausewitz, On War, I:1:81. £ ;;L
- 728trategz, p- 371,
-
= 7350n War, 1:1:88. Our failure to do this in Vietnam forms )
) one of the major themes of Col. Summers' On Strategy, see 4
b especially pp. 185-187. -4?!{
b i
{ﬂ 74Clausewitz, Of War, T:1:87. j
e 39 1
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o thereforne is not its equal; wan i8 not policy itsel§, but is [
-
B o . . . 1
instead its tool. Thus, war is a continuous spectrum--from —-;-
limited to total--and it is itself only a part of the larger )

spectrum of international relations. This spectrum is repre-

sented at one end by unification, such as was accomplished =
in America in 1787, or in Germany in 1871; at the other end if '
war, the most extreme of which is total war; and in between :
lie the myriad of forms which the relations between states "j;;
assume. - T
While these conclusions may seem basic, they are not com- {}'f
L ',‘
monly accepted in America. It is part of the American charac- . Qﬂ
ter that war is considered as an autonomous activity, separate :
from politics. As Harry Summers points out:
"World Wars I and II had been not so much wars as crusades
to punish evil. Even so astute a military professional
as General of the Army Douglas MacArthur saw war in this
light. As he told the Senate, 'the general definition
which for many decades has been acceptable was that war
was an ultimate process of politics; that when a117gf

the political means failed, we then go to force.'"

Such a misconception was with America in Vietnam, and was

-
-
.
A0
A3
-
-
3
o

among the causes of the ignorance of both the political nature

S
RO
L3
)

[T

EQ: of the conflict, and the fact that war is a tool of policy and
EL is not independent.76

b

SN

e

&j 75On Strategy, p- 95.

Eﬁ 76Clausewitz, On War, VIII:6:605.
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Since war is a political instrument and in no way breaks Ly
the discourse between nations, its beginning and end are in ;ﬁf~
reality part of a continuous stream of events. This leads
to the final Clausewitzian concept of import here. Concern-
ing war termination, Clausewitz writes that, s

"...even the ultimate outcome of a war is not always to
be regarded as final. The defeated state often con:

siders the outcome merely as a transitory evil..."/ TiEs

If the war is fought for purely military reasons, such as was

World War I, then the tendency is to exact revenge through the “f%
78 it

peace treaty. If, however, the war is fought '"...1in constant 1
regard to the peace you desire'" (that is for a political pur- !:T.i
pose), then revenge looses its importance, and a just and ":i?
hopefully lasting peace may be obtained.79 Only in such a ’.réf
case does one stand to win both the war and the peace. E’gga

The environment of strategy, then, is one of chance and . ;

passion; of rational policy planning; and of continuity. It
is continuity which allows its application to circumstances

and events short of war. The environment is continuous in

two respects. First, strategy is the tool of policy in war,

(N
o
"o
s 8y

771bid., T:1:80.
78

we
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As Brodie writes: "...if we seek historical examples of
failure to match military design with political purpose, with

8

K.
— .
_ 1, 40,7, 0
. 2 . 4 v . l.l.l 4
' JQ o R e
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F! measureless unhappy consequences, World War I is exhibit number

e one." War and Politics, p. 15. See also p. 270 for a dis-

5 cussion of the revengeful nature of the Versailles peace 8
28 treaty. SR |
oy 79 e
Eéf Hart, Strategy, p. 351. --:?:
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and must act along a spectrum from limited to total war. Since
limited war involves as much threat as combat, the connection
with cold war is easily made. Cold war is nothing more than

an intense interaction, a powerplay, between rival states. In
short, strategy must operate along the entire spectrum of
international relations; the environment is therefore con-
tinuous in this aspect. Secondly, the environment is con-
tinuous with respect to time. Since no act occurs that is

not a response to some previous act; and since no act is final,

80 Cen-

the environment pertains equally throughout time.
sequently, through continuity, the environment of strategy is
seen to apply at all times and in all interactions between
sovereign states.

To reinforce this point, consider the definition of limited
war offered above. It was argued that this type of war is one
of limited concessions. These concessions can be won, in fact,
without resort to actual combat when the opponent perceives
that the cost of resistance will be higher than that of

conceding. In an era of nuclear deterrence, this concept has

taken the forin of "coercive diplomacy" or the ''diplomacy of

force."81 In fact, the Soviets consider themselves to be in
80 . 1.7
Clausewitz, On War, I[:1:78.
81

Bradford Dismukes and James McConnel, eds., Soviet
Naval Diplomacy (New York: Pergamon Press, 1979), p. 2.
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a protracted struggle; not necessarily an armed one, but a
ij struggle nonetheless. In the truest tradition of Clausewitz, P
f? they emphasize the subordination of strategy and force to 1
- policy, and, more importantly, stress the use of force for :
_ coercion: - 7‘

el "Moscow views the struggle as political in essence, but

= taking numerous forms--ideological, economic, and dip- e
b lomatic, with the diplomatic definitely comprehending RSO
1i the military-diplomatic.'82 S
s |
: Possony and Pournelle, with their argument that America '

f% is at war now, echo this diverse and essentially psychological :59;;

concept of the use of military force:

"The United States is at war. Whether we consider this
to be the Protracted Conflict initiated in 1917 by the
Bolsheviks or something new brought about by the march
of technology in this century, the war is taking place
and it cannot be escaped. The field of engagement is
not everywhere bloody. Except for financial sacrifices, ks
many citizens of the West and subjects of Communism may
be unaware that the conflict has been going on until jkod
the decisive moment, if it ever comes, is upon them.'"83 ey

Yet, war is generally defined as a state of open, armed, S
and often prolonged conflict carried on between nations. In-

stead of war, Possony and Pournelle, and the Soviets are in

fact addressing peaceful, though tense, relations between

TR

rival powers; relations that have existed for ages, from Athens

-y g
O e N AP

b :
b and Sparta to England and Germany. There is indeed a strug- z
E.. o - . e = ]
P! gle taking place, but it is not a war. It is in reality —_
;5 lower in the scale of intenrational relations. RRARY
o 821pid., p. 3 :
‘-. . , . . fh-.‘4
E@ 835trategy of Technology, p. 1. -.: -
L-.:.. ) .
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é;: That both the American authors and the Soviet leader- A
R] ship consider the relations between the two nations to be b ;
Ee, oot “
o "war," or a life and death struggle, suggests that the differ- :K;Eﬁ

i? ence between peace and war is ill-defined. Andre Beaufre

!. argues that this is in fact the case, a result of nuclear
i deterrence:

E; "But peace has no longer the absolute character it had
1' in the last century: today it is possible to hurl in-
L sults at a nation, burn down its embassy, arrest its

B ships, send hired assassins into its country or give

almost open support to political parties without war
3 breaking out; formerly all this would have been

pic? unthinkable, Peace between contending nations has

; become 'war in peacetime' of cold war."84

That both Americans and Soviets argue for the application
of classical strategic principles in the pursuit of '"victory"
suggests that the environment of strategy applies to these
cases as well as outright conflict. 1In fact, there is nothing
in logic which opposes the conclusion that the environment of
strategy exists along the entire spectrum of international
relations.85

As Clausewitz would do, let us turn to the real world for

evidence to support this conclusion. The first question must

be whether passion is present in all levels of international

relations. In answer, one must merely consider the response e

to the seizure of American embassy personnel by Iranian i ;!
9

84 NG
Deterrence and Strategy, pp. 29-30. G

- : J _']

85Edward M. Earle, Makers of Modern Strategv, Introduction, ——"

p. viii, TR
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ii militants. There was no war, yet there was certainly passion j
;:: and violence. Just as the stakes involved change over the i ﬁ:
§§ range of the spectrum, so too does the level of passion. In ufi
gi‘ total war passion is extremely high, while in the day to day j
- relations between allies, it is low. Nevertheless, it is i
: always there. Indeed, Clausewitz does not qualify passion
.
- except to state that the proper level must be present in the
E. people before embarking on an endeavor. Thus, before signing
&ﬁ a treaty or granting funds to a nation, as well as before
5- committing forces to battle, the support of the people must be
(e present.
The second issue is whether or not the full spectrum of
international relations permits the play of chance. Again,

one need only consider history for an answer. With what degree
of certainty should ‘we have built up a "Twin Pillar" policy in
the Persian Gulf, depending on Iran and Saudi Arabia to defend
the region? That we did so with a high degree of confidence
only serves to the discredit of our statesmanship.se‘ Since
international relations .involves the interaction ofvandivid-
uals and institutions from widely divergent cultural and
historical backgrounds, chance cannot be ruled out. As
Americans, no matter how hard the Russian culture and insti-

tutions are studied, we cannot hLope to be able to predict

their actions. Indeed, it is when we feel certain of their

;"
jirCRle O

86James H. Noyes, The Clouded Lens: Persian Gulf Security
and U.S, Policy, 2 ed. (Stantord, Ca.: Hoover Institution
Press, 198Z), pp. 120-121.
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behavior that we should become concerned, for it is then

that we become overconfident and run the risk of missing
important signals.

Finally, the role of policy and of rational policy plan-
ning are unquestionable. Indeed, since control over passion
is weak, and is non-existent over chalhxg if there is to be
any control over events for one's own ends, the importance‘of
streamlining and improving the planning pro%ess becomes
essential. Policy, and the planning procesé which accompanies

L

it, are the only elements of the environment over which men
may exert some control. ‘ 4
*

The environment of strategy is one of uncer@hinty, temporal
continuity, and one that pertains to the whole of if®ernational
relations. Its elements, as described in this chapter, affect
the implementation of strategy. Strategy cannot operate
outside of its bounds; and plans which develop the specific
chain of events of an endeavor cannot succeed unless they are
fabricated with this environment as a guide. The environment
of strategy, the fundamental environment of international
relations, is the milieu which constrains and animates the

whole of security planning. It is this standpoint, as

Clausewitz suggests, which will allow the formation of an

integrated view of world events, and that will in turn allow i
a degree of consistency in planning and behavior. It is the

foundation upon which to build a concept of strategy.
46
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ITII. STRATEGY: A METHOD OF THOUGHT

.'.-’

S "Strategy cannot be a single defined doctrine, :
T it 48 a method of thought, the obfect of which §
= 44 to codify events, set them in onrden of o
ii priondity and then choose the most effective kS
L counse of action. There will be a special = 1
L stnategy to §4t each situation; any given X X
£ dtrategy may be the best possible in cerntadn ; i
e situations and the wonst concedivable in otherns." i
1 87 4
m Andne Beaugre OB
'.:‘,..:

[ i
- Strategy is a complex subject. It has no answers; only SRS
#‘_' .:.':.4
E_ informed opinion and judgment, based on a study of history. S
— "J

Fg In an era of positivism, materialism, and quantitative analy- LA
0y ; . . ! ’ : e
- sis, such indeterminacy is discomforting. Yet, because of the el
= uncertain environment of strategy, planners and decision- Y
. ekl O

makers must accept indeterminacy and must accommodate them- -

selves to it if the plans they develop are to know success.88 = 3

There are no answers; nothing is final; nothing is certain. ‘E

_——

The only hope for success under these conditions is to develop

[
0

i'ak .2

87Introduction to Strategy, p. 153.

88For a discussion of the acceptance of indeterminacy see
Morton White, Social Thought in America: The Revolt Against
Formalism, 3rd ed., (Boston: Beacon Press, 1957). Nineteenth
Century Philosophers such as Charles Saunders Pierce, William
James and John Dewey develop the theoretical foundation for
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such pragmatism, while William J. Meyer, in Public Good and ;;
Political Authority: A Pragmatic Proposal (Port Washington, SRR
N.Y.: Kennikat Press, 1975), provides a more recent treatment
of the subject. For a discussion of the intellectual ante-
s cedents of moderity, see Albert N. Levi, Philosophy and the 5
P Modern World (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Press, ]
@, 1959). -
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b an approach to strategy that is flexible; one that acknowledges ety
R] its true environment. As Beaufre posits, '"'strategy cannot be “‘*:

a single defined doctrine,”" but must be instead a '"method of

89

thought." It is the purpose of this chapter to suggest such

an approach.
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The environment of strategy is continuous with respect to fj?'

TV
L i

time as long as the nation state system continues to be the

RO
o Ve ety O30
allt Al e = o el (X DALl

predominant political and sociological unit. Because of this, f-;.i
use may be made of history, which "...gives perspective to the ”'-;{

problems of the present and drives home the point that there

90 B

is really very little new under the sun. Without history, —
strategy would be forced to rely solely on current events and 5&53:

present day analytical techniques, which, though essential,

would alone drive it to a form of relativism. But, with the
aid of history, a broad conceptual framework of strategy may
be defined. It will provide a stable reference point from
which the course of society may be plotted.

Thus, it is history that provides a firm foundation in an
otherwise fluid environment. This foundation applies not only

to the political and military fields, but also to social and

j:: 8?This concept is supported by numerous strategists. See
52 Boscony sud Poutnelle. 'TRe StEatery of Teghmsling T oL’
?S 90James B. Stockdale, "Educating Leaders,'" The Washington
Ei Quarterly, Winter 83, p. S50.

g?&l

48




S ST e = S TG i e S gt o i S o -g.-"‘r'-—i'-'..‘v-. e T e i T e

cultural. That is to say, culture is the product of history.
In that this is so, if strategy is based on the values and -
ideals of the national culture, it develops a relatively firm i
base from which to fulfill its task. On the other hand, any

strategy that fails to build on its cultural foundation--one -

that is in fact detached from it--will be cast adrift in the i
sea of change, will loose perspective, will be relegated to - ff
merely reacting to the present and will therefore be unable -

to guide a nation toward its long term goals.
The task at hand is to first discuss those cultural
ideals--the national values--and then to develop a framework

which connects strategy to them. The result will be a concept

that links the values of a nation, through interests and
policy, to strategy, and provides those responsible for the

development of plans of action with some form of guidance in

the solution of day to day events. Strategy becomes a guide
that frees them from a sole reliance on the present, and

allows them to shape and pursue a course into the future.

A. NATIONAL VALUES AND INTERESTS

National values are those general principles of philosophy

and ideology which give a nation its unique character. They

=¥
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are the product of a combination of inheritance, history, and i 1
environment (both physical and political). In America, the i

- national values include liberalism, federalism, republicanism, Taltng
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o1 As Henry Steel Commager

individualism, and optimism.
writes:

"The forces that create a national character are as
obscure as those that create an individual character,
but that both are formed eggly and change relatively
little is almost certain."

The national values in turn form the relatively solid
anchor upon which a concept of strategy may be built. More

than just providing a starting point in this framework though,

91The exact identify of these values is subject to debate
and will not be addressed in detail here. The following select
list of works on the subject that are key to any study of the

national character, is provided in lieu of an actual discussion:

Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America (Garden City, N.Y.:
Harper § Row, 1966); George Santayana, Character and Opinion in

the United States; Vernon L. Parrington, Main Currents in
American Thought, 2 vols. (New York: Harcourt, Brace § World,
1926); Charles and Mary Beard, America in Midpassage, 2 vols.
(New York: Macmillan, 1939); Ralph H. Gabriel, The Course of
American Democratic Thought (New York: Ronald Press, 1940);
Richard Hofstadter, The American Political Tradition and the
Men Who Made It (New York: Alfred A. Knopt, 1948); Harold J.
Laski, The American Democracy: A Commentary and An Interpreta-
tion (New York: The Viking Press, 1948); Morton White, Social
Thought in America; Henry Steel Commager, The American Mind;
Frederick L. Allen, The Big Change: America Transforms Itself,
1900-1950 (New York: Harper & Row, 1952); Louis Hartz, The
Liberal Tradition in America (New York: Harcourt, Brace §
World, 1955); Richard Hotstadter, The Age of Reform: From
Bryan to F.D.R. (New York: Vintage, 1955); Walter Lippmann,
Essays i1n the Public Philosophy (Boston: Little, Brown §

Co., 1955); Dennis W. Brogan, The American Character (New
York: Time, 1962); Daniel J. Boorstin, The Americans: The
Democratic Experience (New York: Random House, 1973); Godfrey
Hodgson, America in Our Time (New York: Doubleday, 1976); and
finally, Theodore H. White, America in Search of Itself:
Making of the President, 1956-1980 (New York: Harper & Row,
1982).

92

The American Mind, p. 409.
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values also play a role in the practical world. They represent
the nation, but they are also reflected on the individuals
within that nation. Each person operates under these values

to a greater or lesser degree. In this way, the national
values form a set of vague constraints on the types of strate-
gies a nation employs. The Soviet planner, for example, would
tend to preempt rather than be surprised, while the American
would tend to rule our preemption in the hope of negotiation.93
Thus, national values are seen to have a dual role, one in
formulating the background for the national interests and the
other in constraining the means that may be used to further
those interests.

These values derive their substance from the nation state
system operative in the world today. In such a system, states
take on identities of their own which cannot be represented
by any individual or group within that state:

"The state provides the legal continuity of the national
society. It thus enables the individual to experience

the nation as a continuum in time and space, as a per-

sonality in whose name men act, who demands and

receives services and bestows benefits, to whom one

can feel personal loyalties that are felt toward few 94
other social groups except the family and the church."

93Fritz W. Ermath, '"Contrasts in American and Soviet
Strategic Thought," in Soviet Military Thinking, ed. Derek
Leebaert (London: George Allen § Unwin, 1981), pp. 62-66.

94Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle
for Power and Peace, 4th ed. (New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1967), p. 489.
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A Governments, in turn, exist to defend these broad concepts. P
Since governments are run by individuals, complex institutional R
arrangements have been developed to ensure that the interests _%;ff:

of the nation and not of its individual members are projected. e

What this suggests is that the state is composed of more A
—
than just the sum of its parts, the relations between these S

parts and between the outside world, and the members who both
precede and follow the current generation, must also be 7~$=N
included. Consequently, the national values and interests are
in fact the values and interests of the‘sum, not the sum of

the values and interests of the various groups within the state.

L3 )

Walter Lippmann argues:

""...this corporate being, though so insubstantial to our
senses, binds, in Burke's words, a man to his country
with 'ties which though light as air, are as strong as
links of iron.' That is why young men die in battle
for their country's sake and _why old men plant trees
they will never sit under."?

e q

For Americans, this concept is all the more important,
since we are an amalgamation of various cultures, a melting -

pot for the world. The national identity lies in its values ;

and ideals, not in its territory or anthropological identity.96 o

Because America lacks an identity firmly set either in history

95Essaxs in the Public Philosophy (Boston: Little, Brown
& Co., 1955; Mentor paperback, 1955), p. 35.

96For a contemporary analysis of the heterogeneity of the T
United States, its thus fragile cohesion and the links that -
bond it together, see Joel Garreau, The Nine Nations of North
America (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1981).
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or in a single culture, its reason for being is idealistic.
The nation represents not a given territory or people, but a
concept: {fiberty. A concept, though is not tangible, not
practical, and not quantifiable, which runs counter to the
expectations of today's society. Yet ideas are important,

as Lippmann suggests:

"The airy nothings in the realm of essence are efficacious
in the existential world when a man, believing it to be
true or good, treats the idea as if it were the reality.
In this way faith in an idea can quite literally ivemove
a mountain."

America the dream, America the ideal, and America the
concept are best described by George Santayana:

"As it happens, the symbolic American can be made largely
adequate to the facts; because, if there are immense
differences between individual Americans--for some
Americans are black--yet there is a great uniformity
in their enviromment, customs, temper, and thoughts.
They have all been uprooted from their several soils
and ancestries and plunged together into one vortex,
whirling irresistibly in a space otherwise quite empty.
To be an Amendlcan 48 of Ltself almost a moral condition,
an education, and a career. Hence a single ideal fig-
ment can cover a large part of what each American is
in his character, and almost the whole of what Americans
are in their social outlook and political judgments."9
(Emphasis added)

America is a young nation, a mere infant when compared to
the older powers of the world such as England, Russia and
China. For the major part of its history, it has basked in
warmth of innocence, protected by our insular position. Not

97public Philosophy, p. 73.

98Character and Opinion in the United States, p. 104.
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Not for America the harsh realities of war and devastation,

realities that other nations took for granted. There were no
invasions, no plagues, no famines, and few threats, to burst
the bubble of youth. America was a country of endless oppor-

tunity, with nothing on the horizon but wealth, posterity and

peace.99

In such an environment, the national interests favored

excessively the side of liberty and economic expansion, to

100

the neglect of security. Not until World War II thrust it

into the role of a world power did security become a serious

concern.101 Although it was not appreciated at the time, this

turn of events gave rise to an identity crisis, as America

the prosperous, the peace loving, the isolationist, was forced

102

to play the power game with the world. It might be said

99Henry A. Kissinger, White House Years (Boston: Little,
Brown § Co., 1979), pp. 55-61.

100For a discussion of this concept see George F. Kennan,

American Diplomacy, 1900-1950 (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1951). On the youthfulness of America, its lack of a
feudal tradition and the consequent differences between
European and American Liberalism, see Louis Hartz, The Liberal
Tradition in America. Finally, on the moderate nature ot the
American political culture, see Richard Hofstadter, The
American Political Tradition (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1948).

10l yyntington, Soldier and State, p. 345.

1OZWriting in 1950, Commager states that far from causing
an identity crisis, W W.II confirmed the myths of the limitless
power, uniqueness and superiority of America, American Mind,
p. 431. But, writing in 1968 he highlights their "anachronis-
tic quality," and their true nature as myths. The Defeat of
America: Presidential Power and the National Character (New
York: Simon and Schuster, 1974), p. 42.
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that this identity crisis is in a way our adolescence as a S ﬁ
nation. The growing pains have been significant, compounded ____j
by the '"acne" of such events as Vietnam and Watergate. ; u’j
Now, at last, as America's relative economic power de- 7 l‘
clines and as the quantity and quality of the threat increases, :;iii

' -y

it is beginning to see the need to get serious about national .'
security, that it is not a temporary thing, and that it is _'%;;
not for the untrained.l?® As a world power in the nuclear ;ii;j

103The relative decline of America is discussed by Kissinger, Bt
who argues that, as of the late 1960's, we had come to realize LT
limits on our national power. White House Years, Chap. 3. A
discussion of the swing of the economic pendulum is contained
in Godfrey Hodgson, America In Qur Time, Chap. 12. For a force-
ful statement of an absoZufe decline in American power, see
Andrew Hacker, The End of The American Era (New York: Antheneum,
1970). A different view of the "decline™ is posed by Lippmann,
who, though writing before the late 1960's, suggests that a
new agenda is in order, that "we have fulfilled and outlived
most of what we used to regard as the program of our national
purpose.'" The National Purpose. A symposium (New York: Holt,
Rinehart § Winston, 1960), p. 126. Numerous works have ap-
peared recently that urge a review of our national security
apparatus. For an overview of the system and its shortcomings,
see John Collins, U.S. Defense Planning: A Critique (Boulder,
Colo.: Westview Press, 1982). Harry G. Summers' On Strategy:
A Critical Analysis of the Vietnam War (Novato, Ca.: Presidio
Press, 1982) contains a superb analysis of the problems en-
countered during Vietnam, viewed from a Clausewitzian
perspective. For a comprehensive study of how the system
should be, see Stefan T. Possony and J.E. Pournelle, The
Strategy of Technologv: Winning the Decisive War (Cambridge,
Mass.: Dunellen, 1970); and for a recommendation in the form
of historical analogy, see Edward N. Luttwak, The Grand
Strategy of the Roman Empire (Baltimore, Md.: The Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1976). Many works have been pro-
duced on military reform., See, for example, Philip S. Kronen-

berg, ed., Planning U.S. Security: Defense Policy in the RN
Eighties (New York: Pergamon, 198¢); James Fallows, National AR
ﬁe%ense (New York: Random House, 1981); Thomas E. Etzold, it
Defense or Delusion? America‘s Military in the 1980s (New il
York: Harper § Row, 198Z); Gen. David C. Jones, USAF (Ret.), P 1
A
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age, foreign relations as a whole, and defense in particular o
have become full time affairs:

"In fact, since the total strategy of deterrence is
constantly in action, the defence function has also

become a continuous operation instead of being res- PRTEIE

tricted as in the old days to periods of serious et

crisis."104 Cokey 2

i )

5 As was mentioned above, there are no answers and nothing is ~
L-' ’

final. A concept of strategy must be developed which is ;f;&é

based on the relatively unchanging national values, not just prig
for the sake of sound strategic planning, but also to foster : 1%
an understanding of what America is. As Americans, we must ;;?Qi
come to understand our position in the world, and our role Eizii
in shaping the future. Only in this way may we presume to % 5??
be a "world leader.' ;fﬁ

-

"What's Wrong With Our Defense Establishment," The New York ety
Times Magazine, Nov. 1982); Steven L. Canby, "Military Reform U
and the Art of War," International Security Review, Fall 1982, B
pp. 245-268; VAdm James B. Stockdale, USN (Ret.), "Educating
Leaders,'" The Washington Quarterly, Winter 1983, pp. 49-52; 3
Col. William J. Taylor, Jr., USA (Ret.) '"Leading the Army," —
The Washington Quarterly, Winter 1983, pp. 40-45; and Gen. AT
Edward C. Meyer, USA, "The JCS: How Much Reform is Needed?"
Armed Forces Journal International, Apr. 1982, pp. 82-90.

For the military establishment's side of the debate, see
Jeffrey S. McKitrick, "A Military Look at Military Reform,"
Comparative Strategy, Vol. 4 No. 1, 1983, pp. 51-64; and

Lt. Col. Walter Kross, USAF, Military Reform: Past and
Present,'" Air University Review, Jul.-Aug. 1981, pp. 101-108.
Finally, for reform arguments tied to specific examples or

}“h"‘ "~ sl
£

operational concepts, see Jeffrey Record, The Rapid Deploy- D
ment Force and U.S. Military Intervention in the Persian Gulf ';-
‘(Washington, D.C.: Corporate Press, 1981); and Richard K. e
Betts, Surprise Attack: Lessons for Defense Planning (Washing- i
ton, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1982). ;{ﬁ}i
104Beaufre, Deterrence and Strategy, p. 173. ;;~jf
AR
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In gaining this understanding, the importance of values e
cannot be overstated, and they should not be taken for

granted. As Walter Lippmann warns: o

Y~ S~ Sy
!
@

(R i
(2 )
ot

"The acquired culture is not transmitted in our genes, Aoy
and so the issue is always in doubt. The good life casie
in the good society, though attainable, is never cotnd
attained and possessed once and for all. So what has St
been attained will again be lost if the wisdom of the ®
good life in a good society is not transmitted."l oo

He goes on to argue that if these values are forgotten,
institutions loose their meaning and become hollow.106 The
stage is then set for demagogues and fanatics '"...either to
divide the nation to the point of paralysis or to gather unto
themselves sufficient power in order to rip the society away

107

from its democratic moorings.' The significance of values

increases exponentially when one takes into consideration

that this era is one of indirect strategy (discussed in detail
below), which places far greater emphasis on non-military

tools of power, of which the more significant is psychological

105Public Philosophy, p. 75. For a study of Walter Lipp-
mann, his life and his philosophy, the definitive work is
Ronald Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century (Boston:
Little, Brown and Co., 1980).

106

Ibid., p. 8Q.

107Paul A.C. Koistinen, The Military-Industrial Complex:
A Historical Perspective (New York: Praeger, 1980), pp. 18-19.
In Tight of the arguments of both Lippmann and Koistinen, it
might be inferred that perhaps a greater threat to our way of
life lies in the historical and political shallowness of our
officer training programs. This argument is echoed explicitly
by Bernard Brodie in War and Politics, ch. 10; and implicitly
by Harry Summers in On Strategy, p. 28. '
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a2 .
'ﬁi pOWer.108 Thus, values, if they are taught and well known by

the people (and the military), can be a great source of
strength. On the other hand, if they are lost, America, a

nation built on a concept of values, is also lost.

Even before addressing the national interests then, there
develops a threat to the nation that arises from within; a
sort of cancer. This threat may in fact be more serious than
any other. While Rome fell due to z love of luxury, it is
generally accepted that that love had as its antecedent a loss
of those values that had made it strong. Part of strategy
then, must be devoted to the articulation of those values,
perhaps in the field of political strategy.109

As was suggested above, the national interests are formed
by a synthesis of the national values and the nation state
system. Likewise, it is the purpose of the national interests
to safeguard and preserve the national values. Because of

this, it becomes apparent that the national interests are not

to be found in Israel or El1 Salvador but within this nation

itself. In a more general construct, the national interests

§: YRR

is that set of concerns which is designed to ensure the
ﬁﬁ sovereignty of a nation in an inherently hostile and anarchic 3
2 RS
N s
vl 108 4 S el
re Beaufre, Introduction to Strategy, p. 111 - @
b-ts . T
ant 109Such a concept is disliked in this nation because it ,\:;y
P : hints at "indoctrination.'" But, should we, as a result foster oy
L ignorance? That condition, as has been argued, is just as oS
- dangerous.
@
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o The literature on the national interests is extensive. o
.I Some of the more noteworthy pieces are cited here: Hans J. e
& Morgenthau, "The Mainspring of American Foreign Policy: 9
National Interest vs Moral Abstractions,'" American Political
Science Review, Dec. 1950, pp. 833-854; and "Another Great -
Debate: The National Interests of the United States,' American o
Political Science Review, Dec. 1952, pp. 961-988; Walter :
Lippmann, Essays In the Public Philosophy; Warner Schilling,
"The Claritication of Ends or Which Interest is the National?"
World Politics, 8, 1956, pp. 566-578; Glendon A. Schubert, Jr.,
The Public Interest in Administrative Decision Making,"
American Political Science Review, June 1957, pp. 346-368;
Arthur S. Miller, '"Foreword: The Public Interest Undefined,"
Journal of Public Law, vol. 10, 1961 symposium, pp. 184-202;
Carl Friedrich, ed., The Public Interest (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press) 1962; Paul Seabury, Power, Freedom
and Diplomacy (New York: Random House, 1963); Richard Flathman,
The Public Interest (New Random House, 1963); Richard Flathman,
The Public Tnterest (New York: Wiley, 1966); Virginia Held,
The Pubiic Interest and Individual Interests (New York: Basic
Books, 1970); Bruce M. Russett and Eiizabeth C. Hanson,
Interest and Ideology: The Foreign Policy Beliefs of American
Businessmen (San Francisco: W.H. Freeman and Co., 1975); Paul
Seabury, "The Moral and Philosophical Bases of American Foreign
Policy," Orbis, Spring 1976, pp. 3-14; Hans Morgenthau, 'The
Founding Fathers and Foreign Policy: Implication for the Late
Twentieth Century," Orbis, Spring 1976, pp. 15-26; Kenneth W.
Thompson, "American Foreign Pelicy: Values Renewed or Discovered,"
Orbis, Spring 1976, pp. 123-136; William Kintner, "A Program
for America: Freedom and Foreign Policy," Orbis, Spring 1977,
pPr. 139-156; Donald E. Nuechterlein, National Interest and
Presidential Leadership: The Setting of Priorities (Boulder,
Colo.: Westview Press, 1978); and finally, Alexander L. George ]
and Robert 0. Keohane, "The Concept of National Interests: X
Uses and Limitations,'" in Presidential Decisionmakinz in Foreign
Policy by A.L. George (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1980).
For a short summary of the interest literature, see Fred A.
Scndermann, "The Concept of the National Interest,' Orbis, -
Spring 1977, pp. 121-128. Indictments of the utility of the
national interest concept are contained in Stanley Hoffmann,
Primacy of World Order: American Foreign Policy Since the Cold
War (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1978); and Robert O. Keohane and
Joseph S. Nye, Power and Interdependence: World Politics in -
Transition (Boston: Little, Brown § Co., 1977). -—"fH
]
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In seeking to identify national interests then, one must
look, not for the interests of any group or individual within
the nation, but for those of the nation itself. In other
words, the nation is an entity onto itself, and it thus has
its own interests, As such, the national interests are above
debate. They are the product of the environment, not of
politics.

The national interests are the result of the cultural
heritage of a people as well as the nation state system means
that each nation will at once have its own unique interests,
while at the same time, will share interests in common with
other nations. For example, the United States and the Soviet
Union both share the common interest of security; but, the
Soviet Union, because of its history and environment, values
security above personal liberty, while the United States,
because of its history and environment, places greater
emphasis on liberty than on security.111

Following the logic described above, the national interests
of the United States find their origin within the nation. In
Federalist 23, Alexander Hamilton discusses the purposes of

the Union, from which can be derived our national interests:

111In fact, it has been argued that Americans see their
armed forces less as protectors of their security than as
threats to their liberty. Colin Gray, '"National Style in
Strategy," p. 39.
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"The principal purposes to be answered by union are
these--the common defense of the members; the preserva-
tion of the public peace, as well against internal con-
vulsions as external attacks; the regulation of commerce
with other nations and between the States; the superintend-
ence of our intercoufie, political and commercial, with
foreign countries,"l

The national interests which can be developed from this state-
ment are security, liberty, and economic well being.

Secunity is the first interest which is essential. George

and Keohane call it physical survival (of our population)

nll3 What must

which in our era is "...always in jeopardy.
also be included in this definition is the maintenance of
sovereignty, of territorial integrity, and, though often taken
for granted, of the Union.

The second interest is £ibeaty: the maintenance of the
American form of government, its institutions, and its
freedoms. This interest refers not only to external threats,
but also to those which arise from within. ‘It is this interest
that most directly represents America's values, and that dis-
tinguishes it from other nations in the world. In turn, how-
ever, this concept combines with that of security to create

a dilemma: the demands of security conflict directly with

those of liberty. A nation run mainly in the interest of

112The Federalist Papers (New York: Mentor paperback,
1961}, p. IS5,

113Alexander L. George and Robert O. Keohane, '"The Concept
of National Interests: Uses and Limitations,'" in Presidential
Decisionmaking in Foreign Policy, by A.L. George (Boulder,
Colo.: Westview Press, 1980), p. 224.
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- security, such as the Soviet Union, invariably destroys the
liberty of its people. In contrast, a nation which values

too much its liberty, risks conquest, as was visited on the

[}
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city-states of ancient Greece. This dialectical tension must
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be mastered if the United States is to provide security and
the blessings of liberty.

The final interest is economic wellf being. In the

Ox i
fonfaa’s e
f
.

Constitution, one finds that the Union is dedicated to },ﬂ}i
promoting '"...the general Welfare." While the term is broad

and can be included within the interest of liberty, it also

connotes something more. That something extra is the economy
and the way it supports the American standard of 1living.
Again, this interest is not necessarily subordinate or less

important than the two previous ones. Without its standard of

living, or in the worst case, without economic subsistence,
either the nation or its liberty would not survive.

These are the national interests. They take account of
the values of the naticn and the Constitution. In the end,

they serve as guidelines for national policy. The national

interests are the mainsprings of any action the government

}} should take, Adherence to them, while not guaranteeing public
k‘ support, at least ensures us that the core values are being
Eé upheld. Ignorance of them, or substitution of them with lesser

interests risks disaster.
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B. NATIONAL POLICY

National policy represents a synthesis of the national
interests and the international environment. Whereas na-
tional interests respond to internal demands, policy responds
to external, thereby linking the core values to the inter-
national system. It reacts to fundamental changes in the
international structure to protect the interests of the
nation. Taken this way, national policy is created by the
milieu within which the nation exists, and not by the desires
of its leaders or the political process. National policy is
in fact a broad consensus objective of the nation, such as
world peace or national self-determination.

In so defining national policy, the national interests
are divorced even farther from the commonly accepted idea.
This is to say that the national interests are more a product
of national identity and environment than narrow objectives

114 1hey

in various geographical regions throughout the world.
are thus of an internal nature vice an external one. Because
of this, foreign relations cannot be based directly on the
national interests. What is needed is a function that
synthesizes the requirements of the national interests and

the realities of the international system. This is the role

of national policy.

114K.J. Holsti separates the "immutable national interests:
such as security from lesser goals, to which he ascribes the
concept of the '"objective." International Politics: A Frame-
work for Analysis, 3rd ed. (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-
HEll, Y977), P« 139.
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By thus separating the metaphysical concept of the national 'Hfri
interest from foreign relations, the rigidity of dogma and ;__ﬁ
ideology 1is lessened. Policy, by definition is more able to
adapt to the fluid international environment, whereas the Ffﬁﬁ
national interests are largely ignorant of it. To call e |
policy 'national interests,' as many do, detaches it from the
core values of a nation because it disregards the true national
interests. It is cast adrift, able to react only to the inter-
national system and the pressures of special interest groups.
Policy then ceases to provide direction and guidance for
strategy. By contrast, if the relationship between policy and
the natioﬁal interest 1s maintained, policy acquires a meas-
ure against which it may evaluate changes in the international
arena. It is provided a firm foundation based, in the end, on
the core values of the nation, which gives it the flexibility

needed to adapt to the fluid international environment. This

in turn allows policy to provide the firm foundation necessary
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for the development of sound strategy.
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Policy provides the broad goal which strategy must strive

[}
A

to achieve; it sets forth what must be attained if the national

[ interests are to be upheld in the given international arena.
S5

it Thus, where values and interests determine why a nation does
gials

i what it does, policy defines what it must do, and strategy

- how to do it. In this way, policy determines the character

e of strategy; whether it is to be aggressive or defensive. In

g% short, the primary purpose of policy is to form the link
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between the values of the nation and the means at hand; a

purpose that is echoed by Clausewitz:
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N "It can be taken as agreed that the aim of policy is to 3;~§%
- unify and reconcile all aspects of internal administra- Rty
0N tion as well as of spiritual values, and whatever else ir}_ﬁ
- the moral philosopher may care to add. Policy, of SR
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