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. The renowned theonist of war Carl von Clausewitz, stated, ™  that a certan grasp of mulitary affawrs 1s
vital for those i charge of general policy *' Recogmzing the reality of government leaders not being military
experts he went on to say. “the only sound expedient 1s to make the commander-m-chief a member of the cabinet.™
Many governments are so organized including the United States. whose Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 1s. by
law. the top military advisor to the President. Our record of military success 1n this century mndicates Clausewitz
was night The stronger the relationship between the nations senior mulitary commanders and the government, the
more effective we have been at using the military mstrument of foreign policy to achieve national political
objecuves. The strength of that relatonship depends on the Commander's ability to communicate and the
statesmen’s ability to grasp the inherent linkage between the nature of war, the purpose of war, and the conduct of
war. Clausew1tz called this limkage a paradoxical trinity with three aspects, the people, the commander and his
army. m‘nd the government ® The people have to do with the nature of war the military with the conduct of war,
and the government with the purpose of war This paper will address how Clausewitzian theory apples to

America’s recent hustory. and how the theory that holds true may be applied to future situations where the military

mstrument 1s considered or used in foreign policy.

Defin(tions

ort theonzing about these three 1deas and their relanonship with war  The purpose
and .onduct of war are fairly straightforward The purpose of war is to achieve an end state different and.
hopefully better than the beginning state--the reason or why for fighting. The conduct of war refers to the tactcs.
operatons, and strategies of the war--the how of fighting The more nebulous term 1s the nature of war. This term

1s made even more vague 1n Clausewitz s wrniting for a few reasons. First. the reference for this wnting i1s a

! Carl von Clausewitz On War trans Michael Howard and Peter Paret (Princeton UP 1989) 608
" Clausewntz 608

* Clausewitz 89
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translanion of Clausewitz from his native German to English language Second., the reference uses a few different
terms such as nature. kind, and character apparently synonymously Third, Clausewitz starts his writings on war
defining 1t as absolute mn nature Then. over a span of twelve years and eight books, he recognizes most wars are
not fought absolutely, but with hmated means defined by the political objective.” The absolute nature of war refers
to 1ts horror. War 1s about people and property bemg destroyed, damaged, and captured. That 1s the primary
reason why the decision to use the military mnstrument of foreign policy should not be made without considering all
s imphications  The discussion mn this paper will use Clausewitz’s latter idea and descnibe the nature of a war to
be what means a state 1s willing 10 dedicate to fighuing a particular war versus the nature of war 1n general. Thus,
this pap‘er will use the purpose as the ends, the nature as the means, and the conduct as the techmques applied

war

The nature of war

Clausewntz stated. “the first. the supreme, the most far-reaching act of judgment that the statesman and
commander have to make 1s to establish. the kind of war on which they are embarking . " The nature of United
States wars smce World War II has been primanly asymmetric  With the advent of nuclear weapons and
sophustcated biological and chemical weapons. or weapons of mass destruction (WMD) the United States has
postured these weapons as a deterrent to others who have similar capabilities At the same time we have withheld
their use, viewing them as a last-resort measure to be emploved only when our survival 1s at stake. Therefore with
one possible exception, we have fought wars with limited means The exception 1s the Cold War It could be
argued that from the resources dedicated to the Cold War arms race 1n terms of quantity. quality and share of
gross domestic product. the United States dedicated all means available to the Cold War--an unlimited war. On
the other hand. notwithstanding the Cold War excepuion applied to the Soviet Union. our adversanes 1n large-scale
wars such as Korea and Viemam. have not had weapons of mass destruction However, they did use all means at

their disposal to fight the war, making for unhimited war from thewr perspective  Asymmetric wars result when the

* Clausewnz 81
5 Clausewitz. 88
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nature 1s lumted for one side and unlinited for the other The failure 10 recognize the asymmetric nature of these
wars contributed to their dubious results. In the case of Viemam, there was an apparent assumption that our
supenority at the point of contact would lead to victory. Though we did not lose battles 1n the field, we lost the war
toa patient enemy willing to dedicate unrestricted tume and resources to thewr cause In both wars, the means we
were willing to commut did not achieve a victory They ended with a cessation of hostihties under conditions far
short of our idea of a deswrable end state.

There are two pomts to consider about the concept of hmited versus unlimited wars Furst, they are not
mutually exclusive types, but exist on a continuum. The term “limited” only has meaning m its relation to the
unlmmited means a country has available The unlimited means define one end of the continuum whale the hmited
end has no absolute value, 1t can approach, but not reach zero or war would not exist This will have bearing in
the ensu:mg section on future wars. The second pont 1s that imited and unlimited are 1deas also used 1n reference
to war’s objectives. War’s objectives will be addressed 1n the section on the purpose of war rather than 1n the
nature of war.

Our last large-scale war, the Persian Gulf War, gave a hint of what future wars may portend With both
sides possessing WMD, the nature of war may have two faces The pnimary face reflects the weapons directly
brought to bear and the shadow face retlects those weapons not used but exusting as a deterrent to each other The
primary face of the Gulf War’s nature was asymmetric tn that the coahition fought with imited means while Iraq s
President. Saddam Hussein. called on hus nation to fight a Jihad, or holy war (In retrospect. Hussein's Jthad was
more a sﬁamgy of intimidation than of execuion The air war placed Hussemn’s army in a state of tsolation and
decimation. and they either surrendered or retreated. virtually en masse, when engaged by coalition ground forces )
Iraq called for all means and dedicated many more of therr assets than the coalhition. wn terms of a portion of their
gross domestc product Yet. the shadow face of the war s nature was symmetnic 1n that both sides possessed but
wxmheld:usmg WMD Presumably, Irag was deterred from mtroducing WMD as a result of the warning from
Secretary of State Jum Baker that the US would retaliate in kind If so, Baker may have set a precedent by
deterring Iraq’s chemical and biological weapons with US nuclear weapons This precedent could reinforce
comunon treatment of these weapons as the generic term. weapons of mass destruction. implies  Treaung the

nuclear. biological. and chemical weapons n a generic WMD category 1s 1n the US mterest We have taken the
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approach of destroying our arsenal of biclogical and chemical weapons to set an arms-control example for the rest

of the world Our only deterrent in the WMD category 1s our nuclear capability

The nature of future wars

With the US emerging from the Cold War as the world’s only superpower, the nature of future wars seems
to have acquired two charactenstics similar to the Gulf War. First, our most likely conflicts appear to be against
enemuies that are fighting a total war from therr perspective The ethmc, religious, and 1deological conflicts that
seem most predominant for the near future are historically fought by zealous people with unhimited means
Second, with the current proliferation of WMD, the likelihood of future belligerents possessmng and directly using
them mcreases. Both of these pomts should impact our national secunty strategy.

As we look around the globe, our potential adversanes are ones whose militaries are mferior to ours.
Hence, 1t would seem they would only provoke a conflict with us if they nuscalculate our reaction, or believe their
total means will prevail over our lunited means This was true for the Gulf War and Somaha, and will likely be
true for future wars in that region. It would also seem true for the war 1n the former Yugoslavia. a war we are
about to increase our mnvolvement in and North Korea. one that certainly has potential

Weapons of mass destruction can not only lead the US to the moral dilemma of whether to directly use our
own WMD. or what means we are willing to commut, but they also necessarly drive our grand strategy n three
ways First, we must continue to possess a sufficient deterrent to WMD by having credible hke-weapons of our
own. Deterrence has a successful track record a la the Cold War and the Gulf War, and. as such, constitutes a
prudent ywestmem For deterrence to work, 1t must present a credible and convincing threat to an adversary such
that he does not want to nisk suffering therr consequences. Second. we must consider the possibility of attack on us
with WMD any ume we contemplate using the military instrument of foreign policy against an adversary who
possesses them Thurd. once we have decided to take the nisk of facing an adversary who may use WMD we must
be prepared for the change n the nature of the conflict if deterrence fails and the weapons are directly employed
against us Our decision to retahate with nuclear weapons would change the nature of the war to one of symmetry
Both sides would be fighung with means approaching, if not on. the unlumited end of the confinuum previously

addressed These factors require a reevaluation of the purpose and conduct of the war as well as 1ts nature  The
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paradoxical trinity of nature purpose. and conduct, and the enemy’s ability to escalate would determine how far we
are willing to escalate An escalation decision without considering the paradoxical trinity leads to an end state
different. and probably less desirable than the ongmal. Another factor in the escalation decision needs to be the
credibility of deterrence for future conflicts once deterrence has failed in the current conflict.

Recognizing these changes m the nature of current and future war also provides insight mto the
technology development and acquisition we need to fight future wars As mentioned above, we need to conunue to
develop and stockpile nuclear weapons within the constramts of non proliferation and other international treaties,
and within the levels assessed as being required for deterrence. This military approach should be accompanied by
conunuous economuc and diplomatc efforts towards increased arms control and arms reductions. The hugh
demand for WMD, and thewr availability on the international market make the chances of thewr ehmination shm
While we may be able to reduce our nuclear arms, it would not be prudent to elimmate them whule a threat exists
which they may deter We should push technology towards producing means of deterrence that will convince
adversanes they cannot afford to suffer the consequences of employing such weapons against the US or our allies
Finally with the draw down of forces after the Cold War, we need to optimize our mnvestments on conventional
capability to sustamn superiority over adversaries who may dedicate all their means to achieving their objectives

The nature of war 1s changing Wars in the future may be asymmetnc in terms of the pnimary face ot
their nature, but there may be a deterred symmetric face representing WMD possessed by both sides  Before
deciding to enter wars we need to recognize the inherent dangers of fighting wars of asymmetry, the deterrence
that may be involved 1n a shadow face of the war. and the nisk of deterrence failing. We must also arm ourselves to
conduct and win not only a war of asymmetry, but also to present a credible deterrence, and a suntable retahation 1f

deterrence fails.

The 6onduct of war

The conduct ot US wars 1s surfacing a few trends ot note Since the end ot the Vietnam war. the LS has
not had a stomach for major commtments overseas Even the popularity of the Gulf War only came alter the
outstanding results of the first few days of the air battle became apparent America expects quick and decsive

victories America also expects few losses The “Dover factor ™ the image of flag-draped cotfins being unloaded ott
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C-3 s or C-141's at Dover Air Force Base. Delaware. can be a strong negative in American sentiment about war
In addition. the “CNN factor,” among other things. drives the US to mmimize collateral damage As was the case
in the Gulf War, collateral damage results i an immediately transmitted global image inciting strong negative
sentument These trends will affect the conduct of future wars and must. therefore. be considered for strategy and
Weapons acquisition

A few points are apparent when trying to munumize the Dover factor Fust, as the quantity of forces
decreasgs and the technological abilities of the world’s militaries mcrease. the quality of our forces needs to
increase 1o offset the net reduction 1n relative effecuveness Second, US surface forces have not suffered attacks
from hosule aircraft since World War I, which has led many to assume air superiority was an automatic American
prerogaixve We must not forget air supenonity does not come free or automatic  Guaranteeing air superonty
requires an investment in the night aircraft capabilities 1n adequate numbers, and the proper tramning. We have
been able to achieve this so far by the Awr Force making air supenonity 1ts number one priority for acquisition via
the F-22 program However, budgets to sustamn air supenority have come under attack n recent years. Reducing
or delaying the national investment in air supeniority undermines America s expectations about the conduct of war

Minimizing the Dover factor also requures a strategy that attacks the enemy s center of gravity. taking
away therr will to fight while minimizing nisk to our forces The Gulf War showed this can be accomplished
decisiv qu by cohesive employment across the enemy’'s spectrum of warfare from tactical to swategic Iraq s will
to tight,' trom their foot soldier to therr national command authonity, was all but eliminated by the arr war  Air
forces of all the coalition services. employed under centralized control, prevailed while our surface forces suffered
very few losses (total Amencans killed in combat were 147°%). The ensuing ground action was essentially an
unexpected mop-up operation on a ficlded mulitary that started at a strength of 44 army divisions!” The prewar
estimates using traditional thinking. 1 ¢ . direct confrontation on the ground. were that Americans would suffer as
high as 45.000 casualties 1,000 of which would be fatalities * General H Norman Schwarzkopf the coaliion

forces commander. vindicated this necessary change 1n strategy when commenting on the conduct of future wars by

“Colin L Powell and Joseph E Persico My Amencan Journey (Random House New York 1995) 527

" Edward C Mann II1. Thunder and Lightung _ Desert Storm and the Awrpower Debates (Ar University
Press Apnl 1995) 11

* Mann 5
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saying, "I am quite confident that in the foreseeable future armed conflict will not take the form of huge land
armies facing each other across extended battle lines, as they did in World War I and World War II or. for that
matter as they would have if NATO had faced the Warsaw Pact on the field of battle ™ An effective. casualty-
conscious strategy and a commitment to air supertority will help mmimize the Dover factor and the accompanying
detnmeﬁtal loss of will 1n future conflicts

To minimize collateral damage and 1ts accompanying negative repercussions requires precision weapons
Precision guided munitions also allow us to kill more targets with less exposure to enemy defenses, again
minimizing the Dover factor The Department of Defense has already recogmzed this and 1s making significant
nvestments mn acquirng precision guided munutions, and retrofitting and building systems to deliver them Thus
trend must continue to meet the expectations of America in fighung future wars

Winning a quick victory m war requires both the possession of the means with the ability to employ them,
and a strategy that recogmzes the nature and the purpose of war are marred to its conduct. As in the above
d15cuss:¢n we have seen that asymmetric-natured wars tend to be protracted This s especially true when
extending the duration of war to influence the will of the opponent 1s a strategy of the side fighting the unlimited
war The parucipant with limited objectives should design strategy to draw a decisive and quick conclusion. and
employ the means necessary 1o do so  This becomes an ronic dichotomy since imiting the means of war
mhcrem!‘y tends to protract the war as well Therefore the limutations applied to the means of war must be
balanced with a thorough assessment of the time required for victory Tune will be a function of not only our
means. but also their relation to the opposition’s means, and the rate at which they are anucipated to be
encountered Non-coherent imitations on the means of war can be a recipe for disaster. especially i asymmetnc
war

The side pursuing a mited war must also consider the possibility that the adversary 1s successful in
protracting the war resulting in loss of the former s popular support This could be the case 1n the current US
decision to increase involvement 1n the war 1n former Yugoslavia by sending a sigmificant number of ground troops
to the theater This could well tumn out to be an asymmetric war with any of the three main belligerents protracting

hostlities. especially since we have announced a one-year tme lunat for our involvement  We could be setting

"H Norman Schwarzhopt and Peter Petre It Doesn t Tahe a Hero (Bantam Books 1992) 502




New 3

ourselves up for another dubious end state ' We have to recognize the couniry’s expectations about the conduct of
war Maimntaining popular support calis for quick. decisive wars avoiding both the detrimental aspects of the
Dover factor and of negative impact of collateral damage Therefore, the decision to enter the war must te the

conduct to the nature and also the purpose if we are to succeed

The purpose of war

The purpose of war 1s a principle we have had problems with smnce the end of World War II. Then, our
entire nation understood and supported the national reaction and goals after a direct and deliberate attack on
Amem“:a We seem to have an aversion to articulating the desired end state when making the decision to use the
military as an mstrument of national policy Imitial air-war planners for the Gulf War assumed political objectives
from pieced together speeches and statements made by President Bush These ganed legitimacy and were adopted
in toto as they were briefed up the chamn of command ulumately to the President.’ Rearticulaung the desired end
state 1s also problematic when conditions change durmg the conduct of war

' Thas trend 1s likely caused by the politics of decision making. Politics in a democratic society tend to
ambiguity 1n policy They may be pushed toward but seldom achieve perfect clanity For the President of the
United §tates to avoid farlure 1n using the military instrument, he or she has to balance the politics with the clanty
needed in policy Such clanty will enable subordinate military objectives to achueve the desired end state  This
becomes even more important in today’s world where a new term has been comned out of necessity to describe the
non-traditional uses of the military. Military-operations-other-than-war (MOOTW) describe the nation-building,
humamitanan peacekeeping, transnational, and other types of military employment that have recently emerged
The wend evidenced 1n the current debate about deployment of forces to the former Yugoslavia 1s towards a
bottom-up approach versus directing a top-down approach To wit, military options are requested without
directing what the desired end state or political objectives are  Clausewitz s warning on this pomt was. ‘no one

starts a war-or rather. no one in his senses ought to do so-without first being clear in his mind what he ntends to

'""Richard T Reynolds Heart of the Storm* The Genesis ot the Air Campaign agamst Irag (Air
University Press. January 1995) 29 53 95
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achieve by that war and how he mntends to conduct 1t ”*! The Chawrman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Colin
Powell voiced his feelings on thus issue saying. Whenever the military had a clear set of objectives. ..as
Panama. the Philippine coup, and Desert Storm-the result had been success. When the nation’s policy was murky
or nonexistent-the Bay of Pigs. Viemam, creating a Manine presence’ m Lebanon-the result had been disaster ™*

Another danger 1s that the purpose of war can become detached from the conduct of war when the purpose
changes without a corresponding reevaluation and adjustment 1n the conduct  Thus led to failure in Somahia n
1992 We were successful at our ongmal purpose of ensunng food reached starving masses The failure occurred
when an additional aim of gettung nd of the tribal warlord. Mohammed Farah Aidid, was not matched with an
appropniate change 1n the means or overall military strategy The likelthood of war’s purpose changing mcreases
with MQOTW. as 1t does with asymmetric war that becomes protracted It follows that our decision to enter future
wars must provide for anticipating changes in the purpose of the war and consider the required corresponding
changes to the war s conduct.

Another 1ssue raised i considering the purpose of wars 1s the selectivity required by today’s demands for

-

American invoivement. Our 1992 military bottom-up-review with a iwo-major-regionai-confhict baseiine set the

mitary posture the Cimion Admuusiraiton submuiied to Congress for funding. This posture 1s showing signs of
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Y Clausewiiz 579
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Secretary Casper Weinberger after the Beirut. Lebanon disaster in 1983 There, 241 Marines were killed in one
suicide attack during their 14 month peacekeepmg mission Wemnberger's cniteria said

1 Commit only if our or our alhes’ vital mterests are at stake

2 If we commut, do so with all the resources necessary to wm

3 Go mn only with clear pohitical and military objectives.

4 Be ready to change the commitment if the objectives change, since wars rarely stand still

| 5 Only take on commutments that can gain the support of the American people and the Congress.

6 Commt US forces only as a last resort.”

There 1s a problem 1n our democratic system with applying Rule 1 Regardless of how clearly “vital
mnterest” 1s defined 1 practice, it normally turns out to be what the President says i1t is without suffering too much
politrcal backlash from the public or the Congress. To wit. the current debate between the executive and legislative
branches about whether the US has vital interests i the former Yugoslavia. The virtue 1s that the problem 1s bemng
addressed by the debate taking place. This same process needs to occur for future situations Rule 5 about popular
support'1s mherently tied to Rule 1 1n determining vital interests. Wemberger’s rules encapsuiate many of the
points 1n thus paper With our down-sized military. 1n addition to the poliical and poiicy aspects, military
capabiluty 1n terms of aggregate mihitary tasking should be a consideration 1n decisions to enter confiicts with the

military mstrument

PRGN . BIUPU, o Y . S, AT o el e T e e Emsemminea e ma e acrasm e b 2o s br A s s cvaiwe crrotneen YRS oo
COniiiCi. 1n€ ISt SICP 10 acaiing wiin amoiguily in purpose 1S reCOgniZing it 15 Tuilreiil ini our Sysicim  wo miist
work ioward clear political objeciives io esiablish a guiding {tamework for the military planner 1o work from The

mnligsnnl i g N s mlsangeriag vo had Th, $atazt 1 A tanmm 1- laas m
O1itICaI NG Mtary OojJeCiives 1S IeaCnea  11us rCQuires instituuonaizea ICamwork oSiwedn the .uﬁih’h":y’ and
Tat 1 land h LInnAd h A ry, Ty
political leadership Hand-in-hand with establishing the purpose 1s contemplating the changes to the purpose that

B powell 303
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Conclusion

The strength of Clausewitzian theory 1s that much of it withstood the test of time and 1s sull applicable

evennow If he was reincarnated today. he would probably be working on a 20th century editton of On War With

any sense of humor. he could follow the lead of Rush Limbaugh and title it. See I Told You So! He could poimnt
out, as IJhJS paper attempted, the importance of his paradoxical trinity in terms of the nature, the purpose, and the
conduct of war He could pat himself on the back for the success he had in his endeavor to “develop a theory that
mamtmf‘ls a balance among these three tendencies, like an object suspended between three magnets ™ He could
reiterate how critical 1t 1s for the political leader to understand this trimty and how necessary 1t 1s for the miitary
commargder to help m that understanding  We should take heed to his theory where 1t proves true  To use the
mulitary successfully, we need to understand the limits of how and why we make war. There 1s a decliming mihitary
experience m the legislative and executive branches of government Our nation 1s best served when commanders
are not only familiar with the endurmg verities of war, but also able o communicate them effecaively to those

formulating national policy that mvolves the use of the military as its instrument

13 Clausewitz. 89



