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INTRODUCTION
J. Boone Bartholomees, Jr.

The U. S. Army War College Guide (USAWC) to National Security Issues is the latest edition of the
U. S. Army War College Guide to National Security Policy and Strategy, which the college has published
sporadically under different titles since 2001. This edition of the Guide is in two volumes that
correspond roughly to the two core courses that the Department of National Security and Strategy
(DNSS) teaches: “Theory of War and Strategy” and “National Security Policy and Strategy.” Like its
predecessors, this edition is largely an expansion of the existing materials, although over 40 percent
is new, and the previously published chapters have been updated as necessary. The authors, with
one exception all current or former members of the faculty, represent each of the four primary
teaching departments of the college. The exception is the inclusion this year of a chapter on space
power by a recent graduate —the chapter was his research project while a student. The appendix
on the USAWC strategy formulation model in the second volume reflects the alterations in that
fundamental document made for the 2008 academic year (2007-08).

Although DNSS uses several of the chapters in this volume as readings for its core courses,
and at least one other department uses chapters in its core instruction, this is not a textbook. It
does reflect, however, both the method and manner we use to teach the theory of war and the
formulation of national security strategy to America’s future senior leaders. As we continue to
refine and update the Guide, we intend to increase course-oriented essays, and several of the new
chapters were written specifically to support instruction. The book is also not a comprehensive or
exhaustive treatment of either the theory of war, strategy, or the policymaking process.

The Guide is organized in broad clusters of chapters addressing general subject areas. Chapters
are placed in general blocks for convenience, not as a rigid framework. I made no effort to constrain
or shape the authors” work based on where I saw the chapter fitting in the book. Thus, some
chapters might have been placed in several blocks, and their presence in a specific block should not
be considered a restrictive form of categorization. Volume I starts with theoretical issues on war
and strategy. The second block examines power both conceptually and in terms of the elements
of power. The volume concludes with studies on specific theoretical issues. The second volume
on national security strategy and policy opens with a look at the U.S. security community and
its functions. The second block expands to multinational issues and considerations. The volume
concludes with studies of specific policy issues or considerations.
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PART I

STRATEGIC THEORY






CHAPTER 1
WHY IS STRATEGY DIFFICULT?

David Jablonsky

Colonel (Ret.) Arthur Lykke taught an entire generation of U.S. Army War College students that
strategy at any level consists of ends or objectives, ways or concepts, and means or resources. This
three-element framework is nothing more than a reworking of the traditional definition of strategy
as the calculated relationship of ends and means. Yet the student response is always overwhelmingly
favorable, with Lykke’s framework invariably forming the structure for subsequent seminar
problems on subjects ranging from the U.S. Civil War to nuclear strategy. This is due, in part, to
the fact that students weaned on the structural certitude of the five-paragraph field order and the
Commander’s Estimate naturally find such structure comforting in dealing with the complexities
of strategy. But those students also know from their experience in the field that there are limits
to the scientific approach when dealing with human endeavors. As a consequence, they can also
appreciate the art of mixing ends, ways, and means, using for each element the part subjective, part
objective criteria of suitability, feasibility, and applicability — the essence of strategic calculation.'

The ends-ways-means paradigm also provides a structure at all levels of strategy to avoid
confusing the scientific product with the scientific process. The former involves production
propositions thatarelogically related and valid across time and space. The search for these immutable
principles over the centuries by students of war failed, because they looked at classical strategy as
something like physical science that could produce verities in accordance with certain regularities.
This was further compounded by military thinkers who made claims for scientific products without
subjecting those products to a scientific process. Both Jomini and Mahan, for instance, ignored
evidence in cases that did not fit their theories or principles of strategy.> The strategic paradigm,
then, serves as a lowest common denominator reminder that a true scientific product is not possible
from the study of strategy. At the same time, however, that paradigm provides a framework for the
systematic treatment of facts and evidence — the very essence of the scientific process. In this regard,
Admiral Wylie has pointed out:

I do not claim that strategy is or can be a “science” in the sense of the physical sciences. It can and should be

an intellectual discipline of the highest order, and the strategist should prepare himself to manage ideas with

precision and clarity and imagination. . . . Thus, while strategy itself may not be a science, strategic judgment
can be scientific to the extent that it is orderly, rational, objective, inclusive, discriminatory, and perceptive.?

All that notwithstanding, the limitations of the strategic paradigm bring the focus full circle
back to the art involved in producing the optimal mix of ends, ways, and means. Strategy, of
course, does depend on the general regularities of that paradigm. But strategy does not always
obey the logic of that framework, remaining, as the German Army Regulations Truppen-fuhrung
of 1936 described it, “a free creative activity resting upon scientific foundations.”* The purpose of
this chapter is to demonstrate why, despite increasingly scientific approaches to formulation and
implementation, strategy remains principally an art rather than a science, and why within that art
the “creative activity” of blending the elements in the strategic paradigm has become progressively
more difficult over the centuries.

From Revolutions to Total War.

In the wake of the Napoleonic Wars, there was a growing recognition of the increased complexity
of strategy, summarized in Karl von Clausewitz’s warning that “there can be no question of a
purely military evaluation of a great strategic issue, nor of a purely military scheme to solve it.””



At the tactical level, the Prussian philosopher wrote, “the means

are fighting forces trained for combat; the end is victory.” For

the strategic, however, Clausewitz concluded that military POLICY
victories were meaningless unless they were the means to obtain

a political end, “those objects which lead directly to peace.”® O\

Thus, strategy was “the linking together (Verbindung) of separate
battle engagements into a single whole, for the final object of the

war.”” And only the political or policy level could determine STRATEGY
that objective. “To bring a war, or any one of its campaigns to
a successful close requires a thorough grasp of national policy,” >

he pointed out. “On that level, strategy and policy coalesce.”®
For Clausewitz, this vertical continuum (see Figure 1) was best
exemplified by Frederick the Great, who embodied both policy
and strategy and whose Silesian conquests of 1741 are considered
to be the classic example of strategic art by demonstrating “an
element of restrained strength, . . . ready to adjust to the smallest
shift in the political situation.””
With his deceptively simple description of the vertical Figure 1.
continuum of war, Clausewitz set the stage for the equivalent of The Policy Continuum.
a Copernican shift in the strategic ends-ways-means paradigm.
Now that paradigm was more complex, operating on both the military and policy levels with the
totality of the ends, ways, and means at the lower levels interconnected with the political application
at the policy level of those same strategic elements. This connection was the essence of Clausewitz’s
description of war as a continuation of political intercourse (Verkehr) with the addition of other
means. He explained that

We deliberately use the phrase “with the addition of other means” because we also want to make it clear that
war in itself does not suspend political intercourse or change it into something entirely different. ... The main
lines along which military events progress, and to which they are restricted, are political lines that continue
throughout the war into the subsequent peace. . . . War cannot be divorced from political life; and whenever
this occurs in our thinking about war, the many links that connect the two elements are destroyed and we are
left with something pointless and devoid of sense.!

The Industrial and French Revolutions.

This growing complexity in dealing with the strategic paradigm was compounded by two
upheavals. Clausewitz was profoundly aware of one, the French Revolution; he was totally ignorant
of the other, the industrial / technological revolution. Prior to the French Revolution, 18th-century
rulers had acquired such effective political and economic control over their people that they were
able to create their war machines as separate and distinct from the rest of society. The Revolution
changed all that with the appearance of a force “that beggared all imagination” as Clausewitz
described it,

Suddenly, war again became the business of the people—a people of 30 millions, all of whom considered
themselves to be citizens. There seemed no end to the resources mobilized; all limits disappeared in the vigor
and enthusiasm shown by governments and their subjects. . . . War, untrammelled by any conventional re-
straints, had broken loose in all its elemental fury. This was due to the peoples’ new share in these great affairs
of state; and their participation, in its turn, resulted partly from the impact that the Revolution had on the
internal conditions of every state and partly from the danger that France posed to everyone.



For Clausewitz, the people greatly complicated the GOVERNMENT
formulation and implementation of strategy by adding
“primordial violence, hatred and enmity, which are to
be regarded as a blind natural force” to form with the
army and the government what he termed the remarkable
trinity (see Figure 2). The army he saw as a “creative spirit”
roaming freely within “the play of chance and probability,”
but always bound to the government, the third element, in
“subordination, as an instrument of policy, which makes
it subject to reason alone.”'?

It was the complex totality of this trinity that, MILITARY PEOPLE
Clausewitz realized, had altered and complicated strategy
so completely. Figure 2. The Remarkable Trinity.

Clearly the tremendous effects of the French Revolution . . . were
caused not so much by new military methods and concepts as by radical changes in policies and administra-
tion, by the new character of government, altered conditions of the French people, and the like. . . . It follows

that the transformation of the art of war resulted from the transformation of politics.”

But while that transformation had made it absolutely essential to consider the elements of the
Clausewitzian trinity within the strategic paradigm, the variations possible in the interplay of those
elements moved strategy even farther from the realm of scientific certitude. “A theory that ignores
any one of them or seeks to fix an arbitrary relationship between them,” Clausewitz warned in this
regard, “would conflict with reality to such an extent that for this reason alone it would be totally
useless.” !

Like most of his contemporaries, Clausewitz had GOVERNMENT
no idea that he was living on the eve of a technological
transformation born of the Industrial Revolution. But that
transformation, as it gathered momentum throughout the
remainder of the 19th century, fundamentally altered the 1
interplay of elements within the Clausewitzian trinity,
further complicating the formulation and application
process within the strategic paradigm (see Figure 3).

In terms of the military element, technology would
change the basic nature of weapons and modes of ( ‘
transportation, the former had been stable for a hundred I TARY PEOPLE
years, the latter for a thousand. Within a decade of
Clausewitz’s death in 1831, that process would begin
in armaments with the introduction of breechloading
firearms and in transportation with the development of
the railroads.”*

Technology had a more gradual effect on the role of the people. There were, for example, the
great European population increases of the 19th century as the Industrial Revolution moved on to
the continent from Great Britain. This trend led, in turn, to urbanization: the mass movement of
people from the extended families of rural life to the “atomized,” impersonal life of the city. There,
the urge to belong, to find a familial substitute, led to a more focused allegiance to the nation-state
manifested in a new, more blatant and aggressive nationalism.

This nationalism was fueled by the progressive side effects of the Industrial Revolution,
particularly in the area of public education, which meant, in turn, mass literacy throughout Europe by
the end of the 19th century. One result was that an increasingly literate public could be manipulated

Figure 3. The Impact of Technology.



by governments as technology spawned more sophisticated methods of mass communications. On
the other hand, those same developments also helped democratize societies, which then demanded
a greater share in government, particularly over strategic questions involving war and peace. In
Clausewitz’s time, strategic decisions dealing with such matters were rationally based on Realpolitik
considerations to further state interests, not on domestic issues. By the end of the 19th century,
the Rankeian Primat der Aussenpolitik was increasingly challenged throughout Europe by the need
of governments for domestic consensus—a development with far-reaching implications for the
conduct of strategy at the national level within the basic ends-ways-means paradigm.'®

During much of that century, as the social and ideological upheavals unleashed by the French
Revolution developed, military leaders in Europe generally attempted to distance their armed forces
from their people. Nowhere was this more evident than in the Prussian cum German military, where
the leaders worked hard over the years to prevent the adulteration of their forces by liberal ideas.
“The army is now our fatherland,” General von Roon wrote to his wife during the 1848 revolutions,
“for there alone have the unclean and violent elements who put everything into turmoil failed to
penetrate.”"” The revolutions in industry and technology, however, rendered this ideal unattainable.
To begin with, the so-called Technisierung of warfare meant the mass production of more complex
weapons and forever-larger standing military forces. The key ingredients for these forces were
the great population increases and the rise of nationalism, as well as improved communications
and governmental efficiency —the latter directed at general conscription of national manhood,
which, thanks to progress in railroad development, could be brought to the battlefield in unlimited
numbers.

At the same time, this increased interaction between the government/military and the
people was also tied to other aspects of the impact of technology on the Clausewitzian trinity.
Technological innovations in weaponry during this period, for example, were not always followed
by an understanding of their implications, societal as well as military. Certainly, there was the
inability on the part of all European powers to perceive the growing advantage of defensive over
offensive weapons demonstrated in the Boer and Russo-Japanese wars. That inability was tied in
with a trend in Europe at the time to combine elan with a military focus on moral force, bloodshed,
and decisive battles. The result was that the military leaders of France, Germany, and Russia all
adopted offensive military doctrines in some form.'®

The fact that these doctrines led to the self-defeating offensive strategies of World War I
ultimately had to do with the transformation of civil-military relations within the Clausewitzian
trinity in their countries. In France, as an example, the officer corps distrusted the trend by the
leaders of the Third Republic toward shorter terms of military service, which it believed threatened
the army’s professional character and tradition. Adopting an offensive doctrine and elevating it
to the highest level was a means to combat this trend, since there was general agreement that an
army consisting primarily of reservists and short-term conscripts could only be used in the defense.
“Reserves are so much eyewash,” one French general wrote at the time, “and take in only short-
sighted mathematicians who equate the value of armies with the size of their effectives, without
considering their moral value.”** Although these were setbacks for those who shared this sentiment
in the wake of the Dreyfus Affair and the consequent military reforms, it only required the harsher
international climate after the Agadir crisis of 1911 for General Joffre and his young Turks to gain
the ascendancy. Their philosophy was summed up by their leader, who explained that in planning
for the next war, he had “no preconceived idea other than a full determination to take the offensive
with all my forces assembled.”?

Under these circumstances, French offensive doctrine became increasingly unhinged from
strategic reality as it responded to the more immediate demands of domestic and intragovernmental



politics. The result was France’s illconceived strategic lunge in 1914 toward its former possessions
in the East, a lunge that almost provided sufficient margin of assistance for Germany’s Schlieffen
Plan to work, another result of military operational doctrine driving policy. In the end, only the
miracle of the Marne prevented a victory for the Germans as rapid and complete as that of 1870.*

There were other equally significant results as the full brunt of technological change continued to
alter the relationship between the elements of the Clausewitzian trinity in all the European powers.
The larger, more complex armies resulted in the growing specialization and compartmentalization
of the military—a trend that culminated in the emulation of the German General Staff system by
most of the European powers. It is significant that Clausewitz had ignored Carnot, the “organizer
of victory,” for Napoleon, when considering military genius. Now with the increase in military
branches, as well as combat service and combat service support organizations, the age of the
“militaryorganizational” genius had arrived. All this in turn affected the relationship in all countries
between the military and the government. For the very increase in professional knowledge and skill
caused by technology’s advance in military affairs undermined the ability of political leaders to
understand and control the military, just as technology was making that control more important
than ever by extending strategy from the battlefield to the civilian rear, thus blurring the difference
between combatant and noncombatant.?

At the same time, the military expansion in the peacetime preparation for war began to enlarge
the economic dimensions of conflict beyond the simple financial support of Clausewitz’s era. As
Europe entered the 20th century, new areas of concern began to emerge ranging from industrial
capacity and the availability and distribution of raw materials to research and development of
weapons and equipment. All this, in turn, increased the size and role of the European governments
prior to World War I—with the result, as William James perceptively noted, that “the intensely
sharp competitive preparation for war by the nation is the real war, permanently increasing, so that
the battles are only a sort of public verification of mastery gained during the ‘peace’ intervals.”*

Nevertheless, the full impact of the government’s strategic role in terms of national instruments
of power beyond that of the military was generally not perceived in Europe, despite some of the
more salient lessons of the American Civil War. In that conflict, the South lost because its strategic
means did not match its strategic ends and ways. Consequently, no amount of operational finesse
on the part of the South’s great captains could compensate for the superior industrial strength and
manpower that the North could deploy. Ultimately, this meant for the North, as Michael Howard has
pointed out, “that the operational skills of their adversaries were rendered almost irrelevant.”* The
Civil War also illustrated another aspect of the changes within the strategic paradigm: the growing
importance of the national will of the people in achieving political as well as military strategic
objectives. That social dimension of strategy on the part of the Union was what prevented the early
southern operational victories from being strategically decisive and what ultimately allowed the
enormous industrial-logistical potential north of the Potomac to be realized.

The Revolutions Joined: The Age of Total Wars.

Strategy changed irrevocably with the full confluence in World War I of the trends set in train by
the Industrial and French revolutions. In particular, the technology in that war provided, as Hanson
Baldwin has pointed out, “a preview of the Pandora’s box of evils that the linkage of science with
industry in the service of war was to mean.”” How unexpected the results of that linkage could be
was illustrated by a young British subaltern’s report to his commanding general after one of the first
British attacks in Flanders. “Sorry sir,” he concluded. “We didn’t know it would be like that. We'll
do better next time.”?



But of course there was no doing better next time, not by
British and French commanders in Flanders, not by Austrian
troops on the Drina and Galician fronts in 1914, not by the
Russian officers on the Gorlice-Tarnow line in 1915. The
frustration at this turn of events was captured by Alexander

Solzhenitsyn in his novel August 1914. “How disastrously -

the conditions of warfare had changed,” he wrote, “making
a commander as impotent as a rag doll! Where now was
the battlefield . . ., across which he could gallop over to a OPERATIONAL
faltering commander and summon him to his side?”? It was

this milieu that demonstrated the inadequacy of classical =
strategy to deal with the intricacies of modern warfare.
Napoleon had defined that strategy, as the “art of making
use of time and space.”?® But the dimensions of these two
variables had been stretched and rendered more complex
by the interaction of technology, with the elements of the

Clausewitz’s trinity. And that very complexity, augmented Figure 4. The Continuum of War.
by the lack of decisiveness it the tactical level, impeded the

vertical continuum of war outlined in Clausewitz’s definition of strategy as the use of engagements to
achieve policy objectives. Only when the continuum was enlarged, as the Great War demonstrated,
was it possible to restore warfighting coherence to modern combat. And that, in turn, required
the classical concept of strategy to be positioned at a midpoint, an operational level, designed to
orchestrate individual tactical engagements and battles in order to achieve strategic results (see
Figure 4). Now, a military strategy level, operating within the ends-ways-means paradigm on its
own horizontal plane, was added as another way station on the vertical road to the fulfillment
of policy objectives. This left the concept of strategy, as it had been understood since the time of
Clausewitz, transformed into:

the level of war at which campaigns and major operations are planned, conducted, and sustained to accom-
plish strategic objectives. . .. Activities at this level link tactics and strategy. . . . These activities imply a broader
dimension of time or space than do tactics; they provide the means by which tactical successes are exploited
to achieve strategic objectives.”

At the same time, the full impact of technology on the Clausewitzian trinity in each of the
combatant states during World War I substituted the infinitely more complex concept of national
strategy for that of policy. To begin with, the growing sophistication and quantity of arms and
munitions, as well as the vast demands of equipment and supply made by the armies, involved the
national resources of industry, science, and agriculture — variables with which the military leaders
were not prepared to deal. To cope with these variables, governments were soon forced to transform
the national lives of their states in order to provide the sinews of total war.

Looking back over 50 years later on the totality of this change in what Clausewitz had termed
policy, Admiral Eccles defined the concept of national strategy that emerged in World War I as “the
comprehensive direction of all the elements of national power to achieve the national objectives.”*
The U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) is more explicit, defining the new level of strategy that
emerged at the national level after 1914 as the “art and science of developing and using the political,
economic, and psychological powers of a nation, together with its armed forces during peace and
war, to secure national objectives.”*!



National strategy, then, involves all the elements
of national power. Those elements, in turn, can be

conveniently broken down on a horizontal plane /
into the categories described in the DoD definition of
national strategy: political, economic, psychological, NATIONAL

and military (see Figure 5).

The linchpin in this horizontal design is the military STRATEGY
instrument of power at the national strategic level, the
apex, as we have seen emerging in World War I, of the
vertical continuum of war (see Figure 6).

Thus, the mix of ends, ways, and means at the
national military strategic level will directly affect
(and be affected by) the same paradigm operating at
each level of the vertical continuum. Adding to the
complexity is the interplay on the horizontal plane
of national military strategy with the other strategies
derived from the elements of national power, each
operating within its own strategic paradigm and all
contributing to the grand design of national strategy, NATIONAL
as that strategy evolves within its own overall mix STRATEGY
of ends, ways, and means. That this horizontal and
vertical interplay has rendered the formulation
and implementation of strategy at every level more economic | PSYeHO- | pormea | mumary
difficult has become increasingly obvious. “Because e
these various elements of power cannot be precisely
defined, compartmented, or divided,” Admiral Eccles
concluded about the “fog” of strategy, “it is normal
to expect areas of ambiguity, overlap, and contention
about authority among the various elements and
members of any government.”?
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The United States is in an era in which the strategic landscape has changed and is continuing to
change. Nevertheless, the core problems that make strategy so difficult for a global power remain
essentially the same as they did for earlier powers ranging from Rome to Great Britain. To begin
with, there are challenges to U.S. interests throughout the globe. In a constantly changing strategic
environment, however, it is difficult in many cases to distinguish which of those interests are vital,
not to mention the nature of the challenge or threat to them. In any case, there are never enough
armed forces to reduce the risk everywhere; strategic priorities have to be established.

In addition, like the leaders of earlier great powers, U.S. governmental elites have to grapple with
the paradox of preparing for war even in peacetime if they wish to maintain the peace. The dilemma
in the paradox that makes strategy in any era so difficult is that to overdo such preparations may
weaken the economic, psychological, and political elements of power in the long run. The solution
is to so balance the total ends, ways, and means that the natural tension in national security affairs
between domestic and foreign policy is kept to a minimum while still securing the nation’s vital



interests with a minimum of risk. This solution, as the leaders of the great global powers of the
past would assuredly agree, is not easy to achieve. In an ever more interdependent world in which
variables for the strategist within the ends-ways-means paradigm have increased exponentially,
strategists are no nearer to a “Philosopher’s Stone” than they ever were. Strategy remains the most
difficult of all arts.”
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CHAPTER 2
A SURVEY OF THE THEORY OF STRATEGY
J. Boone Bartholomees, Jr.

A common language is both the product of and basis of any effective theory; people conversant
in the theory habitually use words in the same way to mean the same thing. Such meanings may
be unique to the theoretical context even if the word has other nontheoretical usages. Thus, the
word passion used in a Christian context has an entirely different meaning than in secular usage.
Similarly, doctrinal military terms, while hopefully used consistently by military individuals and
organizations, may differ slightly (or even radically) in common usage. “Strategy” is such a word.
Defining it is not as easy as one would think, and the definition is critical.

Part of the problem is that our understanding of strategy has changed over the years. The word
has a military heritage, and classic theory considered it a purely wartime military activity —how
generals employed their forces to win wars. In the classic usage, strategy was military maneuvers to
get to a battlefield, and tactics took over once the forces were engaged. That purely military concept
has given way to a more inclusive interpretation. The result is at least threefold: 1) Strategists
generally insist that their art includes not only the traditional military element of power but also
other elements of power like politics and economics. Most would also accept a peacetime as well
as a wartime role for strategy. 2) With increased inclusiveness the word strategy became available
outside the military context and is now used in a variety of disciplines ranging from business to
medicine and even sports. 3) As the concept mutated, the military had to invent another term — the
U.S. settled on operations or operational art—to describe the high-level military art that had once
been strategy.! All this, of course, effects any survey of strategy. Thus, this study acknowledges that
strategy is now commonly used in nonmilitary fields, and both the definition and overall theory
must be compatible with such usage. Nevertheless, this discussion focuses on the national security
arena and particularly on grand strategy and military strategy. In that context, we also follow the
modern interpretation that strategy involves both military and nonmilitary elements of power and
has equal applicability for peace and war, although much of the existing theory we discuss deals
exclusively with war.

Surprisingly for such a significant term, there is no consensus on the definition of strategy even
in the national security arena. The military community has an approved definition, but it is not well
known and is not accepted by nonmilitary national security professionals. As a consequence, every
writer must either develop his or her own definition or pick from the numerous extant alternatives.
We begin by surveying some of those alternatives.

Clausewitz wrote, “Strategy is the use of the engagement for the purpose of the war. The strategist
must therefore define an aim for the entire operational side of the war that will be in accordance with
its purpose. In other words, he will draft the plan of the war, and the aim will determine the series
of actions intended to achieve it: he will, in fact, shape the individual campaigns and, within these,
decide on the individual engagements.”? Because this is a classic definition, it is not satisfactory — it
deals only with the military element and is at the operational level rather than the strategic. What
Clausewitz described is really the development of a theater or campaign strategy. Historian Jay
Luvaas used to say that because Clausewitz said something did not necessarily make it true, but did
make it worth considering. In this case we can consider and then ignore Clausewitz.
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The 19th century Swiss soldier and theorist Antoine Henri Jomini had his own definition.

Strategy is the art of making war upon the map, and comprehends the whole theater of war. Grand Tactics is
the art of posting troops upon the battlefield according to the accidents of the ground, of bringing them into
action, and the art of fighting upon the ground, in contradiction to planning upon a map. Its operations may
extend over a field of 10 or 12 miles in extent. Logistics comprises the means and arrangements which work
out the plans of strategy and tactics. Strategy decides where to act; logistics brings the troops to this point;
grand tactics decides the manner of execution and the employment of the troops.®

This again is military only and theater-specific.

Civil War era soldier and author Henry Lee Scott had an interesting definition derived from
the basic Jominian concept: “. . . the art of concerting a plan of campaign, combining a system of
military operations determined by the end to be attained, the character of the enemy, the nature
and resources of the country, and the means of attack and defence [sic].”* This actually has all the
elements we look for and states them as a relationship that is more conceptually complex and
satisfying than Jomini’s. However, reflecting the classic paradigm Scott still limited strategy to
military endeavors and to theaters.

Military historian Basil H. Liddell Hart had another unique approach to the subject. Because he
wrote as the concept of strategy was expanding to include more nonmilitary aspects, his definition
is more modern. Liddell Hart defined strategy as: “the art of distributing and applying military
means to fulfill the ends of policy.” Also “Strategy depends for success, first and most, on a sound
calculation and coordination of the ends and the means. The end must be proportioned to the total means,
and the means used in gaining each intermediate end which contributes to the ultimate must be
proportioned to the value and needs of that intermediate end —whether it be to gain an object of
to fulfill a contributory purpose. An excess may be as harmful as a deficiency.” He was talking
specifically about military strategy, and he thought strategy was something akin to but different
from the more expansive concept of grand strategy.

As tactics is an application of strategy on a lower plane, so strategy is an application on a lower plane of ‘grand
strategy’....While practically synonymous with the policy which guides the conduct of war, as distinct from
the more fundamental policy which should govern its objective, the term “grand strategy’ serves to bring out
the sense of “policy in execution’. For the role of grand strategy —higher strategy —is to coordinate all the
resources of a nation, or a band of nations, towards the attainment of the political object of the war — the goal
defined by fundamental policy.

Liddell Hart went on to say,

Grand strategy should both calculate and develop the economic resources and man-power of nations in order
to sustain the fighting services. Also the moral resources—for to foster the people’s willing spirit is often as
important as to possess the more concrete forms of power. Grand strategy, too, should regulate the distribution
of power between the services, and between the services and industry. Moreover, fighting power is but one of
the instruments of grand strategy — which should take account of and apply the power of financial pressure, of
diplomatic pressure, of commercial pressure, and, not the least of ethical pressure, to weaken the opponent’s
will....Furthermore, while the horizon of strategy is bounded by the war, grand strategy looks beyond the war
to the subsequent peace. It should not only combine the various instruments, but so regulate their use as to
avoid damage to the future state of peace—for its security and prosperity. The sorry state of peace, for both
sides, that has followed most wars can be traced to the fact that, unlike strategy, the realm of grand strategy is
for the most part terra incognita — still awaiting exploration, and understanding.®

That is very close to modern doctrine, although the use of words is different. But Liddell Hart's

entire exposition was really a means to get past all this uninteresting grand strategic stuff and on to
his pet theory of the indirect approach —a technique of implementation that we will consider later.
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Contemporary strategist Colin Gray has a more comprehensive definition. “By strategy I mean
the use that is made of force and the threat of force for the ends of policy [emphasis in original].”® The
problem with that definition is that Gray ties himself down when he links the definition of strategy
to force —in actuality he is mixing definitions of war and strategy.

The U.S. military has an approved joint definition of strategy: “The art and science of developing
and employing instruments of national power in a synchronized and integrated fashion to achieve
theater, national, and/or multinational objectives.” Unfortunately, that definition only recognizes
strategy as a national security function, and although it is significantly better than earlier definitions,
it remains fairly broad. The explanation in the Joint Encyclopedia goes a little further: “These
strategies integrate national and military objectives (ends), national policies and military concepts
(ways), and national resources and military forces and supplies (means).” That is more satisfactory,
although still focused exclusively on national security issues, which is understandable considering
the source. However the joint definition of national military strategy shows that the joint community
is divided or at least inconsistent on this subject. “National Military Strategy. The art and science
of distributing and applying military power to attain national objectives in peace or war.” That is
a pure “how to” definition—at best a correlation of objectives with methods with the emphasis
on methods. There is no consideration of or recognition of the importance of developing means;
there is also no consideration of developing military objectives to accomplish national objectives.
The encyclopedia’s further explanation on that term goes into the formal document of the National
Military Strategy rather than the concept.”

The U.S. Army War College defines strategy in two ways: “Conceptually, we define strategy as
the relationship among ends, ways, and means.” Alternatively, “Strategic art, broadly defined, is
therefore: The skillful formulation, coordination, and application of ends (objectives), ways (courses
of action), and means (supporting resources) to promote and defend the national interests.” The
second definition is really closer to a definition of grand strategic art, but if one cut it off after
“means,” it would be essentially the same as the first definition.?

In my own view, strategy is simply a problem solving process. It is a common and logical way
to approach any problem — military, national security, personal, business, or any other category one
might determine. Strategy asks three basic questions: what is it I want to do, what do I have or what
can I reasonably get that might help me do what I want to do, and what is the best way to use what
I have to do what I want to do? Thus, I agree with the War College that strategy is the considered
relationship among ends, ways, and means. That sounds deceptively simple —even simplistic. Is it
actually more than that relationship? Is there some deeper secret? I do not believe there is; however,
the relationship is not as simple as it appears at first blush. First, a true strategy must consider all three
components to be complete. For example, if one thinks about strategy as a relationship of variables
(almost an equation but there is no equal sign) one can “solve” for different variables. Ends, which
hopefully come from a different process and serve as the basis for strategy, will generally be given. If
we assume a strategist wants to achieve those ends by specific ways, he can determine the necessary
means by one of the traditional exercises of strategic art—force development. If a strategist knows
both the ends to be achieved and means available, he can determine the possible ways. People,
particularly military writers, often define strategy in exactly that way —as a relation between ends
and means —essentially equating strategy with ways or at least converting strategy into an exercise
of determining ways. That was the traditional approach of classic strategists like Jomini and Liddell
Hart, who unabashedly thought of strategy as ways. That is also the typical short-term planning
process that a theater commander might do. He cannot quickly change the means available, so he
has to determine how to best use what is on hand to accomplish the mission.
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Before we proceed, it is useful to address the issue of whether strategy is really necessary. It is
certainly possible to conduct a war without a strategy. One can imagine very fierce combat divorced
from any coherent (or even incoherent) plan for how that fighting would achieve the aims of the
war —fighting for the sake of fighting. Alternatively, preemptive surrender is always an option for
the state interested in avoiding strategic decisions; the only drawback is that preemptive surrender
is incapable of achieving positive political objectives other than avoidance of conflict. Rational
states, however, will always attempt to address their interests by relating ends with ways and
means. Given the fact that they are fighting for some reason — that is, they have an end — there will
be some (even if unconscious) design of how to use the available means to achieve it. Thus, while
strategy may not technically be necessary, it is almost always present—even if poorly conceived
and executed.

TESTS FOR STRATEGY

One can test a possible strategy by examining it for suitability, acceptability, and feasibility. Those
three nouns test each of the three components of strategy. Suitability tests whether the proposed
strategy achieves the desired end —if it does not, it is not a potential strategy. Acceptability tests
ways. Does the proposed course of action or concept produce results without excessive expenditure
of resources and within accepted modes of conduct? Feasibility tests means. Are the means at hand
or reasonably available sufficient to execute the proposed concept? A strategy must meet or at least
have a reasonable expectation of meting all three tests to be valid, but there is no upper limit on
the number of possible solutions. The art becomes the analysis necessary to select the best or most
efficient or least risky.

Of the three tests, suitability and feasibility are fairly straightforward and require no further
explication. Acceptability, however, has some complicating features. The morality and legality of
strategies is an obvious case in point—morality and legality vary widely by nation, culture, and
even individual. But those are not the only complicating features of acceptability. For example, Colin
Gray talks about what he calls the social dimension of strategy “. . . strategy is made and executed
by the institutions of particular societies in ways that express cultural preferences.”® That is really
an expression of the relation of the acceptability of a strategy to the Clausewitzian trinity. Beyond
morality and legality, a truly acceptable strategy must fit the norms of the military, government,
and people. Strategies that only meet the norms of one or two of the legs are possible if they are not
in major conflict with deeply held norms of the other legs, but they must be achievable very quickly
to avoid possibly disastrous conflict over acceptability.

The U.S. invasion of Panama in 1989 is an example of this phenomenon. It was an invasion of a
sovereign foreign nation justified by fairly innocuous (certainly not vital) political issues. That was
against the norms of all three legs of the American trinity; however, the government had convinced
itself that action was necessary, and the military agreed or at least obeyed orders. The potential
glitch was the response of the American people. Initial reaction was the predictable support for
troops being deployed in harm’s way. That support could have quickly turned into opposition had
the operation not been extremely rapid and relatively casualty-free.

Even though one might occasionally get away with violating norms, one cannot safely violate
deeply-held norms even briefly. Thus, the United States has a norm against assassination (reinforced
by a self-imposed presidential directive that adds a legal dimension). Our current mode of declaring
that the people of an adversarial country are good but their leader is evil screams for a decapitation
strategy executed by assassination. That will not happen. Beyond the question of legality, it would
never pass the acceptability test of any of the trinitarian elements.
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It is also important to note that these tests are not designed to determine if a strategy is either
good or will work. The tests are for appropriateness, and they are not even conclusive in that respect.
Although failure to meet the requirements of suitability, acceptability, and feasibility is often
obvious, passing those same requirements is a matter both subjective, open to interpretation, and
inconclusive. The best analysis may suggest that a strategy is suitable, feasible, and acceptable, but
that absolutely does not guarantee success. There will always be risk and unforeseen consequences
of action with which the strategist must cope. The best the tests can do is weed out inappropriate
strategies.

CATEGORIZING STRATEGY

There are several ways to categorize strategies. One has a conceptual basis: strategy can be
declaratory, actual, or ideal. Declaratory strategy is what a nation says its strategy is. Declaratory
strategy may or may not be the nation’s true strategy, and the nation may or may not actually
believe it. A good example is America’s Two Major Theaters of War (MTW) strategy. For years
the official (declared) U.S. strategy was to be able to fight two near-simultaneous MTWs; however,
most analysts and many military personnel were convinced such a strategy was impossible to
execute with existing means. Regardless, the United States must maintain some form of a Two
MTW strategy, despite recent modifications and adjustments, as its declared strategy even if the
administration in power determines that it does not have and is unwilling to buy the resources
to execute the strategy. A nation with pretensions to world power cannot easily change or back
down from long-declared strategies, and a declared Two MTW capability provides useful deterrent
effect. Actual strategy addresses the difference between the declared strategy and reality. It asks the
question, “Assuming the United States cannot execute its declared Two MTW strategy, what is its
real strategy?” That real strategy would be an actual strategy. An ideal strategy is what a strategist
would prefer to do if he had unlimited access to all the necessary resources (both quantitative and
qualitative). It is a textbook strategy and may or may not correspond to reality.

A second method of categorization is based on the pattern of execution: sequential, simultaneous,
and cumulative. This paradigm attempts to make distinctions between strategies based on whether
the strategist is attacking objectives progressively, simultaneously, or in essentially random order.
Thus, a typical sequential campaign would involve actions to gain control of the air, followed by
efforts to defeat the enemy’s fielded forces, and culminate in the attack on or occupation of political
objectives. A simultaneous campaign would include near-simultaneous attacks on each of those
target sets. A cumulative strategy produces results not by any single action or sequence of actions
but by the cumulative effect of numerous actions over time. A commerce raiding strategy is a classic
example. The loss of a single ship is not especially significant; there is no need to sink ships in any
order; while specific types of ships (like tankers) might be more valuable than others, the loss of
any ship contributes directly to victory. The effectiveness of the strategy comes from cumulative
losses over time. Although cumulative strategies have never taken on the luster that Admiral J. C.
Wylie, the man who first recognized them as a separate category of strategy, hoped, they do allow
conceptualization or categorization of strategy based on the pattern of execution.'

Attrition, exhaustion, and annihilation are standard strategic categories, although Joint Pub 1-02
does not mention them. The late 19th century German military historian Hans Delbriick made the
distinction between exhaustion and annihilation. Attrition is sometimes used synonymously with
exhaustion, but they are actually different concepts. Annihilation seeks political victory through
the complete destruction (often in a single battle or short campaign) of the enemy armed forces.
Attrition seeks victory through the gradual destruction (by a long campaign or series of campaigns)
of the enemy’s armed forces. Exhaustion seeks to erode the will and resources of the enemy nation/
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state rather than the armed forces. Recently, Russell Weigley has opined that, at least in his classic
book The American Way of War, he should have replaced attrition with erosion as a characterization
of U.S. strategy. He believes the term is less confusing and actually better portrays certain aspects
of American strategy. Erosion would be closer in meaning to exhaustion than attrition, except
that—and this is only a tentative interpretation of Weigley’s brief and incomplete explanation of the
concept—it would aim more directly at the political or governmental will than at popular support
or resources." It is not clear how the term erosion fits into the paradigm, but it would seem to be
either a new category or a sub-set of exhaustion. Regardless, Professor Weigley’s modification to
the traditional categories of attrition, exhaustion, and annihilation is neither widely known nor
accepted.

Historian Michael Howard postulated a strategic paradigm based on deterrence, compellence,
and reassurance. Military power can deter other states from doing something or it can compel
them to do something. “Reassurance provides a general sense of security that is not specific to any
particular threat or scenario.” Pax Britannia is the best example. The British navy provided world-
wide security through its control of the seas. That security translated into general peace.”> Howard
proposes these as the broad categories of the ways in which military force can be used. Although
deterrence and compellence are widely accepted concepts, the addition of reassurance to create a
general paradigm is not widely known or accepted.

Another way, as mentioned briefly above, to categorize strategy is organizational or hierarchical.
That is the method that talks about grand or national strategy at one level and theater, campaign,
or operational strategy at another level. The term operational strategy is one that theorist Andre
Beaufré and historian Alan T. Nolan use, but it is confusing, unnecessarily mixes terms, and is
uncommon at best in the literature. We will omit it from further discussions, but it does highlight
one significant issue. There is a basic theoretical question about the legitimacy of strategy at the
operational level —we are purposefully mixing apples and oranges for no discernable gain in clarity,
utility, or comprehension. This confusion only expands as operational art edges more into the
strategic realm. While I personally oppose calling theater plans strategic, current U.S. joint doctrine
accepts it, and I will follow that doctrine.

Grand or national strategy is associated with actions at the state/national level. The U.S. Army
War College defines it as “. . . a country’s broadest approach to the pursuit of its national objectives
in the international system.”"® Good grand strategies include or at least consider all elements of
national power. These are the means of grand strategy. One could develop a lopsided grand strategy
that was purely military or purely economic, but that is not ideal even if some elements contribute
only minimally to the final product. This broaches the subject of elements of power —a simple but
useful way to classify or categorize power.

Current U.S. military doctrine recognizes four categories of power available to a nation or
strategist: diplomatic, informational, military, and economic (often referred to using the shorthand
DIME). Other potential candidates include social/psychological, which was an accepted category
until recently, and political. While political and diplomatic appear to be similar and are frequently
used synonymously, I believe they are actually different. To me, political refers to the power
generated internally or domestically while diplomatic refers exclusively to power in the international
arena—the ability to influence adversaries, allies, and neutrals. Political power is important for
generating or sustaining support for the policy/strategy or popular will. Regimes with little
domestic support (and thus little political power) have difficulty executing their international
policies. Social/ psychological power was very similar to political power in some respects, but also
contained elements of informational power. Since its major components were subsumed in other
terms, social/psychological power fell into disuse.
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In a war, the other elements of power (and the strategies developed for their employment) tend to
support the military element; however, there isalways a symbiotic relationship between the elements.
Thus diplomatic strategy may support military strategy, but military success may be an essential
precursor for diplomatic success. Similarly, economic strategy may be designed to provide military
means, but the military capture or loss of economic assets may directly influence the effectiveness
of the economic strategy. Additionally, different types of warfare emphasize different elements of
power. For example, in a civil war, the political element becomes especially important. It is for just
this reason that the Washington community dealing with the War on Terrorism (WOT) has adopted
a new model to think about power. Besides the traditional DIME elements, the counterterrorist
community has added intelligence, legal or law enforcement, and financial to their list of elements
of power —giving the acronym MIDLIFE or DIMEFIL. Those are useful tools to consider in the
WOT, although it remains to be seen if the expanded categories of national power will gain broad
acceptance.

STRATEGY AND THE TYPE OF WAR

Does (or should) one’s strategy necessarily change based on the type of war he is fighting? If
strategy is a function of ends, then it ought to change or be different as the political ends change.
The alternative view, however, is that destroying the enemy’s military force is always the best (to
some theorists the only legitimate) objective for the military regardless of political goals. This gets to
what Clausewitz called the supreme judgment about a war —its nature. “The first, the supreme, the
most far-reaching act of judgment that the statesman and commander have to make is to establish
by that test the kind of war on which they are embarking; neither mistaking it for, nor trying to
turn it into, something that is alien to its nature. This is the first of all strategic questions and the
most comprehensive.”* Based on the characteristics of the war, the military’s objective may or
may not have anything to do with destroying the enemy’s military force. For example, one might
have political goals that make avoiding battle at all costs, and instead maneuvering to seize specific
locations, not only a viable but a desirable strategy. The strategist will only recognize this if he or
she understands the kind of the war they are waging, recognizes when that changes, and adapts
strategy accordingly.

The inclusion of potential changes in the nature of a war during its conduct raises another
important question. If the nature of a war can change, then is not trying to shape that nature into
a form that suits the strategist a legitimate strategic exercise? Is Clausewitz overlooking a useful
strategic tool when he warns against trying to turn a war into something alien to its nature? Strategists
should certainly try to control or influence the nature of a war as much as possible. The problem
is when they do not recognize that their efforts have failed and persist in fighting the wrong kind
of war. Thus, in the 1960’s the U.S. might legitimately have tried to turn the Vietnam war into
a conventional international war between North and South Vietnam—that was the war the U.S.
military was best prepared to win. However, when that effort failed, the strategists should have
recognized that fact and adapted to the true nature of the war they were fighting. Unfortunately,
that did not occur until it was too late to win that war, and paradoxically, the nature of the war
changed again in 1975, and the war became precisely the conventional international war the United
States had initially wanted.

EXECUTING STRATEGY

Next we need to consider a few theories on potential ways to execute strategy. Knowing that
strategy is a considered relation among ends, ways, and means is a necessary first step, but it does
not help one actually do anything. Fortunately, hundreds of authors have given their thoughts on
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how to conduct strategy. Some are better than others. Most are “ways” determinations rather than
comprehensive ends-ways-means analyses. Still, they are worth consideration. As a minimum a
competent strategist should be aware of each.

Sun Tzu.

The ancient Chinese philosopher Sun Tzu did not define strategy, but he offered pointers on its
practice. At times, Sun Tzu can be so straightforward he is simplistic. For example, the statement,
“Victory is the main object of war” is not especially informative. One can make all the tortuous
interpretations one likes, but the statement is blunt and obvious in its intent. That is not to say it
is trivial —in fact, it is well for anyone involved with war to remember that the object is to win—it
is just wrong as an absolute. The object of war is not victory, but as Liddell Hart says, “a better
peace—even of only from your own point of view.” One can strive so hard for victory that he
destroys the subsequent peace. Liddell Hart again says, “A State which expends its strength to the
point of exhaustion bankrupts its own policy, and future. If you concentrate exclusively on victory,
with no thought for the after-effect, you may be too exhausted to profit by the peace, while it is
almost certain that the peace will be a bad one, containing the germs of another war.” Victory is
certainly better than the alternative, but it cannot be the exclusive aim of war. I expound on that for
two reasons. First, Sun Tzu should be treated like Jay Luvass recommended using Clausewitz —the
fact that he said something only makes it worthy of consideration. Second, the fact that Sun Tzu is
both an ancient and an Asian author does not automatically mean he had all the answers or even
addressed all the questions. There is a tendency to read volumes into fairly straightforward passages
of Sun Tzu on the assumption that there must be something of deep significance behind each phrase
of the book. In many (if not most) cases, the phrases actually mean exactly what they say. Sun Tzu
was not saying that war is a political act when he said, “War is a matter of vital importance to the
State” —reading the rest of the quote makes it quite apparent he was simply saying war is important
and must be studied.” That does not need tortured interpretation to be significant.

It is commonplace to acknowledge that Sun Tzu advocated deception and winning without
tighting. For example, he wrote, “For to win one hundred victories in one hundred battles is not the
acme of skill. To subdue the enemy without fighting is the acme of skill.” Sun Tzu has become the
intellectual father of a school of warfare that advocates winning by maneuver or by psychologically
dislocating the opponent. Although undesirable, the ancient Chinese soldier might not be as pleased
about that paternity as his advocates believe. Sun Tzu expended lots of effort explaining how to
maneuver and fight. In some respects, he is very like Jomini (of all people). For example, Sun Tzu
advocated attacking portions of the enemy with your whole force: “If I am able to determine the
enemy’s dispositions while at the same time I conceal my own then I can concentrate and he must
divide. And if I concentrate while he divides, I can use my entire strength to attack a fraction of his.”
Sun Tzu thought that the defense was the stronger form of warfare but that offensive action was
necessary for victory. “Invincibility lies in the defence [sic]; the possibility of victory in the attack....
One defends when his strength is inadequate; he attacks when it is abundant.” He sometimes did
incomplete analysis and thus provided advice that might be wrong depending on the circumstances.
For example, Sun Tzu said, “To be certain to take what you attack is to attack a place the enemy
does not protect.” It is easy to use that quote as an advocacy for Liddell Hart’s indirect approach.
That is, attack where the enemy does not expect. The problem is that there is almost always a reason
why the enemy does not defend a place, and it usually has to do with the limited value of that
place. However, Sun Tzu was not setting up Liddell Hart. The line after the original quote changes
the meaning of the entire passage: “To be certain to hold what you defend is to defend a place the
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enemy does not attack.”'®* We now have a statement on chance and uncertainty in war —that is, the
only certain way to take a place is if the enemy is not there —not advice on the indirect approach.
Nevertheless, Sun Tzu is known as the advocate of deception, surprise, intelligence, and maneuver
to win without fighting. He is mandatory reading for the strategist.

Clausewitz.

Clausewitz is generally more useful for his philosophical musings on the nature of war than
his “how to” strategic advice. In that arena, much of what he preached was either commonplace or
Nineteenth Century specific. The exceptions are three. First was his advocacy of seeking battle. This
obviously sets him apart from Sun Tzu and many others, and Clausewitz is quite specific about his
expectations of decisive battle. He wrote,

... the importance of the victory is chiefly determined by the vigor with which the immediate pursuit is carried
out. In other words, pursuit makes up the second act of the victory and in many cases is more important than
the first. Strategy at this point draws near to tactics in order to receive the completed assignment from it; and
its first exercise of authority is to demand that the victory should really be complete."”

Next, Clausewitz originated the concept of attacking what he called the enemy’s center of
gravity. The center of gravity comes from the characteristics of the belligerents and is “the hub
of all power and movement, on which everything depends. That is the point against which all
our energies should be directed.”"® He offered several possibilities but decided that attacking the
enemy’s army was usually the best way to start a campaign followed by seizing his capital and
attacking his alliances. The concept, which the U.S. military adopted almost verbatim until the
most recent doctrinal publications, has caused interminable debate both in the active force and the
schoolhouses. Tactically the U.S. military has always identified and attacked vulnerabilities —now,
some dead Prussian is telling us that strategically we should attack strengths (for whatever else one
might believe, it is clear that a center of gravity is a strength not a weakness). We thus see attempts
to mix the two concepts and essentially do both—usually described as attacking strengths through
vulnerabilities.

Clausewitz’s final significant “how to” idea is the concept of the culminating point. “There are
strategic attacks that have led directly to peace, but these are the minority. Most of them only lead
up to the point where their remaining strength is just enough to maintain a defense and wait for
peace. Beyond that point the scale turns and the reaction follows with a small force that is usually
much stronger than that of the original attack. This is what we mean by the culminating point
of the attack.”* Although Clausewitz only discusses culmination in terms of the attack (his later
discussion of the culminating point of victory is a different concept), modern U.S. doctrine also
identifies a culminating point for the defense —essentially a breaking point.

Jomini.

The Baron Antoine Jomini, a contemporary of Clausewitz with service in the French and Russian
armies during the Napoleonic wars, also gave modern U.S. theory and doctrine several terms. He
was much more specific in his “how to” analysis than Clausewitz. Jomini believed war was a science
and consequently one could discover by careful study rules about how it should be conducted. He
offered the results of his study. Jomini is often criticized for being geometric —although such a
depiction overlooks some aspects of his work, it is not totally unfair. Jomini was specific about how
to plan a campaign. First one selected the theater of war. Next, he determined the decisive points in
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the theater. Selection of bases and zones of operation followed. Then one designated the objective
point. The line of operations was then the line from the base through the decisive points to the
objective point. Thus, the great principle of war “which must be followed in all good combinations”
was contained in four maxims:

1. To throw by strategic movements the mass of an army, successively, upon the decisive points
of a theater of war, and also upon the communications of the enemy as much as possible without
compromising one’s own.

2. To maneuver to engage fractions of the hostile army with the bulk of one’s forces.

3. On the battlefield, to throw the mass of the forces upon the decisive point, or upon that portion
of the hostile line which it is of first importance to overthrow.

4. To so arrange that these masses shall not only be thrown upon the decisive point, but that they
shall engage at the proper time and with energy.?

Jomini’s maxims remain good advice if not elevated to dogma, and his terms, such as lines of
operations, decisive points, etc., form the basis of much of the language of modern operational art.

Liddell Hart.

B. H. Liddell Hart had his own approach to strategy that has become famous as the indirect
approach.

Strategy has not to overcome resistance, except from nature. Its purpose is to diminish the possibility of resistance,
and it seeks to fulfill this purpose by exploiting the elements of movement and surprise....Although strategy may
aim more at exploiting movement than at exploiting surprise, or conversely, the two elements react on each
other. Movement generates surprise, and surprise gives impetus to movement.?!

Just as the military means is only one of the means of grand strategy — one of the instruments in the surgeon’s
case —so battle is only one of the means to the end of strategy. If the conditions are suitable, it is usually
the quickest in effect, but if the conditions are unfavorable it is folly to use it. . . . His [a military strategist’s]
responsibility is to seek it [a military decision] under the most advantageous circumstances in order to
produce the most profitable results. Hence his true aim is not so much to seek battle as to seek a strategic situation so
advantageous that if it does not of itself produce the decision, its continuation by a battle is sure to achieve this. In other
words, dislocation is the aim of strategy.”?

The strategist produces dislocation physically by forcing the enemy to change front or by threatening
his forces or lines of communication. Dislocation is also achieved psychologically in the enemy
commander’s mind as a result of the physical dislocation. “In studying the physical aspect we must
never lose sight of the psychological, and only when both are combined is the strategy truly an
indirect approach, calculated to dislocate the opponent’s balance.” Although Liddell Hart would be
appalled at being compared with Clausewitz, this statement is similar to the Prussian’s comment,
“Military activity is never directed against material force alone; it is always aimed simultaneously
at the moral forces which give it life, and the two cannot be separated.”*

Liddell Hart and his indirect approach have won a wide following among strategists. However,
the issue of direct versus indirect is actually a smoke screen. The indirect approach is a tactical
concept elevated to the strategic level, and it loses some of its validity in the transition. Strategically,
it is sometimes (if not often) advantageous to take a direct approach. This is particularly true in
cases when the contending parties have disproportionate power — that is, when one side possesses
overwhelming force. In such cases, the stronger side invariably benefits from direct action. The
concept of the indirect approach is also a downright silly notion when talking about simultaneous
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operations across the spectrum of conflict. Advocates will cry that I have missed the point. Liddell
Hart seeks an indirect approach only because what he really wants is the mental dislocation it
produces. I would counter that his real point was the avoidance of battle and winning without
tighting. Surprise, which Liddell Hart acknowledges is how an indirect approach produces mental
dislocation, is a tremendous advantage; however, designing strategies purely or even primarily
to achieve surprise overlooks the rest of the equation—surprise to do what? Surprise for what
purpose? If a strategist can accomplish his purpose in a direct manner, it might be more desirable
than contending with the disadvantages inherent in achieving surprise. Nevertheless, the indirect
approach is a recognized strategic tool that has tremendous utility if used intelligently.

Beaufré.

French general and theoretician Andre Beaufré provided another way to think about strategy.
He made significant contributions to deterrence theory, especially in his skepticism of the deterrent
effect of conventional forces and his advocacy of an independent French nuclear force; however,
his main contribution was in the realm of general strategy. Beaufré published an influential trilogy
of short books in the mid-1960’s: An Introduction to Strategy, Deterrence and Strategy, and Strategy of
Action.* He was generally Clausewitzian in his acceptance both of the political and psychological
natures of war and his characterization of war as a dialectic struggle between opposing wills. He
was adamant that wars are not won by military means alone (destroying the enemy army) but only
by the collapse of will.

Beaufré recognized the criticality of nonmilitary elements of power — political, economic, etc. He
also recognized that strategy was neither an exclusively wartime activity nor restricted to planning
against an enemy —one might have strategies for relations with friends or allies as well. Beaufré is
sometimes credited with expanding the concept of strategy beyond the purely military, although
contemporaries were already doing that under the rubric of grand strategy —a term Beaufré
disliked and replaced in his own writing with “total strategy.” Total strategy defined at the highest
national level how the war would be fought and coordinated the application of all the elements of
power. Below total strategy was a level Beaufré called overall strategy, which allocated tasks and
coordinated the activities for a single element of power (essentially national-level sub- or supporting
strategies like a National Military Strategy or a National Economic Strategy). Below overall strategy
was operational strategy, which corresponded fairly closely to the modern concept of operational
art.”

All these strategic levels directed strategies that fell into “patterns” depending on the levels or
resources available and the intensity of the interests at stake. The first pattern Beaufré called the
direct threat; it occurred when the objective was only of moderate importance and the resources
available were large. A threat of action was often sufficient to achieve the objective. If the objective
was of moderate importance but resources were inadequate to back a direct threat, nations usually
resorted to indirect pressure operationalized as political, diplomatic, or economic pressure.
If freedom of action was restricted, resources limited, and objectives important, a third pattern
resulted. That pattern was the use of successive actions employing both direct threat and indirect
pressure —often with a limited use of military force. The fourth pattern was another possibility if
freedom of action was great but the resources inadequate and the stakes high —“protracted struggle,
but at a low level of military activity [emphasis in original].” If military resources were sufficient, a
nation might try the fifth and final pattern: “violent military conflict aimed a military victory [emphasis
in original].” Strategic analysis based on synthesizing both material and psychological data, rather
than habit or “the fashion of the moment,” should dictate the selection of the pattern and the specific
strategies.?
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According to Beaufré, there were two general principles of strategy, which he borrowed from
Foch: freedom of action and economy of force. There were also two distinct but vital components to
any strategy — “1. Selection of the decisive point to be attacked (this depends on the enemy’s vulnerable
points). 2. Selection of the preparatory maneuvers which will enable the decisive points to be reached
[italics in original].”? Beaufré then developed a list of nineteen components of maneuver: eight
offensive —attack, threat, surprise, feint, deceive, thrust, wear down, follow-up; six defensive—on
guard, parry, riposte (counterattack), disengage, retire, break-off; and five related to force posture —
concentrate, disperse, economize, increase, and reduce. All of these aim at gaining, retaining, or
depriving the enemy of freedom of action. Retaining the initiative was vital in every case.”

For Beaufré, total strategy might be executed in one of two modes: direct or indirect. All elements
of power played in both modes, but the direct mode emphasized the military instrument. Indirect
strategy, which he carefully distinguished from Liddell Hart’s indirect approach, used primarily the
nonmilitary instruments to achieve political goals. Beaufré also developed a universal formula for
strategy: S=KFyt. S represented strategy, K was any specific factor applicable to the case, F equated
to material force, y represented psychological factors, and t was time. That formula is too general
to be useful beyond illustrating the point that in direct strategy, F is the predominant factor while
in indirect strategy y prevails.?” Fortunately, that is all Beaufré really tried to do with his formula.

Another of Beaufré’s major concepts was the strategy of action. This was a counterpart to
deterrence. When deterring, the state wanted its opponent to refrain from doing something, while
an action strategy aimed at causing someone to do something. The aim of one was negative and the
other positive. Other authors at the time and since have called this coercion, and Beaufré used that
term, but he thought coercion too often implied use of military force and wanted action to include
a broader range of options.* His broader interpretation and insistence on the high nature of total
strategy actually pushed his strategic theory into potential collision or overlap with policy, which
Beaufré had difficulty explaining away other than the different mindset of the practitioner of each
(intuitive, philosophical, and creative for policy; pragmatic, rational, and policy subordinate for
strategy).”

Beaufré’s work is not well known in the United States. His books are not in modern reprint in
English (a French reprint of one came out in 1998), are difficult to locate, and are not frequently
consulted. He was innovative, but his ideas were not unique. His insistence on coining new language
with which to discuss familiar topics probably worked against his long-term acceptance. Much of
his thought has come to modern U.S. theory from, or at least through, other sources.

Luttwak.

Edward Luttwak, an economist and historian who has written extensively on strategic theory
talks about attrition and maneuver as the forms of strategy. For Luttwak, attrition is the application
of superior firepower and material strength to eventually destroy the enemy’s entire force unless he
surrenders or retreats. The enemy is nothing more than a target array to be serviced by industrial
methods. The opposite of attrition warfare is relational maneuver —“action related to the specifics
of the objective”. The goal of relational maneuver, instead of physically destroying the enemy
as in attrition, is to incapacitate his systems. Those systems might be the enemy’s command and
control or his fielded forces or even his doctrine or perhaps the spatial deployment of his force, as
in the penetration of a linear position. In some cases it might entail the attack of actual technical
systems — Luttwak uses deception of radar rather than its destruction or jamming to illustrate the
final category. *
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Instead of seeking out the enemy’s concentration of strength, since that is where the targets are to be found
in bulk, the starting point of relational maneuver is the avoidance of the enemy’s strengths, followed by the
application of some selective superiority against presumed enemy weaknesses, physical or psychological,
technical or organizational.®

Luttwak recognizes that neither attrition nor relational maneuver are ever employed alone—
there is always some mix of the two even if one or the other is decidedly dominant. Relational
maneuver is more difficult to execute than attrition, although it can produce better results more
quickly. Conversely, relational maneuver can fail completely if the force applied is too weak to do
the task or it encounters unexpected resistance. Relational maneuver does not usually allow “free
substitution of quantity for quality.” There is always a basic quality floor beneath which one cannot
safely pass. Only after that floor has been exceeded will quantity substitutions be possible.*

Luttwak also says that strategy is paradoxical.

The large claim I advance here is that strategy does not merely entail this or that paradoxical proposition,
contradictory and yet recognized as valid, but rather that the entire realm of strategy is pervaded by a paradoxical
logic of its own, standing against the ordinary linear logic by which we live in all other spheres of life (except
for warlike games, of course).

He believes paradoxical logic pervades the five levels (technical, tactical, operational, theater
strategic, and grand strategic) and two dimensions (vertical across levels and horizontal in levels)
of warfare.®

At the most basic level, Luttwak demonstrates both the presence and the desirability of choices
in war that defy peacetime logic. His base example is the choice of an approach road to an objective.
The alternatives are a wide, straight, well-surfaced road and a narrow, winding, poorly-surfaced
road. “Only in the conflictual realm of strategy would the choice arise at all, for it is only if combat
is possible that the bad road can be good precisely because it is bad and may therefore be less strongly
held or even left unguarded by the enemy.” Thus, commanders make choices contrary to normal
logic because they produce valuable advantages —advantages arising directly from the nature of
war. Like Clausewitz, Luttwak believes the competitive aspect of war, that it is always a competition
between active opponents, is one of the defining aspects of war. “On the contrary, the paradoxical
preference for inconvenient times and directions, preparations visibly and deliberately incomplete,
approaches seemly too dangerous, for combat at night and in bad weather, is a common aspect of
tactical ingenuity —and for a reason that derives from the essential nature of war.” * Commanders
make paradoxical choices primarily to gain surprise and thus reduce the risk of combat.

To have the advantage of an enemy who cannot react because he is surprised and unready, or at least who
cannot react promptly and in full force, all sorts of paradoxical choices may be justified. . . . Surprise can now
be recognized for what it is: not merely one factor of advantage in warfare among many others, but rather
the suspension, if only briefly, if only partially, of the entire predicament of strategy, even as the struggle
continues. Without a reacting enemy, or rather according to the extent and degree that surprise is achieved,
the conduct of war becomes mere administration.”

Gaining surprise, therefore, becomes one of the key objectives of strategy. In fact, whole schools
of strategy (Luttwak refers specifically to Liddell Hart’s indirect approach) have been founded
on the principle of surprise. The problem is that paradoxical choices—those necessary to achieve
surprise—are never free or even necessarily safe because every “paradoxical choice made for
the sake of surprise must have its cost, manifest in some loss of strength that would otherwise
be available.” The choice itself may make execution more difficult (it is harder to fight at night);
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secrecy can inhibit preparations and is almost never total; deception may contain relatively cost-
free elements (like false information leaked to the enemy) but as it becomes more sophisticated,
complex, and convincing it soaks up resources (units conducting feints are not available at the main
point of contact). At the theoretical extreme, one could expend so much force gaining surprise that
insufficient combat power remained for the real fight.*

Obviously the paradoxical course of “least expectation” must stop short of self-defeating extremes, but beyond
that the decision is a matter of calculations neither safe nor precise. Although the loss of strength potentially
available is certain, success in achieving surprise can only be hoped for; and although the cost can usually be
tightly calculated, the benefit must remain a matter of speculation until the deed is done.”

All of this, of course, is complicated by friction, which Luttwak calls organizational risk. Also,
acting paradoxically can become predictable. Thus, by 1982 in Lebanon the Israelis had established
such a reputation for paradoxical action that they were unable to achieve surprise until they broke
their established paradigm and conducted the obvious frontal attack down the Bekka Valley.
Luttwak recognizes that some situations call for straightforward, logical solutions. “If the enemy
is so weakened that his forces are best treated as a passive array of targets that might as well be
inanimate, the normal linear logic of industrial production, with all the derived criteria of productive
efficiency, is fully valid, and the paradoxical logic of strategy is irrelevant.”*°

While he has some interesting and valid points, especially in the details, Luttwak’s insistence
on the paradoxical nature of war is too broad a generalization. There is much that is paradoxical
in warfare; however, if war were completely paradoxical as Luttwak asserts (his exceptions are
too trivial to be significant), war would not yield to study. In fact, much of warfare —including
its paradox—is very logical. In a sense, Luttwak’s argument proves that proposition and refutes
itself.

Van Creveld.

Martin Van Creveld’s The Transformation of War is, according at least to the cover, “The most
radical reinterpretation of armed conflict since Clausewitz.” He represents a segment of modern
scholars that believe Clausewitz no longer explains why, how, or by whom wars are fought. To Van
Creveld, war is no longer a rational political act conducted among states —if it ever was. He points
out that warfare waged by nonstate actors dominated conflict in 1991 rather than the organized,
political, inter-state warfare between great powers that the international community seemed to
expect (and Clausewitz seemed to predict). War is no longer fought by the entities we always
assumed fought wars. The combatants in modern wars no longer fight for the reasons we always
believed. Finally, they do not fight in the manner we always accepted as standard.*!

Modern war takes many forms — the Clausewitzian trinitarian form of war being one of, but by
no means the dominant one of, them. For Van Creveld, Clausewitz does not apply in any case that
does not involve exclusively state-on-state warfare. Since he sees a resurgence of “Low-Intensity
Conflict,” he believes war will be dominated by nonstate actors. “We are entering an era, not of
peaceful economic competition between trading blocks, but of warfare between ethnic and religious
groups.” Currently fielded military forces are irrelevant to the tasks they will likely face. Should the
states in question fail to recognize the changed reality, they will first become incapable of wielding
appropriate force at all and eventually cease to exist as recognizable states.*

The nature of the participants dictates the nature of the reasons they fight. Because the
participants are not states, they will not be fighting for state-like reasons. This follows logically from
Van Creveld’s assertion that politics applies only to states—not a more broadly defined interest in
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a more broadly defined community. Nonstate actors fight wars for abstract concepts like justice or
religion. Frequently, groups feel their existence is threatened and lash out violently in response. In
any case, reasons are highly individualistic and do not yield easily to analysis — especially analysis
based on the inappropriate model of the Clausewitzian universe.*

Finally, Van Creveld believes that Clausewitz did not understand how wars are fought —at least
his assertion that they would tend naturally toward totality is wrong. He cites international law and
convention, among other factors, as major inhibitors on the drift toward totality in state-on-state war.
More significant is his critique of strategy. Like Luttwak, Van Creveld sees strategy as paradoxical.
He believes pairs of paradoxes define strategy. If the object of war is to beat our opponent’s force
with our own, then we must design maneuvers to pit strength against weakness. Because war is
competitive, our enemy is doing the same thing, and we must conceal or protect our weakness from
the opponent’s strength. Thus, the essence of strategy is “...the ability to feint, deceive, and mislead.”
Eventually one can work so hard on concealing that he and his side may be deceived —where the
distinction between feint and main effort is unclear. Van Creveld also discusses the paradox in
time and space using the same argument as Luttwak that the shortest distance between two points
may not be the straight line. Other paradoxes include that between concentration and dispersion
(concentration is necessary to apply power, but concentration increases the chance of discovery)
and between effectiveness and efficiency (the more economical, streamlined, or efficient a military
organization becomes, the more vulnerable it is).*

Perhaps uniquely in the field of strategic theory, Martin Van Creveld has provided a critique
of his own thesis. In a chapter of a book published in 2003, Van Creveld finds, not surprisingly,
that on balance his earlier work, written in 1988-1989, holds up very well. The Gulf War was an
aberration —the outcome of which was almost preordained. Otherwise, “. . . the main thesis of
The Transformation of War, namely that major armed conflict between major powers is on the way
out, seems to have been borne out during the ten years since the book’s publication.” Conversely,
nontrinitarian wars are on the rise and conventional forces do not seem able to bring them to
satisfactory closure. “. .. [T]he prediction that history is witnessing a major shift from trinitarian to
nontrinitarian war seems to have fulfilled itself and is still fulfilling itself on an almost daily basis.”
He believes information warfare might be a wild card that could disrupt his predictions; however,
on balance he sees information as advantageous to (or at least an equalizing factor for) nonstate
actors, and hence a confirmation of the trend toward nontrinitarianism. Thus, Van Creveld sticks
with his criticism of Clausewitz and essentially every element of his original thesis.*

MISCELLANEOUS ALTERNATIVES

There are also whole categories we can only classify as miscellaneous, alternative, possibly-
strategic concepts.

Denial, Punishment, and Coercion.

These are proposed replacements for attrition, exhaustion, and annihilation. They actually
describe the ends of strategy (or perhaps a limited set of ways) rather than a complete strategic
concept. Their utility is limited and their acceptance as a group by the strategic community is
minimal at best. Coercion, of course, is a recognized strategic concept on its own; it is just not
commonly grouped with denial and punishment as a paradigm.

Jones. Historian Archer Jones has a unique approach to strategy:

The object for military strategy used herein is the depletion of the military force of an adversary. The definition
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of political-military strategy, a companion term, is the use of military force to attain political or related
objectives directly, rather than by depleting an adversary’s military force. Of course, military strategy usually
endeavored to implement political or comparable objectives but sought to attain them indirectly, by depleting
the hostile military force sufficiently to gain an ascendancy adequate to attain the war’s political goals.*

Jones does not use attrition because of its association with a particular form of military strategy.
Instead, he asserts that military force can achieve its objective of depleting the enemy through one
of two methods. Combat strategies deplete the enemy by directly destroying his force in the field.
Logistic strategies deprive the opponent of supplies, forces, weapons, recruits, or other resources.
Either of these strategies can be executed in one of two ways. One can use “a transitory presence in
hostile territory to make a destructive incursion,” which Jones labels a raiding strategy, or one can
conquer and permanently occupy significant segments of enemy territory, which he calls a persisting
strategy. The two pairs —combat and logistics and raiding and persisting — define comprehensive
strategy.

Jones then puts the factors into a matrix and uses them for all kinds of warfare —air, land, and
sea. Air war, however, can really only be raiding because of the nature of the medium. This is a
military only, ways only approach to strategy that works best as Jones applies it—in retrospect to
analyze historical campaigns. The separation of a purely political strategy from military strategy
based on whether or not the aim is depleting the enemy force is awkward to say the least. Jones has
an interesting concept of “political attrition.” This means that victory in battle raises morale and
engenders optimism about winning in a reasonable time with acceptable casualties. Conversely,
defeat in battle makes victory look less certain, farther away in time, and attainable only at high
cost. He does not think that political attrition necessarily works in reverse — that is, you cannot store
up good will during good times to tide you over during the bad times. (Although presumably you
would start the bad times at a higher overall level of morale.) Elsewhere, Jones compares popular
will to win with the classic economic supply and demand theory of elastic and inelastic demand.*
That is a much less satisfying explanation. While perhaps of little use to practical strategists, Archer
Jones’ concepts are creative and not completely without merit. His ideas show up with increasing
frequency in historical works.

Decapitation.

An attractive recent concept is a strategy we might characterize as decapitation where one targets
specifically and selectively the enemy leader or at least a fairly limited set of upper-echelon leaders.
This has most recently found expression in the expressed strategic objective of regime change, which
tends to automatically focus on the enemy regime leadership regardless of the potential scope of the
mission. Strategic treatises like the Quadrennial Defense Review and the National Defense Strategy
that use regime change as an evaluative factor, hint at a widening acceptance of the concept. A
primary assumption, generally implied or asserted without proof, is that the current leader (perhaps
aided by a small group of accomplices) is the whole cause of the international dispute. A corollary
assumption is that eliminating the current evil leadership will result in its replacement by a regime
willing to grant the concessions demanded by the opposing state or coalition.

There are several problems with this approach —most related to the validity of the assumptions.
First, the assumption that the common people of a country are good and could not possibly support
the policies of their evil ruler is (as a minimum) unproven in most cases and palpably false in many.
Thus, decapitation will not solve the problem. In Clausewitzian terms, taking out the government
does not automatically destroy or break the will of either the people or the military. Second, a
potential follow-on regime can be either better than, about the same as, or worse than the current
leadership. Hence, the odds of achieving one’s policy objectives by decapitation are actually fairly
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poor. The U.S. experiencein Iraq after successfully removing Saddam Hussein’s regime demonstrates
these caveats. The old saw about contending with the devil one knows may be worn, but that does
not make it any less worthwhile advice; and while decapitation may work, it is neither easy nor a
panacea.

Boyd. U.S. Air Force Colonel John R. Boyd talks about the “OODA loop” — that is the decision
cycle of observation, orientation, decision, and action. The concept is derived from a fighter pilot in
a dogfight. Like the pilot, a strategist wins by out-thinking and out-maneuvering his opponent; by
the time the opponent decides what to do and initiates action it is too late since you have already
anticipated and countered his move or made a countermove that makes his action meaningless. One
accomplishes this by possessing sufficient agility to be able, both mentally and physically, to act a
step or more ahead of the enemy. Thus, the successful strategist always works inside his enemy’s
decision cycle.* This theory describes a way, and really is a new and unnecessarily complicated
rephrasing of the ancient concept of the initiative. Initiative is not critical or essential, and alone it is
not decisive. Robert E. Lee had tactical, operational, and even strategic initiative at Gettysburg and
lost tactically, operationally, and strategically. However, initiative is a tremendous advantage — if
Boyd’s paradigm makes it more clear or obvious to the strategist, it has provided a service. The
caution is that one can think and act so swiftly and outpace the enemy so dramatically as to actually
create friendly vulnerability. The OODA loop concept predicts that the enemy will not be able to react
effectively to an action; however, it does not postulate enemy paralysis and complete immobility.
One can envision circumstances where a confused enemy reacting to information or situations hours
or days behind its opponent makes a devastatingly successful move that its opponent has long since
discounted or thought negated.

Warden. Another U.S. Air Force Colonel, John A. Warden III, translated his targeteering
experience into a strategic theory, thus elevating the tactical process of allocating aircraft sorties to
specific targets to a strategic theory. Warden views the enemy as a system of targets arrayed in five
strategic rings; the innermost and most important is leadership. One can win by striking that inner
ring so frequently and violently that the enemy is essentially paralyzed and never able to mount
an effective defense. It is unnecessary to take on the outer and much more difficult target rings like
the enemy’s armed forces, although modern advances like stealth technology make simultaneous
attack of the entire target array possible (instead of the traditional sequential attacks where one
array had to be neutralized before proceeding to the next).” This is often considered an air power
theory —and Warden used it to push the decisiveness of air power —but the conceptual approach
has broader application. Its major drawback as a general theory of strategy is that it works best (if
not exclusively) when one side has or can quickly gain total dominance of its opponent’s airspace.

UNDERDOG STRATEGIES

There are also a number of alternative strategies that seem to be intended specifically for, or at
least be most appropriate for, weaker powers or underdogs:

Fabian. Quintus Fabius Maximus Verrucosus was a Roman general during the Second Punic
War. He advocated avoiding open battle because he was convinced the Romans would lose,
which they proceed to do when they abandoned his strategy. Thus, Fabian strategy is a strategy
in which one side intentionally avoids large-scale battle for fear of the outcome. Victory depends
on wearing down (attriting) one’s opponent over time—usually by an unrelenting campaign of
skirmishes between detachments. Somewhat akin to a Fabian strategy is a strategy of survival. In
that case, however, the weaker power does not necessarily avoid battle. Instead, one reacts to his
opponent’s moves rather than making an effort to seize the initiative. The object is to survive rather
than to win in the classic sense —hopefully, sheer survival achieves (or perhaps comprises) one’s
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political aim. This is a favorite alternative strategy of modern critics for the Confederate States of
America. Scorched earth strategies are another variant of the basic Fabian strategy. The concept
is to withdraw slowly before an enemy while devastating the countryside over which he must
advance so he cannot subsist his force on your terrain. Attrition will eventually halt the attack —it
will reach what Clausewitz called a culminating point—and the retreating side can safely assume
the offensive. This is actually the addition of a tactical technique to the basic Fabian strategy and not
a major new school of strategy.

There is a whole subset of doctrine under the general heading of strategies for the weak that
advocates guerrilla warfare, insurgency, and/or terrorism:

Lawrence. T. E. (Thomas Edward) Lawrence was the first of the theorist of insurgency or
revolutionary warfare. His Seven Pillars of Wisdom, originally published in 1926, recounted his
experiences with Arab insurgent forces fighting the Turks in World War L1.>! The title—a reference
to Proverbs that Lawrence carried over from an earlier incomplete book about seven Arab cities —
is misleading since Lawrence did not have seven theoretical pillars of guerrilla war. Lawrence’s
narrative explained the war in the desert by clearly defining the objective, carefully analyzing the
Arab and Turkish forces, describing the execution of raids to maintain the initiative, and emphasizing
the importance of intelligence, psychological warfare, and propaganda. The objective of the guerrilla
was not the traditional objective of conventional forces —decisive battle. In fact, the guerrilla sought
exactly the opposite —the longest possible defense.”> Lawrence believed that successful guerrillas
needed safe bases and support of at least some of the populace —perhaps as little as 20 percent,
although an insurgency might be successful with as little as two percent of the population in active
support as long as the other 98 percent remained at least neutral. A technologically sophisticated
enemy (so the guerrilla could attack his lines of communications) that was not strong enough to
occupy the entire country was also advantageous. Tactically, the guerrillarelied on speed, endurance,
logistic independence, and at least a minimal amount of weaponry. Lawrence compared guerrillas
to a gas operating around a fixed enemy and talked about them as raiders versus regulars. Their
operations were always offensive and conducted in precise fashion by the smallest possible forces.
The news media was their friend and tool. Lawrence thought the Arabs were ideally suited for such
warfare, and that “granted mobility, security, time, and doctrine” the guerrillas would win.”® His
theory got entangled in his flamboyant personality, so although he was a society darling, he had
less impact on military circles.>

Mao. Mao Zedong developed the most famous and influential theory of insurgency warfare.
His concepts, designed initially for the Chinese fight against the Japanese in World War II, have
been expanded and adapted by himself and others to become a general theory of revolutionary
warfare. Mao emphasizes the political nature of war and the reliance of the army on the civilian
population, especially the Chinese peasant population. He advocated a protracted war against the
Japanese; victory would come in time through attrition. He believed the Chinese should avoid
large battles except in the rare instances when they had the advantage. Guerrillas should normally
operate dispersed across the countryside and concentrate only to attack. Because the Chinese
had a regular army contending with the Japanese, Mao had to pay particular attention to how
guerrilla and regular operations complemented each other. He postulated a progressive campaign
that would move slowly and deliberately from a stage when the Chinese were on the strategic
defensive through a period of strategic stalemate to the final stage when Chinese forces assumed the
strategic offensive. The ratio of forces and their tactical activities in each stage reflected the strategic
realities of the environment. Thus, guerrilla forces and tactics dominated the phase of the strategic
defensive. During the strategic stalemate mobile and guerrilla warfare would compliment each
other, and guerrilla and regular forces would reach approximate equilibrium (largely by guerrilla
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forces combining and training into progressively larger regular units). Mobile warfare conducted
by regular units would dominate the period of strategic offensive. Although guerrilla units would
never completely disappear, the regular forces would achieve the final victory.” Mao has had an
enormous impact on the field of revolutionary warfare theory.

Guevara. Ernesto “Che” Guevara de la Serna based his theory of revolutionary warfare on the
Cuban model. He offered a definition of strategy that highlighted his variation of the basic guerrilla
theme — especially his divergence from the Maoist emphasis on the political nature of the conflict
and reliance on the people. Che wrote, “In guerrilla terminology, strategy means the analysis of the
objectives we wish to attain. First, determine how the enemy will operate, his manpower, mobility,
popular support, weapons, and leadership, Then, plan a strategy to best confront these factors, always
keeping in mind that the final objective is to destroy the enemy army.” To Che the major lessons
of the Cuban Revolution were that guerrillas could defeat regular armies; that it was unnecessary
to wait for all the political preconditions to be met before beginning the fight —the insurrection
itself would produce them; and that the countryside was the arena for conflict in underdeveloped
Latin America. Gradual progress through the Maoist stages of revolution was unnecessary —the
guerrilla effort could not only establish the political preconditions of revolution but also win the
war on its own. Parties, doctrine, theories, and even political causes were unimportant. The armed
insurgency would eventually produce them all.*® That was incredibly naive and even dangerous as
an insurgent strategic concept, but Che became very well-known —if unsuccessful — pursuing it.

Terrorism.

Although there is no outstanding single theorist of terrorism, it is not a new strategic concept.
Often used as a tactical part or preliminary stage of a larger campaign or insurgency, terrorism
can if fact be a strategy, and sometimes even a goal in itself. Many ideological terrorists — perhaps
the best examples are ecological terrorists —have no desire or intent to progress militarily beyond
terrorism. Although political, most are not interested in overthrowing a government or seizing
control of conventional political power. They simply want their espoused policies, ideologies, or
political agendas adopted. Alternatively, anarchists, who traditionally have used terror, just want
to destroy government without replacing it. They have no positive goal whatever.

The theory behind terrorism is fairly straightforward. A weak, usually non-governmental actor
uses violence, either random or carefully targeted and often directed against civilian targets, to
produce terror. The aim is to make life so uncertain and miserable that the state against which the
terror is directed concedes whatever political, social, economic, environmental, or theological point
the terrorist pursues. The technique has not proven particularly effective as a stand-alone strategy in
changing important policies in even marginally effective states. It is, however, comparatively cheap,
easy to conceptualize and execute, requires minimal training, is relatively safe since competent
terrorist groups are extremely difficult to eradicate, and is demonstrably effective in gaining the
terrorist publicity for himself and his cause.

COUNTERUNDERDOG STRATEGIES

If there are strategies for the weak, the strong are sure to develop counterstrategies. Opponents
generally fight a Fabian strategy by trying to exert enough pressure or threaten some critical location
or capability to bring about the battle the Fabian strategist is trying to avoid. There is (and needs to
be) no body of theoretical work on countering Fabian strategies. The same, however, cannot be said
of countering insurgencies and terrorism.
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Formal modern counterinsurgency theory developed as a result of the insurgencies that sprang
up after World War II in the decolonizing world. It tended to be symmetric in the sense that it
analyzed insurgencies and then attempted to beat them at their own game and in their chosen arena.
Modern counterinsurgency theory tends to recognize the political nature of most insurgencies and
approach them holistically rather than from a primarily military point of view. That is a fairly big
break with traditional counterinsurgency techniques that concentrated on locating and destroying
the guerrillas and often relied heavily on punishing the local population for guerrilla activity as the
sole means of separating the guerrilla from his base of support. Discussion of some representative
modern counterinsurgency theorists follows.

Caldwell.

British Colonel Charles E. Caldwell wrote Small Wars — Their Principles and Practice at the end
of the 19th century. This was a guide for the conduct of colonial wars. Caldwell distinguished
three broad categories of small wars, which he defined as any war in which one side was not a
regular army. His categories were: campaigns of conquest or annexation; campaigns to suppress
insurgents; and campaigns to punish or overthrow dangerous enemies. Each was fundamentally
different from any form of regular warfare. Small wars could take almost any shape —the most
dangerous of which was guerrilla warfare. Caldwell gave sound tactical advice about fighting a
colonial or guerrilla enemy, but from a theoretical or strategic point of view is of limited value.
He recognized that colonial enemies could be skilled and dedicated warriors and recommended
treating them as such—a refreshing change from standard colonial views. However, Caldwell
thought the small wars experience was both exclusively military and unique to the colonies. He
thus both did not develop the multi-disciplinary approach common to modern counterinsurgency
strategy and did not recommend translating the colonial military lessons into lessons for the big
wars of the European colonial powers. He thought the strategic aim of counterinsurgency was to
tight because the counterinsurgents had the tactical advantage but were at a strategic disadvantage.
Caldwell, while still touted today and worth a look for his tactical precepts, was a theoretical dead
end for the strategist.”

Trinquier.

Roger Trinquier published Modern Warfare: A French View of Counterinsurgency in 1961. Trinquier
served with the French paras in Indochina and Algeria. Those experiences shaped his views, and
his theory heavily reflects French counterinsurgency practice in the 1950’s. Trinquier argued that
nuclear weapons were decreasing the significance of major traditional wars and replacing them with
guerrilla war, insurgency, terrorism, and subversion. He approached the study of counterinsurgency
by examining how the goals and techniques of insurgents differed from traditional warfare. His
conclusion was that traditional methods and organizations would not work in counterinsurgencies.
Trinquier’s concept of modern warfare sought to destroy the insurgent organization as a whole, not
simply its military arm. For him the central tenet of counterinsurgency was winning the support of
the people. He advocated an interlocking system of political, economic, psychological, and military
actions to undermine the insurgents’ strategies.

Trinquier suggested three principles: separate the guerrilla from the population, occupy the
zones the guerrilla previously used to deny him reentry, and coordinate actions over a wide enough
area and long enough time to deny the guerrilla access to the population. Following the successful
technique of quadrillage used by the French in Algeria, Trinquier advocated a gridding system
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to divide up the country administratively and to facilitate sweeping and controlling the nation
sequentially. He was also a strong advocate of eliminating safe havens both inside and outside the
national borders.”® Trinquier’s basic approach is found in all modern counterinsurgency theory.

Galula.

David Galula wrote Counterinsurgency Warfare: Theory and Practice in 1964. He postulated a simple
construct for counterinsurgencies that emphasized the political nature of the conflict, especially the
relationship between the insurgent and his cause. His definition of “[iJnsurgency is the pursuit of the
policy of a party, inside a country, by every means” was designed to emphasize that insurgencies
could start before the use of force. Insurgencies are by their nature asymmetric because of the
disparity of resources between the contenders. The counterinsurgent has all the tangible assets —
military, police, finance, court systems, etc., while the insurgent’s advantages are intangible —the
ideological power of his cause. Insurgents base their strategies on powerful ideologies, while the
counterinsurgent has to maintain order without undermining the government. The rules applicable
to one side do not always fit the other. The logic of this asymmetric power relationship forced
the insurgent to avoid military confrontation and instead move the contest to a new arena where
his ideological power was effective —the population became the seat of war. Politics becomes the
instrument of war rather than force, and that remains true throughout the war. Politics takes longer
to produce effects, so all insurgencies are protracted.”

The counterinsurgent warrior must begin by understanding the political-social-economic cause
of his opponent. Large parts of the population must be able to identify with that cause. The cause
must be unique in the sense that the counterinsurgent cannot co-opt it. The cause can change over
time as the insurgency adapts. The power of the cause increases as the guerrilla gains strength and
has success. Good causes attract large numbers of supporters and repel the minimum number of
neutrals. An artificial or concocted cause makes the guerrilla work harder to sell his position, but an
efficient propaganda machine can do that.*

Galula discussed several approaches to immunizing the population against the insurgent cause
or message. Counterinsurgents must: continuously reassess the nature and scope of the problem
with which they deal; address problems proactively; isolate the battlefield from external support;
and work to increase support for the regime. They must be vigilant—do not interpret a strategic
pause by the insurgents as victory. Intelligence is critical. The counterinsurgent organization must
have the authority to direct political, social, economic, and military efforts. The military cannot
have a free hand —it must work within and be subordinate to the overall political campaign. Like
Trinquier, Galula recommended a systematic division of the country and sequential search, clear,
and hold operations. Counterinsurgent propaganda should focus on gaining and maintaining the
neutrality of the population.® Galula is having a major influence on the development (or rediscovery)
of U.S. Counterinsurgency theory in 2006.

Kitson.

Frank Kitson wrote Low Intensity Operations: Subversion, Insurgency, and Peacekeeping in 1971.
He added details to the basic structure of counterinsurgency theory already constructed by the
French. Like the other theorists Kitson recognized that counterinsurgency is a multi-discipline
job. He warned against abuses, but recommended that heavy force be used early to squash an
insurgency while still in a manageable state. The military campaign must be coordinated with good
psychological operations. Kitson conceptualized two kinds of intelligence — political and operational.
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Political intelligence is an ongoing process while operational intelligence supports specific military
operations. The military must be involved in the intelligence gathering process (political as well
as operational). Counterinsurgency forces must be attuned to the environment, able to optimize
resources by phases of the campaign, and able to coordinate all the resources at their disposal.®?

STRATEGIC ADVICE

There are also numerous advice books that give leaders and decisionmakers more or less specific
advice about what to do or how to do it without necessarily offering a comprehensive strategic
or theoretical paradigm. Examples include Niccolo Machiavelli’s The Art of War, The Discourses,
and The Prince written to influence Sixteenth Century Florentine leaders and Frederick the Great's
Instructions for His Generals, the title of which explains its intent. Alternatively, there are collections —
like The Military Maxims of Napoleon — of military advice culled from the writings of great soldiers.
As historian David Chandler noted in his introduction to a recent reprint of that work, “The practical
value of military maxims can be debatable. . . . Consequently the collecting of his [Napoleon’s] obiter
dicta into any kind of military rule-book for future generations to apply is a process fraught with
perils and pitfalls.” In a more modern vein, QDR 2001: Strategy-Driven Choices for America’s Security
(Michele A. Flournoy, ed.) is essentially an advice book that presents a specific strategic solution
without developing an overarching strategic theory.® Advice books are often beneficial; however,
their generally narrow focus and frequent bumper sticker quality limit that utility.

Deterrence.

During the Cold War the nuclear weapons field developed its own set of specific strategies based
on deterrence theory. Deterrence theory itself is a useful strategic concept. Conversely, concepts like
mutual assured destruction, counterforce or countervalue targeting, launch on warning, and first
strike versus retaliation are terms of nuclear art that will retain some relevance as long as major
nations maintain large nuclear stockpiles, but they no longer dominate the strategic debate as they
once did. According to the Department of Defense, deterrence is “the prevention from action by
fear of the consequences.”® It is altogether different from compellence where one is attempting to
make another party do something. Theoretically, one party can deter another either by threat of
punishment or by denial. Threat of punishment implies performing an act will evoke a response so
undesirable that the actor decides against acting. Deterrence by denial seeks to avert an action by
convincing the actor that he cannot achieve his purpose. In either case deterrence theory assumes
rational decision makers with similar value systems. To be deterred, one must be convinced that
his adversary possesses both the capability to punish or deny and the will to use that capability.
Demonstrating the effectiveness of deterrence is difficult, since it involves proving the absence of
something resulted from a specific cause; however, politicians and strategists generally agree that
nuclear deterrence worked during the Cold War. It is not as clear that conventional deterrence
works, although that concept has numerous advocates and is deeply embedded in modern joint
doctrine.

Deterrence theory had many fathers, but some of the most prominent deserve mention. Albert
Wohlstetter established his credentials when he wrote The Delicate Balance of Terror for RAND in
1958. Bernard Brodie wrote, among other things, Strategy in the Missile Age in 1959. Herman Kahn's
On Thermonuclear War was ground breaking in 1960. Thomas C. Schelling published The Strategy of
Conflict in 1960 and Arms and Influence 6 years later; both remain classics.®
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SEAPOWER
Mahan.

There are also schools of single service strategies devoted to sea power or airpower. In the sea
power arena the most famous strategic theorists are Alfred Thayer Mahan and Julian S. Corbett.
American naval officer Mahan wrote several books and articles around the turn of the 20th century
advocating sea power. Perhaps the most famous was The Influence of Sea Power Upon History
1660-1783. Mahan developed a set of criteria that he believed facilitated sea power, but his major
contribution was in the realm of the exercise of that capability through what he called command of
the sea. His study of history convinced Mahan that the powerful maritime nations had dominated
history, and specifically that England had parlayed its command of the sea into world dominance.
At the grand strategic level, Mahan believed that countries with the proper prerequisites should
pursue sea power (and especially naval power) as the key to prosperity.

To Mahan oceans were highways of commerce. Navies existed to protect friendly commerce and
interrupt that of their enemies. The way to do both was to gain command of the sea.®® For Mahan
the essence of naval strategy was to mass one’s navy, seek out the enemy navy, and destroy it in a
decisive naval battle. With the enemy’s navy at the bottom of the ocean —that is, with command of
the sea— your merchantmen were free to sail where they pleased while the enemy’s merchantmen
were either confined to port or subject to capture. Diversion of naval power to subsidiary tasks like
commerce raiding (a favorite U.S. naval strategy in the early years of the republic) was a waste of
resources, although in his later writing Mahan acknowledged some contribution from such tactics.
The key to Mahanian naval warfare was thus the concentrated fleet of major combatants that would
tight for and hopefully win command of the sea. Ideally, that fleet would have global reach, which
required secure bases for refueling conveniently located worldwide. Although Mahan’s theories
actively supported his political agenda of navalism and imperialism, they contained enough pure
and original thought to survive both the author and his age.

Corbett.

British author Julian S. Corbett had a different interpretation of naval warfare. A contemporary
of Mahan, Corbett saw British success not so much as a result of dominance of the sea as from
its ability to effectively wield what we call today all the elements of national power. Corbett
differentiated between maritime power and strategy and naval power and strategy. Maritime
strategy encompassed all the aspects of sea power—military, commercial, political, etc. Naval
strategy dealt specifically with the actions and maneuvers of the fleet. Like Mahan, Corbett saw
oceans as highways of commerce and understood their importance. However, he emphasized not
the uniqueness of sea power but its relationship with other elements of power. For Corbett, the
importance of navies was not their ability to gain command of the sea but their ability to affect
events on land. He believed that navies rarely won wars on their own —they often made it possible
for armies to do so. The navy’s role was thus to protect the homeland while isolating and facilitating
the insertion of ground forces into the overseas objective area. Neither command of the sea nor
decisive naval battle were necessarily required to accomplish either of those tasks. Although
Corbett admitted that winning the decisive naval clash remained the supreme function of a fleet, he
believed there were times when that was neither necessary nor desirable.®” His theories most closely
approximate current U.S. naval doctrine.
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Jeune Ecolé.

Another school of sea power was the Jeune Ecolé that was popular on the continent in the early
1880’s. Its primary advocate was Admiral Théophile Aube of the French Navy. Unlike the theories
of either Mahan or Corbett, which were intended for major naval powers, the Jeune Ecolé was a
classic small navy strategy. It was a way for land powers to fight sea powers. Advocates claimed
that a nation did not have to command the sea to use it. In fact, modern technology made gaining
command of the sea impossible. And one certainly did not have to have a large fleet of capital ships
or win a big fleet battle. Rather than capital ships, one could rely on torpedo boats and cruisers
(later versions would emphasize submarines). The naval strategist could either use those smaller
vessels against the enemy’s fleet in specific situations like countering an amphibious invasion, or
more commonly against his commerce (to deny him the value of commanding the sea). Either use
could be decisive without the expense of building and maintaining a large fleet or the dangers
inherent in a major naval battle.®® The Jeune Ecolé was an asymmetric naval strategy. It had a brief
spurt of popularity and faded. Its advocates probably chuckled knowingly during World Wars 1
and II as submarines executed their pet theory without the benefit of a name other than unrestricted
submarine warfare. It is still available as an asymmetric approach to war at sea.

AIRPOWER
Doubhet.

The basis of classic airpower theory —although paternity is debatable —is The Command of the
Air published first in 1921 by Italian general and author Giulio Douhet. Reacting to the horrors he
saw in the First World War, Douhet became an advocate of airpower. He believed that the airplane
could restore decisiveness to warfare that ground combat seemed incapable of achieving. It could
fly over the ground battlefield to directly attack the enemy’s will. Because of technical problems
with detection and interception, stopping an air raid would be impossible. Big bombers carrying
a mix of high explosive, incendiary, and poison gas weapons could target enemy cities. Civilian
populations, which were the key to modern warfare, would be unable to stand such bombardment
and would soon force their governments to surrender. Although civilian casualties might be high,
this would be a more humane method of warfare than prolonged ground combat.

There were a few strategic dicta beyond that. First, a prerequisite for success was command of
the air—a theory closely related to command of the sea. Command of the air granted one side the
ability to fly where and when it desired while the enemy was unable to fly. Next, because the airplane
was an offensive weapon, one gained command of the air by strategic bombardment—ideally
catching the enemy’s air force on the ground. Recognizing the technological limitations of his day,
Douhet believed there was no need for anti-aircraft artillery or interceptors since neither worked
effectively. In fact, resources devoted to air defense or any type of auxiliary aircraft (anything that
was not a large bomber) were wasted. The resource argument also featured shifting funding from
the traditional land and sea services to the air service —a position not designed to win friends in the
wider defense community. Like other airmen, Douhet believed that airplanes were best employed
in an independent air force.*

Douhet captured the imagination of early airmen with his vision of decisiveness through
command of the air. Generations of later airpower enthusiasts continue to seek to fulfill his prophecy.
Nuclear weapons were supposed to have fixed the technological shortfalls that prevented airpower
alone from winning World War II. That they were unusable made little difference. Precision guided
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munitions are the current mantra of the airpower enthusiast—they have finally made decisive air
attack possible. There may actually be something to the precision guided munitions claim; only time
will tell. Douhet’s assertion of the futility of air defense proved wrong when radar made locating
aircraft possible and fighters became capable of catching and shooting down big bombers. Douhet’s
assertion of the fragility of civilian morale under air attack also proved false. Nevertheless, he still
has a major influence on airpower doctrine and is the father of all modern airpower theory.

Other Airpower Theories.

Douhet may have been the father of airpower theory, but others followed him quickly. Most
of the later airpower theorists worked on one or both of two primary issues that Douhet had first
surfaced: the most efficient way to organize airpower, a debate generally about an independent air
force, or the proper mix of fighters, bombers, and ground-attack aircraft. The debate about separate
air forces was important but not a true strategic issue. Conversely, the issue of proper mix of aircraft
got directly to the issue of the proper role of airpower. The early theorists presented a variety of
views on the issue. William “Billy” Mitchell saw America’s strategic problem as one of defense
against sea-borne attack. A Douhet-like offensive air strategy was inappropriate. He also believed
that aerial combat could provide effective defense against air attack. Thus, he developed a strategy
based on a mix of fighters and bombers. In terms of both the necessity of command of the air and
the potential strategic decisiveness of airpower, Mitchell agreed completely with Douhet.”

Another early airpower theorist was British Wing Commander John C. “Jack” Slessor. Slessor
served a tour as an instructor at the Army Staff College at Camberley. His book, Air Power and
Armies, is a collection of his lectures at the War College. Slessor was a believer in strategic bombing,
but, perhaps because of his audience, he also emphasized the relationship between airpower and
ground operations. The first requirement was gaining command of the air. Next, airpower could
interdict the enemy’s lines of communication. Using airpower in direct support of committed
troops (the flying artillery/close air support concept) was ineffective. Slessor did believe that both
aspects of the air campaign could occur simultaneously — one did not need complete air superiority
to begin interdiction. From the standpoint of the ground commander, supporting airpower was
most effective in facilitating a breakthrough, in the pursuit, and in the defense.”

Slessor’s advocacy of interdiction was not, however, the only way one might approach the
air-ground support issue. German Chief of Air Staff during the interwar years Helmut Wilberg
was a pioneer in direct air-ground support. He wrote some of and edited and approved all of
Germany’s immediate post-war studies on air force operations. Those studies concluded that
strategic bombardment did not work, but that close air support did. Thus, it is not surprising that
unlike either the British or the Americans, the Germans developed a tactical air force oriented on
close support of ground forces. The opportunity for Germany to develop a strategic air force or
doctrine occurred during the tenure of Walter Weaver as Chief of Air Staff between 1934 and 1936.
Weaver was a bomber advocate of the Douhetian ilk. However, when he died in an airplane crash in
1936, the Luftwaffe canceled Weaver’s pet four-engine bomber development program and slipped
comfortably back into its ground support doctrine.

CONCLUSION
Which of these approaches to strategy is the best? What is the approved solution? The answer

is simple — there is no best solution. All the above have utility for specific purposes but are lacking
as generalizations on strategy. They tend to be 1) war-oriented rather than general (i.e., military
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strategy rather than strategy in general); 2) too narrowly focused even within the wartime realm
(that is they address military-specific strategies rather than more general grand strategies and in
some cases represent single service approaches); and 3) even in the military arena are too focused
on one aspect of a multidimensional problem (i.e., they attempt to skip the basic ends-ways-means
relationship and go straight to the solution). They are generally concerned with the how, while
ignoring the what or why. The exceptions were the broad concepts like attrition, exhaustion, and
annihilation and nuclear strategy that always aimed at deterrence and clearly linked ways with
means to achieve that end.

So, why present all these strategic concepts if they do not work? Remember that although none
of the paradigms works as a generalization, each has merit in specific circumstances. The strategist
needs to be familiar with each so he can select the best approach or combination of approaches for
the situation he faces. In that respect strategy is much like carpentry. Both are skills intended for
solving problems. The carpenter uses a saw to cut, a hammer to drive, sandpaper to smooth, and
myriad other tools depending on the need —there is a tool for every job. Similarly, the strategist
needs to have a wide assortment of tools in his kitbag and be able to select the proper one for the
task at hand. There is an old saying that if the only tool one has is a hammer, all problems look like
a nail. That is as bad a solution in strategy as it is in carpentry.
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CHAPTER 3

TOWARD A THEORY OF STRATEGY:
ART LYKKE AND THE U.S. ARMY WAR COLLEGE STRATEGY MODEL

Harry R. Yarger

Gregory D. Foster argues in a Washington Quarterly article that there is no official or accepted
general theory of strategy in the United States. In fact, he notes that as a people Americans seem to
regard theorizing in general as a futile intellectual exercise. If one were to construct such a theory,
Foster continues, it should incorporate those elements found in any complete theory: essential
terminology and definitions; an explanation of the assumptions and premises underlying the theory;
substantive propositions translated into testable hypothesis; and methods that can be used to test
the hypotheses and modify the theory as appropriate.! Foster may have this theory thing right.
There is little evidence that collectively as a nation there is any agreement on just what constitutes
a theory of strategy. This is very unfortunate because the pieces for a good theory of strategy have
been laying around the U.S. Army War College for years—although sometimes hard to identify
amongst all the intellectual clutter. Arthur F. Lykke, Jr.s U.S. Army War College strategy model,
with its ends, ways, and means, is the centerpiece of this theory.? The theory is quite simple, but it
often appears unduly complex as a result of confusion over terminology and definitions and the
underlying assumptions and premises.

One sees the term strategy misapplied often. There is a tendency to use it as a general term for a
plan, concept, course of action, or “idea” of a direction in which to proceed. Such use is inappropriate.
Strategy is the domain of the senior leader at the higher echelons of the state, the military, business
corporations, or other institutions. Henry Eccles describes strategy as “. . . the comprehensive
direction of power to control situations and areas in order to attain objectives.”® His definition
captures much of the essence of strategy. It is comprehensive, it provides direction, its purpose
is control, and it is fundamentally concerned with the application of power.* Strategy as used in
the U.S. Army War College curriculum focuses on the nation-state and the use of the elements
of power to serve state interests. In this context, strategy is the employment of the instruments
(elements) of power (political/diplomatic, economic, military, and informational) to achieve the
political objectives of the state in cooperation or in competition with other actors pursuing their
own objectives.’

The underlying assumption of strategy from a national perspective is that states and other
competitive entities have interests that they will pursue to the best of their abilities. Interests are
desired end states such as survival, economic well-being, and enduring national values. The national
elements of power are the resources used to promote or advance national interests. Strategy is the
pursuit, protection, or advancement of these interests through the application of the instruments
of power. Strategy is fundamentally a choice; it reflects a preference for a future state or condition.
In doing so, strategy confronts adversaries and some things simply remain beyond control or
unforeseen.

Strategy is all about how (way or concept) leadership will use the power (means or resources)
available to the state to exercise control over sets of circumstances and geographic locations to
achieve objectives (ends) that support state interests. Strategy provides direction for the coercive or
persuasive use of this power to achieve specified objectives. This direction is by nature proactive. It
seeks to control the environment as opposed to reacting to it. Strategy is not crisis management. It
is its antithesis. Crisis management occurs when there is no strategy or the strategy fails. Thus, the
first premise of a theory of strategy is that strategy is proactive and anticipatory.”
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A second premise of a theory of strategy is that the strategist must know what is to be
accomplished — that is, he must know the end state that he is trying to achieve. Only by analyzing
and understanding the desired end state in the context of the internal and external environment can
the strategist develop appropriate objectives leading to the desired end state.

A third premise of a theory of strategy is that the strategy must identify an appropriate balance
among the objectives sought, the methods to pursue the objectives, and the resources available.
In formulating a strategy the ends, ways, and means are part of an integral whole and if one is
discussing a strategy at the national (grand) level with a national level end, the ways and means
would similarly refer to national level concepts and resources. That is ends, ways, and means must
be consistent. Thus a National Security Strategy end could be supported by concepts based on
all the instruments of power and the associated resources. For the military element of power, the
National Military Strategy would identify appropriate ends for the military to be accomplished
through national military concepts with national military resources. In a similar manner a Theater
or Regional Combatant Commander would have specific theater level objectives for which he
would develop theater concepts and use resources allocated to his theater. In some cases these
might include other than military instruments of power if those resources are available. The levels
of strategy are distinct, but interrelated because of the hierarchical and comprehensive nature of
strategy.

A fourth premise of strategy is that political purpose must dominate all strategy; thus, Clausewitz’
famous dictum, “War is merely the continuation of policy by other means.”® Political purposeis stated
in policy. Policy is the expression of the desired end state sought by the government. In its finest
form it is clear articulation of guidance for the employment of the instruments of power towards
the attainment of one or more end states. In practice it tends to be much vaguer. Nonetheless policy
dominates strategy by its articulation of the end state and its guidance. The analysis of the end
state and guidance yields objectives leading to the desired end state. Objectives provide purpose,
focus, and justification for the actions embodied in a strategy.’ National strategy is concerned with
a hierarchy of objectives that is determined by the political purpose of the state. Policy insures that
strategy pursues appropriate aims.

A fifth premise is that strategy is hierarchical. Foster argues that true strategy is the purview
of the leader and is a “weltanschauung” (world view) that represents both national consensus and
comprehensive direction. In the cosmic scheme of things Foster may well be right, but reality requires
more than a “weltanschauung.” Political leadership insures and maintains its control and influence
through the hierarchical nature of state strategy. Strategy cascades from the national level down to
the lower levels. Generally strategy emerges at the top as a consequence of policy statements and
a stated National Security Strategy (sometimes referred to as Grand Strategy). National Security
Strategy lays out broad objectives and direction for the use of all the instruments of power. From
this National Security Strategy, the major activities and departments develop subordinate strategies.
For the military, this is the National Military Strategy. In turn, the National Military Strategy leads
to lower strategies appropriate to the various levels of war.

The U.S. Army War College (in consonance with Joint Pub 1-02) defines the levels of strategy
within the state as:

e National Security Strategy (also referred to as Grand Strategy and National Strategy).
The art and science of developing, applying and coordinating the instruments of national
power (diplomatic, economic, military, and informational) to achieve objectives that
contribute to national security (Joint Pub 1-02).

e National Military Strategy. The art and science of distributing and applying military
power to attain national objectives in peace and war (Joint Pub 1-02).

o Theater Strategqy. The art and science of developing integrated strategic concepts
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and courses of action directed toward securing the objectives of national and alliance
or coalition security policy and strategy by the use of force, threatened use of force, or
operations not involving the use of force within a theater (Joint Pub 1-02).

The hierarchical nature of strategy facilitates span of control. It represents a logical means of
delegating responsibility and authority among senior leadership. It also suggests that if strategy
consists of objectives, concepts, and resources each should be appropriate to the level of strategy and
consistent with one another. Thus strategy at the national military level should articulate military
objectives at the national level and express the concepts and resources in terms appropriate to the
national level for the specified objective.

At some level planning and action fall below the strategic threshold. Under the National Military
Strategy the Combatant Commanders develop Theater Strategy and subsequent campaign plans.
At this juncture the line between strategy and planning merges with campaign planning that may
be either at the theater strategic level or in the realm of Operational Art. Graphically the relationship
between strategy and the levels of war appear as:*

(~ National Security Strategy

Levels of National Defense Strategy (OSD)

Strategy National Military Strategy (CJCS)

Overlapping C Theater Strategy & Campaign Planning (COCOM)
Boundaries

Between Strategic Operational (JTF)

and Operational Tactical (Divisions & Corps)

Levels of War

Figure 1. Strategic and Operational Art.

Strategy differs from operational art and tactics in functional, temporal, and geographic aspects.
Functionally and temporally, tactics is the domain of battles, engagements of relative short duration.
Operational art is the domain of the campaign, a series of battles occurring over a longer period
of time. Strategy is the domain of war which encompasses the protracted level of conflict among
nations, armed or unarmed. Tactics concerns itself with the parts or pieces, operational art with the
combination of the pieces, and strategy with the combinations of combinations. Geographically,
tactics is narrowly defined, operational level is broader and more regional in orientation, and
strategy is theater-wide, intercontinental, or global. It should also be noted that with the advances in
transportation and communications there has been a spatial and temporal convergence of strategy,
operational art, and tactics. Increasingly, events at the tactical level have strategic consequences."

Asixthpremiseisthatstrategy iscomprehensive. Thatistosay, while the strategist may be devising
a strategy from a particular perspective, he must consider the whole of the strategic environment
in his analysis to arrive at a proper strategy to serve his purpose at his level. He is concerned with
external and internal factors at all levels. On the other hand, in formulating a strategy, the strategist
must also be cognizant that each aspect—objectives, concepts, and resources —has effects on the
environment around him. Thus, the strategist must have a comprehensive knowledge of what else
is happening and the potential first, second, third, etc., order effects of his own choices on the
efforts of those above, below, and on his same level. The strategist’s efforts must be integrated fully
with the stategies or efforts of senior, co-equal, and subordinate elements. Strategists must think
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holistically — that is, comprehensively. They must be cognizant of both the “big picture,” their
own institution’s capabilities and resources, and the impact of their actions on the whole of the
environment. Good strategy is never developed in isolation. (See Figure 2.)

External Environment
Domestic and international circumstances and conditions
affecting the welfare of the state.

National Interests
Desired endstates based on values and strategic analysis.
Expressed as policies.

National Security Strategy

Political, Economic, Military,
Informational Elements of Power

National Military Strategy

Military Element of Power

Theater Strateqgy
Operational Art
Tactics

Figure 2. Comprehensiveness of Strategy.

A seventh premise is that strategy is developed from a thorough analysis and knowledge of
the strategic situation/environment. The purpose of this analysis is to highlight the internal and
external factors that help define or may affect the specific objectives, concepts, and resources of the
strategy.

The last premise of a theory of strategy is that some /
risk is inherent to all strategy and the best any strategy m
can offer is a favorable balance against failure. Failure
can be either the failure to achieve one’s own objectives
and/or providing a significant advantage to one’s
adversaries.

Art Lykke gave coherent form to a theory of strategy
with his articulation of the three-legged stool model of < RISK
strategy which illustrated that strategy = ends + ways +
means and if these were not in balance the assumption Figure 3. The Lykke Model.
of greater risk. In the Lykke proposition (model) the
ends are “objectives,” the ways are the “concepts” for accomplishing the objectives, and the means
are the “resources” for supporting the concepts. The stool tilts if the three legs are not kept in
balance. If any leg is too short, the risk is too great and the strategy falls over.?

It should be evident that the model poses three key questions for strategists. What is to be done?
How is it to be done? What resources are required to do it in this manner? Lykke argues that if any
leg of the stool is out of balance then one accepts a corresponding risk unless one adjusts the legs. One
might add resources, use a different concept, or change the objective. Or, one might decide to accept
the risk. The theory is quite clear —a valid strategy must have an appropriate balance of objectives,
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concepts, and resources or its success is at greater risk.”* Lykke’s theory, like all good theory, does
not necessarily provide a strategy. It is a paradigm that describes the questions to ask and the rules
to follow. His strategic theory is supported by the underlying premises and assumptions above and
its practice is facilitated by the sharing of common definitions and formats.

Art Lykke wrestled with his proposition for many years and taught thousands of Army War
College students to use his model properly through definition and illustration. These definitions and
illustrations are important because they provide the common understanding by which strategists
communicate. They include:

e Ends (objectives) explain “what” is to be accomplished. Ends are objectives that if
accomplished create, or contribute to, the achievement of the desired end state at the level
of strategy being analyzed and, ultimately, serve national interests. Ends are expressed
with verbs (i.e., deter war, promote regional stability, destroy Iraqi armed forces).

o WWays (strategic concepts/courses of action) explain “how” the ends are to be accomplished
by the employment of resources. The concept must be explicit enough to provide planning
guidance to those who must implement and resource it. Since ways convey action they
often have a verb, but ways are statements of “how,” not “what” in relation to the
objective of a strategy. Some confusion exists because the concept for higher strategy
often defines the objectives of the next lower level of strategy. A simple test for a way is
to ask “in order to do what?” That should lead to the real objective. Some concepts are so
accepted that their names have been given to specific strategies (containment, forward
defense, assured destruction, forward presence are illustrations). But note that in actual
practice these strategies have specific objectives and forces associated with them and the
concept is better developed than the short title suggests.

e Means (resources) explain what specific resources are to be used in applying the concepts
to accomplish the objectives and use no verb. Means can be tangible or intangible.
Examples of tangible means include forces, people, equipment, money, and facilities.
Intangible resources include things like “will,” courage, or intellect.

e Risk explains the gap between what is to be achieved and the concepts and resources
available toachieve the objective. Since there arenever enoughresources oraclever enough
concept to assure 100 percent success in the competitive international environment, there
is always some risk. The strategist seeks to minimize this risk through his development
of the strategy — the balance of ends, ways, and means.

Ends, ways, and means often get confusing in the development or analysis of a specific strategy.
The trick is to focus on the questions. Objectives will always answer the question of what one is trying
to achieve. Concepts always explain “how” the resources will be used. Resources always explain
what will be used to execute the concept. If the objective is “defend the United States (what?)”; “to
develop, build, or establish a larger force” is a way (how?); and, “national manpower reserves,
money, and training facilities” are examples of the means (resources to be used to support the
“how”). The rule of thumb to apply here is that resources are usually physical and countable: Army,
Air Force, Navy, units and armed forces of United States; personnel; dollars; facilities; equipment —
trucks, planes, ships, etc.; and resources of organizations — Red Cross, NATO, etc. Means might also
include such intangibles as “will, industrial capacity, intellect. etc.,” but state them as resources. Do
not use means to describe concepts and do not articulate resources as ways or concepts. In a very
simplified manner “diplomacy” is a way to promote regional stability (objective), but diplomats are
the means. In the same manner Clausewitz preferred “overthrow of the enemy’s government” as the
end, to fight a decisive battle as the way, and a larger army as the means. He saw the larger army as
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an appropriate resource to support his way — the decisive battle. To say “use of a larger army” infers
a different concept for success and is an inappropriate statement of means (resources).

Over time, thousands of students at the U.S. Army War College have tested Art Lykke’s theory of
strategy using the historical case study approach. His proposition is a common model for analyzing
and evaluating the strategy of historical and current strategic level leadership. By using the theory
to break a strategy into its component parts Art Lykke argued any strategy can be examined for
suitability, feasibility, and acceptability, and, an assessment made of the proper balance among
the component parts. In addition, his lecturing and presentations have led to the adoption of the
basic model by a cohort of military and political strategists. This has, in turn, led to the proactive
evaluation of strategy during development against the same standards of:

e Suitability —will its attainment accomplish the effect desired (relates to objective)?

e Feasibility —can the action be accomplished by the means available (relates to
concept)?

e Acceptability —are the consequences of cost justified by the importance of the effect
desired (relates to resources/concept)?™

Not only has the basic proposition been tested in historical case studies and practical application,
it has also proven itself adaptable to explaining differing aspects of strategic thought. Art Lykke’s
argument that nations engage in two distinct types of military strategy concurrently —operational
and force developmental —illustrate the theory’s adaptability. Operational strategies are based
on existing military capabilities. Force developmental strategies are based on future threats and
objectives and are not limited by existing capabilities. In fact, their primary role is to help determine
and develop future capabilities.”” Thus, the theory lends itself to both warfighters and force
developers within the military.

Art Lykke’s theory of strategy is an important contribution to strategic thought. In encouraging
the strategist to use the term “strategy” correctly while applying the strategy model and its four
parts —ends, ways, means and risk, he provided a viable theory of strategy. The assumptions and
premises of this theory have proven valid for analyzing and developing strategy. Above all a valid
strategy must find a balance among ends, ways, and means consistent with the risk the nation
is willing to accept. Art Lykke’s theory of strategy provides the basis for clearly articulating and
objectively evaluating any strategy.
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CHAPTER 4

THE STRATEGIC APPRAISAL:
THE KEY TO EFFECTIVE STRATEGY

Harry R. Yarger

Strategy is best understood as the art and science of developing and using the political, economic,
socio-psychological, and military powers of the state in accordance with policy guidance to create
effects that protect or advance the state’s interests in the strategic environment. The strategic
environment is the realm in which the national leadership interacts with other states or actors and
the possibilities of the future to advance the well-being of the state. It is inclusive, consisting of
the facts, context, conditions, relationships, trends, issues, threats, opportunities, and interactions
that influence the success of the state in relation to the physical world, other states and actors,
chance, and the possible futures—all effects or other factors that potentially affect the well-being
of the state and the way the state pursues its well-being. As a self-organizing complex system (a
system of systems), the strategic environment is a dynamic environment that reacts to input but not
necessarily in a direct cause and effect manner. Strategy is how the state exerts purposeful influence
over this environment. Thus, strategy is a disciplined thought process that seeks to apply a degree of
rationality and linearity to an environment that may or may not be either, so that effective planning
can be accomplished. Strategy does this by identifying strategic ends (objectives), ways (concepts)
and means (resources) that when accomplished lead to favorable effects in regard to the state’s well-
being.! It explains to planners what must be accomplished and establishes the boundaries of how
it is to be accomplished and the resources to be made available. However, to formulate a proper
strategy, the strategist must first determine the state’s interests and the factors in the environment
that potentially affect those interests. Only from such a strategic appraisal can the strategist derive
the key strategic factors and determine the right calculation of ends, ways, and means.

The purpose of the strategic appraisal is to quantify and qualify what is known, believed to be
known, and unknown about the strategic environment in regard to a particular realm of strategy
and identify what is important in regard to such strategy’s formulation. It represents a rational,
scientific approach to acquiring what Carl von Clausewitz referred to as coup d’oeil —the ability to
see what is really important.? But while displayed below as a linear process to assist the reader’s
understanding of the concept, in reality the appraisal is always an iterative process wherein each
new piece of information must be considered with reference to what is already known, and what is
already known revalidated in light of the new information. In this process, the strategist determines
pertinent desired end states (interests) that facilitate the well-being of the nation and evaluates the
environment to determine what factors may preclude or assist realization of these interests. Based
on his assessment of these factors, the strategist chooses key strategic factors on which to formulate
ends, ways, and means that address or make use of these factors to create effects that favor the
realization of the interests.
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Strateqgic Appraisal Process

Strategist’'s Weltanschauung
1. Stimulus or Requirement
Realm of Strategy (level & kind)

2. Determine and Articulate Interests
3. Determine Intensity of Interests
4. Assess Information
5. Determine Strategic Factors
6. Select Key Factors
7. Formulate Strategy

Figure 1. Strategic Appraisal Process.

Through constant study and analysis the strategist maintains a holistic world view that gives
meaning and context to his understanding of the strategic environment and the forces of continuity
and change at work in it. Consequently, the strategist’s Weltanschauung is both an objective view of
the existing current environment and an anticipatory appreciation of the implications of continuities
and change for his nation’s future well-being. Appreciating that the strategic environment possesses
the characteristics of a system of systems and exhibits some of the attributes of chaos theory, the
strategist accepts that the future is not predictable but believes it can be influenced and shaped
toward more favorable outcomes.> His weltanschauung makes the strategist sensitive to what
national interests are and the threats, challenges, and opportunities in regard to them. However,
a new, focused strategic appraisal is conducted when circumstances demand a new strategy, or
the review of an existing strategy is undertaken. Understanding the stimulus or the requirement
for the strategy is the first step in the strategic appraisal. It not only provides the strategist’s focus
and motivation, but it will ultimately lend legitimacy, authority, and impetus to the appraisal and
strategy formulation processes and the subsequent implementation of the strategy.

The levels and kinds of strategy fall in different realms. Realms reflect both the hierarchical
nature of strategy and its comprehensiveness, thereby allowing the state’s leadership to delegate
responsibility for strategy at different levels and in different domains while maintaining control over
a complex process. The strategic appraisal focuses on serving that realm of strategy undertaken —
both the kind and level. For example, the term Grand Strategy encompasses both level and kind,
implying an overarching strategy that integrates the use of all the state’s power in service of all the
state’s interests. National strategies are at the national level, but they may apply to all elements
of power and the associated departments and agencies as the National Security Strategy does, or
they may focus on one element as is the case with the National Military Strategy. Strategies may
also have a regional focus, a force developmental focus, an organizational focus, and other foci as
illustrated in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Realms of Strategy.

Thinking about the kind and level of strategy helps develop specificity in the articulation of
interests and better focuses the strategy in regard to the desired end states. It also clarifies and
assigns responsibility, authority, and accountability. Nonetheless, the strategist at every level and
in every domain must still maintain a holistic perspective.

Determining and articulating interests is the second step in the strategic appraisal process.
The DOD Dictionary of Military Terms defines national security interests as: “The foundation for
the development of valid national objectives that define U.S. goals or purposes. National security
interests include preserving U.S. political identity, framework and institutions; fostering economic
well-being; and bolstering international order supporting the vital interests of the United States
and its allies.”* The nature of the strategic environment suggests a more generalized definition,
such as the perceived needs and desires of a sovereign state in relation to other sovereign states,
non-state actors, and chance and circumstances in an emerging strategic environment expressed as
desired end states.” This broader definition encapsulates the dynamism of a strategic environment
in which multiple actors, chance, and interaction play, and both external and internal components
are recognized. Interests are expressed as general or particular desired end states or conditions. For
example, “U.S. economic well-being” would be a generalized interest; while “international access to
Middle Eastern oil” illustrates a more particular economic interest. While some interests may change
over time, general interests such as free trade and defense of the homeland are persistent.

Interests are founded in national purpose. National purpose is essentially a summary of our
enduring values, beliefs, and ethics as expressed by political leadership in regard to the present and
the future they foresee. At the highest level, political leadership uses policy to identify state interests
and provide guidance for subordinate policy and strategy. Such policy may appear as general
as a vision statement that proclaims a desired future strategic environment, or as a more specific
statement of guidance with elements of ends, ways, and means. It is found in various documents,
speeches, policy statements, and other pronouncements made on behalf of the government by
various officials, or it may be provided by leadership as direct guidance for the development of
specific strategy. Policy may be inferred as well as stated. It may be the result of a detailed strategic
appraisal or arrived at intuitively. Regardless, state policy flows from the formal and informal
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political processes and the interpretation of the national purpose in the current and desired future
strategic environments. Thus, national interests are the general or specific statements of the nation’s
desired end states within the strategic environment based on the policymakers” understanding of
what best serves national well-being.

Interests may beexpressed as physical ornon-physical conditions. They may representcontinuities
or changes — things to be protected, things to be promoted, or things to be created. Ideally interests
tflow logically from the policy formulation process, but the nature of the political and bureaucratic
environments, particularly in a democracy, can make identifying and clearly articulating interests
and their relative importance or intensity a difficult task. As stated above, in the real world policy
appears in many formats, often is not clearly stated, and may not be comprehensive in its statement
of interests and guidance for serving interests. It may also come from multiple and contradictory
sources, such as the executive or legislative branches, and it may be emerging from the interagency
process at the time a strategy is demanded. While strategy is subordinate to policy, the strategist
must search out and clarify policy intentions and appropriately identify and articulate interests.
In cases where policy intentions or interests statements conflict with the reality of the strategic
environment and clarification is appropriate, the strategist provides appropriate recommendations
to the approval authority.

Theorists have proposed various methodologies for determining interests and levels of intensity.
Sometimes, presidential administrations impose their own methodologies to express categories
of interests and their associate levels of intensity. In recent years, course material at the Senior
Service Colleges, such as the U.S. Army War College, has focused on three that are termed core
U.S. interests: physical security, promotion of values, and economic prosperity. In the U.S. Army
War College process model these three interests lead directly to three grand strategic objectives:
preserve American security, bolster American economic prosperity, and promote American
values.® In a much earlier argument, Donald E. Nuechterlein referred to these “core” interests as
categories and listed four: Defense of the Homeland, Economic Prosperity, Favorable World Order,
and Promotion of Values. Nuechterlein suggested these four end states were so general in nature
that their primary utility lay in considering them as categories to help organize thinking about
interests, and that actual interests must be stated with more specificity to be of any use in strategy
formulation. He also noted that such categorization is somewhat artificial, and interests tend to
bleed over into other categories.” Nuechterlein was right in both regards. Specificity is critical to
good strategy formulation. Specificity in interests lends clarity to policy’s true intent and aids in
the identification of the strategic factors important in regard to the interests. In addition, since in
the strategic environment everything is interrelated, greater specificity helps define the nature and
context of the interest and clarifies the level and kind of strategy appropriate for addressing an
interest.

Interests as statements of desired end states do not imply intended actions or set objectives —
policy guidance and strategy does that. Consequently, interests are stated without verbs or other
action modifiers. As argued above, interests are expressed with an appropriate degree of specificity.
For example, “access to oil” is an expression of a desired end state, but is very general. It could
apply anywhere in the world. “Access to oil in the Middle East” is a regionally stated interest,
focusing strategic efforts on a specific region; however, it still allows the use of various elements
of power and a wide range of objectives and concepts. “Freedom of navigation in the Persian
Gulf” as an expression of a specifically stated interest in the CENTCOM theater military strategy
gives an even more narrow focus to the desired end state and emphasizes the military instrument.
Hence, statements of interests in strategies achieve specificity by word choice, directing the focus
and narrowing the context. Expression of interests, like most things in strategy, remains a matter
of choice, but the strategist should be aware of the fact he is making a choice and the potential
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implications of his word selection—a matter worthy of deliberation and discussion! Therefore,
strategists often achieve the right degree of specificity through an iterative process in which they
articulate an interest and then restate it as they learn more about the implications of pursuing that
interest.

Specificity in interests serves the multiple purposes of clarifying the intent of policy in different
realms, focusing attention on the appropriate strategic factors, enabling better strategy formulation,
and helping to identify responsibility, authority, and accountability. For example, a military strategy
would logically, but not exclusively, focus on end states that could be accomplished through the
application of the military element of power. Not exclusively so, because as Nuechterlein observed
interests tend to bleed over into other categories, and the military instrument may also facilitate
accomplishment of diplomatic, economic, or informational focused interests. In a similar manner,
other instruments of power may play crucial roles in support of military strategies.

Having determined and articulated the interests, the third step in the strategic appraisal is to
determine the level of intensity of each interest. Different methodologies and models have also
guided the determination and expression of levels of intensity. Both Nuechterlein and Army War
College methodologies advocate applying levels of intensity to interests to indicate criticality and
priority. Levels of intensity at the U.S. Army War College include: Vital, Important and Peripheral.®
Nuechterleinlabeled theimportantlevel as “major” and argued for the existence of a fourth intensity —
survival —aimed at those threats or changes that challenged the very existence of the nation as
we know it Dropped from most methodologies with the ending of the Cold War, Nuechterlein’s
survival level deserves reconsideration in light of the increase of weapons of mass destruction
(WMD) proliferation among nation-states and the potential access and use of WMD by terrorists.
Various actors can pose an imminent, credible threat of massive destruction to the U.S. homeland if
their demands are not met. In a period of globalization such as the world is currently experiencing,
an imminent, credible threat of massive disruption to the transportation and informational systems
that under gird national existence and a stable world order may also reach survival intensity. Thus,
interests must have both specificity relative to the realm of the strategy being formulated and a
means to identify criticality and priority in order to provide focus in determining strategic factors
and formulating strategy.

Levels of intensity indicate criticality and priority of interests in regard to the well-being of the
state. They help the strategist understand the relative importance and urgency among interests,
but do not imply that any should not be considered or addressed in some manner —all interests are
worthy of some level of concern. Levels of intensity suggest relative importance and have temporal,
resource, and risk acceptance implications, but the decision to act or how to act in regard to them
tlows from the whole of the strategy formulation process—not the assignment of the intensity.
Intensity levels are transitory in that they are subject to change based on the perception of urgency
associated with them at any time. Intensity is dependent on the context of the strategic situation
and the policymaker or strategist’s interpretation of the context and the importance of the interest
to national well-being. The definitions of the four intensity levels of survival, vital, important and
peripheral are provided in Figure 3.1
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Levels of Intensity

Survival - If unfulfilled, will result in immediate massive destruction of one or more major aspects
of the core national interests.

Vital - If unfulfilled, will have immediate consequence for core national interests.
Important - If unfulfilled, will result in damage that will eventually affect core national interests.

Peripheral - If unfulfilled, will result in damage that is unlikely to affect core national interests.

Figure 3. Levels of Intensity."

The fourth step in the strategic appraisal is to assess the information relative to the interests. In
doing this the strategist casts a wide net. Information includes facts and data relating to any aspect
of the strategic environment in regard to the interest(s), including: both tangible and intangible
attributes and knowledge; assumptions; relationships; and interaction. He considers all information
from friendly, neutral, and adversarial perspectives, and from objective and subjective perspectives
in each case. While his emphasis is logically on his realm of strategy, he applies holistic thinking
that looks both vertically and horizontally at other realms and across the environment. From this
assessment the strategist identifies and evaluates the strategic factors that affect or potentially affect
the interests — whether promoting, hindering, protecting or threatening them. From his evaluation
of the factors he selects the key strategic factors — the factors on which his strategy’s ends, ways, and
means are based.

The determination of the key strategic factors and the strategist’s choices in regard to them is one
of the most poorly understood aspects of strategy formulation. It represents a major shortcoming in
theoretical consideration of a strategic mindset. Clausewitz” use of coup d’oeil describes this aspect.
He argues “the concept merely refers to the quick recognition of a truth that the mind would
ordinarily miss or would perceive only after long study and reflection.”*? It is the “inward eye” that
leads to sound decisions in a timely manner. What Clausewitz is referring to is the ability to see
what is really important in the strategic situation and being able to devise a way to act in regard
to it.”® In strategy formulation “what is really important” are called strategic factors —the things
that determine or influence the realization of the interest. Not all information or facts are strategic
factors. Strategic factors have meaning relative to the expressed interests. From these the strategist
will determine the key strategic factors on which the success of the strategy potentially rises or falls.
The figure below outlines the distinctions between information, strategic factors, and key strategic
factors.

Information Facts and data relating to any aspect of the strategic environment in regard to
the interest(s), including both tangible and intangible attributes and knowledge;
assumptions; relationships; and interaction.

Strategic The things that can potentially contribute or detract causally to the
Factors realization of the specified interests or other interests.

Key Strategic ~ Factors the strategist determines are at the crux of interaction within the
Factors environment that can or must be used, influenced or countered to advance or
protect the specified interests.

Figure 4. Strategic Factors.
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Seeing what is really important flows from a thorough assessment of the realities and possibilities
of the strategic environment—tempered by an understanding of its nature and strategic theory.
Strategy in its essence is about creating a more “favorable future” for the state than might exist if left
to chance or the actions of adversaries and others. It is proactive, but not predictive. Thus in dealing
with unknowns and uncertainties of the future, the strategist forecasts from a knowledge and
understanding of the systems of the strategic environment —what they are (facts and assumptions)
and how they interact (observation, reason and assumptions) within the various dimensions of
interaction. He considers these in terms of continuities and change —thinking in time streams to
see how the present can be affected by change and how continuities of the past and changes today
may play out in the future. From this assessment the strategist derives the strategic factors —the
things that can potentially contribute to or detract causally from the realization of the interest.
Factors may be tangible or intangible, representing any aspect of the environment. The existence
of other states and actors, geography, culture, history, relationships, perspectives, perceptions, facts,
and assumptions all represent potential factors that must be considered in the strategic appraisal.
What the strategist understands they are, and what others believe them to be are both important.

Having identified strategic factors, the strategist continues his assessment to determine which
are the key strategic factors —those critical factors at the crux of interaction within the strategic
environment, representing the potential critical points of tension between continuities and change
in the system of systems where the strategist may choose to act or must act to realize the interest. In
strategy formulation these critical strategic factors are the “keys” to developing an effective strategy,
because using, influencing and countering them is how the strategist creates strategic effects and
advances or protects interests. The strategist seeks to change, leverage, or overcome these, in effect
modifying or retaining the equilibrium in the strategic environment by setting objectives and
developing concepts and marshaling resources to achieve the objectives. When successfully selected
and achieved, the objectives create strategic effects that tip the balance in favor of the stated interests.
The strategist’s assessment of how to best do this is reflected in his calculation of the relationship of
ends, ways, and means — the rationally stated output of strategic thought. The calculation and each
of its components are based on the strategist’s assessment of the relationship between the desired
end state and various key factors. It is his appraisal of the strategic environment and selection of the
key strategic factors that sets up the calculation.

Hence, the biggest conundrum confronting the strategist in strategy formulation is identifying the
key strategic factors. By definition, the strategic environment is big, and there is a lot of information
and VUCA in it—the conundrum is to determine what is really important in an overwhelming
amount of information and possibilities. How do we determine strategic factors? How does the
strategist achieve the focus that enables him to disregard the unimportant and not overlook
something critical? Of the strategic factors, how does the strategist choose those that are key and
should be addressed by strategy? How do key strategic factors lead to the rational expression of
strategic thinking as ends, ways, and means? The thought processes to answer these questions
are the heart of the strategic appraisal. Models and insights offered by theorists and practitioners
provide guides to assist and discipline the appraisal process, but it starts with an open mind that
seeks inclusive answers to broad questions. From there the strategist applies his strategic thinking
competencies to narrow the focus through a successive series of questions and answers that lead to
the distillation of the key factors.

Postulating broad questions creates the mindset necessary to see what is important. What are
the U.S. interests and levels of intensity are broad questions and are steps 2 and 3 in the appraisal
process. Factors flow from analysis and synthesis of information relevant to the interests and their
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intensities. What do I know in regard to facts—actors, geography, culture, history, economics,
relationships, perspectives, and perceptions, etc.? For example, who else has relevant interests, what
are they and what is the level of intensity? What do I not know, what can I find out, and what
must I assume? What presumptions are at work in my thinking or that of others? Where can change
be introduced to favorable effect? What or what changes create unfavorable effect? These are all
big questions, and to answer them the strategist draws on his weltanschauung, focused individual
research and study, and the expertise of others.

Factors are defined as pertinent facts, trends, threats, conditions, or inferences that imply an effect
on the realization of the interest. Thus, factors are not accumulations of information or statements of
simple facts. And their scope exceeds that of “facts bearing on the problem” in the problem solving
staff study because they are concerned with what has occurred in the past, what might occur in the
future, and multi-ordered effects of any changes. Factors are distinguished from information by the
strategist’s assessment of their potential causal relationship with the interest. While some may have
a visible direct cause-and-effect relationship, many will be less obvious, and their importance lies in
their second, third, or further multi-ordered implications in regard to the interest.

Consequently, factors are stated to show their bearing on the interest. For example, if the stated
national interest is “a stable, peaceful China,” the fact the Great Wall is 4,000 miles long is interesting,
but it is only information and not a factor in regard to the interest, because the wall no longer plays
a part in China’s internal stability or defense. It is also a fact that the population of China is in
excess of 1.3 billion. One could argue that it is a strategic factor because the sheer magnitude of
the numbers involved has implications for the stated interest. However, in and of itself, the fact is
of little help to the strategist other than no strategy in regard to China could ignore the inferences
of such a large population. As stated, it has no real context in regard to the interest. A population-
related fact better expressed as a factor potentially affecting the stability interest is: “The Chinese
government is struggling to sustain adequate job growth for tens of millions of workers laid off
from state-owned enterprises, migrants, and new entrants to the work force.”** This trend could
potentially threaten domestic stability in China and has a causal relationship with the interest. If
the strategist considered this a key strategic factor, his strategy in regard to China would establish
objectives or pursue strategic concepts that mitigate this trend. The National Security Strategy of the
United States of America (September 2002) sought to influence global peace and domestic stability
in China and elsewhere by promoting prosperity and reducing poverty around the world with an
objective to “Ignite a New Era of Global Economic Growth Through Free Markets and Free Trade.”
It argued market economies were better than “command-and-control” economies.” The strategy
helped encourage China toward a more viable economy and subsequent job creation.’* Numerous
other strategic factors influenced this national strategy, but the growth of the Chinese economy
and its successful integration into the American-led global economy did promote a more “stable,
peaceful China.”

Determining strategic factors is difficult, and ultimately, like most aspects of strategy, the
selection of key strategic factors is a matter of choice by the strategist. Sorting through the VUCA of
the strategic environment in search of what is really important requires the strategist to approach the
appraisal from multiple perspectives using his understanding of strategic theory and applying all
his strategic thinking competencies. Such strategic thinking competencies act as lenses to assist the
strategist in his evaluation of the strategic environment, reminding the strategist of the dimensions
of the intellect that should be applied to seek and sort information and to recognize which factors
are key."” The U.S. Army War College identifies five such competencies.

58



Systems Thinking

Creative Thinking £

f
[
f
i
{

N /
Critical Thinking ™ _______— Ethical Thinking

Figure 5. Strategic Thinking Competencies.’®

Critical thinking processes are applicable to both problem solving and strategic thinking,
suggesting a rational way to determine the interest and the related strategic factors. The major
components of the process—clarify the concern, evaluate information, evaluate implications, and
make decisions/use judgment—lead to an understanding of the facts and considerations relative
to the interest and their implications. The assessment of points of view and the clarification of
assumptions and inferences, as well as argument analysis and consideration of the impact of biases
and traps, when applied to other actors and internally, clarify what is important in the strategic
context internationally and domestically. By design, the critical thinking process seeks hard
facts, forces consideration of the unknowns and the role of chance, and recognizes the strategic
environment consists of both physical and humanistic systems.' It is one thinking lens that has
great application in the strategic appraisal process.

Richard E. Neustadt and Ernest R. May in Thinking in Time: The Uses of History for Decision
Makers also place emphasis on determining all the factors and selecting the key factors as a basis for
decision making. While their focus is on issue policy, and the terminology does not use the word
“factor,” their first step in asking for the identification of key elements that are known, unclear, and
presumed is obviously focused on determining factors. One insightful approach to this they use
is to identify multiple past situations that appear analogous and list similarities and differences.
Again, this process logically leads to identifying not only what is known and important in the
current situation, but leverages history to get insights into potentially unrecognized factors and
relationships among factors. Neustadt’s and May’s concept of “thinking in time” connects discrete
phenomena over time and is able to relate the connections to potential futures and choices for a
desired future—hence this thinking process identifies factors that matter in a strategy seeking a
more favorable future.” Thinking in time is a disciplined process that helps mitigate uncertainty,
complexity and ambiguity.

Other strategic thinking competencies also offer insights into how to think of and identify strategic
factors. Systems thinking focuses on comprehending the whole, but the process identifies systems,
interdependence among systems, individual aspects of particular systems in regard to their roles or
functions within the whole, and the effects of any changes induced on the whole.”! It is synthesis-
centric, rather than using analysis — asking how things come together as opposed to breaking them
apart and addressing them individually as a planner might. Creative thinking processes offer new
and different ways of looking at information and relationships among data, actors, and events.
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They help strategists view information in new and creative ways.* Ethical thinking processes
force the examination of moral factors.” From each perspective and process, the strategist acquires
information and insights; the processes reveal what is important in regard to interests. The strategist
seeks factors relative to his own state’s interests, factors relative to his adversaries’ interests, factors
relative to others’ interests, and factors relative to the physical world and chance —looking for what
is important that must be addressed or affords an opportunity to serve the state’s interests. By
disciplining his thinking to consider the five different lenses the strategist precludes blind spots and
creates opportunities for looking at things differently; thereby increasing the probability of seeing
what is important.

Structural analysis models can also assist in sorting what is important in the vast information
available, and thus, lead to the identification of the key strategic factors. One simple structure to
use is to look at the information from the perspective of the elements of power. Facts or trends that
indicate or affect balance and relationships in power are potential strategic factors. Hence, focusing
on the natural and social determinants of power of the various actors serves as a filter for sorting
through the overwhelming volume of information to see what is important. The elements of power
are listed below.

Natural Determinants Social Determinants
Geography Economic
Population Military
Natural Resources Political

Socio-Psychological

Such a filter works because there are casual and interdependence relationships among interests,
power, and strategy that become apparent under disciplined consideration. Power is relative,
dynamic, and contextual, and the examination and weighing of information in regard to power
reveals relevant factors and suggests which are key.?* Again, the strategist considers this from the
multiple perspectives of self, adversaries, others, the physical world, and chance.

Since the strategic environment is a system of systems, and people and other human entities
depicted below are part of the interaction, an actor structural analysis is another way to filter
information to see what is really important in regard to specific interests. Individual personalities
and collective mentalities matter in the pursuit of interests. Here the strategist poses broad questions
such as: who is affected by this interest and how; who else shares or opposes this interest and why;
how will others act or react in regard to this interest and how and why; and what influences others’
actions in regard to this interest and why? Answers to these questions reveal factors that must be
considered.

Actor Structures

Individual Movements

Leadership States

Groups International Business Organizations
Organizations Private Organizations

Institutions International Governmental Organizations
Interagency/Bureaucracy Society /Culture

Since factors relate strategy to the interests and a proper focus of strategy is interaction, the
dimensions of interaction in the strategic environment are another important information filter. In
this construct, the strategist uses the dimensions as lenses to focus attention on what is important
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amongst the profusion of information. These dimensions are in play to a greater or lesser extent at
all times. Colin S. Gray identifies some 17 strategic dimensions as depicted below, but acknowledges
there may be many more. The strategist must consider factors derived from analysis using these
dimensions both individually and holistically — that is each distinctly but at the same time in context
with each other. Since particular dimensions play a greater role or are more critical at particular times
in history, the strategist must be attuned to this potential and the fact that none of the dimensions
can be ignored over time. A dimension of strategy approach is a valid methodology for identifying
what is important in regard to an interest because it allows the question: “What is important relative
to this interest in this dimension and how does it interact with the whole of the environment?”

Dimensions of Strategy?®

People Strategic Theory and Doctrine
Society Technology

Culture Operations

Politics Command

Ethics Geography

Economics and Logistics Friction/chance/uncertainty
Organization Adversary

Administration Time

Information and Intelligence

Different realms of strategy may suggest other constructs for discerning what is important in
the vast array of information available to the strategist. Regardless, the appraisal process is similar.
From his assessment and synthesis of the information, the strategist determines the relevant factors —
facts, issues, assumptions, presumptions, threats and opportunities —that act or interact to affect the
interest. These factors are written as simple factual statements in a manner that makes clear how they
affect, and if they assist or hinder U.S. interests. From this broad understanding and list of factors,
the strategist develops a refined list of key strategic factors by asking a new series of questions. What
can most likely detract from or preclude the realization of the interest? What best supports or can be
leveraged to realize the interest? What does policy guidance allow or preclude? What assumptions are
inherent to my understanding of the situation and realization of the interests? Can these assumptions
be made factual? What changes in facts or assumptions would affect the realization of interests and
how? What role does chance play —are there wild cards? These questions lead to the selection of the
key strategic factors — the factors the strategy must account for or that the strategist thinks provides
the key to successful pursuit of the interest.

The strategist is now poised to formulate a specific strategy. Using the strategic appraisal
framework he has applied strategic thinking competencies and various models to clarify interests
and levels of intensity, he has culled out strategic factors relevant to the realization of the interests
from an overabundance of information, and he has further refined this broad list of factors into
a more focused list of key strategic factors on which to base a strategy. However the strategic
appraisal framework has done much more than this. It has immersed the strategist in the strategic
environment from the perspective of specific national interests. It has identified what is important
relative to those interests, forced the strategist to distinguish between fact and assumption, and
alerted him to the consequences of change. Thus, the framework focuses the strategy formulation
process on the key strategic factors, and suggests where flexibility is needed and how strategy
might be made adaptive. Further, it provides indicators for potential future issues and prepares the
strategist for considering changes in strategy.
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Once the strategic appraisal is complete, the strategist uses his understanding of the key
strategic factors to influence the strategic environment favorably without inadvertently creating
other unfavorable effects. These factors suggest suitable objectives, suggest or limit concepts, and
identify appropriate resources. In addition, the key strategic factors both suggest and bound what is
feasible, acceptable, and suitable in strategy formulation. The assessment of the factors also provides
the basis for the consideration of risk in a strategy. Through his formulation of appropriate ends,
ways, and means to leverage and account for these factors, the strategist creates favorable strategic
effects leading to the realization of the interest. Which factors to act upon, what obje