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Foreword

War is now regarded by ‘civilized’ societies as an exceptional, indeed a pathological
condition, to be studied only in order to be prevented. But throughout most of human history
war has been accepted as entirely normal: as normal as famine, poverty, and disease. Peace,
when it has existed at all, was only a temporary and precarious interval between recovery
from the last war and preparation for the next. Prolonged peace was made possible only by the
existence of empires strong enough to impose their will internally and defend themselves
externally over generations. When their capacity to do so disappeared, the pax imperium
disappeared with them.

The creation and maintenance of peace demanded a far greater degree of political skill than
did the waging of war. It still does. But since on the successful waging of war depended the
prosperity and independence, if not the very survival, of political communities, those groups
who proved most adept at it tended to dominate their societies. In order to wage war more
effectively societies developed increasingly complex forms of political organization; in Europe
evolving from tribal to feudal structures, from feudal to monarchical, and eventually from
monarchical to the bureaucratic-national states that by the end of the nineteenth century
divided Europe between them and today make up the global political system in which we live.

In Judaeo-Christian eschatology, ‘perpetual peace’ has always been seen as requiring divine
intervention. The belief that it can be created as the result of purely human endeavour dates
back no earlier than the ‘Enlightenment’ in eighteenth-century Europe. The Enlightenment was
itself the consequence of a period of political stability and economic prosperity that resulted,
exceptionally, not from imperial rule, but from the development of states whose elites shared a
common culture, and the emergence within them of philosophes who questioned the necessity
for war at all and attributed its existence to those who profited by waging it. As the basis for
political consent broadened, so they believed, the necessity for war would evaporate, and
peace would become ubiquitous and eternal. Like famine, disease, and poverty, war could be
abolished by rational planning and endeavour.
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The next two centuries did little to justify these assumptions. Famine, disease, and poverty
were indeed slowly mastered in the more fortunate parts of the world. But war, so far from
dying out, became infinitely more terrible—so terrible indeed that by the mid-twentieth century
the development of nuclear weapons made it likely that, so far from ensuring the survival of
political communities, war would result in their mutual and total destruction. This has led
industrialized states to redouble their efforts to avoid internecine warfare, but their efforts
cannotresolve all the global political and ideologi cal conflicts, international or
domestic, that seem insoluble except by armed struggle. Indeed, in consequence of the
political confusion into which the world has been thrown as the ideals of the Enlightenment
have become global, dissolving traditional political loyalties and creating new communities
demanding statehood, armed conflict in one form or another has become increasingly hard to
avoid.

By slow degrees a global community may be coming into being whose members share the
common culture and degree of rationality needed to resolve all their conflicts without recourse
to armed force. Meanwhile, war in one form or another is likely to persist, if only between those
who profit from a stable and peaceful world in spite of its imperfections, and those who do not.
A ‘Handbook to War’ is thus needed, not so much by those responsible for waging or aspiring
to abolish it, but for everyone interested in understanding the world into which they have been
born and in which they hope to survive.

Oxford University
Professor Sir Michael Howard

September 2011
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[-] Abstract and Keywords

This article focuses on different dimensions of war. It offers to present in subsequent articles the perspectives of
some of the most respected senior academics, policy-makers, and practitioners on two simple questions—how to
avoid war, but if war must be fought, how to end it quickly. There is a need for war to be better understood, not just
from one political, cultural, or technical angle, but from many other perspectives. The article describes at length
the organization of the book. The book is divided into ten analyses of war such as the fundamental causes of war;
the moral and legal aspects of war; theories on the practice of war; the strategic conduct of war; and non-Western
ways of war.

Keywords: war, academics, pdlicy-makers, practice of war, strategic conduct, theories of war

Only the dead have seen the end of war.

Plato

All that is necessary for the triumph of evil is that good men do nothing.
Edmund Burke

Orator, philosopher, and politician (1729-97)

Introduction

UNDERSTANDING change and continuity in the broad domain that is war is the mission of The Oxford Handbook on War.
Itis thus a study of a political, military, and social phenomenon that seems destined sadly to scar the twenty-first
century, much as it did the twentieth. To consider war in the round, therefore, the book brings together some of the
most respected senior academics, policy-makers, and practitioners to consider two simple questions that
challenged the ancients, such as Clausewitz and Sun Tzu—how to avoid war, but if war must be fought, how to end
it quickly? The Handbook is indeed a book of global scope and ambition, spanning scholars and practitioners alike.
As such the contrasting traditions of thought apparent in the work are also reflected in the different modes of
expression that can be found herein. That is a key strength of the volume and we have therefore made every effort
to adhere as closely as possible to the style of expression sought by each author.

Whilst systemic war is happily absent from today's world the scale of contemporary conflict suggests that Plato was
indeed correct when he said (or was purported to have said) that only the dead have seen the end of war. Indeed,
if there is a core message from this book it is the following: war cannot be wished away but nor is it inevitable. War
is unpredictable.
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War will continue to be prepared for, but few states will actively seek it. However, when war starts the only
consequence thatis inevitable is the unintended. Still, there remains a fatalistic quality to war, even in the twenty-
first century. Be it human nature so critiqued by Hobbes or the flawed international system of flawed states so
analysed by the likes of Carr, Morgenthau, and Waltz, war is deep in the human psyche. Indeed, born of a potent
cocktail of partnership, aspiration, friction, need, instability, and conflict, for all the post-modern will to wish war
away it is still so often the dangerously classical reality that is war which prevails as the most compelling change
agentin human affairs.

Therefore, the need for war to be better understood, not just from one political, cultural, or technical angle, but from
many, pertains and persists. Thus, The Oxford Handbook on War purposely seeks to bring together many different
and differing perspectives and experiences to consider war. As the American theorist Graham T. Allison once
famously said, ‘Where one stands, depends on where one sits.’

The Handbook is divided into ten analyses of war: the fundamental causes of war; the moral and legal aspects of
war; theories on the practice of war; the strategic conduct of war; non-Western ways of war; the military conduct
of war; technology, economy, industry, and war; civil-military cooperation and war; war and society; and, finally,
the future of war. Whilst contemporary war and its ugly sister conflict certainly inform the Handbook it deliberately
takes a ‘helicopter view’ by seeking to identify durable and enduring fundamentals. As such, this is a reference
work in which there is no central narrative, but rather a series of perspectives on key elements and aspects of war.
Certainly, the Handbook is designed to be read as a book by those interested in the subject; butit can also simply
be dipped into by the interested student as and when the need arises. The purpose of this Introduction is thus to
offer the student informed vignettes of each chapter.

The Fundamental Causes of War

What causes war? The opening section of the Handbook explores the political, economic, and social drivers of
war, as well as the ideological and systemic imperatives that create the conditions for war. The authors collectively
consider how tensions become war, how power, threat, and interests are calculated, and the criteria for the
launching of war. For Sir Lawrence Freedman wars of any length invariably lead to unintended consequences.
Indeed, whilst war is on the one hand a purposive activity, geared to the demands of personal, group, and national
identity and security, it also concerns the grim consequences of those purposes being followed to a destructive
end. War has thus always been as much about conflict within states as between states. Moreover, there can be no
war without acts of warfare. Hew Strachan reinforces the tenuous link between intention and consequence by
suggesting that whilst the Age of Reason saw strategy more as science than art such ancient and often
geometrical certainties contrast with a today in which science and art, strategy and tactics are often confused.
Paradoxically and critically, strategy (of which war should be a most-considered part) is ultimately more
important for those in decline who must match ends and means. For Strachan there is a profound contrast between
those who seek strategy and thus war as an agent of change and those who seek stability to defend a status quo.

George-Henri Soutou is to the point; war, history, and the objectives of war are intrinsically linked because an
understanding of previous wars (well-grounded or not) plays a powerful role in preparing for the next crisis and
indeed future conflict. As Soutou poignantly says, ‘Wonderfully prepared for the last war’ described France in 1940
but could equally apply to many other countries in different places and eras and may be no less eloquent today in
explaining why states seem unable to adjust effectively to change. Christopher Coker, on the other hand,
emphasizes what for himis a dangerous disconnect between a ‘modern’ past and a post-modern future. For Coker
war has traditionally reflected a fundamental Hegelian principle: the idea that man could become free through his
own efforts. However, what is post-modernity if not a response to the unfulfilled promises and thwarted hopes of the
modern era and thus recognition that there can be no final resolution to the dilemmas of life? War may thus still be
necessary, butitis no longer redeeming. Therefore, in the collision between the modern and post-modern worlds
war has become a potentially futile effort at the risk management of a global disorder that has become the norm.

For Yves Boyer alliances are diverse: at their most simple providing supplementary forces to balance a hostile
power, to offer ‘a positive correlation of forces against the unknown’, or a formal coalition against an opposing
country or group of countries. Alliances also exist across both strategy and geography, having shape as well as
function designed to achieve diplomatic gains or successful military outcomes. By their very nature alliances
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therefore range in both scope and role, from mere entanglements to the most compelling of formal agreements
(e.g. NATO during the Cold War). Alliances are at their most efficient when political preconditions and modus
operandi reflect positive political will unconstrained by ‘any kind of unfriendly pressures’. Such ‘plasticity of the
concept of alliance’ explains the duration of many pacts throughout history beyond the initial casus belli. However,
the very efficiency of NATO has gradually led to the debatable notion that a shared belief in democratic institutions
is as important to the Alliance as effective military organization. Itis an evolution in the concept of alliance thatis
today proving increasingly and unexpectedly inconvenient to the allies.

Alfredo Valladao is the first author to take us beyond the concerns and concepts of the West and looks at war from
the point of view of emerging powers. Such powers by and large lack the strategic culture that the heirs of
Machiavelli take as read. For Valladao such powers are fundamentally defensive and essentially parochial, and
only keen to make sure that international relations favour their national ‘emergence’. Still uncertain in the exercise
of ‘influence’, their strategy is concerned primarily with the need to prevent any impediment to their ‘rise’.
Instinctively conservative as international actors whilst the peaceful pursuit of power and wealth favours them,
systemic war is seen by such powers as extremely dangerous.

The Moral and Legal Aspects of War

Is war ever justified or legal? The chapters on the moral and legal aspects of war consider the changing nature and
perception of war. Can war indeed be just in the modern age and what is the state and nature of the moral debate
on war? The section takes as its starting point the legal concept of war and the changing nature of legality and
legitimacy in relation to war over time and in different states and cultures. Paul Schulte challenges the assumption
that warfare is the most ruthlessly amoral of all human activities or a field of human endeavour in which,
notoriously, everything is fair. Rather, he suggests that some ethically positive description of organized violence is
fundamental to societies’ ability to accept war as a legitimate collective activity.

For Serge Sur international law and the UN Charter are perpetually at risk when rules and mechanisms are not able
to prevent or control the threat or use of armed force by states, and ill-suited to dealing with new and unforeseen
forms of conflicts. In implicit agreement with Coker, Sur questions the utility of traditional instruments in a new age.
Moreover, the classical jus ad bellum, or right of a state to use armed force beyond its own borders, has been
strongly reduced, and strangely reduced with their consent. Consequently, wars have not vanished but rather new
types of conflict have emerged with the power to overwhelm and circumvent traditional legal prohibitions.
Consequently, there is today revived interest in the jus in bello and the fashioning of law applicable to all forms of
war or armed conflicts. For that reason Sur questions the continued relevance of the UN Charter and focuses
rather on efforts to strengthen international humanitarian law, which remains weak.

Theories on the Practice of War

How is war conceived and perceived? Is Clausewitz still relevant or does a post-modern alternative exist and if so
to what extent is the theory of war evolving? Colonel Benoit Durieux asserts that theory is both descriptive and
political. For Colonel Durieux, in the theory of war one can find both the very idea of war and the means for its
prevention. Indeed, whatever form war takes it should only be thought of, prepared for, and anticipated precisely
so thatit can be shortened, and if possible avoided. Itis precisely within that framework that Ambassador Alyson
Bailes considers the strategic object of war. Specifically, she examines the extent to which both conceptually and
practically Western powers are shifting their ‘strategic attention’ to ‘asymmetric’ threats that range from
international terrorism to the illicit spread of mass destruction technologies, both of which she considers
transnational phenomena par excellence and thus indicative of the current age in which the relationship between
the size of an actor and its ability to inflict damage is changing. The resultis a new doctrine which can loosely be
described as Western extended self-defence. However, for such a doctrine to be remotely credible given
the nature of the threat, new priorities and linkages must be established at the level of defence doctrine and
macro-planning. This in turn will require national security strategies that demonstrably and publicly re-establish the
essential relationship between cause and effect and critically between strategy, policy, capability, and cost.

The late Olivier Debouzy offers a sobering, modernist analysis of contemporary dangers. For Debouzy
conventional war is a terrible reality. However, it is terrible precisely because such war is in and of itself one of the
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surest routes to a nuclear war which is being rendered more likely by the steady pace of nuclear proliferation. For
those that seek such power short of war itself, intimidation and blackmail, supported, explicitly or not, by military
means, were repeatedly used during the twentieth century by states aiming to challenge the existing international
order either as a substitute for war, or more often, as preparation for it. Given nuclear deterrence is now a global
phenomenon it is likely that Western powers will have to reinvest in armed force in all its forms, even in an age of
austerity, if a credible balance between deterrence and defence is to be re-established.

Christian Malis considers unconventional forms of warfare and establishes three criteria. First, the targetis not the
conventional armed forces of the enemy, but rather its population, will, and resources. Second, the legal status of
the ‘fighters’ has become (and is becoming) complex and unclear, be they irregulars, pure civilians, or criminals
(or a possible combination of all three). This makes the twin notions of ‘enemy’ and ‘threat’ a challenge in itself.
Third, the willingness of such ‘combatants’ to use weapons capable of damaging or destroying non-military targets
blurs the traditional boundaries between war, conflict, and violence. Itis this hitherto vain search of the West to
define such actors and thus appropriate and proportionate response that Ambassador Robert Hunter challenges.
For Hunter the term ‘terrorism’ has become one of the most common, overworked, and least well-defined and
understood in the lexicon of war. Indeed, the phenomenon of terrorism, or more precisely the many different
phenomena that comprise terrorism, are for Hunter too often lumped together under an injudicious and inaccurate
single term that makes harder the understanding of the many forms, aims, and styles such actors adopt. Terrorism
atrootis about the stimulation of fear, in particular intense fear, and however unpalatable terrorism within warfare
is, it must be seen as an essentially political act in which the element of deliberation is crucial.

The Strategic Conduct of War

How is war led, organized, and managed? This section examines the role, utility, and organization of war as a
strategic tool and thus the relationship between power and effect. As such it considers how war is seen at the
supreme political level, the role it plays in the formulation of foreign and security policy, and the relationship
between the conduct of war and national strategy. For Julian Lindley-French, state war still concerns the
achievement of national political aims and the organization of all national means to that end. Consequently,
strategic leadership must remain above the fighting of war even if maintaining an essential distance is the hardest
of political challenges for leaders unschooled in war. Too much interference in military strategy can resultin
disasters such as Gallipoli in which the military strategy underpinning ‘grand strategy’ was beyond the means and
wit of the military. However, too little interference can also result in disasters, such as Verdun and the Somme,
where the military gradually acts beyond the control and mandate of national strategy. Effective strategic
leadership thus rests upon consistent and informed strategic judgements and a close and mutually reinforcing
relationship between political leaders and their security and military practitioners.

As a former Chairman of British Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC) Sir Paul Lever emphasizes the vital importance of
sound actionable intelligence to the strategic conduct of war and the sound judgements that must necessarily
inform such leadership. However seductive in their scope and reach, all sources of secret intelligence have their
advantages and drawbacks and must be subject to constant and rigorous assessment. Ignoring intelligence
indicators can be fatal for the conduct of war, but so too can reliance on intelligence alone. Moreover, the greater
availability of intelligence in real time will pose increasing challenges for practitioners, as will the blurring of
boundaries between war, conflict, and crime, which will itself promote the need for closer links between intelligence
and knowledge.

For General Jean-Louis Georgelin, a former Chief of the French Defence Staff, itis precisely at the nexus between
intelligence and knowledge where the vital shared vision must be established between political and military leaders.
Military commanders must of course understand and support the political vision, but at the same time political
leaders must understand the constraints of armed force. Indeed, in a communications age in which all conflictis
apparently ‘strategic’ and at the same time intimate, the need for the operational level of war to be understood at
the political level is all the greater. A former senior official at the British Ministry of Defence, William Hopkinson,
takes this theme further when he considers the management of war. For Hopkinson future wars will probably not
call for the management of all national means on the same scale as the great wars of the last century. However,
major, complex, and successful modern war will require special and dedicated means to better assist political
leaderships to arrive at appropriate, timely, and informed decisions, and to have those decisions implemented and
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consequences monitored, measured, and effectively reported.

Non-Western Ways of War

Are there different ways to fight wars? To avoid the Handbook marching in the linear(-ish) direction of Western
forms of violent ‘rationality’ this section looks at non-Western ways of war. Whilst not in any way a scientific survey
of the ‘other’ the section purposively seeks out different perspectives and this affords the reader a pause for
thought. All the authors concerned emphasize the move away from a Europe-centric world into one in which Asian
stability is the strategic hub around which much of global security in the twenty-first century will rotate.
Major war, if itis to start anywhere, could thus well start in the Asia-Pacific region.

For Isabelle Facon the Russians’ belief in the fundamentally human nature of war leads them to reject the ‘over-
technologization’ of war characteristic of Western thinking. Russian military specialists tend rather to emphasize
their own national military experience in the post-Soviet era, which has been mainly that of counterinsurgency
warfare and local conflicts in Russia's periphery (and beyond) and little resemble the high-tech ambitions of the US
military, albeit ambitions which have been tempered by the American experience in Irag and Afghanistan.
Consequently, Moscow's observation that other great military powers are also finding it difficult to deal effectively
with asymmetric threats and irregular warfare despite their technological superiority seems to have ‘relaxed’ the
Russian military leadership about their relative strength compared to that of the West. For Facon this could make it
easier for sustained international cooperation to be established between Russia and the West, albeit cooperation
that will always be both pragmatic and realistic given the underlying current of suspicion that remains in Russia
about the motives and reliability of the West as a partner.

Chinese General Peng Guang Qian reminds the reader that whilst much of the West wallows in the semantics of
post-modernism, much of the world beyond is decadently modern. He offers a survey of Chinese thinking about
war both old and new. He also establishes the first principles of the Chinese way of war, which is to ensure the
freedom of initiative in war. This goal is itself based on the belief that all wars must utilize China's many strong
points to attack any potential enemy's weak points. Paradoxically, the Chinese way of war is thus essentially
defensive and regional although military power can and must be used to further the aims of Chinese national
strategy.

The contrast between General Peng Guang Qian and Japanese Vice-Admiral Fumio Ota's analysis is at times clear
and sobering. Ota captures a Japan thatis beginning to move beyond its post-1945 role, which emphasized
regional self-defence, to consider Tokyo's wider role in the international community and alongside other
democratic nations. Indeed, Ota skilfully captures the very essence of security globalization in this chapter as
Japan firmly identifies its interests with those of other ‘Western’ states. Whilst Western countries (often
involuntarily) have been expanding towards the east, into areas such as Afghanistan, Iraqg, and the Gulf of Aden,
China, India, and Japan have been expanding their activities towards the west into the Arabian Sea, Iraq, and the
Gulf of Aden. However, the Japanese military posture remains fundamentally defensive, with the use of armed
forces beyond Japan's borders reliant on a UN mandate and a clear humanitarian mission.

The Military Conduct of War

How are wars fought? In 2010 US Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said that the categories of warfare are
blurring and can no longer be fitted into neat, tidy boxes. Gates argued that new tools and tactics of destruction
are being employed simultaneously in what he called hybrid forms of warfare. Consequently, both the
nature of warfare today and its organization and conduct are by their very nature complex. It is this theme of
difficult operations in complex places that underpins much of the debate in this section. For Lieutenant General
Andrew Graham, the former Director-General of the United Kingdom Defence Academy, contemporary and future
military operations on all but the most limited scale and at the lowest level of intensity will almost certainly be
conducted on a joint basis (i.e. air, land, and sea forces) and by coalitions. Exploiting the potential for coalition
action as the instrument of necessity in the future international security landscape demands that the requirement to
generate international resolve and support and foster unity of purpose cannot simply be left to commanders in
theatre. Echoing Lindley-French, Graham emphasizes the vital importance of resolute political leaders willing and
able to develop and maintain all-important political relationships, build trust, and engage with partners. Critically, an
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understanding of the complex dynamics and nuances of working in partnership with other nations and miilitaries is
therefore essential for the successful conduct of war as an instrument of national policy in the twenty-first-century
world.

Within that context the Dutch Chief of Defence Staff General Peter Van Uhm and Dr Ben Schoenmaker reinforce the
essential and enduring importance of good and effective leadership, albeit at the military-strategic level. Indeed,
the relationship between the political and military dimensions of conflict is the fundamental prerequisite for success.
Moreover, the most essential element of combat power is competent and confident leadership, which in this day
and age must also be established on a strong ethical dimension, because the reason for engagement is as
important as the method of engagement. To that end, the relationship between the leader and the led must be
established on mutual trust and respect. In addition the authors argue thatin today's (and tomorrow's) amorphous
conflicts military leaders must have the versatility of mind to adapt quickly to the constantly changing
circumstances in which they operate.

The British Chief of Defence Staff General Sir David Richards takes up this theme when he considers the complex
relationship between contemporary leadership and field command. Today's field commander must deal with a
range of actors—governments both at home and in theatre, international agencies, coalition partners, non-
governmental organizations, and local people (to name but a few). The command task requires as much tact and
diplomacy as classical command authority. Indeed, unable any longer to simply give orders in the manner of, say,
an eighteenth-century aristocrat, today's field commander must influence, cajole, and coordinate, at the centre of
an ‘entrepreneurial’ network in which he is more communicator than dictator. Influence is the critical element for a
successful commander, with soldiers having to be prepared to play a political role outside their military mandate,
particularly if no one else is prepared to perform such a role, and commanders willing to listen to the experience of
the most simple of Privates.

Echoing Sir David's fusion of the classical and post-modern, Rob de Wijk suggests that so-called hybrid warfare is
not as new as often suggested. Moreover, due to enduring asymmetries in strength between Western armed forces
and their adversaries it will be the defining relationship in war and conflict for much of the twenty-first century.

So-called hybrid wars will thus likely remain the norm for the foreseeable future. Certainly, in the absence of an
existential threat to the Western democracies most of them will seek to avoid using excessive force, placing much
emphasis on issues of proportionality of response. This runs counter to much of the thinking of the ancients but
does chime with the idea of ‘just war’. This preference for minimum violence also creates a dilemma for leaders and
commanders. Indeed, given the need to devolve authority to commanders in the field the democracies will
constantly face a dilemma over the nature of force and its use, which will often be played out in domestic political
debate.

Dealing with complexity is a fact of life for contemporary commanders but all military success is based on getting
the right military capability to the right place at the right time. Indeed, even in the face of complex contingencies
NATO's Deputy Supreme Allied Commander, Europe, Lieutenant General Sir Richard Shirreff, argues for the
importance of seeking to maintain a balanced military capability. Equally, at a time when defence budgets are
under enormous pressure, a truly balanced capability is a luxury few can afford. Therefore, hard choices will have
to be made, placing a particular premium on identifying and planning for enduring trends, itself difficultin a
‘kaleidoscope’ of conventional and irregular warfare, with terrorism, insurgency, and criminal activity all part of
dynamic hybrid conflict. This places a particular premium on new approaches and partnerships. Partnerships
between civilians and military in a theatre of war is not new but of increased and increasing importance.

Colonel Gian P. Gentile of the US Army reinforces the challenge and hard choices faced by both political and
military leaders over the future shape and nature of armed forces when discussing counterinsurgency operations.
He rightly defines counterinsurgency as a campaign in which a foreign government occupies the land of another
government with full or partial support from the host nation and attempts to rebuild or build a state. Indeed, modern
counterinsurgency atits heart is state-building. However, whilst the United States believes the future will involve
the likelihood of more Irags and Afghanistans, future war also holds the possibility for major state-on-state war and
that must not be forgotten in the planning of the future force. Moreover, after the experience of Irag and
Afghanistan few allied governments have the political stomach for more enduring engagements with little possibility
of a clear and successful outcome.
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In support of the Shirreff thesis that effective military operations normally involve putting the right force in the right
place at the right time and ensuring they have the means to succeed in their mission, Matthew Uttley and
Christopher Kinsey place defence logistics at the heart of fighting power. Indeed, Second World War US General
Omar Bradley once famously said that whilst amateurs talk tactics, professionals study logistics. Helpfully, Uttley
and Kinsey define fighting power as determining what military force can and must be delivered to an operational
theatre, the time it will take to deliver such force, the scale and scope of forces that can be supported once there,
and the tempo of operations. However, today logisticians face an array of challenges in matching military means to
military ambition, the most obvious of which is often the vagueness of the threat and the uncertainty about scope
and duration of operations that inevitably dominate the logistician's environment, particularly in contemporary
conflict.

Military force is itself made up of distinct land, sea, and air components even if attempts are made to
create a seamless or joint force. The late French General Antoine Lecerf emphasizes the strategic significance of
land warfare, which has proved the key factor in the history of conflicts for two reasons. Firstly, the use of land
forces demonstrates the determination of a society or state to achieve a decisive political objective. Secondly, only
land forces are capable of capturing, occupying, and holding a position, thus maintaining a presence on the
ground for as long as necessary. For Lecerf enduring military success will require adherence to three critical
principles: freedom of action; concentration of effort; and economy of means—all of which place land forces at the
centre of military strategy. Supporting the Lecerf thesis Admiral Lord West, a former First Sea Lord of Britain's Royal
Navy and a former Security Minister, contends that the purpose of maritime warfare is ultimately to affect outcomes
on land. After all, the majority of human activity on the planet, economic and political, occurs within two hundred
miles (320 km) inland from the coast because that is where most people live. Moreover, to seaward human maritime
activity is generally confined to within two hundred miles of the coast. Itis precisely this 400-mile corridor of land
and sea where decisive outcomes in war will be achieved and must be planned for, in a zone that is increasingly
characterized as the ‘seam’.

Air Commodore Frans Osinga of the Royal Netherlands Air Force flies a slightly different course. For Osinga current
air operations in places such as Afghanistan sound a warning for the future conduct of operations, demonstrating
both the advantages and dangers of rapid technology development. Redolent of the De Wijk thesis, Osinga argues
that the need to create proper political and military strategic preconditions for the use of modern armed forces will
be critical, with air power as the cutting edge of such efforts. Indeed, given the technology imperative that has so
seduced leaders and commanders alike, the need for such preconditions are of ever greater importance if the
relationship between strategy, technology, and military effectis to be safely understood and, of course,
successfully applied.

Colonel Ton De Munnik of the Royal Netherlands Army moves beyond strategy and hardware to consider so-called
‘human software’ and the critical importance of effective defence education. The uncertainty of missions in fragile
or failed states and the requirement to educate officers with civilian counterparts is leading to the acceptance by
commanders of the need for a scientifically-based academic approach to defence education that goes beyond
mere training. Knowing and knowing how to know is thus a vital piece of military ‘kit’, and defence and military
academies must be reformed to serve such an end.

Technology, Economy, Industry, and War

Can war be afforded? Central to the contemporary debate in most states is the affordability of war together with all
its associated paraphernalia. The interaction between the economy, technology, and industry is, thus, carefully
considered, with implications for wider society that go well beyond the needs of armed forces.

For Colonel Michel Goya of the French Army, technology demonstrates the paradox of Western military
power in the contemporary world. With aging populations and failing economies it is technology that the West relies
on to offset its relative weakness. One would expect such pressures, allied to the change in the nature of warfare,
to lead to the reform and remodelling of Western miilitary doctrine as it pertains to the use of technology. However,
in spite of clear deficiencies there appears little appetite for such change, particularly in Europe, where the focus
remains on success on the conventional battlefield. Urgent change is therefore needed to establish new military
paradigms, and the first consideration should be the limits of technology in war.
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Xavier Pasco takes that debate to a higher dimension when he considers the role of space technologies in war. For
Pasco, throughout the recent history of space activity the link between space technologies and military activities
has been based on the strategic needs at any given moment of the military end-user. Equally, since the end of the
Cold War the miilitary use of space has been constantly changing and under constant review, leading to new
questions about the relationships between technology and legality and the very place and role of space in war.

In ‘Affording War: The British Case’, Chris Donnelly, Commander Simon Atkinson of the Royal Navy, and Julian
Lindley-French confirm that the main linkage in affording war is the relationship between war and the economy, or
rather the cost of war and the strategic investment in armed forces. Itis a truism that has stood the test of time and
yetis extremely hard to judge, particularly during times of relative peace when there are so many other claims on
the national exchequer. Demonstrating the value of defence investment in peace—the mantra of Value for Money
—is indeed akin to proving a negative—if war does not happen to what extent is it due to defence investment?
Since time immemorial British governments have grappled with this question and just about managed to balance
strategy and affordability. However, such is the severity of the financial crisis Britain faces that the strategic linkage
could be broken for the first time in perhaps four hundred years. For Heinz Schulte this challenge is compounded
by the relationship between industry and war which can be summarized thus: technological innovation is
insufficient if it lacks a broad and robust industrial base; equally, a broad and robust industrial base is inadequate if
it lacks technological innovation and inspirational input from non-military industry.

Former European Defence Agency chief Nick Witney deals with the critical issue of affordability head on.
Governments need equipment, goods, and services for their armed forces—and generally aim, as in normal
commercial procurement, to secure good quality, prompt delivery, and reasonable price. But procurement for war
is bedevilled by the special circumstances of defence: secrecy, innate conservatism, vested interests (of
politicians, industry, and the armed forces themselves), and introverted bureaucracies. The resultis the litany of
procurement fiascos and equipment deficiencies familiar in all the major military nations, which continue to occur
despite repeated reviews and attempts at reform. Yet the effort to get better results through greater transparency,
tighter discipline, and cultural change remains imperative; for the price of failure is ultimately paid on the battlefield.

Robert Bell, Special Representative of the US Secretary of Defense in Europe, looks at the procurement
challenge from an American perspective and by and large agrees with Witney. Equally, for Bell there are positive
developments: be it the traditional equipment manufacturing side of defence industries, or service and supply
contractors, the cost overruns and bloated contracts that were funded by the taxpayer during the early 2000s are
now a thing of the past. This is because governments on both sides of the Atlantic are demanding far more value
for money as public finances face unprecedented pressures, which will likely lead in time to further consolidation
and much needed competition.

Civil-Military Cooperation and War

Can civilians and soldiers fight wars and win peace together? A theme running throughout the Handbook concerns
the changing and emerging relationship between civilians and soldiers on both the battlefield and beyond and the
extent to which such civil-military cooperation is critical to success. Equally, the sheer complexity of moving the
so-called civil-military relationship beyond the theoretical and rhetorical towards the practical and operational is
also apparent. Paul Cornish suggests that civil-military cooperation goes beyond the merely pragmatic. The
requirement for civilian control has its roots in the liberal democratic ideal that there should be a close and
constraining relationship between the civil and the military. Traditionally the liberal model of civilian control has
been based on three core propositions: a clear hierarchy; the effective organization of bespoke agencies and
actors within the civil-military relationship; and exclusivity in the relationship between official civilians and the
military. In the early twenty-first century, however, challenges to national security have become more complex and
urgent and it has become progressively more difficult to define security narrowly, leading to the need for a more
informal relationship between civilians and soldiers in war.

Julian Lindley-French, Paul Cornish, and Andrew Rathmell in a sense demonstrate the truism of the Cornish thesis in
their analysis of civil-military operations. In essence, if such cooperation is to work (and the jury is still out) the
efficient generation and use of required resources and political will is critical. Strategic patience will also be vital.
However, such cooperation could well fail if essential relationships with ‘unofficial’ civilians are not matched by the
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necessary flexibility and aptitude to adapt to new ways of fighting wars and winning peace. US National Defense
University's Hans Binnendijk and Jacqueline Carpenter look at civil-military cooperation from a novel civilian angle.
The consensus in the US government and across the NATO Alliance is that most future conflicts will resemble those
of the past decade, requiring close civil-military planning and cooperation. However, whilst the United States has
established policies and doctrine to address the need for a civilian ‘surge’ in line with and supportive of the miilitary
effort, Washington still struggles to turn these decisions into actionable operational concepts and genuine
capabilities because there simply are not enough civilian specialists. This problem is even more acute for the
European allies where the concept of a civilian surge is more theoretical than actual.

War and Society

Are modern societies able to fight wars? The climax of the Handbook is a discussion about the changing nature of
war and the changing nature of society and the very changed relationship that is already apparent between
society and war since 1945. If war is an act of elemental violence, as Clausewitz would have it, war is also an act
of societal violence. The relationship between war and contemporary societies thus essentially concerns the
extent to which war is understood by wider society, society's resiliency in the face of war, and the way that the
story of war is told. Radha Kumar points out that whilst the impact of war on populations can be extreme, the impact
of populations on war can be equally profound. The changing scale, nature, and needs of populations is such that
managing systemic change will be vital if human need is not to drive conflictin human security and lead in time to
systemic war. The fate of the individual and the state are thus ever more closely bound together.

NATO Deputy Assistant Secretary-General Jamie Shea, with long experience in NATO of managing the official
narrative of war, pulls no punches when he says that even the most successful and justifiable of military
campaigns requires more and more hard sell to an ever more sceptical society. Effective ‘strategic’
communications are thus vital. Indeed, no contemporary war effort is today complete without its Media Operations
Centre, staffed by dozens of specialists working on the Events Grid, the Master Messages, Scripts, and Rebuttals.
Making war is thus not just policy by other means, but today military campaigning looks ever more like political
election campaigning. Indeed, no daily news cycle takes place without its crop of news briefings, backgrounders,
or embedded press tours ably directed by spokesmen and ‘spin doctors’ often drawn from the advertising or PR
industries when not from the media itself.

Caroline Wyatt, the BBC's Defence Correspondent, looks at the narrative of war from the journalist's viewpoint. She
eloquently captures the relationship between narrative and identity, or rather between what ‘we’ do and say and
who ‘we’ are. For Wyatt war tells stories about values, national identity, and the place of peoples in the world
community. The conduct of war—and how it is reported—can define the very vision a people/nation has of itself, or
undermine and destroy that vision. Itis for those very powerful reasons that those who fight wars are so keen to
keep the chroniclers of conflict and the public onside, whether by use of propaganda, public relations, or media
operations. War is after all a drama in which strengths are reflected as are the many weaknesses and foibles to
which all societies are subject.

Does War Have a Future?

Does war have a future? Director of the Royal United Services Institute Michael Clarke answers with a sad but
inevitable yes. Defining and assessing modern war is certainly not straightforward. However, the intuitive concept
of ‘war’ is alive and well in the contemporary international system and likely to remain so. As Clarke rather
succinctly puts it, ‘For the powerful, and their allies, therefore, war in the present era is not a declared state of
belligerence but a level of organized violence in which they engage, or for which they plan. They do not generally
anticipate fighting war, but they nevertheless engage in frequent military operations.’

Only the dead have indeed seen the end of war.

Julian Lindley-French

Professor Julian Lindley-French is Eisenhower Professor of Defence Strategy, Netherlands Defence Academy, and Associate
Fellow, Chatham House.
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In its origins war is about a miserable condition and that is how it is still commonly and understandably viewed. But
it is a condition which is often knowingly entered because not doing so carries its own miseries and dangers. The
alternative to war is normally described as ‘peace’, with positive connotations of harmony and tranquillity. But
peace can also involve oppression and subjugation, an incessant fear of attack, inadequate resources for survival,
or a lingering sense of dishonour. This goes to the heart of the issue of war. On the one hand itis abouta
purposive activity, geared to the demands of personal, group, and national security. On the other it is about the
grim consequences of conflict. War is a bad thing to happen but, at least on occasion, a good thing to do. States
continue to prepare for war while professing to wish to legislate it out of existence, promising only to fight for the
most righteous of reasons, as a last resort, and in the most civilized manner.
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I don’t ask why, because itis mostly the same.
Wars happen because the ones who start them
think they can win.

Margaret Atwood, ‘The Loneliness of the Military Historian’

THE etymology of war is intriguing. The Latin word for war, bellum, survives when we talk of people inclined to war
as being bellicose or belligerent. The wordsmiths of the first millennium, however, considered bellum to be
inappropriately close to the word for beauty, bellus, and so looked for alternatives. An old English word Gewin,
meaning struggle or strife, was replaced by the German werran, which meant something similar, and is linked to
worse. Werran became weeorre and then warre in English, and guerre in French. As originally used it seems to
have referred to confusion or discord.

In its origins therefore war is about a miserable condition and that is how it is still commonly and understandably
viewed. But itis a condition which is often knowingly entered because not doing so carries its own miseries and
dangers. The alternative to war is normally described as ‘peace’, with positive connotations of harmony and
tranquillity. But peace can also involve oppression and subjugation, an incessant fear of attack, inadequate
resources for survival, or a lingering sense of dishonour.

This goes to the heart of the issue of war. On the one hand itis about a purposive activity, geared to the demands
of personal, group, and national security. On the other it is about the grim consequences of conflict. War is a bad
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thing to happen but, at least on occasion, a good thing to do. States continue to prepare for war while professing to
wish to legislate it out of existence, promising only to fight for the most righteous of reasons, as a last
resort, and in the most civilized manner. Yet when war occurs it often bursts out of the tenuous limits imagined and
promised at times of peace. The original rationales for war can soon come to seem irrelevant, overtaken by events,
overwhelmed by the unanticipated consequences.

As she explores the meaning of Homer's Iliad, ‘the most celebrated and enduring of war stories ever told’, Caroline
Alexander emphasizes the futility, and the losses suffered by all, as the Greeks fought for a decade with the
Trojans. The force of the lliad, the story of the reluctant and fated Achilles, lies in the constant reminders of how
war makes ‘stark the tragedy of mortality’. The victors come to be reviled through their association with the
merciless sacking of Troy. They return to a land that had suffered in their absence and after journeys as fraught as
the war itself. This story, notes Alexander, ‘commemorates a war that established no boundaries, won no territory,
and furthered no cause’ (Alexander, 2009: 225).

If this was always the case then war would be nothing but tragedy. Yet in practice, if not always as intended, wars
have established boundaries, won territories, and furthered causes. Itis not true that victory is never without
reward, even if measured in terms of terrors avoided. A preference for peace is no defence against a predator who
apparently relishes war and seeks malevolent gain. Wars fought well away from home, at a minimum cost, may be
looked upon favourably, and the association with tragedy may be diminished. Some cultures may take a stoical
attitude to war and accept its pain fatalistically as normal and pre-ordained (Keegan, 1994). Western culture, not at
all uniquely, is infused with a keen sense of duality, of war as a terrible thing to happen but on occasion a noble
and necessary thing to do.

The tension between war's purposes and war's tragedy is at the heart of the conduct—and study—of war. The
tension is evident in the persistent efforts to acknowledge war's political function as the ultimate arbiter of disputes
while containing it as a social institution and mitigating its harmful effects. The Christian Just War tradition, normally
traced back to Augustine of Hippo (354-430), demands not only that a war have just cause, right a serious wrong,
be undertaken with a reasonable prospect of success and after exhausting peaceful alternatives, but must also be
conducted in a just manner, not making matters worse, using force proportionate to the wrong to be righted and
sparing non-combatants. Largely drawing on this tradition, there is now a considerable body of law, as well as
moral presumption, surrounding war. This can claim some success in establishing normative barriers to casual
resort to war and setting standards for its conduct. It leaves war hovering on the border between a crime and a
potentially unruly dispute mechanism.

The reason why war is so difficult to contain when itis waged is that the focus has to be on beating the enemy
rather than keeping the means proportionate to the desired ends. This means that the amount of force
required is measured against the amount available to the opponent. There are limits to the difference resulting from
superior skill and commitment in the application of force. Furthermore, the effort and endurance required by the
clash of arms may add to the sense of disproportion by generating intense passions and demands for retribution.
To add to the difficulty, the political goals set at the start of a conflict will escalate as a result of events during its
course.

This unease about war's character encourages attempts to disguise its presence by the use of euphemisms
(campaigns, operations, emergencies, police actions, peace support, humanitarian interventions). Another reason
for euphemism, especially in inter-state conflicts, is the issue of declaration. According to Article 1 of the Hague
Conventions of 1907, which set down the rules of war, hostilities can ‘not commence without previous and explicit
warning, in the form either of a reasoned declaration of war or of an ultimatum with conditional declaration of war'.
So war requires at least one party to say itis a war. Once war is declared the various obligations war creates come
into force. Not declaring war makes it possible to ignore at least some of those obligations. Thus, writing about
NATO's operations during the 1999 Kosovo conflict, General Wesley Clark, then the alliance's senior commander,
observed that ‘we were never allowed to call it a war. But it was, of course’ (Clark, 2001: xxiii).

The obligations attendant on a declared war can be substantial. For example, when the British government
considered the matter after the Argentine invasion of the Falkland Islands in April 1982 it was soon judged thata
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declaration, however justified, would be more trouble than it was worth. All Argentinians residentin or carrying on
business in British territory could be subjected to a variety of restrictions, up to internment, and the process could
lead to the effective abrogation of all contracts involving Argentine nationals, and turn any trading with Argentina
into a criminal offence. With a formal state of war not only the states directly involved acquire a distinct legal status
but so do those not at war. They become neutrals, a status with its own rights and duties.

A non-declaration of war has thus become more common than a declaration. The last time the United States
declared war, for example, was the Second World War, though it had done so four times previously (the War of
1812, the Mexican-American War of 1848, the Spanish—-American War of 1898, the First World War). This does not
mean that non-declaration makes it possible to neglect the ‘rules’. Normative pressures can be as strong as the
strictly legal. Even when not declaring war states are still bound by the Geneva Conventions. When it comes to
commercial contracts where states of war are relevant courts have learned to take a pragmatic, common-sense
view about what constitutes a war. So despite the euphemisms employed by governments to avoid describing
armed conflict as wars, when it has come to the Falklands, Kosovo, Iraq, and Afghanistan, thatis how they are
normally described.

There is no binding legal definition of war, set down in a multilateral treaty, but there is a broad consensus
concerning its key elements. According to Oppenheim's classical treatise:

War is a contention between two or more States through their armed forces, for the purpose of
overpowering each other and imposing such conditions of peace as the victor pleases. (Oppenheim, 1906:
56)

The first part of this definition, on contention, is more straightforward than the second part, on purposes.
Later definitions have tended to ignore this aspect, assuming that the violence is purposive rather than randomand
not requiring tests as to what these purposes might be. The first part of the definition suggests two tests: states are
doing the contending and armed forces are being used.

War has always been as likely to be intra-state as inter-state. Recalling Weber's definition of states as
monopolizing legitimate violence within their borders, then internally or externally generated challenges to this
monopoly are two sides of the same coin (Weber, 2004). Even during the course of inter-state wars at least one
party, and possibly both, will seek to stir up discontent and rebellion inside the enemy's territory. Given the range
and the types of violence that can take place within states, wars of this sort are even harder to define and
describe. This has encouraged the spread of the term to cover any violent conflict, for example between warlords,
drug cartels, and even rival urban gangs. Use has spread even further, ignoring the test of violence, to take in
conflicts which involve intense hostility but no violence, for example competitive sports. Phrases such as ‘war of
words’ or ‘war of nerves’ refer to situations displaying all the features of a war except actual violence.
Governments often adopt the rhetoric of war when seeking to mobilize public support behind collective action
against scourges such as drugs, cancer, and poverty, even though military methods would be wholly
inappropriate. This tendency caused great confusion when it came to President George W. Bush declaring a ‘war
on terror’, a scourge which involved violence but could come in many forms and be undertaken for a variety of
purposes (Freedman, 2008). This example suggests that a suitable enemy is another test for war. It was possible to
fight a war against Al Qaeda but not against a category ‘terrorism’, whose meaning and boundaries were disputed.
Common nouns, as Grenville Byford observed, cannot be defeated. Better to wage wars against proper nouns, ‘for
the good reason that proper nouns can surrender and promise not to do it again’ (Byford, 2002).

Though ‘war’ will often be adopted as a metaphor whenever a conflict becomes angry or intense, the core
meaning depends on the association with purposive violence. Simply put there can be no war without acts of
warfare. Itis not enough to break diplomatic relations, exert economic pressure, or threaten force without actually
doing so (as in a ‘cold war’). Itis, as Dinstein argued, indispensable that some armed force be employed (Dinstein,
2005: 9-10). War involves organized, purposive violence, undertaken by one wilful group against another.

Without the element of violence the study of war loses all focus. It does not, however, need states. There is no
reason why wars between gangs or other organized and semi-organized groups cannot be discussed in similar
terms. After all, war pre-dates states and in its earlier forms probably took place as small communities competed
over access to fertile land or proximity to water. For the violence to be purposive it must be to a degree strategic. It
must be geared to an end other than whatever satisfactions are derived directly from the experience of violence.
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Street fights, random displays of hostility, or ‘letting off steam’ do not count. There have always been claims that
war appeals to an innate aggression yearning for an outlet, so that claimed purposes may be no more

than pretexts. For some that may be true but if wars are simply viewed as acts of collective psychopathy then they
become impossible to comprehend.

War may end up as a chaotic state of affairs but it starts for reasons. It happens because human groups believe
that by resorting to armed force they can gain advantage, or at least prevent disadvantage. As conflicts resolved
without violence do not count as wars, wars by definition always involve suffering and destruction.

The elements of war can be discerned in their most basic form through observations of chimpanzees. They share
with humans something rare in the animal world: a readiness to kill other members of their species as part of a
group activity. This is more than the expression of an aggressive instinct and quite different from fights between
alpha males about the opportunity to mate with females. The character of chimpanzee wars was observed by Jane
Goodall in Tanzania in the mid-1970s, when two colonies fought about access to food in a conflict that concluded
with the extinction of one colony, and the acquisition of its territory and females (Goodall, 1986). Organization was
evidentin calls that communicated to individuals a need to come together for defensive purposes, patrolling the
territory in contention, moving with stealth and caution, and then waiting patiently and in silence until a potential
victim came into view when on the offensive. Goodall observed a readiness to retreat rapidly when faced with
superior numbers, even in home territory, and to chase and attack when the odds were with them. The
chimpanzees were not rash or heroic. The strategy made sense. With relatively small colonies the loss of an
individual made a considerable difference to the local balance of power (Wrangham, 1999).

Purposive violence is about power. Itis normal in international politics to talk about ‘powers’ with measurable
economic and military resources. This can be seriously misleading. Superiority in these resources does not
guarantee favourable outcomes in all encounters. The contrast between available assets and actual achievement,
between putative and actual power, can be stark (Baldwin, 1979: 161-94). Power needs to be considered in two
distinct but closely related ways. The firstis as a general capacity. This is the pot of power, the ‘political capital’,
the collection of resources and attributes drawn upon when seeking to shape events and exert influence. Whether
it will be any use in any given encounter cannot be known for sure. So the second way to think of power is as the
specific application of this general capacity, when the putative becomes actual depending on the skill and
strategic insight with which resources are deployed. In the process the general capacity will be transformed.
Resources expended may be hard to replenish. At the same time a hard victory may burnish a reputation for
toughness and gain respect from others.

Wars can also end inconclusively with a negotiated settlement that gives neither side all it wants, or petering out as
all parties retire exhausted. The temptation of war, however, lies in the possibility of a decisive shift in the
balance of power sufficient to affect all future transactions involving the belligerents, and also possibly a wider
range of political relationships as others are obliged to acknowledge the strength of the victor. A victory, resulting
in opponents being eliminated, subdued, or intimidated may achieve its original purpose and much else besides.
This view of war as being about a contest for power might normally be described as realist, but that term has
become appropriated by a particular, doctrinaire approach to the study of international relations. This approach
can also be called ‘strategic’. The term ‘strategy’ can be traced back to ancient Greece though it only began to
gain currency in the late eighteenth century, referring to the sources of victory in war (Heuser, 2010).

A favourite title for those writing about what we would now call strategy was The Art of War, as used by Machiavelli
in the sixteenth century, Raimondo Montecuccoli in the seventeenth, Maurice de Saxe in the eighteenth, and Baron
de Jomini in the nineteenth. It was adopted by the translators of the works of the Chinese sage Sun Tzu, and one
wonders whether Carl von Clausewitz might have followed the practice were it not for the fact that Jomini had got
there first. Clausewitz's reflections appeared under the even simpler On War. Clausewitz is now given the credit for
moving the study of war onto a new level, in part because he sought to place his advice about strategy in the
context of a broad and systematic theory of war, but also because this theory was influenced by the experience of
the Napoleonic Wars which he had observed at first hand. He insisted that war was a continuation of policy by
violent means, confirming its purposive character, yet also described the passions and furies unleashed by war,
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and the friction which interfered with military practice, all of which could lead to chaos, confusion, and irrationality.
Clausewitz was a cautious strategist, anxious for numerical superiority at each encounter, warning of the dangers
of trying to do too much by clever manoeuvres, of getting distracted by easy but peripheral targets, of becoming
over-extended as an apparently defeated enemy is chased into his own territory, of failing to turn battlefield victory
into a lasting political gain (Clausewitz, 1976).

On War is never described as an anti-war tract, and the Prussian was certainly not squeamish when it came to
accepting war's bloody nature, yet he was all too aware of the generals’ tenuous control over the course of
events. Opponents are more resourceful and resistant than expected, campaigns are let down by incompetence or
miscalculation; stalemates develop with a draining attrition the only possibility of resolution, a race to see who can
endure the pain the longest. In these circumstances the waste and wretchedness of war becomes ever more
prominent.

v

In any account of a long war the cloud of tragedy soon smothers the narrative. The link between cause and
consequences becomes progressively attenuated. Whatever was intended at the start there is much to mourn and
regret at the end. The reasons for war, once so pressing and compelling, are forgotten or reshaped in an
effort to keep up with the conflict's latest stage. Hatred of the enemy, and a fear of defeat, sustain the conflict, but
the effort becomes progressively harder as the military machine needs to be fed with more bodies and resources.
Morale must be sustained so the business of killing at the front while grieving at home goes on, as memories of
peace and hopes of its return fade. The Great War of 1914-18 still evokes such thoughts and has become a prime
exhibitin any discussion of the futility and pain of war (Fussell, 2000). Its origins can be discerned in the
insecurities of great powers and the character of their alliances, and historians can follow with grim hindsight the
diplomacy following the assassination of the Archduke Ferdinand in Sarajevo. What remains most striking is the
disjunction between what those statesmen thought they were doing and the world that appeared as the war
concluded, with empires fragmented and revolution and recession in the air.

The next global confrontation rescued, to a point, war's reputation. It confirmed the presumption left over from 1918
that modern war meant violence on an industrial scale, and this would now extend to raids from the air as well as
land and sea. The idea of ‘total war’ was embedded. This phrase spoke of war without obvious limits as all the
resources of a state were committed in a desperate struggle for survival and victory. They also became total
because few places could escape their effects. Professed neutrality would be no help for countries who found
themselves on an invasion route or sat atop vital resources. Issues of religious, national, or ideological identity
leapt borders. The construction of pre-war alliances, designed to hold enemies in check, meant that one
apparently small conflict could spread rapidly as others were drawn in as a result of their stakes in the broader
configuration of power.

For these reasons the Second World War was even more total than its predecessor, covering more of the globe,
lasting longer, confirming cities as targets, and leading to far greater death and destruction. Still, at least the
enemies justified their status. The more that was discovered about the Nazis’ aims and methods the more of a relief
victory appeared. The failure of pre-1914 diplomacy was seen in the failure to contain great power rivalry and
arms races; the failure of pre-1939 diplomacy was seen in the determination to avoid war at all costs against a
dictator who could not be appeased. Nonetheless, even in what is still considered to be a ‘good’ war the victors
were still responsible for atrocities, largely unleashed from the air, culminating in the dropping of the first atomic
bombs. Moreover Poland, the country whose invasion prompted the British and French ultimatum to Germany, was
brutalized during the war and remained a victim, a part of the Soviet ‘sphere of influence’ at the end.

The arrival of nuclear weapons completed the logic of total war. Once all the major powers had their own arsenals
any attempt to resolve their differences by force was likely to resultin their elimination as modern industrial
societies. This prospect came to be described as mutual assured destruction, a condition that made political
leaders pause when they contemplated any step that could resultin it coming to pass. The starkness of the
prospect, of great cities evaporated, populations largely killed off with survivors coping in a radioactive wasteland
and envying the dead, left no doubt about the risks of war. It effectively removed total war for the major powers as
a rational act of policy. This did not mean that a total war, including nuclear use, was impossible, only that
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any occurrence would arise in irrational circumstances. Something limited and apparently innocuous might
escalate into a great conflagration.

In the face of mutual assured destruction, the only wars that could seriously be fought would have to be limited
(Osgood, 1957). The war that began with the attack of Soviet-backed North Korea on the American-backed South in
June 1950 was taken to demonstrate the possibility of limited war, without a slide into a superpower conflagration.
On the other hand this required accepting a stalemate—the armistice line confirmed in 1954 remains in place, more
or less back at the point where the war started. The forces of North and South remain on a war footing on either
side of the divide. Much strategic debate during the 1950s was about limited war, perhaps using ‘tactical’ nuclear
weapons, a concept that came to be viewed sceptically, or else by keeping the aims limited in the hope that this
would also lead to restraint in methods. In practice awareness of the consequences of a loss of restraintin
methods led to restraint in aims, and a readiness to accept an unsatisfactory conclusion rather than risk escalation
(Freedman, 2003).

\"/

The alternative to protracted war and escalation is a quick victory. Late in the nineteenth century the military
historian Hans Delbriick argued that all military strategy could be divided into two basic forms. The first, the
strategy of annihilation, demanded a decisive battle to eliminate the enemy's army, while the second, the strategy
of exhaustion, required whatever means could be found to bring the war to an eventual and moderately
satisfactory end. Naturally governments prefer to win through annihilation rather than exhaustion (Delbriick, 1990).
Not all wars last for years and end in stalemate. Some are over quickly and with decisive results.

Starting with the war against Austria in 1866 Count Otto von Bismarck successfully used war, along with astute
diplomacy, to unify Germany under Prussian leadership. He then forced France to accept a new balance of power.
Later Japan seized the initiative in its war against Russia by attacking the Russian fleet at Port Arthur in 1904 (prior
to a declaration of war), and held it, ending up with Korea and the Port once peace was eventually agreed. In the
decades after 1945 in a succession of wars Israel secured its independence and reshaped its territory, Bangladesh
split away from Pakistan, Britain forced Argentina out of the Falkland Islands after a surprise occupation, and the
Taliban regime in Afghanistan was toppled by the United States. Iraq was defeated twice by a coalition led by the
United States, the first in order to push it out of Kuwait in 1991 and the second to change a regime claimed to be in
violation of UN resolutions. In all these cases the war if not the subsequent pacification was comparatively short.
One side turned out to be materially stronger and/or strategically much more accomplished than the other. This
record suggests a simple and almost banal lesson. Wars can serve political purposes and produce a definitive
result, but by and large this is more likely to happen if they are over quickly. Long wars can have their
intended consequences but after a time they acquire issues and meanings that were absent at the start, and the
unintended consequences can become as if not more important than the intended.

The answer to whether a war is long or short is often presented in terms of the quality of the military offensive. The
presumption, especially among generals, at least from the start of the Napoleonic Wars to the Great War, was that
battle should be decisive. The reasoning was straightforward. States depend for their security on their armies. If
their armies have been so comprehensively defeated that they can no longer function then the government has no
choice but to accede to the demands of the victor. If the battle can be concluded quickly and decisively then so
will be the war. The simplest way to achieve this is with overwhelming force, crushing any resistance. But when the
forces are more evenly matched then victory will require taking risks, being bold, relying on guile and ruses before
direct assaults. Itis a common theme among strategists, from Sun Tzu to Liddell Hart, that it makes more sense to
outwit the enemy rather than outfight them (Liddell Hart, 1968; Sun Tzu, 2003). This is evident in war plans that
start with surprise attacks, unexpected manoeuvres, and rapid offensives in the hope that the enemy will be
caught off guard and soon be in disarray. Moves of this sort create a problem for the legally-minded, which require
waiting for the enemy to take the initiative so any military action is clearly in self-defence. In some circumstances
conceding the initiative would mean conceding defeat, or at least a long war of attrition. Catching the enemy by
surprise might be the only way in which total objectives might be achieved without crippling the victor.

This logic was taken to its extremes in nuclear strategy, as the only reliable form of victory was recognized to be a
‘first strike’, effectively disarming the enemy by catching its nuclear weapons before they could be used. Such a
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strike would require exquisite timing and coordination, would be necessarily pre-emptive, and still leave the
aggressor hoping that the enemy would not launch on warning of an incoming attack, against targets at sea as well
as on ground, with anti-missile defences needed to pick up anything that was launched. However ‘surgical’ in
conception and execution, the attack would still cause massive casualties. Not surprisingly the nuclear powers
came to conclude that it was better to concentrate on having the capacity to absorb such an attack and then
retaliate (a second strike) than attempt to develop a reliable first strike capability.

In less extreme forms the logic remains the same. If the enemy can regroup and start to fight back then a battle
cannot be considered decisive. This is why Napoleon's victory at Borodino in 1812 and the subsequent occupation
of Moscow did not turn into a political victory because the Russian army remained intact (Lieven, 2010). By the
same token the comprehensive defeats of both the German and Japanese armies in 1945 made it possible to
impose transformational settlements. Regrouping can, of course, take the form of resistance and insurgency, even
following an occupation, as well as a reconstituted army. This is how the United States found itself stuck in both Iraq
and Afghanistan during the 2000s. Lastly, it may not be enough to take one country out of a war if its allies are still
fighting. German strategy in both world wars was to deal with the most vulnerable member of the opposing alliance
first. It made more progress in the Second World War than the First but in the end it still could not cope
with the full weight of the alliance it faced.

Even when a military victory has been achieved and a political setlement imposed it may not last. After 1871
France was determined to regain the lost provinces of Alsace and Lorraine; after 1947 India and Pakistan continue
to argue over Kashmir; after 1967 Israel failed to find ways to pacify the Palestinians or to allow them their own
state; after 1982 Argentina was not reconciled to the loss of the Malvinas. In each case this raises interesting
questions about whether the aftermath of each war took an inevitable course, to which the answer is invariably that
the victors had choices and these choices determined whether the best use was made of military success.

This leads to an important point. Wars are part of a political process, an attempt to shift obstacles and reshape the
prevailing balance of power. As a result of war much changes, but also much stays the same, in terms of culture,
attitudes, and interests, albeit in a new context. Because war is about the use of armed force it can be considered
concluded when one side has decided that it can no longer fight or sees no purpose in doing so, or both sides
agree on a ceasefire. Whether or not the political aims are achieved depends on what happens next. The outcome
may be seized land, but the benefit and durability of such a gain will depend on whatis done by way of
consolidation (which may include gaining the acquiescence of the local population). Alternatively the outcome may
be an agreement to negotiate, in which case the eventual gains may depend on what the war has shown about the
relative strengths and interests of the belligerents, but also on diplomatic skills and shrewd tactics. There is plenty
of evidence for the cliché about winning wars yet losing peaces. To use another cliché, military victories do not
solve political problems. They can, however, lead to a new state of affairs which make possible solutions that would
not otherwise have been available.

Vi

A belligerent will say that war is caused by the unreasonable behaviour of the enemy. There may be a particular
‘trigger’ without which war might have been avoided. Students of the ‘causes of war’ tend to look more atan
environment which creates incentives and disincentives to war. At the most fundamental level they point to the
anarchic nature of the international system, requiring states to look after their own security and not rely upon some
higher authority. On the assumption that states value security above all else then they are bound to be concerned
about any powerful state which could turn against it. Herz explained how a ‘security dilemma’ can arise between
two units in such a system, ‘deriving from mutual suspicion and mutual fear’, compelling them ‘to compete for ever
more power in order to find more security, an effort that proves self-defeating because complete security remains
ultimately unobtainable’ (Herz, 1951: 231).

In this way states which have no inherent reason to fear each other get caught up in arms races and even war, as
one decides it must strike while it has a momentary advantage. Using alliance to draw on the power of
other states, an otherwise weak state might balance a stronger state. While alliance formation might stabilize a
situation, and create a balance of power, encouraging caution all round, it might also be that some local instability
in the system creates uncertainty and violent moves, thereby drawing alliance partners into a fight despite what
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they know to be their best interests. Another causal factor might be the distribution of natural resources so that
states find themselves competing for access to waterways or fertile land. Lastly there are issues of identity, the
perceived need to support those with a similar religion, ideology, or ethnicity in other states.

Attempts to find answers to the problem of war have inspired the academic study of international relations and the
practice of international law. There was often a disposition to treat causation in terms of irrational factors, such as
arms races and security dilemmas, more than deliberate state policy. The serious empirical study of war began
with Quincy Wright's fourteen-year project to produce his monumental Study of War, published early in the Second
World War (Wright, 1942). There is now a substantial body of academic work, much under the aegis of the
‘correlates of war’ project (Singer, 1979), which seeks to put the study of war onto a ‘scientific’ basis, seeking to
identify virtual laws of international politics, by getting basic data on all wars (defined by at least 1,000 combatant
deaths) in terms of participation, duration, casualties, alliances, geographical scope, and a variety of other
economic, diplomatic, and military factors. The impulse has been to see if there are factors which make war more
or less likely and so in principle might be manipulable by enlightened governments. One example, which turned out
to be less than originally it seemed, was the notion that democracies do not fight each other (Levy, 1988). Itis
unsurprising that the scientific approach has not produced reliable conclusions because correlations are sought
between factors and events which have been taken out of their historical context. It can be of interest to know that
the presence of certain factors makes war more likely but whether a particular war occurs will still depend on the
decisions of individuals, which may depend as much on factors of personality, cognition, and group dynamics as
underlying ‘causes’.

After a protracted period of warfare there is great pressure to address the ‘root’ causes to prevent another such
catastrophe. The great powers of the day have come together to develop appropriate rules and institutions. This
was the case with the Treaty of Westphalia following the Thirty Years War and the Congress of Vienna following the
Napoleonic Wars. After the First World War the League of Nations was established, and then the United Nations
after the Second World War. Less significant but reflecting a similar sentiment were the Paris Treaties which
concluded the Cold War. These initiatives generally address both the immediate and structural causes of the
conflict which has just concluded (lkenberry, 2000). They address causes in terms of specific sources of instability
in the state system, for example the large number of statelets that made up the area that eventually became
Germany until the unified state acquired such a power that this was considered destabilizing.

Attempts to deal with the ideological causes of war can be traced back to the 1648 Peace of Westphalia which left
the question of whether a state should be Catholic or Protestant to the sovereign, and so established the principle
of non-interference in a state's internal affairs. Following the wars triggered by the French Revolution, the
major powers sought to suppress any radical or nationalistic urges among their populations. By the end of the
nineteenth century the demands of self-determination were impossible to ignore. The complex interaction of such
demands, attempts to establish stable regional and global balances of power, and the spread of ideologies which
claimed universal validity, turned out during the twentieth century to be particularly combustible. The point is that
war is a function of instabilities in the state system but the causes of these instabilities are far more complex than
attempts by large powers to maximize their security. Nor are they reliably susceptible to scientific analysis.

The presumption that war is a disease of humanity has shaped the study of its causes. In earlier times it might be
seen as an opportunity to express manly virtues or the only certain way to hold on to essential territory, rich in
food and close to rivers. Just as social and economic progress required trust in order to make possible small-scale
communities which involved mutual interdependence and vulnerability, so the agreed extension of trust and
cooperation, marked by contracts and treaties, reduced the need to settle disputes by violence. But even in small
communities miscreants saw opportunities in violence for short-term advantage or deciding disputes where there
was no evident non-violent solution. The god worshipped, language spoken, values honoured, economies
prospering all depended on war. The best assumption was that war was not a lapse from a peaceful prehistoric
society, but a natural state which the forces of civilization must strain to manage. Political theorists saw as their
greatest challenge forms of government and international society that could avoid the need to resort to war. In this
respect the real challenge is to identify the causes of non-war rather than war.

The major cause of non-war is awareness of the cost and character of modern war, particularly total war. Another
cause of non-war at a global level is how little there is, territorially, left to fight about. European states no longer
contemplate the rest of the globe with an acquisitive, mercantilist, and proselytizing eye. Their empires have been
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dismantled. Instead of the original 50 states of the United Nations there are now 192. Within these states, especially
those with feeble economies, deep social cleavages, and weak political institutions, there are often things to fight
about, some resulting from the struggle for existence, and others from the ideological formulas that seek to explain
why things are so bad and how they could be better. The erstwhile great powers still find it difficult to be indifferent
to turmoil within such states, especially if close to their neighbourhoods. If they differ with each other about how to
stabilize these situations then old animosities and rivalries might be aggravated. There are certain capabilities,
notably nuclear weapons, which might give an otherwise weak state a way of becoming strong and great. So while
there are compelling reasons for reassurance that the age of total war has passed, at a more micro level war
remains persistent, and sometimes so embedded in particular social and political structures as to be depressingly
durable—a werran of confusion and discord.

But it's no use asking me for a final statement.
As | say, | deal in tactics.
Also statistics:
for every year of peace there have been four hundred
years of war.
(Atwood, 1996)
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[-] Abstract and Keywords

This article focuses on different interpretations of strategy as applied to the conduct of war. The tradition of
European strategic thought shaped by Clausewitz, which traced its origins to the eighteenth century and was
refined by the wars fought thereafter, was concerned overwhelmingly with the conduct of war on land. The
Napoleonic Wars did not produce a comparable articulation of naval or maritime strategy. Not until the 1870s did
British authors begin to address this deficiency, and they did so precisely because Britain's maritime supremacy
was being called into question by the progressive and accelerating industrialization of its neighbours. By the last
quarter of the nineteenth century, powers other than Britain sought colonies and developed navies. Britain's
imperial and maritime interests needed to be shaped by rational thought if they were to be defended. The upshot
was strategy, and a form of strategy which pointed more to its twentieth-century understanding than it did to
Clausewitz's idea that it was the use of the battle for the purposes of the war.

Keywords: strategy, conduct of war, Clausewitz, Napoleonic Wars, imperial interests, strategist

STRATEGY is @ word of much more recent coinage than its use by strategic commentators and, even, historians
suggests. Itis legitimate to ask whether a civilization without a word for a concept possesses the conceptin the
first place. To talk of the strategy of the Roman or Byzantine empires, as Edward Luttwak has done, is to impose a
vocabulary on those societies which was unknown to them.1 The word may be derived from classical Greek, but
the latter applied its root in the words for general, army, or stratagem, not in an abstract noun denoting the use of
force for the purposes of war or the use of war for the purposes of policy. The word's Greek origins do however
provide us with one important reminder: they are unequivocally associated with military organizations and their
conduct of war. Strategy, both as word and concept, is often used today in contexts that concern neither, as a
synonym for policy or as an approach to business studies and the challenges of management. Both tendencies—
the readiness to see strategy as a universal set of truths applicable across time, and the application of the word to
endeavours that have no military applications—have generated confusion and ambiguity in its meanings today.

Strategic thought was often the product of the need to survive. Military vulnerability and even catastrophic defeat
have proved to be remarkably effective prods to innovative thinking about war. Sun Tzu's Art of War was written in
China during a period when small states constantly fought for survival (403-221 sc); the Florentine, Niccolo
Machiavelli (1469-1527), analysed the use of war after the defeat of the Italian states at the hands of France in
1494; and the great spur to Carl von Clausewitz (1780-1831) was the defeat of his homeland, Prussia, by Napoleon
atJena in 1806.

In the late eighteenth century, it was France itself, the most powerful state in Europe sixty years previously, which
was more conscious of military decline. Particularly galling were the defeats inflicted in the Seven Years War by

Prussia, a small and backward kingdom which produced an army disproportionate to its size. When the war ended
in 1763 Prussia rested on its laurels, but the military writers of France did not. They laid the intellectual foundations
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for a military renaissance. Probably the most inspired and forward-looking text of the period, by Jacques
Antoine Hippolyte de Guibert (1743-90), anticipated the way in which political change could transform warfare, but
it was still focused primarily on tactics, as its title, Essai général de la tactique (‘A general essay on tactics’)
(1772), made clear. However, in 1777 another French aristocratic officer, Paul Gideon Joly de Maizeroy (1719-80),
moved on from the study of tactics to the development of a theory of what he called strategy:

Making war is a matter of reflection, combination of ideas, foresight, reasoning in depth and use of
available means. Some of these means are direct, others indirect; these latter are so numerous that they
comprise practically everything known to man. In order to formulate plans, strategy studies the
relationships between time, positions, means and different interests, and takes every factor into account ...
[This] is the province of dialectics, that is to say, of reasoning, which is the highest faculty of the mind.2

Maizeroy was inspired to use the word strategy by his knowledge of the Byzantine text, Strategicon, written by the
Emperor Maurice in the sixth century (and itself a response to the tactical challenges posed by the horsed archers
of the steppe peoples of central Asia). Maizeroy was not so much escaping from the efforts of Maurice and most
other military writers (himself included) to produce a ‘perfect’ system of tactics, as arguing that there was a role not
only for rules in the conduct of war but also for rationality and logic.

Guibert and Maizeroy were eighteenth-century philosophes, anxious in war, as in so many other areas of life, to
apply the power of reason to a phenomenon that too easily could be seen as chaotic. Strategy, as a concept and
at least within Europe, was therefore a product of the Enlightenment. It gained currency thanks to the wars which
France prosecuted on the back of this military thought, those of the French Revolution and Napoleon. Bonaparte
himself used the word ‘strategy’ sparingly; for him, as for most of his contemporaries, the combination on the
battlefield of the three arms—infantry, cavalry, and artillery—was a matter of la grande tactique (‘major tactics’),
and the use of war for the purposes of policy was just that, /a politique (‘policy’). Butin 1799 a Prussian, Adam
Heinrich Dietrich von Bulow (1757-1807), published a book, Geist des neuren Kriegssystems (‘Spirit of the new
system of war’), which defined tactics and strategy and drew a clear distinction between them. Blilow associated
tactics solely with the battlefield, but strategy was ‘the science of the movements in war of two armies, out of the
virtual circle of each other; or, if better liked, out of cannon-reach’.3

Bllow's book was translated into French and English, and so popularized the word, if not its intellectual baggage.
Moreover, he had turned thinking about war upside down. Although the bulk of his book was a discussion of tactics
as practised by the army of Frederick the Great, he elevated the superiority of strategy, which he saw notas an art
but as the science of planning and command, subject to the rules of geometry. The stunning victories achieved by
the armies of Revolutionary France did not cause himto rethink. Instead, Napoleon's defeat of the Austrian army
commanded by the hapless Mack at UImin 1805, the product of brilliant manoeuvre but achieved without fighting,
provided him with his clinching argument.

Clausewitz was very rude about Bulow, but, as with others whom he named and shamed in his great text,
Vom Kriege (1832-4; English titte On War), he was also indebted to him. From Bllow Clausewitz derived the key
concepts of book VI of On War: the strength of the defensive, the idea that an attack passes ‘the culminating point
of victory’, and the power of a people in arms. More generally On War is a book about strategy, albeit of a much
more sophisticated variety than that described by Bllow. Bllow saw strategy as determined by the choice of bases
and lines of operations: in strategy the enemy ‘was merely the aim and not the direct object’, and so strategy was
divorced from combat.4 Clausewitz disagreed with Bilow on the place of battle in war, recognizing, in some of his
most forceful and graphic writing, that it is the use of violence or the threat to use it which underpins everything
else in war. He therefore defined strategy as the use of the battle for the purposes of the war. What happened in
combat was the preliminary to the battle's exploitation, to the pursuit of a broken army so that the tactical outcome
could be converted into a strategic victory. He also condemned Bilow's determination to find a system (not that he
totally denied a similar desire in his own writings) because Bllow's systematizing failed to acknowledge the role of
chance and uncertainty in war.

That was also what divided Clausewitz from the other butt of his writings, Antoine-Henri Jomini (1779-1869). But
these two also shared some core concepts. Like Jomini, Clausewitz focused his strategic thinking on the general
principles which underpinned the conduct of war (even if he was more ready than Jomini to recognize exceptions
to every rule). Like Jomini, Clausewitz stressed manoeuvres designed to bring mass on the decisive point, and
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Clausewitz also spent much of his time discussing what Jomini called ‘operations’, even though this was a word
which Clausewitz eschewed in On War. Both of them were reacting to the example of Napoleon and his conduct of
land warfare. But, whereas Jomini soughtin his earliest work to place Napoleon on a continuum which reached
back to Frederick the Great, Clausewitz used history to recognize change.

The core of On War (books llI-V) is a discussion of war as Clausewitz had experienced it in the age of Napoleon,
particularly in the campaigns of 1812-15. But when he came to the writing of book VI, on defence, Clausewitz found
that Napoleon, the invader of other people's domains, provided less evidence to support his analysis than did
Frederick the Great, who had spent most of the Seven Years War engaged in an existential struggle for the survival
of Prussia. Frederick also caused Clausewitz to confront more centrally a relationship over which he had so far
skated, that between war and policy. How should a state respond once it had successfully repelled an invasion?
Should it then proceed in its own turn to invade the country whose army it had just defeated? These questions
carried political as well as strategic implications, and from then on Clausewitz realized that he needed a tripartite
approach to war—one which focused not just on the relationship between tactics and strategy, but also that
between strategy and policy.

This insight, and its subsequent formulation as a principle, that war is the continuation of policy by other means,
has come to underpin definitions of strategy, especially since the end of the First World War. But for Clausewitz
policy as often stood outside strategy as within it, however much each shaped the other. Conceptually each
served different ends and was in the hands of different authors (statesmen or monarchs on the one hand,
generals on the other). In reality of course policy penetrated war, but it could demand of war that it do things at
odds with its own nature, including show moderation when war's own instinct was to escalate its use of force.

Clausewitz's distinction between the nature of war and the character of war was his way of dealing with the
historian's problem of continuity and change. War possesses certain features which are constant across time, and
which are sufficiently universal to give war its theoretical unity. Many of these are expressed in what are now
clichés—the role of chance, the effects of friction, the importance of moral courage. Atits heartis a relationship:
that between two (or more) enemies. One side may seek to master war for its own ends, but the other will do its
level best to prevent that happening. War's nature therefore depends on reciprocity; itis above all ‘a clash of
wills’, which can generate exponential effects with unpredictable consequences. Guiding it are the human qualities
of passion, the play of probability, and logic or reason, although the balance between these three varies from war
to war. This much is constant in war, but Clausewitz also knew, as he wrote at the conclusion to a résumé of the
history of war in book VI, chapter 3, of On War, that ‘every age had its own kind of war, its own limiting conditions,
and its own peculiar preconceptions’.>

Clausewitz was not a professional historian, but he wrote more military history than he did strategic theory, and he
knew the latter had to be grounded in the realities provided by the former. Marc Bloch, who was a professional
historian and a soldier only by dint of national necessity, averred in his eyewitness analysis of the causes of
France's defeat in 1940 that

History is, in its essentials, the science of change. ... The lesson it teaches is not that what happened
yesterday will necessarily happen tomorrow, or that the past will go on repeating itself. By examining how
and why yesterday will differ from the day before, it can reach conclusions which will enable it to foresee
how to-morrow will differ from yesterday.®

So Bloch railed against the teaching provided at the Ecole Militaire before the First World War, which used military
history to stress continuities not change. By the same token Clausewitz, all too conscious that war was shaped by
the circumstances of its own times, was wary about predicting war's future character. He lived in an era in which
political and social change transformed war far more profoundly than did technological improvements; in this he
was lucky, in that his analysis has dated less readily than if it were tactically and technologically dependent.
Twentieth-century strategic analysts, much more conscious of the exponential rate of science-led innovation, have
often been less cautious, and their radicalism has been able to justify itself because of the conservatisminherentin
strategic thought. At least up until 1945 strategic thought's natural tendency, as Bloch observed, was to use
experience as the best, and very often only available, compass by which to navigate a path through the
confusions of the present and into the uncertainties of the future. Military thought flourished in Europe in the
nineteenth century, and it did so against the background of profound technological change and the transformation
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of industrial output. Its response was to use strategic thought to emphasize continuity, and to seek out
unchanging principles of war. The natural function of strategic thought has been to assimilate the character of the
current conflict, the shock of the new, into the patterns of the past. Very often it has been less adroit in its handling
of the relationship between change and continuity than was Clausewitz.

The generals and staff colleges of the nineteenth century focused on strategy in the sense of military operations.
Clausewitz's definition of strategy, that it was concerned with the use of the battle for the purposes of the war, that
it was therefore about armies and how they were used, and that it was the business of generals rather than of
politicians, was one with which they remained comfortable, as did most of the generals who fought in the First
World War.

That definition changed in the twentieth century. It did so precisely because armed forces confronted events so
epoch-making that they could no longer simply be assimilated in a narrative that stressed continuity (although
some certainly tried). Generals in 1914 had seen manoeuvre less as a result of battle and more as a means to
bring it about. Battle was deemed to be the decisive actin war. In the event it was not, or at least not in the First
World War. Big battles, particularly on the western front, did not produce the outcomes that their scale portended.
The search for the elusive decisive battle meant that tactics, themselves shaped by the technologies thrown up by
industrialization, trumped strategy. Not even the series of successful engagements conducted by the allies in the
last hundred days of the war was sufficient to explain its outcome. To do that, analysts had to bring in the role of
economic warfare, the promotion of revolution within belligerent countries, the coordination of allies, and the
mobilization of men's and women's minds. In 1918, a young German historian, Hans Rothfels, who had lost a leg
serving at the front, completed his thesis at the university of Heidelberg. It was on Clausewitz and it was subtitled
Politik und Krieg (‘Policy and war’). The war prompted thoughtful Germans like Rothfels to reconsider Clausewitz's
view of strategy, separating it from the operational framework into which it had been set by soldiers before 1914,
and emphasizing the text's passages on the relationship between war and policy. For the Reichstag committee of
enquiry set up in Germany after its defeat, this was the message to be derived from On War, the need both to use
war for the purposes of policy and to shape war to the dictates of policy.

Nor was the Reichstag committee alone. Lenin read Clausewitz in exile in Switzerland and came to the same
conclusion, with the result that after 1917 On War achieved a status within the Soviet Union that it had never
enjoyed in Tsarist Russia. Rothfels himself, forced into exile in the United States as a result of his Jewish ancestry,
wrote the chapter on Clausewitz for the founding document of post-1945 strategic studies in the United States,
Edward Mead Earle's Makers of Modern Strategy, the result of seminars held at the Institute of Advanced Studies at
Princeton University and published in 1943. In Britain, in 1933 Basil Liddell Hart damned Clausewitz in terms that
were more uncomprehending of the range and subtlety of Clausewitz's thought than the selective readings of his
text adopted by pre-1914 staff officers. Paradoxically, however, Liddell Hart too embraced a definition of strategy
which stressed its relationship to policy as clearly as did those of Rothfels and Lenin. Strategy, he opined in 1928,
is ‘the art of distributing and applying military means to fulfil the ends of policy’.? In this his thinking was
shaped by another British military theorist, Major-General J. F. C. Fuller, who in 1923 coined the term ‘grand
strategy’, to stress the need to prepare for war in peacetime, and to recognize that the conduct of war itself could
no longer be understood in purely military terms.

The tradition of European strategic thought shaped by Clausewitz, which traced its origins to the eighteenth
century and was refined by the wars fought thereafter, was concerned overwhelmingly with the conduct of war on
land. The Napoleonic Wars did not produce a comparable articulation of naval or maritime strategy. Not until the
1870s did British authors begin to address this deficiency, and they did so precisely because Britain's maritime
supremacy was being called into question by the progressive and accelerating industrialization of its neighbours.
As Edward Luttwak has wisely observed, abundance is a poor basis for strategy, since it does not force states to
prioritize as part of the process of making hard choices.8 By the last quarter of the nineteenth century, powers
other than Britain sought colonies and developed navies. Britain's imperial and maritime interests needed to be
shaped by rational thought if they were to be defended. The upshot was strategy, and a form of strategy which
pointed more to its twentieth-century understanding than it did to Clausewitz's idea that it was the use of the battle
for the purposes of the war.

Admittedly the first and best-known popularizer of naval strategy, the American Alfred Thayer Mahan, stressed the
centrality of fleet action in his book The influence of sea power upon history, 1660-1783 (1890). But Mahan also
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embraced an understanding of strategy which rested on political economy and the realities of geopolitics. Maritime
trade both produced a seafaring population and was vital to national prosperity, both of which in turn sustained
naval capacities. In other words the foundations of naval strategy in war were laid in peace, and the capacity to
sustain that naval strategy in war rested on the possession of bases around the world, as well as on the control of
the ‘choke points’ on the globe's maritime trading routes. Sir Julian Corbett, whose Some principles of maritime
strategy was published in 1911, went further in his articulation of what this meant for strategy, distinguishing
between what he called ‘major strategy’ (in other words grand strategy avant /a lettre) and minor strategy, which
was more akin to Clausewitz's operational definition.

Corbett's strategic thinking took another idea which Clausewitz had recognized in a new direction. Clausewitz's
frustration at the king of Prussia's compliant attitude to the French request for troops for the invasion of Russia in
1812 led himto pin his hopes not on his liege lord but on the German Volk or nation. Clausewitz was no democrat
but he, like Bllow, was aware of the role of the people in war. They were the possessors of passion in his trinitarian
definition of war's features. In the years after 1815, these democratic ideas smacked too much of revolution to be
sensible vehicles for Clausewitz's career prospects, but he did stress that the ‘nation in arms’ might be the way of
future warfare, and he also warned that a popular uprising would be not only passionate in war but also ready to
use terror.

Corbett too saw the potential application of democratization to strategy, albeit in slightly different terms. He was
less persuaded than Mahan of the centrality of fleet action. Rather, he believed that the effects of sea
power were to be felt on the land, and that therefore blockade directed against the enemy's civilian population
would be an important instrument in the fragmentation of a state. If a population were starving, it would turn against
its rulers in revolt. He and Mahan were the products of democratic states, Britain and the United States, and Corbett
reckoned to use the principle of democracy to wage war against states rendered vulnerable by the fault lines
between rulers and ruled. The belief that this was what had happened in Germany in 1918, embraced by many in
Britain after the First World War (including Liddell Hart), and used by the German army to excuse itself for its own
responsibility for Germany's defeat (the so-called ‘stab in the back’), became the basis for strategies that assumed
that a civilian population was vulnerable to external pressure, and was becoming more so as urbanization gained
hold. The need for security would result in civilians being ready to ally themselves, at least indirectly, with their
attackers. The strategic bombing offensive of the Second World War rested on the proposition that, if the German
people were ‘de-housed’, they would turn on the Nazis. They did not, but a similar set of democratic assumptions,
sustained by the apparent link between war and revolution, underpinned the invasion of Iraq in 2003.

The use of democracy within war was intimately bound up with the rule of law. Targeting the non-combatant
population through blockade, bombing, or sanctions infringes the principles of law within war—of jus in bello.
Clausewitz was less concerned with this, not least because in his calculus the civilian population were not passive
victims, but active combatants in a war of national liberation. Both blockade and strategic bombing reversed the
sequence, making them the targets in order to incite them to participation. In 1856 the treaty of Paris set about
bringing the conduct of war at sea under international control, by abolishing the practice of privateering and
protecting the trading rights of neutrals. By providing a definition of contraband, the Paris agreement limited the
power of a navy at war to prevent the free passage of goods to its enemies. In 1909, the protection of neutral rights
was extended by the declaration of London, which distinguished between ‘absolute’ contraband, such as munitions
of war, which a belligerent was perfectly entitled to prevent fromreaching an enemy port, and ‘conditional’
contraband, which put the onus of proof on the blockading navy. Food destined for a hostile army could be
deemed contraband, but food for the non-combatant population could not be. Corbett, himself a lawyer by training
if a historian by adoption, was well aware that the law of war at sea, while it would undoubtedly favour British
shipping if Britain were a neutral in a future war, would also deprive Britain of its most powerful weapon if it were a
belligerent. In the event Britain decided not to ratify the declaration of London and, once the First World War began,
blockaded Germany without distinction as to what was contraband and what was not and, increasingly, as to what
was consigned to Germany and what to its neutral neighbours. After the war was over, Germans would claim, albeit
tendentiously, that the allied blockade was responsible for killing up to one million German civilians through
starvation—more than would be killed by strategic bombing in the Second World War.

Until 1945 the pressure of international law was felt within war, in its protection of not only non-combatants (whose
status was increasingly hard to define in what came to be called ‘total war’), but also combatants
themselves, for example in their right to surrender and to be treated as prisoners of war. In the first half of the
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twentieth century Corbett's sensitivities to the law's power to curtail the strategic options available to a state were
in practice too often usurped by the argument of military necessity. The case for discrimination of effects in relation
to bombing, advocated by the United States in the interwar years, did not prevent plans for bombing civilian targets
or their justification on the grounds that they would make the war shorter, and so less costly in the long run, than
the First World War had been. Once the Second World War had begun, these lines of argument prevailed in the
democracies of the United Kingdom and the United States, despite the fact that they were the protectors of liberal
values and despite their readiness to institute war crimes trials when the war was over.

After 1945, however, the emphasis in international law shifted, from crimes within war to the crime of initiating war in
the first place, to ius ad bellum. Germany was accused of waging a war of aggression and the United Nations’
charter reserved the right to use force, except in cases of national self-defence, to the United Nations itself.9 The
change made the impact of law within strategy even more explicit as strategy itself changed focus. If strategy was
concerned with the use of the battle for the purposes of the war, then it took the necessity of the war as a given;
but if strategy was concerned with the use of war for the purposes of policy, then it had something to say about the
decision to go to war in the first place. A framework for international law predisposed against the use of war as the
inherent right of a sovereign state created obstacles to the development of strategy, and compelled strategy to
give greater consideration to its place within international relations than had seemed necessary to Clausewitz and
his generation.

These pressures were not just legal. The dropping of the atomic bombs on Japan in 1945 created a ‘revolution in
strategy’ in the eyes of at least two strategic commentators, Raoul Castex and Bernard Brodie. Both had developed
their reputations in the area specifically of naval strategy. Air power advocates were more inclined to stress
continuity rather than ‘revolution’, seeing the atomic bomb as the coping stone to the strategic bombing campaign
of the Second World War. By the 1950s the distinction was fundamental—between those who argued that the utility
of the nuclear weapon lay in its non-use rather than in its use and those anxious to treat it as one weapon within a
wider arsenal. For the former strategy was now a peacetime activity, and its central propositions rested on the
manipulation of threats more than the application of force. In 1961, the year in which John F. Kennedy became
president of the United States, these views gained political as well as moral purchase. Kennedy was determined to
free the United States from the ‘doomsday’ scenarios of the United States Air Force, and to create more limited
options under the nuclear umbrella for the use of conventional force. Academics took possession of strategic
thought, and the ideas of deterrence were consolidated within American foreign policy. In 1962 the Cuban missile
crisis seemed to show the effectiveness of deterrence in its most basic form, and thereafter the Vietham War
became the test-bed for the idea of limited war.

The upshot was to divorce strategic thought fromits roots in strategic practice. Those who spoke of the ‘nuclear
revolution’ progressively discredited strategic theory's practice of using history, since nuclear weapons
seemed by the very scale of their destructive effects to gainsay any ‘lessons’ from history. Nuclear strategists
rarely saw history as Clausewitz or Bloch had done; instead they elevated game theory and mathematical
modelling as disciplines, creating what appeared to be a science but was in truth only theory. Moreover, as
academic departments of strategic studies flourished, so the theory bore less and less grounding in reality. In
becoming self-referential, it was not forced into any sort of dialogue with the events of the past and it also managed
to avoid much of the present. The ideas of limited war, which had been developed on the back of the Korean War,
a real war which had been waged by major powers but had been contained, were discredited by the failures of the
Vietnam War.10 As a result this war was no more integrated into mainstream strategic thought than were other wars
fought within the timeframe of the Cold War, including the Falklands War for Britain or the war in Afghanistan for the
Soviet Union.

The end of the Cold War exposed the nakedness of strategic thought. For the best part of half a century grand
strategy had shaped foreign policy, and foreign policy in turn was influenced disproportionately by strategic
theory, as expressed in ideas like deterrence. Having used strategy to avoid war, states had lost both the habits of
mind and the institutional frameworks that understood how to use strategy to fight wars. The wars that occurred
between 1945 and 1990 had little impact on the evolution of strategic thought, which remained hooked to ideas of
‘major war’ derived from the experience of the Second World War. A concept like ‘total war’, itself a phrase which
had acquired currency during the Second World War, was kept alive by the threat of all-out nuclear exchange
which underpinned the Cold War.
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After 1990 powers waged wars at much the same rate as they had done before 1990, with the specific exception
of the years 1990-2, but they did so with a set of concepts which obscured the fact that they were at war. Much of
the use of force by states in the 1990s, particularly in the Balkans, was explained as peacekeeping which had
transmogrified into peace support or peace enforcement. Alternatively states embraced the ideas and practices of
counterinsurgency but specifically separated these from major war, which remained the conceptual benchmark
both for thinking about war and for the organization and equipment of armed forces. These trends were
exacerbated by the fashionable but spurious notion that war was no longer an activity engaged in by states, an
argument sustained by reference to insurgents, terrorists, and warlords, but which discounted the readiness of
states, and particularly the United States, to use war in pursuit of their policies. Indeed the bifurcation was itself
false, as states used force against non-state actors specifically to redeem ‘failed’ states and to punish ‘rogue’
ones.

The first task in addressing these challenges was to recognize the distinction between strategic theory and
strategic practice. The latter is the source of confusion for minds which have been shaped by the former,
especially when strategic theory has not been exposed with sufficient regularity to the test of strategic practice.
Strategic theory looks for continuities and systems, but it rests on a profound flaw: it can too easily fail to
acknowledge that there is no universal character to war. War may have its own nature, but each war has its own
distinct characteristics, which is precisely why the study of military history is so central to the study of
strategy. We read miilitary history in order to understand how each war differs, and so to appreciate better the
relationship between cause and effect.

Moreover, the application of strategic theory in the context of foreign policy has persuaded many democrats that
war is the continuation of policy by other means. In the first half of the twentieth century this was Clausewitz's
appeal to totalitarian regimes, whether communist or fascist. But for early twenty-first-century liberal democracies,
inherently predisposed to see war as an evil to be avoided, war is profoundly discontinuous. It represents the
failure of policy. Moreover, war—and especially protracted war—becomes in practice the master of policy, not its
servant, narrowing the options available to governments and forcing liberal democracies down paths that are
neither liberal nor democratic.

Strategic thought may naturally seek continuities, and stress the nature of war and the enduring principles which
underpin its conduct in order to manage and direct it. But politics generates change over very short lead-times,
and often uses war in ways that defy predictability. Politicians are the de facto strategists, even if they do not read
strategic theory. Of the European statesmen of the last two centuries who have successfully used war for the
purposes of policy, one stands out. Between 1864 and 1871 Otto von Bismarck achieved both his international and
his domestic political goals through war, unifying Germany and consolidating conservatism within the new state.
But he had never read Clausewitz. National leaders fighting existential wars have been pragmatists, their decisions
uncluttered by theory and shaped instead by real-time intelligence and political nous.11

This is strategy in practice. If strategy occupies the space between war and policy, its formulation requires the
combined efforts of generals (who understand the nature of war) and politicians (who are in practice the masters of
the contextin which itis to be applied). Those who make strategy need to be aware not only of the distinction
between strategic thought and strategy in practice, but also of the fact that they are not alternatives. Strategy in
theory, which teaches an awareness of war's nature, has to inform strategy in practice. Frederick the Great's
Prussia embodied these functions in one man, just as did Napoleon's France—even if the latter never fully grasped
the constraints on strategy in practice. Twentieth-century democracies fighting national wars of survival
recognized the same point when they created war cabinets to bring together military advice and political decision-
making. In 1947 the United States responded by establishing the National Security Council, an institution which after
2002-3 increasingly became the subject of imitation among its allies as a result of the pressures generated by the
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. As Corbett putitin 1911:

Conference is always necessary, and for conference to succeed there must be a common vehicle of
expression and common plane of thought. Itis for this essential preparation that theoretical study alone
can provide; and herein lies its practical value for all who aspire to the higher responsibilities of the
Imperial service.12

Strategy pivots on the relationship between ends, ways, and means. The contribution of strategy in theory is not
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only to set this out but also to provide the discipline which keeps the end clear and prevents the means
usurping it. This is probably the most obvious strategic hazard even for those belligerents victorious in war: the
outcome rarely bears much relationship to that intended at the outset of hostilities. The United States’ invasion of
Afghanistan in 2001 had as its end the defeat of Al Qaeda and the elimination of terrorist sanctuaries, but used the
establishment of good government in Afghanistan as the way of doing this. So in the minds of some that became
the end, not the way to the end. The confusion was compounded as the means included the United States’ allies,
for some of whom the end was not the extirpation of terrorism but the bringing of liberal and democratic values to a
backward country.

Cross-cutting these relationships are the levels within war itself. For Bllow these consisted solely of strategy and
tactics. By the late twentieth century, what he and even Clausewitz had understood by strategy was more regularly
associated with the operational level of war, which filled the gap between tactics and the broader, twentieth-
century understanding of strategy. Unlike strategy, operations were seen to be an unequivocally professional
matter—but by the same token operational necessities could, without a clear articulation of strategy, expand to fill
the political space available to them and so trump strategy. In the two world wars the operational brilliance of the
German army did not produce a satisfactory strategic outcome. In the war in Afghanistan the need to focus
operations on counterinsurgency, even though designed to serve the end of counterterrorism, had the potential to
make counterinsurgency an end in itself. The pointis even starker at the tactical level. The coalition forces in
Afghanistan might be coy about using the word ‘victory’ to give coherence to their operations, not least when a
lasting peace probably depends on negotiation with the enemy (a point which is the logical reverse of the fact that
war itself depends on a relationship between two adversaries). But for a section or company in a firefight with the
Taliban, victory was both a valid and a necessary aim, and thus an end in itself.

Much of strategy is therefore no more than common sense: rigorous thinking tempered by reality. That is why
Edward Luttwak feels justified in talking about the grand strategy of the Roman and Byzantine empires:

All states have a grand strategy, whether they know it or not. That is inevitable because grand strategy is
simply the /evel at which knowledge and persuasion, or in modern terms, intelligence and diplomacy,
interact with military strength to determine outcomes in a world of other states, with their own ‘grand
strategies’.13

That, however, is not the same as saying, as Colin Gray has, that: ‘There is an essential unity to all strategic
experience in all periods of history because nothing vital to the nature and function of war and strategy
changes.’14 Gray is persuaded of the importance of strategic culture in determining and even narrowing states’
preferences in relation to war. Geographical position is the biggest and most continuous influence in shaping
strategic culture. Just as both Bllow and Clausewitz devoted chapters to the challenges which mountains and
rivers presented to land warfare, so states with access to the sea or even surrounded by it have developed in
different ways, politically, economically, and socially, from those with exposed land frontiers. Those geopolitical
conditions may have created habits of mind which so shape the range of strategic options open to states
that they can be called cultural.

Indeed, at the broadest level, itis striking that so much of the world's understanding of war (and of what has been
written in this chapter) has been determined by the experience of the contiguous land mass that is Eurasia, a term
valued if not coined by the founding father of geopolitics, Halford Mackinder (1861-1947). He and those whom he
influenced, including the Nazi Karl Haushofer (1869-1946), argued that the power which controlled Eurasia would
dominate the world. Mackinder believed that Russia would do so, and after the First World War—not least for that
reason—Haushofer urged Germany to seek a lasting deal with the Soviet Union. But that was not the view of his
Flhrer, Adolf Hitler, whose strategy in 1941 flew in the face of geopolitical arguments. Hitler and Germany were
defeated in 1945, not least thanks to the Soviet Union, for reasons that could be defined in geopolitical terms, but
the entry of the Red Army to Berlin did not in fact result in the fulfilment of Mackinder's prediction. The intervention
of the United States, a continental power in its own right, in the affairs of Europe gave maritime power greater
leverage than Mackinder had anticipated would apply in the age of industrialization and the railway. For strategy
the insights of geopolitics, like those of strategic culture, are only departure points, not answers.

Neither strategic culture nor geopolitics deals with contingency and choice, let alone policy and politics. Strategic
culture argues that because Britain is an island it flexes its strategic muscles through the use of sea power and
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amphibious operations. In both world wars it was indeed dependent on the sea both for vital imports and as the
means by which it brought force, both maritime and land, to bear against the enemy. But Britain also created a
mass army and put it on the continent of Europe, and during the Cold War it left it there. Discontinuity is as
important in understanding strategy as continuity. Without it, Europe would still be in dread of a resurgent France
led by the heirs of Napoleon and Germany would not have broken with the legacy of the Second and Third Reichs.
Through its understanding of history, strategic thought has the capacity not only to interrogate strategy in practice
but also to stimulate change as well as to recognize continuity. There can be few more vital functions.
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The study of war history (which encompasses all aspects of wars, including political, economic, and cultural
factors, and reaches beyond the more specific military history) is not just an academic field, it is a matter of
importance for strategists and civilian and military leaders—provided they realize that history does not supply
‘lessons’, but an intellectual framework for understanding the relationship between different categories of events.
This runs contrary to the tendency of the human mind to generalize one's own experience; itis an important lesson
in modesty for the strategist. At the political level, apart from the true pacifists, defensive wars have been by and
large accepted by the people concerned in modern European history: they have provided the opportunity to test
the cohesion of the nation-states which emerged progressively in Europe.
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Peace is but a dream and not a nice one at that.
Moltke the Elder

our modern world has been shaped by a series of wars since the Revolutionary and Napoleonic wars and the two
World conflagrations, including the decolonization wars and the peripheral conflicts of the Cold War. The current
international system, resting still today first of all upon a worldwide net of sovereign states, is basically the outcome
of those wars. This entails a decidedly realist view about the role of war in history, against current exaggerations
about the decisive role of ‘soft power’. But there is a dialectic relationship between war history and its object,
because the understanding of previous wars (well-grounded or not, that is immaterial here) does play a role in the
decision-making process for the next crisis and the future conflict. ‘Wonderfully prepared for the last war’ is
something which was said about France in 1940 but which applies in many other cases. Hence the study of war
history (which encompasses all aspects of wars, including political, economic, and cultural factors, and reaches
beyond the more specific military history) is not just an academic field, itis a matter of importance for strategists
and civilian and military leaders—provided they realize that history does not supply ‘lessons’, but an intellectual
framework for understanding the relationship between different categories of events, and the interplay between
long-term, structural developments and short-term crisis, and also the fact that things are or have been different
elsewhere and at other times. This runs contrary to the tendency of the human mind to generalize one's own
experience; itis an important lesson in modesty for the strategist.

The Lessons of War Past for The Present

At the political level, apart from the true pacifists, defensive wars have been by and large accepted by the people
concerned in modern European history: they have provided the opportunity to test the cohesion of the nation-
states which emerged progressively in Europe. The strongest pacifist movement developed after the First World




How History Shapes War

War, but was largely nullified by Hitler's wars of aggression and never recovered fully afterwards. But aggressive
wars, or in the current vocabulary ‘wars of choice’, have been the object of much more discussion at the time and
among historians. If many wars of choice have been successful, if costly (Bismarck and the three wars leading to
the unification of Germany provide good examples), others have failed, and in a spectacular way those launched
by Kaiser Wilhelm Il and Hitler. Offensive wars were in the long run more successful in the nineteenth century than
in the twentieth. Thus after 1919 and after 1945 war as a Clausewitzian tool prolonging politics by other means was
largely considered to be both inexpedient and unacceptable both politically and morally. At the same time the end
of the Cold War and of bipolarization, leading to a (short-lived) US leadership in the world, restored for a while the
view that ‘wars of choice’ (1991 in Iraq, 1999 in Kosovo) could be usable tools of policy. But Iraq in 2003 and now
Afghanistan puts that into question once again. History on balance would seem to justify, even from a realist
standpoint, the growing idealist scepticism (and revulsion) about war which has grown dramatically in Western
culture since 1914. War has been largely deprived of its legitimacy by the course of modern European history.

There has been an escalation of war since 1914, with total, all-encompassing wars (including morale, economics,
and so on) pitting all national resources against an existential threat for much bigger stakes than before. This
evolution has reached its ultimate stage with the advent of nuclear weapons. The traumatic experience of
Hiroshima and the rise of strategies of nuclear deterrence have raised the question, are great wars still possible?
Should one accept that only wars at the periphery of great powers, by proxies, or non-conventional conflicts, are
now possible? Has the history of ever more severe conflicts since 1789 changed the nature of war, because it has
become a less and less credible tool for political aims, and less and less acceptable on human terms?

In the former Western tradition, wars had to be a viable continuation of politics, and always allow a return to policy.
But there has been an evolution: until 1914, and even during the Napoleonic wars, negotiations, including official
diplomatic talks, never completely stopped, even during the conflict. After 1870, and even more after 1914, this
was no longer the case. A perverted form of pseudo-Clausewitzian teaching saw war and diplomacy as two
successive and separate sequences.! The high point of that evolution was reached with the ‘unconditional
surrender’ of the Axis powers decided upon by the Allies at the Casablanca Conference in January 1943.

But what if there is a continuum, or a simultaneity, like the famous ‘Fight and negotiate’ of the Vietminh in Indochina,
whereby negotiation must take place during the fighting, and not after? Itis another cultural approach.
After all, it was also largely the European practice until the First World War. As we shall see, through the evolution
of modern armaments, international relations, and democratic governance, and after the experience of the Cold
War and many insurgencies and ‘wars of liberation’, we may be returning to that more complex political-military
nexus after one century of warfare escalating to the extreme, at least potentially, and precluding any other kind of
war termination than full victory while excluding intrawar diplomacy.2

At the more strictly military level, one must be very prudent. We know the dangers of so-called ‘history's lessons’
about warfare: 1939 was supposed by the French and the British high commands to be a remake of the fixed fronts
and protracted warfare of 1915-17, supplemented by a blockade of the enemy. But others retained the right
lessons: J. C. Fuller in Great Britain, de Gaulle in France, Guderian in Germany understood a new war would be
highly mobile and motorized, as a development of what had began in 1918, during the final phase of the Great War.
We distinguish today between the two great innovations of 1917-18: motorized warfare on one side, and
decentralized infiltration tactics as practised by the Germans before Riga, then at Caporetto and later in France.
Those new tactics are seen today by many commentators as more decisive at the time than motorization as such.
Their merging later was the true secret of the blitzkrieg.3 It so happened that those innovative views, minority views
everywhere at first, where finally accepted at the highest level in Nazi Germany, and not in London or Paris.4

Or past ‘small wars’ insurgencies: they also deliver ambiguous lessons. The British victory over the communist
uprising in Malaysia in the 1950s, and also the French experience in Algeria, where, on the surface, the security
situation had become much better in the final stage of the war, have led, in the face of the present situation in Iraq
and Afghanistan, to an over-optimistic emphasis on ‘counterinsurgency’ and an undervaluation of the pertinent
local and international political factors.

There are still major methodological lessons to be drawn from the study of past wars: the firstis that, alongside the
factors historians usually evaluate, like strategic doctrines, tactics, force levels, and armaments, itis necessary to
delve into a more technical topic, which often escapes the layman: the organization of armed forces. In 1939-40




How History Shapes War

German superiority over France rested certainly not on numbers (apart from the air force) and not so much on
superior armaments, but on a much better organization of the army (not only the Panzerdivisionen, but all types of
units, which were much more flexible and reactive than their cumbersome and slow French counterparts and had
perfected a very modern command and control system).

The second lesson is that military history cannot remain contained in itself if it is to be fully effective: it must be
related to other fields of history, as they have developed over several years, such as economic, social, cultural, or
international history, where the strategic-diplomatic approach has yielded impressive results. Only a
multidisciplinary approach to the history of war can account for the tremendous development of warfare, in
extension and in scope. And this includes the insurrection-like ‘smaller’ wars, which might well be the most frequent
mode of warfare in the years to come.

This multiple approach is the only way to account for such a phenomenon as the Cold War. In some ways,
it throws us back to many characteristics of the Hundred Years War and the Thirty Years War: a protracted war
interspersed with periods of truce involving all sorts of factors, including political and ideological ones, and also
domestic controversies and oppositions in many participating countries. Apart from peripheral conflicts, often
linked with the end of colonization, the Cold War was not a full-fledged armed conflict, but at the same time it lasted
fifty years and extended to most parts of the world, at least by proxy.

A good measure of aggressive intent is the percentage of GNP devoted to defence: probably 40 per cent for the
USSR, attimes up to 15 per cent for the United States, Great Britain and France around 10 per cent during the first
phase of the Cold War. One of the main characteristics of the Cold War was that the military establishment was kept
on a quasi-war footing even in peacetime. This holds also for the scientific-industrial effort, which was huge
(nuclear weapons, electronics of all kinds, and aerospace armaments played a huge role in science, technology,
and industry and took a big slice of budget).

The same could be said for psychological warfare: of course the control of public opinion by the governments did
not reach the level of the two world wars, but the East used propaganda and disinformation to the utmost, and even
the West resorted to methods of psychological warfare developed during the Second World War, to which they
added more and more sophisticated means to influence public opinion. It has been stated that the USA established
a ‘National Security State’ limiting citizens’ freedoms for the sake of defence against the Soviet threat. Even if this is
an excessive view (particularly when one compares the record of East and West on these problems), itis true that
matters of internal security reached a new level of importance in the West, starting in 1948, after the shock of the
Prague Coup.

The Cold War developed features different from previous times, and which will probably remain presentin the
future: a state of permanent alert and high readiness, because of very reactive modern systems of command and
control, and because of the less stable international system and the blurring of the traditional distinction between
peacetime and wartime. Another feature was a throwback to the times before the two world wars: the fact that, at
least from the onset of ‘détente’ after Stalin's death, military tensions and peripheral conflicts coexisted with a
system of permanent East-West negotiations (among them the SALT). This double approach even became a basic
characteristic of Western policies, because it was the only way to achieve a consensus among all Atlantic Alliance
members and to retain the support of public opinion (as exemplified by the Harmel report in 1967 and the NATO
‘double-track decision’ of 1979 concerning intermediate-range nuclear forces in Europe).

Another feature which is bound to survive the end of the Cold War is the organic conflation of traditional ‘national
interests’ (geopolitics and economics) with immaterial motives, like ideology or religion; this was of course not
absolutely new (1939-45...), but reached a new level under the Cold War. Also the blurring of the traditional
distinction between domestic policies and foreign policy: the myth of total national unity against a foreign foe,
which was more or less relevant until 1945, no longer exists. Modern democracy and population changes
induced by globalization lead to fragmented national bodies, beyond the reach of former national consensus-
building. Carl Schmitt's main thesis, that the existence of a common foe is the main factor for the formation of
political entities, is less and less valid. Like at the time of the revolutionary wars, the dividing line did not run only
between states, but also inside the society of many of the participating nations.

The Cold War was also a conflict with global reach.> The use of the periphery was an important feature, not unlike
during the 1914-18 war, but more systematically, and with effects multiplied by decolonization and the worldview
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of Marxist ideology. This was also a symptom of rising globalization after 1945. The Cold War has changed and
deepened our understanding of war, and many of the features which it developed (the blurring between war and
peace, transnational divisions not stopping at national borders, global reach, etc.) are going to stay with us. Itis
probably more paradigmatic than many think.

The most important lesson of wars past for the present is the tendency for conflicts, besides an ever-rising level of
actual or potential violence, to become more and more all-encompassing and at the same time more diffuse. Wars
are no longer declared; sometimes they do notreally stop: at the best they gradually peter out. The sharp division
between state of war and state of peace which marked Europe from modern times down to 1945 is now less clear.
This is a major, although uncomfortable lesson. And today potential wars cover the whole range of violence, from
the ‘Bomb to the Guerrilla’, to use one of Raymond Aron's expressions. There also the Cold War has been a
defining experience.

How the Historical Experience of War Shapes the Understanding of War Today

What does ‘victory’ mean? Many wars led to clear-cut victories; in the twentieth century it has been the case with
both world wars (but the ultimate outcome was not necessarily a true peace: the aftermath of 1919 and the Cold
War after 1945 remind us that peace is not just victory). In France the elation feltin 1918 had largely disappeared
as soon as 1919, as it became clear that Paris would not achieve, and by far, its war aims, and not even true
security for the future. And what is the meaning of victory after the bloodshed caused by modern warfare? A strong
international pacifist movement after 1919 relentlessly made the point.

Victory as a national defining moment and an occasion for national gratification has been largely discarded after
1919, even if it was to be shortly revived in 1945. But the notion survived, to this day, under the Wilsonian motto of
making ‘the world safe for democracy’. That was the legitimating argument for war and the politically correct
description of victory in 1919 and 1945; it was echoed at the end of the Cold War by President George H. Bush (for
him, the defeat of Soviet communism heralded a ‘new world order’). It was used once again to justify war
againstiraqg in 2003: a democratic Irag would be built after the war; after all, weren’t Germany and Japan
reconstructed after 1945? The democratic delusion went as far as repeatedly predicting, from 1919 to 1990, the
end of history and the end of wars.

But we might be witnessing the end of victory as a concept. Alongside a series of supposedly ‘good’ wars, ending
with clear-cut victories, the West experienced many indecisive and ‘dirty’ wars: Spain in 1808, the two Vietnam
wars, Algeria, to quote past examples. Even in the Algerian case, where the French army did achieve results on
the ground, the war was lost at the political level. In a slightly different context, we could add the Resistance
movements during the Second World War: in many parts of occupied Europe the Reich did not really control the
situation. One can think also of long-drawn-out conflicts, where force is unable to bring by itself a solution, like
Ireland. Before the twentieth century people could be subjugated under the domination of states which were based
not so much on nationality as on religion or dynasty. With the advent of the nation-state, it has become largely
impossible, at least in the long term. ‘National’ wars cannot end with a victory of the foreign state, or at least the
Western people are now convinced of that. We appear to have entered the era of wars without victory, at least for
the morally, culturally, and politically self-constrained West.

Then, there is no longer any glorification of war in the Western part of the world (Russia is there still an exception):
books, films, monuments, celebrations about the two world wars have changed vastly since about the 1960s. For
the present but also in retrospect, in historical studies, the accentis no longer on ‘victory’, but on the conditions of
war termination, post-war reconstruction, regime change (for instance after 1945). One would even tend to forget
that in some cases, as with Nazi Germany (the 1914 crisis was quite another problem), resorting to force was the
only solution. The priority nowadays is on war prevention (not only through deterrence and arms control, as under
the Cold War, but by addressing the causes of imbalances and oppositions and resorting to ‘constructive
engagement’ of the potential adversary, or enlarging a sphere of organic cooperation, as the European Union
intends to do with its ‘neighbourhood policy’). This development results from general trends in the democratic world
but also from the comparative assessment of great Western countries’ policies after 1919 and after 1945, which
were in the second case much more successful, because they were better suited for reconciliation with the former
enemies, through democratic ‘regime change’, economic restoration (Marshall Plan, IMF, etc.) and inclusive
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participation in the European and Atlantic political process.

Through the same evolution the legitimacy even of defensive wars is put more and more in question: one should
treat the causes of war upstream, and war can no longer be justified as ‘ultima ratio regum’, in the name of
national sovereignty. In the more recent evolution of international law, war as such has been largely outlawed as a
tool of politics. Already the Covenant of the League of Nations introduced in 1919 the concept of obligatory
international arbitration and collective security. But until the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1928, war, even an offensive
one, was traditionally seen as permissible if previous negotiations had failed to solve the conflict. After 1928, only
defensive wars (either for a single state or in the framework of collective security) were acceptable in
international law. This was evidently the consequence of the First World War; it should be noted here thatin 1914
Germany was condemned, at least at the official level, not for taking the offensive against Russia and France, but
because, by invading Belgium, it had violated the 1839 treaty guaranteeing Belgian neutrality. This is an instance
where history, in the shape of the 1914-18 slaughter, has modified the place of wars in the international system.

But history went on: because the events of 1939 showed that the concept of aggression could be manipulated, the
legal right to wage even a defensive war has been more and more restricted under the UN Charter and its
application. At the same time the emergence of the UN as a more powerful body after 1990, thanks to the end of
the Cold War, and a growing revulsion against brutal regimes (and at times the manipulation of that reaction) have
led to a kind of relegitimation of war in the framework of Chapter VIl of the Charter, when the emergence of a
situation dangerous for peace warrants a UN intervention and the use of force against a state on its own territory,
despite its sovereign rights.

At the same time we have witnessed since 1914 growing legal constraints on war. The legal notion of war crimes
appeared first during the First World War, even if the notion that civilians should be spared in wartime had emerged
already in medieval Europe. But until 1914 damages against life, limb, and property of civilians (including rape), if
morally condemned, were not subject to legal prosecution; they were seen as a sorry but inevitable by-product of
war. This changed during the First World War: German war crimes in Belgium and Northern France were carefully
recorded, and at Versailles Germany was obliged to render to the Allies more than eight hundred civilian and
military leaders (the Emperor heading the list) accused of war crimes. (In the end that did not happen; it was
actually the first clause of the Treaty to be discarded, and instead a German court tried some of the accused.) This
notion was enlarged through the Nurnberg trials after 1945. In many Western countries, military or even civilian
courts are more and more frequently passing judgment on their national military personnel accused of war crimes.
At the international level, the creation of the International Criminal Court is the most recent development in the
direction of civilian legal oversight of war actions. Constraining ‘Rules of engagement’, as they are now defined for
international military operations, are the practical consequence of that evolution. It would seem that nowadays the
only fully legitimate use of force is seen in international operations under UN mandate, aiming at peace
enforcement or peace re-establishment.

And legitimacy necessitates, at least at political and public opinion level, that any military operations should also be
aimed at reconstruction and aid to the civilians alongside the war. (This is not an absolutely new development:
during the nineteenth century European navies frequently engaged in humanitarian intervention and civilian relief
in the Mediterranean; but we witness now a quantum leap.) This strategy was attempted, albeit in a crude way,
during the Algerian war. It was perfected in the Balkans, particularly in Kosovo after 1999, and has been one of the
most disputed issues in Iraq after 2003 and now in Afghanistan. The idea is that that kind of war in not winnable in
the long term if the civilian population is not convinced itis in its own interest not to support the insurgents
and if structures of good governance are not established. Such operations have to be double-track military-civilian
operations, which entails a huge and long-term investment and can succeed only if the insurgents do estrange
themselves from the general population, which did happen in some instances (Malaysia) but not in others (Algeria,
Vietnam).

But isn't the delegitimation and criticism of the ‘classical’ kind of war going too far? Does it not cloud our
understanding of new kinds of threats in the post-national world (terrorism)? Aren’t strategies aimed at positive war
termination, reconstruction, positive engagement, and inclusive participation posited on the need for a modicum of
common values? Does the case of Germany or Japan in 1945 apply to Iraqg and Afghanistan today?

On the other side, the loss of focus upon war as such, the inflated, ambiguous or even illegitimate use of the word
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‘war’ in many instances (‘war against terror’, ‘war against drugs’...) may contribute to current opposition to the
very concept of war. Do we not lose the necessary distinction between foreign wars and internal peacekeeping, as
the blurring of that traditional distinction in the reorganization of many Western security services since 11
September 2001 is interpreted today by many commentators? Or, with the growing relativity of borders in a
globalized world, is that distinction still meaningful? The study of history cannot answer those questions, butit can
remind us of their urgency and importance.

How History Promotes and Constrains the Use of War as Policy

We must recognize the essential ambivalence of history's lessons about war: the West lives now with the two
excessive and opposed myths, Munich and Vietnam (or for the French, Algeria). Munich in September 1938 was
certainly a political defeat for France and Great Britain in the face of Nazi Germany and totalitarianism, and it
actually allowed Hitler to embark on war in 1939 in better conditions, but the frequent call after 1945 of ‘no more
Munich!” served all too often as mindless justification for military operations or wars of dubious necessity, like the
Suez operation by the French and the British in 1956 or the Vietham War. On the other side the American quagmire
in Vietham after 1965 and the French one in Algeria after 1954 have given birth to the idea that expeditionary wars
cannot be won nowadays and have no rational justification.

Certainly the Algerian case has been revisited recently in the wake of ‘Enduring Freedom’ in Iraq by specialists of
counterinsurgency. They make the point that the French Army in Algeria did finally achieve results in terms of
observable security, through new methods of counterinsurgency, ‘psychological warfare’, and programmes of
development for the Arab population, but they underestimate the fact that as early as 1960 de Gaulle's decision to
find a political solution to the problem, despite many uncertainties and crises to come, had changed the climate of
the war. They also underestimate the fact that the international situation (strong and active opposition by
the Muslim world and the Soviet bloc, and lack of support from the West) was enough to condemn the French effort
in Algeria anyway, whatever the methods used.

But those myths lead us to a difficult question: are wars still ‘winnable’ in the post-national world? For instance, can
counterinsurgency, applied in countries absorbed by a civil war by foreign armies, succeed? And beyond: has war
become unthinkable as a tool for policies? Have we entered an age where ‘soft power’ has become the only
acceptable and usable kind of power at the international level? Is the military nowadays suitable only for
peacekeeping operations, under UN mandate? This frequent view is certainly the sum total of the historical
experiences of the First World War, the Cold War, and the decolonization wars. For a short time Kosovo brought us
back to the positive 1945 views about the ‘good wars’ aiming at regime change, but events in Iraq and Afghanistan
since then have once again raised strong doubts about whether such policies are possible and advisable.
Certainly, on the whole, modern and recent history restricts the use of war by Western countries.

At the same time armed conflicts, albeit more decentralized and elusive than past ones, do multiply; tribal and
ethnic conflicts have reappeared, in a measure which was believed to be impossible since Enlightenment. Are we
going back to the more unstable world we knew before the Cold War and bipolarity, or even before 18157 That
period of relative stability, first under the clear-cut distinction between war and peace which was one of the
hallmarks of the international system established by the Vienna Congress, then under the umbrella of mutual
nuclear deterrence, may have been an exception.

Then one must consider a type of war without a history but full of lessons: nuclear war. Nuclear weapons, by their
tremendous effects, even at the lower end of the range of possible yields, escape the normal logic of military
weapons. And apart from a first strike (and a limited one, because of the complexities of a multiple attack, the
existence of fratricide effects, and the loss of command and control owing to the failure of transmission and radar
systems disturbed by the electromagnetic pulse) itis impossible to plan and perform an all-out nuclear war in any
meaningful way. That is at least the rational conclusion at which the historian, with access to more and more
records and testimonies, arrives. What on the other end has been very effective is the role of nuclear weapons as
deterrent: first to prevent conflict or conflict escalation (the Cold War gives us a whole set of instances for that,
starting from the Korean war, where the USA practised a form of self-imposed limitation for many reasons, but
evidently because of the success in 1949 of the first Soviet atomic test). But also, even if itis less frequently
acknowledged, nuclear deterrence provided the USSR with a roof under which it could safely support wars by
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proxies against the West (Korea, Viethnam) and in the seventies, dodging the threshold of nuclear war, expand its
reach into Africa and the Middle East. Nuclear proliferation, which was supposed to be in check since the Non
Proliferation Treaty of 1968 but which proceeded nevertheless, is therefore self-explanatory: either to enjoy
security against an adversary or rival, or to retain the capacity for an ambitious regional agenda despite the
tendency of major powers to control strategic regions and important developments, the incentives to achieve
nuclear status are great.

At the same time a close study of the best-researched crises of the Cold War (the Berlin crisis which
started in 1958 and the Cuban missiles crisis of 1962) show us how close the world came to nuclear war.6 History
does notin that respect let us enjoy any complacency, despite the usual mantra about nuclear weapons making
an all-out war impossible. Miscalculations and stress have been at times very evident in the course of Cold War
crisis, and nuclear weapons, and the fact that they could be delivered across the oceans in one half-hour,
imparted a measure of hysteria to some episodes of the Cold War.

That is why, ever since Hiroshima, the USA has tried to convince the rest of the world to adopt the principle of
nuclear non-proliferation. But the Baruch Plan failed at the UN as early as 1946, because of Soviet opposition. In
succession the USSR, Great Britain, France, and China became nuclear powers. Washington reacted with the Test
Ban Treaty of 1963 and the Nuclear Proliferation Treaty of 1968: basically those treaties were meant to stop
proliferation, particularly to try to slow down Chinese nuclear progress and to block any German atomic
programme. Besides non-proliferation, Washington started with Moscow arms control negotiations, which are
something quite different. Those negotiations led to the SALT | and Il treaties of 1972 and 1979. The aim was to limit
a destabilizing, costly, and self-defeating competition in numbers of warheads and launchers (although not the
qualitative competition). Beyond that, at least in Washington, the aim was to ‘educate’ Moscow to a more rational
and less ideological foreign policy. For the USSR the aim was to slow down a competition which was much too
costly for the Soviet economy, and to solidify an overall strategic balance, achieved by Russia in the 1970s at high
cost. Thus Moscow could then engage safely in a new wave of communist extension in the Third World in the
second half of the 1970s.

The historian cannot but notice that non-proliferation did not work, and did not prevent Israel, India, Pakistan, and
North Korea from achieving nuclear status. The lesson of history since 1945 is that, on the whole, if a country has
permanent problems with powerful neighbours (and particularly if those own nuclear weapons) and is not sure of
full support from a nuclear ally, it makes good sense to achieve a nuclear capability. The unravelling of the NPT
does not allow another conclusion. And if a country wants to achieve a regional sphere of influence, the
possession of a nuclear deterrent will keep other actors from interfering. Certainly some nuclear powers will
consider preventing through sanctions or pre-emptive strikes would-be nuclear powers from achieving that status.
Itis evidently an uncertain and dangerous undertaking. Or nuclear countries could try to accommodate the
objectives and fears of aspiring nuclear countries, in order to deprive them of incentives for what remains a costly
and difficult effort. But this would lead in some parts of the world to important changes in situations and balances.

A more modest undertaking, arms control could be tried in order to engage constructively threshold or actual new
nuclear countries. But even that implies a modicum of agreement upon converging interests and about the
significance of nuclear weapons and their special logic (which was the case between Washington and Moscow
after the Cuban crisis). Whether the present more fractured world will allow either non-proliferation or arms control
to develop is highly uncertain, and actually not probable. One must hope that the nuclear balance and
stability of the Cold War era will be maintained in present circumstances, keeping in mind that the multiplication of
nuclear actors may make it more difficult.

The Theory and Practice of War

Military history was certainly not seen during the 1960s and the beginning of the 1970s as a dynamic field of
history. But it has since experienced a remarkable rebirth, from Roman or early modern military history down to the
twentieth century. And it has explored many new fields of research.” Particularly recent military history has insisted
upon the usual discrepancy between an imagined future war and the actual war that took place (before and after
1914 is a good case). This is significant for understanding the link between the theory and practice of war, through
an iterative process of trial, error, evaluation, theorization, and new application.
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The major new themes of military history include a rebirth of the history of strategic thinking, retracing the path of
Hans Delbriick and Raymond Aron in studying Clausewitz and reaffirming the true philosophy of Clausewitz, despite
its obfuscation in Imperial and afterwards Nazi Germany, and the necessary primacy of political considerations
over military ones in the treatment of conflicts.8

Another topic which has much attracted historians is the notion of a ‘revolution in military affairs’, meaning the
simultaneous transformation of armaments, strategy, tactics, organization, and the political-military relationship.
The argument is convincing for many historians for the modern transformation of war during the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries. Itis much more disputed for the current trends, despite the advent of smart weapons and
information technologies, because so much, besides modern technologies, throws us back to the past, like the
multiplication of ‘small’ wars, ethnic or religious conflicts, and even the rampant privatization of warfare.

The convergence of military history, sociology, economics, and history of innovation has led to a new field of
research: the art of war seen as another kind of production process, the production of security. In war, through an
iterative process of trial and error, doctrines, armaments, organization are put to the test and modified and tested
again. This considerable rejuvenation of historical analysis is also useful to assess the real impact of new
armaments and technologies on warfare, the relationship between technological development and the evolution of
the art of war being much more complex than assumed earlier.? Generally speaking, the immersion of war history
in general history has considerably enlarged the scope of recent writings. The re-evaluation of the role of the
German Wehrmacht in the Nazi system and the realization of the fact thatitis impossible to separate in a clear-cut
way the armed forces from the regime and to study military history in a political and ideological vacuum have
yielded important findings.10

Events since 11 September 2001 have led to renewed interest in terrorism as a weapon of war, insurrections and
‘irreqular’ wars, and generally speaking in asymmetrical warfare.ll The problem there might be a
tendency to concentrate on the technicalities of counterinsurgency or ‘small war’, losing the overall view, which
has to be principally political, at the local and international level. The same obsession with the technical aspects of
warfare (regarding armaments and tactics) may have led to an undervaluation, in historical research, of the
psychology of the fighters, the ‘morale’ of the troops, the human and social aspects of military authority and
obeisance, the reactions of the populations at the rear, although the first stage of military history's rebirth in the
1970s paid much attention to those problems, particularly for the First World War.12 The striking demilitarization of
Western societies, even beyond the general repulsion against war, with the suppression of compulsory military
service and the ongoing privatization of even military security, may have contributed to the widespread view, often
even among the younger generation of military historians, that war is a matter of technique, and not a central
human activity.

Conclusion

Probably the only real lesson of history, and especially of military history, is that one must be ready at any time to
be surprised. For instance, the history of nuclear deterrence since 1945 does not provide us with much guidance
for the present strategic situation, where the main opposition is not between equivalent nuclear states, or between
nuclear, developed states and guerrillas, but between major developed nuclear states and underdeveloped
countries mastering or on the verge of mastering nuclear weaponry. Raymond Aron used to say that modern total
war covers the whole field of violence, ‘from the Bomb to the Partisan’; one can include there terrorism, ethnic,
religious, and tribal conflicts. Major developed countries may see themselves soon in the situation of having to
confront countries much less developed, but mastering the whole range of violence, from terrorism and guerrilla
warfare to nuclear deterrence, and without the constraints of a free political system and of public opinion. The
notion of asymmetry would acquire here a new meaning, some countries not hesitating to use ‘irregular’ means to
promote their agenda but being able to deter through an even modest nuclear armament the international
community trying to restore order.

The traditional, Clausewitzian, European type of war, with declaration of war, orderly surrender or armistice, and
afterwards peace treaty, with its insistence on jus ad bellum and jus in bello, is no longer the rule, but rather the
exception, if that. We have left an era of clear-cut difference between time of war and time of peace, and we have
reached a state of continuous, diffuse violence. For the historian, this recalls pre-revolutionary Europe. At the same
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time it would seem, from a steady evolution of international law and political thinking and public opinion since 1919
(if not earlier) that for Western-type societies the use of sustainable force cannot be contemplated without an
accompanying political process aimed at war termination, without a major effort directed to the civilian population,
and without an international mandate.
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THE ‘modern’ is not something that the security community has found very important. By contrast, the world of
literary criticism has traded in several variants of the term to identify the arts of the time: ‘the modern movement’,
‘the modern tradition’, ‘the modern age’, ‘the modern century’, ‘the modern temper’, ‘modernism’, or just simply
‘the modern’. Political scientists too have been preoccupied for some time with marking out the parameters of the
modern world. When it comes to the oldest word of all, the modern, the fact that we have to define it may be a sign
that it is finally over.

It was only with the Enlightenment that the term ‘modern’ came to acquire its present meaning in the sense of a
qualitative claim about ‘newness’—namely that the age was not only different from everything that had gone
before, but also superior. The modern age, in a word, was acutely self-conscious. The Enlightenment was aware of
making history—its own and everyone else's. In time, terms such as ‘revolution’, ‘progress’, ‘development’,
‘Zeitgeist’, and even ‘history’ itself were invested with an importance that stemmed from the fact that everything
was unprecedented. This was one of the key ideas of modernity, and it was stated most explicitly by Immanuel Kant
in an essay he wrote in 1784, ‘An Answer to the Question: What is Enlightenment?’

The essay was important for two reasons—it inaugurated a discourse on modernity, a discourse which took living
in the present as a specific object of philosophical speculation within a conception of history that was free both
from a backward-looking comparison with the ancients and a forward-looking Christian expectation of doomsday or
the day of judgement. Secondly, it constituted the philosophical discourse of modernity insofar as it postulated that
reason could validate its own laws including the meaning of history within the present, without reference to history
or tradition. In other words, the Enlightenment produced the belief that it was possible to decode history as it
happened, to keep in step rather than fall behind.
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The Enlightenment was important for another reason: it gave birth to the French Revolution, the most self-
conscious revolution of all. Everyone knew its importance from the beginning. The goal of humanity, St Just
famously declaimed, was to drop anchor in the future. What remained after the revolution failed was a new
vocabulary of politics. The terms ‘left’ and ‘right’, ‘popular sovereignty’, and ‘national self-determination’ all came
into popular currency for the first time. The causes the revolutionaries championed—popular rights, national
independence, economic growth, and even social security—were the familiar themes of the modern world's
discourse with itself.

Modern War

When the two combined, war became a great narrative of collective sacrifice, and no narrative was more powerful
than Hegel's claim that history was the story of freedom becoming conscious of itself. Hegel happened to be living
in the town of Jena when Napoleon passed through in 1806 before defeating the Prussian army in one of his most
famous victories the following day. He later wrote to a friend that he had seen the World Spirit riding through the
town to a parade. In the person of Napoleon he saw a historical principle—the idea that man could become free
through his own efforts.

He was, of course, spinning a myth. And myths are what we spin. No matter how hard we strive for purely rational
thought there has always been—and always will be—a reservoir of mythical images which animate us. The
meaning of an event may be referred either to the goal at which the historical course aims, or to our human destiny
which is either being actualized in history or which demands such actualization. All wars are usually rooted in
myth, not only in rational thought. What made the modern age different was the fact that its myths were directed to
the future, not the past. Each time | demand freedom | reveal the secret of humanity since | reveal that humanity
ought to have freedom. No reading of history can support this belief. It is anchored entirely in the story we tell
ourselves about our own destiny (Kolakowski, 1989: 31).

In the course of the nineteenth century those myths were translated into three ideologies which were encapsulated
in the defining mantra of the French revolution— Liberty (liberalism), Equality (socialism), and Fraternity (fascism—
the brotherhood, not of Man, but one's fellow countrymen). The word ‘ideology’ was first popularized by Napoleon
to describe the ideas of writers that were so abstruse and academic as to be useless to a man of action, such as
himself. By the 1850s its meaning had changed. It now described the ideas of philosophers that had enormous
popular appeal, in part because they motivated people to fight and join up, and ultimately die for their beliefs.

For a belief to be ideological it must ring true with its supporters. It must be instrumental and offer a code by which
to live. And it must be proved true in action. Unlike religion, ideology does not require faith or belief in the
unknowable, such as Providence or the Almighty. It requires the conviction of one's own eyes. And what better way
to test the validity of an idea than on the battlefield. ‘You say that it is the good cause that hallows every
war’, says Nietzsche's Zarathustra. No, ‘it is the good war that hallows every cause’. That idea received a
twentieth century affirmation from the German writer Ernst Junger: ‘Of course, our cause sanctifies battle, but how
much more does battle itself sanctify the cause’ (White, 1990: 35).

When ideology was harnessed to the power of the industrial revolution it became murderous. It produced what
Agnes Heller calls a ‘technological civilisation’, one which she defines in terms of three elements: mediation,
efficiency, and instrumental rationality (Heller, 1999).

In terms of the first element, value was attached to the means since society expressed little interestin how the
means were applied. If something could be built—such as the atom bomb—it would be built, even though the
invention of nuclear weapons might mean the ‘end’ of war, the end of history, or even the end of humanity.
Technology, in a word, was indifferent to the ends to which it was put. The car was not responsible for death on the
road any more than the production of poison gas to eradicate pests was responsible for the gas chambers of
Auschwitz. The relationship between people also became more functional or impersonal. We can see this at work
in the redefinition of courage. Courage in modern warfare, wrote the historian Marc Bloch, meant standing under
fire, and not trembling (Hynes, 1998: 58).

Secondly, technological civilization was also characterized by the search for efficiency in the name of economic
rationality. The late industrial worker was not only a labourer who used his muscle, he was a labourer who worked
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efficiently according to a rational use of time. The craftsman became the factory worker; the soldier became a
technician. Technique became everything. Taylorism and Fordism were new capitalist ways of improving
productivity. In 1940 James Burnham in his most influential book The Managerial Revolution claimed that politics
was giving way to efficiency too. Both capitalism and Marxism had produced planned, centralized societies, whose
new ruling class was made up of business executives, technicians, bureaucrats, and soldiers. All were lumped
together by Burnham under the name ‘managers’ (Orwell, 1975: 350).

Thirdly, technological civilization was rational. Of course, reason had always been valued as a mark of civilization
—the triumph over the irrational or the instinctive. What made the modern age different was the way that reason
was harnessed to technology. Like everything else, writes John Ellis, in The Social History of the Machine Gun, the
history of technology is part and parcel of social history in general and the last chapter of his book sets out his
case particularly vividly. As Ellis writes, the nineteenth-century Europeans thought that the machine gun, precisely
because it encapsulated the principle of serialization, was the product of a rational culture—those who did not
have it by definition could not build it (Ellis, 1976: 9). The logic of the machine gun was deceptively simple and it
was stated pithily by G. E. Moore, the Cambridge philosopher who taught Keynes. We are more advanced than
they because we can kill them faster than they can kill us (Midgley, 2006: 246).

European societies employed the machine gun in the last and most frenetic phase of European imperialismin an
attempt to persuade non-Western societies to ‘see reason’— in this case to appreciate the benefits of their own
subordination to European rule. They were anxious to persuade native societies to act more ‘reasonably’
and they were quite willing to punish them if they proved wilful instead. There is one essential explanation for why
the people of Pondoland in the Eastern Cape decided not to fight the British, and allowed themselves to be annexed
to South Africa in the 1890s without a fight. Cecil Rhodes mowed down a mealy field with machine guns in front of
the Paramount Chief and his councillors and explained that they would suffer the same fate if they did not submit.
And so they submitted as did many other colonial peoples who even if they did not suffer directly themselves, saw
their neighbours suffer and chose to submit before they experienced the worst. One could take the argument even
further: either the world is one in which there are limits to human reason, at which point there are sanctions against
indulging in human impulses and ambitions, or itis a place where reason is so untrammelled and unlimited and the
strong (or reasonable) are the more civilized, that the latter can be confident in the exercise of power. And one is
never more powerful than when winning an argument, or depriving the weak (as did Rhodes) of even the
satisfaction of being right.

Of course in 1914-18 the British were to suffer the same fate: the majority of casualties on the Somme were
accounted for by German machine guns—the cracking of the machine guns reminded the poet Edmund Blunden of
the screeching of ‘steam being blown off by a hundred engines’ (Ellis, 1976: 138). It was a telling metaphor for the
British army's first introduction to industrialized warfare. By then rationality had become mechanical, functional, and
essentially empty. Human beings had become the object rather than subject of human action. As the twentieth
century progressed people began to be seen by governments in statistical terms. They began to be seen as
abstractions.

Weapons designers were engineers who concerned themselves, not with death but ‘lethal area estimates’ and ‘kill
probabilities’, as well as ‘sensitivity and compatibility studies’—the procedures for making sure that a given bomb
could be used in a given airplane. In C. P. Snow's classic account of intrigues in Whitehall during the Second World
War we learn of the bitter arguments over the strategic bombing of Germany between those for whom bombing has
become a matter of faith and those who doubt whether any country can be bombed to the peace table. The
disputes are not about the ethics of bombing but the statistical probabilities of success: ‘In private we made bitter
jokes of a losing side. “There are the Fermi-Dirac statistics,” we said. The Einstein-Bose statistics. And the new
Cherwell non-quantitative statistics. And we told stories of a man who added up two and two and made four.’

Let me quote the German playwright Friedrich Schiller, writing in the early nineteenth century: ‘A man can be at
odds with himself (and his humanity) in two ways: either as a savage when feeling predominates over principle; or
as a barbarian when principle destroys feeling.’ In a technological civilization the savage was despised for putting
feeling first. In Aldous Huxley's dystopian vision of the future, Brave New World, the Savage despises modern man
for putting reason first. In privileging reason he had destroyed feeling. He had become a ‘barbarian’ in danger of
being alienated from his own humanity. The Spanish philosopher Ortega y Gasset condemned scientists for being
‘specialised barbarians of the twentieth century’ who had no respect for the past which they destroyed
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and none for the future which they threatened to deny through their inventions (Ortega y Gasset, 1932). In the
case of war no invention was more terrifying than the atomic bomb.

Post-Modern War

When we speak of the post-modern condition we are speaking of modernity coming of age. What is post-modernity
if not a response to the unfulfilled promises and thwarted hopes of the modern era, a recognition that there can be
no final resolution to the dilemmas of life? The modern mind has been forced to take a long and sober look at itself.
It is modernity coming to terms with its own impossibility. And that means looking at what modernity has discarded
at the end of the century: the grand narratives by which it used to explain history, its redemptive model of politics,
and last but not least its relationship with technology.

The post-modern condition, to turn to the grand narratives first, is an intellectual dissatisfaction with the idea of a
rationally ordered world; itis a recognition that fragmentation is the sign of the times. In a word, we are willing to
live with the contradictions and ambiguities of the modern world in a way that previous generations were not. We
are thus forced to re-perceive the world and ourselves as agents. There is no big picture that we can grasp. War
no longer carries the great meta-narratives that states used to spin to mobilize their populations for war.

This first became apparentin the Gulf War (1990-1), which even at the time people saw as the first post-modern
conflict. The media saturation coverage of the event was remarkable. It has been estimated that on average 600
million people throughout the world watched the nightly TV news reports as the war unfolded. In the end, wrote
Jean Baudrillard, the war remained ‘a televisual subterfuge’. Its televized images degraded war as an experience
and in so doing robbed it of its historical content. War had been emptied of meaning as social experience—the
very feature that had made it ‘modern’. The villain of the piece in his analysis was the media. The images that were
relayed, replayed, freeze-framed, and debated every night exhausted events of their historical content. All they
had to offer was a ‘synthetic meaning’ (Baudrillard, 1995: 32).

Baudrillard liked to provoke his readers as French intellectuals have been doing since the mid-twentieth century.
Many of them like to ‘dazzle’—the French word, briller, has no real English equivalent. But he was also a
scintillating critic of our times, especially on the constructed nature of reality. His larger claim was that in the post-
modern world everything is historical but it is difficult to discover what is ‘historic’. We now know that there are no
great emancipatory forces (including History) that are working towards some finite end. We can no longer excuse
the ‘inhuman’ or unjust—the collateral damage of ‘progress’—by incorporating ourselves in such forces. We have
lost those alibis of aggression that allowed us to actin good faith. We are burdened with a bad conscience. Today,
we no longer tell ourselves Hegelian stories, or glimpse World Spirits, let alone follow world historical
figures to our death. The stories we tell ourselves are more modest.

Secondly, for that reason we no longer think of war as redemptive—we can no longer take war on trust as we once
did. We now know too much. The history of modern war differs from that of pre-modern, primarily in terms of
radically changing fields of perception. And nothing changed perceptions more than the invention of photography.
Photosensitivity is about ‘exposure’—when things break to the surface, the time of the sudden take. Photographers
capture the telling moment, which is why surrealists used to call the camera ‘the savage eye’. What artists have
shown in the past, at their most graphic (Goya's depiction of the atrocities in the Napoleonic Wars), show that
things like this happen; what the photographer shows (Frank Capa's photo of a Republican soldier being killed in
the Spanish Civil War) is that the atrocity actually did. A photograph doesn’t evoke, it reveals; itillustrates as well
as corroborates, and it asks all of us to confront an embarrassing question: who is responsible—those who commit
the deed, or those who send them off to do battle? (Sontag, 2003.)

Post-modern war has taken this much further—for war is now almost entirely transparent. By the time of the next
Gulf War (2003) it had become clear that the character of war had changed. The ‘social’ dimension was still there
but in the form of networked relations between people in digital space. Time magazine's Person of the Year 2007
wasn’t a Head of State or a Chairman of a large company. It was ‘You'—the individual. A new network of peer-to-
peer relationships have replaced or augmented the role of the official media: YouTube—a video sharing site;
MySpace or Facebook, two social networking sites; Wikipedia, a collaborative encyclopedia; EBay, a person-to-
person auction site. This new digital environment has changed the character of war, in ways that radically
empower the individual. It is now quite likely someone, somewhere, with a digital camera or mobile phone will
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capture the most telling incidents in a conflict.

The abiding metaphor for this is a network. And the importance of the network is non-linearity. Instead of cause
and effect, images broadcast across the world can produce cascading effects, or what the philosopher Raymond
Aron once called ‘polymorphous correlations’. ‘Stuff happens’, Donald Rumsfeld infamously remarked of the looting
of Baghdad. The media may create the reality and structure and frame the discourse but it is the networked effects
of broadcasted images that can delegitimize an operation overnight. In short, the media can make transparent what
governments would prefer to conceal. The war zone is no longer a military-dominated space, itis shared with a
multiplicity of actors including NGOs, private security companies, and coalition partners. In this world of enhanced
visualization of power, governments are drawn into the ambit of visibility and in that ambit the human body appears
intimately in close-up. The image of civilians recovering from a mistimed airstrike; the image of children in the
rubble of a village—all diminish reputations by exposing the illegitimacy of power, or its use. War may still be
necessary butitis now no longer redeeming.

Ironically, the third major change in the character of war—a very different relationship between man and machine
—is promising to take post-modern war in a very different direction. Even in the nineteenth century Nathaniel
Hawthorne had foreseen that his countrymen would strive to transfer war from the personality of man into
‘the cunning contrivance of machines’. He predicted that by making themselves emotionally distant from the
battlefield soldiers might succeed in displacing their own aggression.

The archetypal example of emotional distancing is the story of the navigator of the Enola Gay, the plane which
dropped the first atomic bomb. He claimed to have ‘come off the mission, had a bite and a few beers and hit the
sack, and had not lost a night's sleep over the bomb in 40 years’. In Dr Strangelove, the ultimate movie version of
nuclear war, Stanley Kubrick's masterstroke (wrote J. G. Ballard) was ‘to tilt the dramatic action of the film so that
the audience's sympathies slide across the value scale and eventually lie with the machines of destruction—the
B52s with their sleek A-bombs and their brave but baffled crews’. The question the filmraises is whether by
externalizing technology we lose ourselves as the ‘subject’ of our culture, and therefore the subject of myth.
Atomic bombs have a social history too, and so do the robots we are planning to send into battle in the not too
distant future. If we are what we build, are we programming ourselves out of war? One day soon will we be asked to
see war from the machine's point of view?

In their book The Future of War George and Meredith Friedman proposed that all societies can be understood by
their technology. In the computer they see the definitive American system. What makes it definitive is its pragmatic
character. The computer doesn’t contemplate aesthetic or metaphysical or moral issues. Its programming language
focuses on solving practical and immediate problems. To that extent, it expresses the pragmatic, unphilosophical
American spirit (Friedman and Friedman, 1996: 10). It is not only the computer, however, which can be seen as
taking the metaphysics out of war; so also do Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs).

The military's ambition is to increase efficiency. The body requires sleep and food and is prone to fatigue.
Unmanned machines can perform at higher rates of efficiency, in part, because they have no fear. And they have
no fear because they do not risk personal injury. Of course, they are reliant on software, programming, refuelling,
and rearming. In other words, they are not truly ‘autonomous’ since they rely on human support. But their human
operators too are largely—or often entirely—out of harm's way. The enemy is remote, beyond the horizon. The
challenge is not that individual pilots will be replaced by a machine but that they may find themselves increasingly
embedded in a cybernetic world, largely detached from the mayhem around them. No longer at risk themselves,
they are no longer required to exhibit courage.

And this applies too, remember, to the politicians. Operators of drones can now speak directly to senior military
commanders at the top of the chain of command, or even be linked to the War Room in the White House. The Kkill
chain has been radically shortened. The implications of this have not been lost on Hollywood. Ridley Scott's film
Body of Lies (2008) shows a CIA chief ordering a strike from his mobile phone while taking his children to school.
The mental strain of authorizing a strike one minute and watching the children play football the next requires them
to make a huge mental jump. A Reaper mission is not a topic of conversation at the breakfast table.

Is the increasing interlink between man and machine evidence of what Stephen Milgram calls ‘agentic shift’, the
process by which human beings transfer responsibility for outcomes from themselves to more abstract
agents? In the pre-modern age it was Providence or God. In the modern age it was the Party, History, or the Cause.
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In the post-modern era itis the computer. Is this the result of a technological demand of the times? Have we
ourselves become problematic ‘bottlenecks’ in the circulation and processing of information? Will we all have to be
‘reprogrammed’ by computer technology so that we can be better equipped with the ‘trained perception’ to locate
the ‘truth’ (Heim, 1993: 8)? The phenomenology of human-machine interaction is changing fast as computers
become more interactive and sophisticated. Is the task to make us more machine-friendly?

Collision of War Forms

The picture | have sketched is true of only one part of the world, the post-industrial. The world is much larger than
this. Today there is no World Order, or even a semblance of it. Writing in the early 1990s two respected analysts,
Max Singer and the late Aaron Wildavsky, described the situation in their book, The Real World Order: Zone of
Peace, Zone of Turmoil. Its premise was laid out starkly at the beginning of the first chapter: ‘The key to
understanding the real world order is to separate the world into two: a zone of peace, wealth and democracy, and
a zone of turmoil, war and underdevelopment’. This presents us with an almost ontological rift in the human web; it
also admits to a high degree of violence intrinsic to the life and experience of the Zone of War. In his own work the
diplomat Robert Cooper prefers to divide the world into three historical time zones: the pre-modern, modern, and
post-modern. The question is not whether such divisions exist—the point is that we think they do, and we believe
that violence tends to break out when the zones intersect (Cooper, 2000).

Within the post-modern world itself there are pre-modern enclaves of violence. If the world is dividing into separate
time zones, they are not mutually exclusive. For the reality of life in some of the inner cities of the United States is
not all that different qualitatively from the favelas of Rio de Janeiro where drug barons decide who dies and lives,
where local gangs impose curfews on the citizens at night and generally determine who gets what. America's cities
too are the site of what Martin van Creveld calls ‘low intensity conflicts’ and Hans-Magnus Enzenberger calls
‘molecular civil wars’. They play host to open-ended conflicts which blur the distinction between crime and war,
and reduce certain urban areas to ‘criminal anarchy’.

The modern world, by comparison, has to deal with pre-modern enclaves on a much larger scale than America's
inner cities. And the methods it uses tend to be more brutal. In 1995-6 Russia fought a two-year war in Chechnya in
which 69,000 lives were lost. A war launched by a regime in Moscow which espoused free market reforms,
democracy, and human rights proved as brutal as anything launched by the old Soviet Union. Vacuum (fuel air
explosives) and fragmentation bombs were dropped on the heads of Chechens and Slavs alike. Concentration
camps were opened. Marketplaces were bombed by jet aircraft. It was as total as war can get and there is
no guarantee (except for the parlous state of the Russian armed forces) that it might not be repeated again.

And what of the pre-modern world? The South African poet, Breyten Breytenbach, writes of a world in which the
prophets and charlatans and the ideologies they once espoused, such as communism and fascism, have been
discredited at last. The conspiracy of ideologies originally imposed a pattern upon history at the cost of murder
—'the big kill intended to confer a purpose upon small death’. But the world Breytenbach paints is one in which little
has changed for the disenfranchised and the dispossessed, who face a bleak future especially in Africa: ‘that
exotically miserable continent constituting the ghostly sub-consciousness of history’. Africa has ‘time but no
history’. Itis in danger of being rendered history-less (Breytenbach, 1996: 6).

Robert Kaplan paints an even more disturbing picture of a world fast regressing into barbarism, a world which was
about to be reclaimed by a history we thought we had escaped. Kaplan offers a nightmare vision of an age in
which the past has returned in the shape of disease, criminal anarchy, and the breakdown of the state system, a
world in which groups who we used to think had become figures of history—warlords in Somalia, bandits in Liberia,
private mercenary armies in Sierra Leone—have stolen back into our consciousness. The future Kaplan sketches is
of ‘an epoch of theme-less juxtapositions in which the classificatory grid of nation-states is going to be replaced by
a jagged glass pattern of city states and nebulous and anarchic regionalisms’.

Whenever the post-modern world intervenes in the pre-modern—mostly in the form of peacekeeping or ‘nation-
building under fire’—it has to confront what Alvin and Heidi Toffler call ‘a collision of war forms’ (Toffler and Toffler,
1994: 189). Post-modern societies fight their wars as well as keep the peace in their own fashion. Pre-modern
societies, however, tend to do the same and have very little time for post-modern methods. The conflicts that rage
across the globe from Afghanistan to Somalia involve warlords and militia leaders, pirates and drug cartels, most
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employing small arms and Improvised Explosive Devices (IEDs)—weapons that make war increasingly
asymmetrical.

It counts for much that they are no longer the national liberation armies familiar to us from the Cold War. Instead,
they are more open-sourced and decentralized, and organized around distributed or quasi-independent groups. In
Iraq they engaged in distributed swarms, learning from each other's experience, sharing information, and
responding quickly to change. In the early days their innovation cycles were often faster than those of the Coalition
forces. They also differ from the old national liberation movements in another critical respect. They are interested
in outcomes, not order-building. Unlike the old national liberation movements, they are usually not interested in
holding territory, though they may be ready to lure the enemy to fight for it as the insurgents did in Fallujah on two
separate occasions in 2004. They are not usually interested in building schools (though like Taliban they may
empty them, especially of girls); and they are not even interested, unlike the criminal cartels in Colombia, in
creating social welfare nets to legitimize their presence. Some, like Hezbollah, resemble the old national liberation
forces; they are real estate owners (now the largest in the Lebanon). Others, however, thrive in the lawless spaces
created by the collapse of law and order. They don’t construct anything, or take responsibility for
anything they do. As a result, they are hard to take out (Robb, 2007).

Policing the Frontiers

The modern security paradigm owes much to Clausewitz, as Raymond Aron noted in his book War and Industrial
Society (1958). Aron chose to contrast the security thinkers of the nineteenth century, including Clausewitz, with
those of the time that he was writing, the mid-twentieth century. ‘The thinkers of the last century had a stronger
feeling of living in a period of transition and did not hesitate to make prophecies whose boldness and dogmatism
astound us’ (Aron, 1958: 3). Clausewitz saw war as order-building, and operating within ordered principles of its
own: ‘before/after’; ‘war/peace’; ‘subject/object’; ‘offence/defence’. It is important to remember that Clausewitz
didn’t write for us—he wrote for his contemporaries. He reached for a contemporary frame of reference when
writing about the character and nature of war. He helped to forge what Aron called the ‘sociological imagination’ of
the nineteenth century and imposed on us as a result the dialectical thinking of German Idealism. For him the
dialectic of war involved a clash of opposites, some of which | have outlined above. One of the most critical was
the dialectic between ‘absolute’ and ‘real’ war.

The other writers whom Aron identified as critical to the nineteenth century ‘sociological imagination’ were Comte
and Spencer, Marx and Nietzsche. All four ‘imagined’ war and peace in terms that seem to us to be overly
dogmatic. The first two saw the promise of peace as industrialization broke down the old class barriers and forged
a more pacific union of mankind. The other two predicted that industrialization would produce more lethal weapons
and unleash an era of mass warfare. Aron argued that both schools of thought were right and wrong at the same
time. Neither the optimists, nor the pessimists, recognized that industrial society created opportunities for peace
and war, just as it created opportunities for different modes of social development, from socialism to social
democracy and the Anglo-American model of capitalism. Industrial society created its own opportunities and
dangers. It created the welfare state and transformed the citizens of the West in due course into consumers
embracing consumerism as a creed. It also created two vast armed blocks, West and East, who were quite
prepared to annihilate each other in a nuclear confrontation. Aron grasped that Clausewitz was right to argue that
every age has its own kind of war, and Aron, of course, was one of the most astute interpreters of Clausewitz
(Aron, 1983).

Today many sociologists contend that the industrial society which Aron wrote about has changed into a risk
society and that the cultural grammar of war is changing too. Risk society is defined in many ways, but one
common to the work of Anthony Giddens, and Ulrich Beck, is that its citizens have come to see their society's
development as a ‘theme and a problem for itself’ and to see war too accordingly, not in terms of the means/end
rationality about which Max Weber wrote so eloquently, but in terms of ‘reflexive rationality’. We have to
manage the consequences of our own actions. We now employ a post-Clausewitzian paradigm. In the collision
between the pre-modern and post-modern worlds war is in the process of becoming risk managementin all but
name.

And if post-modern war is still a continuation of politics by other means, politics itself is changing. In the twentieth
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century its main aim was to rationalize life. Politicians set out to reorder society; to make everything uniform by
applying a single model, in part to eliminate ‘anomalies’ in the system. Politics not only involved the increasing use
of instrumental rationality in the sense that its only purpose was political (the existential world was bypassed—that
is what made life in Max Weber's words so ‘disenchanting’). Politics was also bound by rules, and at the same time
it was rule-making.

In the post-modern era, by contrast, life is too complex to be reordered, and even if this were not the case war is
too imperfect an instrument to do the reordering. War is no longer a problem-solving device that can be applied to
any complex issue. Politics isn’t about order (either New World Orders or orders on the ground), and it no longer
involves utopian projects of social engineering. For most of us no longer believe there is a perfect society. Politics
is now largely about purpose. And in the post-modern era our purposes are different from what they were fifty
years ago. We are now in the business of ‘managing’ insecurity, or ‘enabling greater or lesser stability’, or
guaranteeing better ‘service provision’. We have these particular vocabularies because we have such a
multiplicity of purposes. As history evolves, so new vocabularies come on stream but none of these vocabularies
or purposes are more or less ‘superior’ to any of the others. Our present management of global insecurity is not
necessarily better than the nation- or state-building of old. It just happens to be more relevant for us. Itis all that we
can aim for though we must hope, of course, that the purposes served may be better.

And the chief purpose of war is management of the Global Disorder that obtains. The world is a dangerous place
that needs to be policed against a range of enemies from terrorist movements to criminal syndicates and drug
cartels. The US military is already being radically restructured in keeping with this vision. The army is currently
modularizing its force structure, moving from ten divisions up to forty-eight stand-alone brigades comprising up to
4,000 personnel each, which will be quickly deployable, self-contained, and self-sustaining. Pride of place is going
to Special Forces, who are likely to find themselves in the front line of operations, replacing the large-unit combat
forces that hit the Normandy beaches in 1944 and served as far afield as the Gulf in 1990. They may yet be
transformed into a fifth branch of the armed forces, just as the Air Force only became a distinct service in 1947.
The US Marine Corps is also experimenting with ‘infestation’ tactics that might radically change the face of ground
warfare. The Corps calls it ‘plug in and play’, a concept that involves rotating units in the field for months or even
years at a time as autonomous nodes in a larger network.

So, where are we heading? The battlefield is an increasingly dematerialized one for many in the military, and all too
material for those unfortunate enough to find themselves on the ground. The ontological status of the military is
changing. ‘To be’ used to mean to be somewhere, to be situated, to be grounded in the here and now. But the
essence of being which is grounded in a locality is denied by the instantaneity, the immediacy, and the
ubiquity of our post-industrial weapons systems. There is a fear among today's soldiers, writes Peter Singer in his
book Wired for War, that the new technologies will turn the experience of war into something else quite alienating.
There is also the promise, of course, as Aron for one would have recognized, that these technologies may even
transform our role in the world for the better. But even that hope is mainly driven by our inability to move beyond
the conflicts that have shaped human history since the beginning. The differences between modern and post-
modern war may be radical in some respects but not in others. As in the modern age we may soon find that it is we,
not our machines, that are still wired for war (Singer, 2009: 436).
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‘ will make my agreement with you and [ ... ] never again will the waters come over all the earth for its
destruction.’! This allegory drawn from the most emblematical pact ever made suggests that alliances are first and
foremost about confidence, trust, and protection. They bind countries that regard their allies’ security needs as
their own and are thus prepared to pay the price of blood to side with friendly nations under aggression. Such
shared aims are precisely at the origin of the word alliance, which comes from the Latin adligare, which means
‘binding’.

One of the first ‘classical’ European strategic thinkers who, in the seventeenth century, explored the concept of
alliance was Montecuccoli,? the great rival of Marshall de Turenne. At that time, this notion was mainly associated
with obligations binding cities or countries sharing common dynastic interests. This kind of guarantee could last for
decades. That was the case for the House of Hapsburg, whose two branches, respectively in Madrid and Vienna,
were tied to each other until the peace of the Pyrenees in 1659. History brings to memory abundant examples of
other famous alliances in Europe, such as the Quadruple alliance against Spain,3 or, later, the ‘Holy’ alliance
against any possible French temptation to rewrite the strategic map of Europe after the victory of the Allies in 1815.
France, however, joined this alliance later on when its rationale shifted from prevailing against hostile nations to
protecting regimes confronted with liberal movements, spreading throughout Europe and inherited from the ideals
of the French revolution.

Alliance purposes are diverse. They may be about seeking supplementary forces to balance a hostile power: in
this case, an alliance is offering a positive correlation of forces against the unknown or against an opposite country
or group of countries. In that sense, it stands for the best antidote to isolation. When France, at the beginning of the
twentieth century, set up the Entente Cordiale with the UK, it put an end to a period of isolation that was already
noticeable when the Franco-Prussian war of 1870-1 erupted. An alliance may also be concluded to reach,
geographically and strategically, a favourable correlation of forces for obtaining diplomatic gains or for future
military operations. In that sense they make easier the preparation of offensive operations to expand one's

own sphere of influence. This was the case with Rome, which gradually extended its grip to the whole of the Italian
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peninsula through a series of alliances. Alliances can also be made in order to bind countries sharing similar
circumstantial concerns and objectives, as was exemplified at the occasion of the 1859-60 war against China
when London and Paris fought together to obtain common advantages, notably on trade issues. Alliances can tie
countries that may feel they are being challenged by unfettered forces of transformation triggered by religious
movements (the alliances during the Thirty Years War in Europe in the middle of the seventeenth century), hostile
ideologies, or enemies whose success may dramatically jeopardize their continued existence, security, place and
role on the international stage. Such was the case, as an example, of the Triple Alliance, arranged against the
Triple Entente between London, Paris, and Moscow prior to the First World War.

The role and functioning of alliances may range from minimum entanglement, with very few commitments (such as
merely diplomatic consultations), to the most compelling set of agreements for planning and organizing, well in
advance, the conditions of joint military operations under a unified command (as was the case of NATO during the
Cold War). Alliances are supposed to work efficiently when the political preconditions and modi operandi that made
them achievable are the result of positive will unconstrained by any kind of unfriendly pressures. On the other
hand, volte-faces are possible, as exemplified by the Tauroggen convention, in 1812, when Prussia renounced the
treaty of Tilsit forced on it by Napoleon,4 and made a U-turn in favour of siding with Russia against the French. A
more recent example of a rapid change in an alliance system is offered by the collapse of the Warsaw Pact Treaty,
which did not survive very long the fall of the Berlin wall and saw most of the former European satellites (‘allies’) of
the USSR eager to move towards their former opponent, the Atlantic alliance.

Such plasticity of the concept of alliance explains, in large part, the duration of many pacts throughout history and
the variety of the statuses that their members could hold within alliances. Although militarily integrated under the
command of Marshall Ferdinand Foch, at the end of the Great War, the American republic remained only
‘associated’ with the allies, essentially France and the UK, because it did not want to be politically constrained
either by Paris or London. That posture gave President Woodrow Wilson a huge margin of manoeuvre when
participating in the negotiations for the Versailles treaty.> More recently, France cultivated a particular place within
the Atlantic alliance—between 1967, when Paris withdrew its armed forces from the military integrated structure,
and 2008, when it decided to return to the allied command structure. The diversity in the quality of alliance
memberships and in the functioning of alliances creates a clear distinction between the solemn moment of sealing
an alliance, the intrinsic purposes it encompasses at the very precise moment of its formal establishment, and its
actual functioning during its existence. The former phase, which does symbolize shared political aspirations and
common military aims, is generally long lasting when the latter phases are amendable and flexible enough to
prevail over unforeseen changes and the growing diversity of the members’ interests with the passing of years. Is
this not the case for the Atlantic alliance in the present day?

The Atlantic Alliance: From an Agreement on Objective to a Difference on Purpose Between
Members

The Atlantic alliance is the longest-lasting alliance in modern history. Its establishmentin 1949 was by and large the
result of different and distinct needs among its future members which, however, coincided at a precise moment. On
the one hand, the West Europeans, under the Brussels treaty of 1948, had set up an integrated military
organization, whose commander in chief was Marshall Bernard Montgomery. But the lack of financial and military
resources faced by the five European countries that were signatories to the Brussels treaty made it almost
impossible to build an effective and reliable defence against Soviet forces should they attack. A rapprochement
with the United States, the most powerful nation of the world at that time, appeared as the only solution to
overcome such a deadlocked situation. On the other side of the Atlantic, the Americans, after a period of
hesitations, finally did define, in 1947,% a new grand strategy (the ‘Containment’) aimed at holding back—including
by military means as embedded in the well-known NSC 68 document—the possible expansion of communism under
the flag of the Soviet Union.

The two sides of the North Atlantic Ocean, although they were motivated by different purposes and dissimilar aims,
found an arrangement representing the best possible world for each of them. By signing the Washington treaty, the
West Europeans felt much more confident about their security. For their part, the Americans could begin, according
to eminent US geopolitician Nicholas Spykman,? building on the Rimland, the network of alliances they sought to
establish with friendly nations, from Norway to Japan, in order to contain the Soviet Union and its allies. In that
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sense, the Atlantic alliance pre-1989 was a fine example of a traditional alliance, meeting successfully the
expectation initially placed in it by all of its members. The weaker states sought reassurance against a major
existential threat. The strongest state was recognized as the leader by endorsing what looked like a traditional
‘traité de subsides’. In previous centuries, this type of treaty was the usual modus operandi linking weaker allies to
a stronger one which provided funds, men, and equipment to support the military operations of its junior partners.
Such was the policy pursued by France under Louis XIV or Britain during the eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries. The dominant power provided support to its junior partners on the condition that they actively
contributed to deterring the common adversaries. That was clearly the attitude of Washington in the late 1940s and
early 1950s, when money and equipment were sent in quantity to Europe in the framework of the Marshall Plan and,
after the signing of the Washington treaty, substantial amounts of military equipment were leased to the worn-out
West European armed forces.

The economic recovery of Western Europe, at the end of the 1960s, and the rising costs of the Vietham War,
however, led the USA to ask for a more optimal ‘burden-sharing’ of costs between the two sides of the
Atlantic. A claim Washington has since then never ceased to bring up with its European allies. The Atlantic alliance
did perform magnificently during the Cold War and cemented the determination of the allies in their collective will
against the authoritarian Soviet power. The formidable success of the Atlantic alliance has had, however, side
effects which are now felt by its members. In a way, the efficiency of NATO was gradually associated and even
equated to the debatable notion that, after all, a shared belief in democratic institutions was as important as the
military organization of the alliance. This development is now posing more inconvenience to the allies that they
would have thought.

When the existential threat that bestowed on the Atlantic alliance its primary raison d’étre vanished with the
disappearance of the Soviet bloc, the justification for carrying on the alliance needed to be reset. By and large, at
the beginning of the 1990s, after a period of relative uncertainty on NATO's role in the absence of an identified
enemy, the alliance's leaders were inclined to base its perpetuation more on its identity and characteristics rather
than on its purposes. Hence the emphasis put, since that time, on the alliance as a community of friendly nations
sharing the same democratic values and principles: the uniqueness of the West in the community of nations. The
alliance became thus more ‘ethical’ and principled and it was captured under a new brand name—‘the transatlantic
democratic community’.8 Then, the question of its scope—both geographically and functionally—started being
debated. In the mid-1990s, Washington sought to enlarge the perimeter of NATO's activities outside its traditional
Euro-Atlantic sphere; ‘out of area’ or ‘out of business’ became the persistent signal sent by Washington to the
Europeans. Subsequently, the alliance had to go through a transformational process in order to be able to project
its military arm outside the traditional boundaries of its sphere of responsibility. The Allies thus launched their first
ever military operations against ‘deviant’ powers—Serbia, Saddam Hussein's Iraq (in the framework of a coalition of
the ‘willing’) and, later, Afghanistan under Al Qaeda's and the Taliban's grip. The motives behind these operations
were more about restoring human rights and punishing rogue leaders than strictly defensive in purpose.

From Hard Security Goals to Ethical Objectives: ‘A Bridge too Far’ For the Atlantic Alliance?

At the end of the 1990s, consideration of ethical principles and human rights became the new mantra of the
Atlantic alliance. Spin doctors were actively promoting the idea that, because of its ideal of democratic values, the
alliance had become the distinctive and unique means to promote worldwide stability—a goal they linked to the
restoration of human rights when blatant infringements were perpetrated. Such a goal is embedded in NATO's
charter: ‘based on common values of democracy, human rights and the rule of law, the Alliance has
striven since its inception to secure a lasting peaceful order in Europe. However, the achievement of this aim can
be jeopardized by crisis and conflict outside the Euro-Atlantic area.’® This goal is, however, far from the realpolitik
objectives which were at the origin of the Atlantic alliance if one considers that, at least on the US side, its objective
was also and maybe primarily to perpetuate a geopolitical situation where the United States benefited from a
position of pre-eminence in the international system. As pointed out by Spykman:

The statesman who conducts foreign policy can concern himself with values of justice, fairness, and

tolerance only to the extent that they contribute to or do not interfere with the power objective. They can
be used instrumentally as moral justification for the power quest, but they must be discarded the moment
their application brings weakness. The search for power is not made for the achievement of moral values;
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moral values are used to facilitate the attainment of power.10

The new ethical approach significantly shifted the centre of gravity of the alliance from Europe to the wider world
and was spectacularly reinforced under George W. Bush's presidency between 2001 and 2009. Various forms of
association, short of full membership, have been considered for Alliance partners since the mid-1990s, with a view
to enlarging the geographical perimeters of NATO. Hence the shadow of the alliance now reaches up to the
Chinese frontiers. This ‘de facto’ geographical and functional enlargement of the alliance's purposes opened new
domains of concern for the alliance. As stated by a prominent official of the Bush administration, ‘NATO
increasingly looks outward, to dangers that can have roots far beyond Europe. These dangers include violent
extremism, terrorism, nuclear proliferation, failed states, cyber attacks, and insecurity of energy resources.’11
However, the limits of such an approach were exposed on the occasion of the US-led intervention in Irag in 2003.
The alliance was called to act unanimously but failed to do so. Two of its key members explicitly demonstrated their
reservations if not their opposition: Turkey refused to allow the US 3rd infantry division to deploy through its
territory to attack Northern Irag; Germany disapproved of the intervention, which did not receive the endorsement
of the UN Security Council. A few months before that episode, the European allies had invoked Article 5 of the
Washington treaty after the Al Qaeda attack against New York and Washington. The US declined that offer and
intervened to drive the Taliban out of power in Kabul. Later, at the UN talks in Bonn (Germany) in November-
December 2001, Washington asked the alliance to provide assistance for protecting the reconstruction of
Afghanistan. In fact, a disorderly situation gradually arose. The European allies, with the exception of the UK, were
in Afghanistan to save the alliance's face and image of unity; the USA was there to continue the war against Al
Qaeda and the Taliban ... Such a variety of goals provoked acrimonious debates within the Western alliance. The
US feels unsatisfied at the many caveats imposed by some NATO countries on the employment of the forces they
have deployed in Afghanistan. Those same countries hint that this war is not their war; the caveats are, indeed, the
expression of their political dissatisfaction with the war, which in addition remains far from being popular at home.

In both Irag and Afghanistan, the Western allies met the limits of their commitment to emphasizing human
rights as the foundation and the engine of their ‘out of area’ interventions. When confronting opponents with a
different Weltanschauung, notably in the Islamic world, this commitment has clearly found its limit. This discrepancy
between goals and aims undermined the objective of the alliance to ‘win hearts and minds’ of populations whose
religious beliefs and societal behaviours obey different rules from those existing in Western countries. Victory
would mean ‘adaptation’ of those populations to a democratic and liberal model of society that counters aggressive
Islamism and the set of prescriptive religious principles and normative rules and rights that it champions. The local
populations are not willing to perform such a shift despite the proclaimed ‘universality’ of the alliance's goal. This
issue is far from new. In Afghanistan, Pashtun values remain unaffected and the Pashtunwali rules are still in force.
Such a reality was even acknowledged by the staunchest supporter of the war and led the then UK defence
minister Liam Fox to declare, in Kabul in spring 2010, that British troops should not stay ‘for the sake of the
education policy in a broken 13th-century country’.12 As explained by Philip Windsor, after the French revolution,
modern strategy and warfare ‘had to be determined in terms of the clash of societies and not merely the conduct of
operations in the field’.13 Such a contradiction in aims and purposes based on divergent understandings of what
constitutes values is something Montesquieu already scorned in his Persian Letters: ‘the English tell how one of
their kings, having conquered and taken prisoner a prince who disputed his right to the crown, began to reproach
him with his faithlessness and treachery, when the unfortunate prince replied, “It was decided only a moment ago
which of us two is the traitor” ’.14

The primacy given to values in the ‘new’ post-9/11 Atlantic alliance contains its own seed of contradiction within
and outside the alliance. NATO has established, through the Partnership for Peace programme, close links with
regimes that are far from being democratic, particularly in Central Asia. The deficit in ethical values was after all a
key aspect of the functioning of part of the Western financial system which led, by and large, to the economic
crisis that swept the world in 2008-9. Values are general principles which are effective insofar as they become
norms, i.e. are translated into concrete processes through adequate legislation. In this matter, the discrepancies
between the two sides of the Atlantic should neither be exaggerated nor ignored. On many ethical issues—death
penalty, climate change, genetically modified organisms, etc.—views differ. These phenomena are the visible part
of the iceberg when one looks at the state of the Alliance in the second decade of the twenty-first century. Hence,
the growing feeling emerges that the transatlantic alliance ‘is not living up to its potential’.1> How could it be
otherwise when the cement against a common enemy which for so long gave its strength and raison d’étre to the
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Atlantic alliance has disappeared? On both sides of the Atlantic, domestic issues have taken precedence over
external affairs. The painful difficulties caused by the financial and economic crisis have exacerbated tensions
between the USA and the EU by generating disagreement on the way to treat the economic crisis and trade reform.
Europe is striving for an austerity strategy to end the economic crisis while the USA wants to maintain a fiscal
stimulus.

Side Effects of An Infinite Alliance

Once the political victory was achieved against the Soviet bloc, without one shot being fired between the two
former enemies, the Atlantic alliance was kept in place and subject to further adaptations to a new context. This
phenomenon is rare in history. Once the main purpose of an alliance has been achieved, its raison d’étre rapidly
and naturally vanishes. It has not been the case for the Atlantic alliance, however. One should reflect on the
reasons for that perpetuation, which most if not all Western analysts and politicians seem to consider
unquestionable. The most obvious reason is provided by the Treaty of Washington itself. The alliance

will contribute toward the further development of peaceful and friendly international relations by
strengthening their free institutions, by bringing about a better understanding of the principles upon which
these institutions are founded, and by promoting conditions of stability and well-being (art. 2) ... The Parties
agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an
attack againstthemall (art. 5) ...

However, the transformation of the international order, at the beginning of the twenty-first century, made the
concept of alliance less functional in the absence of perceived existential threats. Hence the idea that, in the
military sphere, ad hoc and temporary coalitions are easier to set up than alliances. Alliances are indeed too
binding and, in a way, too cumbersome, to be fully efficientin an era of great fluidity in international relations. Ad-
hocism could prevail when force may be required to solve intra-state conflict, a situation acknowledged by the USA
National Security Strategy of 2010, where itis unequivocally stated that although the United States can stand alone
if needed, military action will be generally performed within coalitions. If NATO will remain its bedrock alliance, the
African Union, the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, and other groups could form ‘coalitions’ tailored for a
specific mission.

The enlargement of the Atlantic alliance into something more global that it has not been able to deliver, as
exemplified in the emblematic case of Afghanistan, could prove more harmful to the Western alliance than the
disagreements that have punctuated its life since its inception in 1949. However, despite the new international
setting of the second decade of the twenty-first century, the alliance, whatever its internal evolutions (enlargement,
new Strategic concept adopted in Lisbon in November 2010...), is still functioning with unwritten old rules. It
contains a country which dwarfs its partners in military affairs, and has a global world responsibility when most of
them have not. Some NATO European countries that also belong to the EU are committed to deepening the
European construction, including through building a European defence. However, in defence affairs they continue
as ever to oscillate between the primacy given to NATO and their desire to set up a European defence organization
within the framework of the Maastricht treaty. Accordingly, US analysts acknowledged that transatlantic relations
are affected by such developments: ‘the transatlantic relationship is in the midst of a wrenching
transformation. ... the current tensions in the transatlantic relationship stem more from the changing internal
balance of power between the United States and Europe’.16

The huge discrepancy between the different alliance members’ military capabilities and international
responsibilities has had worrying side effects. Since most of the European members of the Atlantic alliance have no
longer any ability to think and to act militarily at the strategic and even at the operational level, the driving force in
terms of concept, doctrine, and modus operandi has been implicitly transferred to the strongest member of the
alliance. To put it bluntly, most European states have ceased to think strategically and henceforth have ceased to
have any significant impact on many issues affecting international relations. How can it be otherwise when,
between the United States and its partners in the Atlantic alliance, the ratio of military budgets can be as much as
150 to 1? The scene of strategic affairs in the Western world has thus become a shadow theatre. The Cold War
masked that difference, which was, in addition, not as huge as itis today. The Soviet military, however, already
recognized that situation and their war plan under Marshall Ogarkov's command was, in case of an offensive in
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central Europe, to implement the main attacks against what were perceived as the weakest links of the Alliance in
Central Europe (Dutch and Belgian corps of NORTHAG) while encircling the strongest—notably the US 7th and 5th
army Corps.l7 Nowadays, this state of affairs of the growing imbalance within the Alliance is highly concerning and
explains, in part, the growing relative lack of interest of US political and military leaders in Atlantic alliance affairs.
This represents a radical departure from past US tradition as explained by a former high-ranking US diplomat:
‘American policy from 1917 to 1999 was all about Europe. It was the most important aspect of American foreign
policy. Our global policy was a function of our European policy.’'® Robert Gates, then US Secretary of Defence,
thus proposed dismantling the US Joint Forces Command, which, beyond its own rationale for US forces, remained
one of the two US commands linking the USA to the military machinery of the Western alliance.19

This development is largely due to the success of the Western alliance; it is also the result of globalization.
Globalization is modifying in many ways the notion of alliance at the beginning of the twenty-first century. Firstly,
while balance of power and possible inter-state conflicts still matter, they are no longer key parameters in the
current reshuffle of the correlation of forces at world level. Paradoxically, when Western countries, to begin with
the USA, are still investing so much in defence (NATO's countries are still responsible for about two-thirds of military
spending worldwide), their principal economic and trade competitors are lagging far behind in defence spending. It
can be argued that part of that expenditure, at least in the USA, France, Germany, and the United Kingdom, also
contributes to inspiring fundamental and applied research and development efforts that have a positive effect on
the economy as a whole. But, as is particularly striking in the US case, the enormous defence budgets and their
continuous increase between 2001 and 2010 have coincided with a rather similar increase in the many deficits
which have beset the USA since the mid-2000s.

Secondly, globalization is bringing its own set of disturbances that cannot be dealt with by traditional
alliances. For example, the success or failure of the war waged against drug traffickers launched by Mexico's
President Calderén, who declared war on the drug cartels in December 2006 (the ‘war’ has caused thirty thousand
deaths in four years), will determine the intensity and the nature of the drug network in the USA, Western, and
Asian countries with more or less deleterious effect on their respective societies. Differently, at the time of the
world economic and financial crisis China has accumulated the most significant foreign currency reserves (EUR
2.14 trillion in April 2011), allowing Beijing to take rather strong economic positions in Europe, a situation will have a
real impact on the China-EU relationship. China is gradually taking over, in economics and finance, the role once
played only by the United States and will probably become in the next decades the world's economic keystone.
Such a development will not be without consequences for the nature and the notion of alliance.

Conclusion

The propensity to conclude from the cultural, political, and military conditions met by US and European forces in
far-away countries such as Afghanistan that a ‘new’ form of conflict depicted as ‘asymmetrical’ is appearing has a
strange resonance to say the least when looking at what warfare was in Europe for several centuries. War was a
seasonal occupation; armies were made of mercenaries, skilled technicians in warfare, representing a costly asset
that had to be preserved as precious capital like modern soldiers in professional armies, hence yesterday and
today the notion of ‘zero death’. Today like yesterday, such an ideal situation for organized armies was blown up
when they were confronted with combatants animated by passion and faith, as exemplified during the religious
wars in Europe of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and today against Islamic fundamentalist warriors.29
Moreover, the indirect strategy based on harassment practised for centuries is now being based on indiscriminate
fire (IEDs) rather than on the traditional mobility of forces. Such a ‘return to the past’ provoked at that time
discordant discussions between general Petraeus, commander in chief of allied forces in Afghanistan, and NATO's
Secretary General, M. Rasmussen, in July 2010, about the strategic direction to be given to the intervention in
Afghanistan. General Petraeus was more concerned about the next hearings before the US Congress while M.
Rasmussen was preoccupied by the Atlantic alliance summit of November 2010.

As a result, with the extended role sought for the Atlantic alliance, the dedication of the EU populations to their
armed forces risks being increasingly eroded. Already, there is no longer a strong link between individual soldiers
being sent to Afghanistan (or in Iraq) and the specific country they belong to. They are all, with the exception of US
personnel, NATO soldiers or ‘coalition soldiers’. Making them anonymous severs the fundamental pact that for
decades has linked the armed forces to their respective countries. The next step in this gradual dispossession is in
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motion: the chain of command in Afghanistan (as it could be elsewhere) has ultimately escaped European
hands; concepts and doctrine (as exemplified with the concept of ‘transformation’) are grown outside Europe;
finally, for most members of NATO (with the exception of the UK, Canada, and the USA) the language used in
military exercises and combat missions is a foreign language. More and more, international affairs regarding
security and defence are seen through the prism of American ideas and perspectives. Such a remark should not
be misinterpreted. Itis too easy to invoke anti-Americanism and thus disregard the argument. This is definitely not.
This is, in essence, about the depressing state of most European armed forces. Among the EU, six member states?!
spent, in the late 2000s, 82 per cent of all defence expenditure by the EU. In other words, twenty-one EU member
states are spending 18 per cent of EU defence expenditure. As a result there is a growing heterogeneity in terms of
know-how in operational art and strategic military affairs, which has vanished in most European countries. To an
extent, the alliance bears responsibility for that situation.

The present transformation of the international scene and the dynamic of globalization are also transforming the
global balance of power, with the emergence of centres of powers located outside the Western sphere having
profound geopolitical and strategic consequences. The West is becoming increasingly constrained in its various
attempts to set the rules of the game on a huge variety of questions, ranging from leadership of international
organizations to strategic stability. From such evidence derive basic and conventional considerations. New centres
of power will formulate their rights and justify their actions, which will not necessarily correspond to the West's best
interests, if not to its vision of international order. From a European perspective, containment of hostile actors by
military means (states and non-state actors) will remain possible but at a growing cost and for a limited duration;
rollback will no longer be realistically feasible or possible against new centres of power; non-entanglement would
signify a retreat from history, leaving others to determine the course of international politics. There remains as a
sole option engagement (activism, integration, détente, bargaining) based on using a huge variety of tools. The
military tool can however find its place only through the complete appropriation by the Europeans of their defence.
Grand politics, political objectives, strategy, and military organization will thus be reunited in a European context.
This raises the question of the place and role of traditional alliances such as NATO.
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Introduction

A twenty-first-century ‘Emerging Power’ (EmPo) faces an unprecedented challenge: how to pursue a traditional
Westphalian sovereign power rise in an increasingly interdependent, post-Westphalian world. Most of the new
century's challenges have a universal character that threatens an emerging ‘international community interest—or
‘interest of mankind’ (Pardo, 1967; Baslar, 1998)—and have to be tackled by collective action. Traditional rivalries
between national interests do not disappear, but they are strongly limited by this new political environment.

The rise of the new EmPos—and of their military capabilities—is a direct consequence of their brisk economic
successes, boosted by the global marketplace and growing interdependence. Paradoxically, globalization has also
undermined a country's capacity to master its own economy, the most important ingredient of traditional national
power. ‘Money is the sinews of war and the grease of peace,” wrote Richelieu in the seventeenth century (Cardinal
de Richelieu, 1740: 123). Obviously, some states are more sovereign than others, but this slow dilution of power
also applies to the last ‘omnipower’ (Legro, 2008: 2).1 The USA is the main promoter and defender of last resort of
this globalization process, which at the same time is restricting its own margins for sovereign action (Valladao,
2006: 243-60).

Nowadays, any emerging country that seeks to enhance its own influence in world politics cannot but develop a
strategy of further integration into the global economy. The bigger the power ambition, the larger the part one will
have to play in strengthening the present liberal order, which, in turn, is watering down the ‘national’ state power.
This does not make it impossible to break collective rules, to ignore international institutions, to adopt
different degrees of mercantilist self-centred policies, or even to indulge in military adventures. It simply means that
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the price to be paid for such conduct is getting higher and higher.

Status-Seeking versus Accountancy

Emerging Powers are trapped in a dilemma. On one hand, they are struggling for important changes in the post-
Second World War power system in order to be admitted as peer players in the exclusive ‘big power’ club. But on
the other hand, they are also compelled by the need to maintain the status quo from which they derive their
growing international protagonism. EmPos are, essentially, status-seeking—but not necessarily accountable—
powers. They want to make sure that the present system keeps favouring their national ‘emergence’ and they try
to ramp up enough political clout to ensure that global strategic decision-making outcomes will not hamper their
‘rise’ to power. For the moment, they are pushing for seats at the decision-makers’ table, but are still very reluctant
to assume their part of responsibility for building and implementing a new international collective order that could
constrain their own sovereign margins for manoeuvre. ‘If you're not at the table, you are on the menu’ says the
popular dictum. But that doesn’t necessarily mean that you have to do the cooking.

No EmPo is envisioning its future as a world hegemon. Their ultimate goal, for the time being, is to become strong
enough to be able to play balance of power games without rocking the boat. But they are confronted with a
delicate balancing act: pursuing their ambition of building national strategic military capabilities in order to be taken
seriously by the established powers and, at the same, being compelled to answer the call to become ever more
engaged in the collective defence against global threats. Now, an ever-deeper security and defence cooperation
with the established powers may jeopardize their chief priorities: a self-defined military doctrine and force
organization with a power-balancing bias, as well as independent defence and procurement policies.

BICs—Brazil, India, China: The Three Big ‘Emerging Powers’

One should beware of ‘Eurocentric’ partis pris. Each state has its own strategic culture rooted in its historical
military experience and in the role that the armed forces played in its state-building process. EmPos have very
diverse historical paths. The standard tools developed for studying the Western way of war (e.g. Fuller, 1957;
Howard, 1976; Jones, 1987) are definitely not enough to understand the actual foundations of the military
strategies and security perceptions of the new powers (Black, 2004).

Another difficulty is defining who is an ‘Emerging Power’ in geostrategic terms. Jim O’Neill's 2003 ‘BRICs’
economic metaphor (Wilson and Purushothaman, 2003) lumping together Brazil, Russia, India, and China, cannot
answer that question. If Brazil can certainly be labelled an EmPo, India and China could be better defined as ‘re-
emerging’ powers, while Russia can be seen as a ‘submerging’ ex-superpower. Sometimes, for reasons of regional
representation or intra-regional sensitivities, South Africa, Mexico, Argentina, South Korea, or Indonesia are placed
in the EmPo category. But none of these states, not even Indonesia, has the resources and clout to play a
meaningful role in global affairs in the foreseeable future.2 Actually, Brazil, India, and China (or ‘BICs’) are the most
serious candidates: they are ‘monster countries’ (Kennan, 1994: 143) with enormous territorial, natural, and human
resources, they are already exerting a fair degree of influence outside their own regions, and they have been
showing a strong will to make use of this new-found influence.

Differently from Western experiences (European, North American, and, in part, post-Meiji era Japan), BICs don’t
have a history of imperial expansionism and force projection in faraway places.3 Their armed forces served more
as guarantors of internal stability and defence against foreign threats and incursions. Before their modern ‘nation-
state’ status, they were all self-contained ‘empires’ (or, sometimes, part of foreign-controlled empires) much more
concerned about holding their many parts together, under a single authority, than conquering new territories. Most
of the time, military confrontations were the result of internal political fragmentation, with local power centres
competing for pre-eminence or trying to secede. As for defence against foreign enemies, battles were more local
border wars and skirmishes or, as in the case of India and China, huge defeats against a much stronger invader.

Old Defensive Strategic Cultures

Traditionally, the possession of a vast and diverse landmass has its strengths and weaknesses. Strength, because
a hostile power had to think twice before planning to conquer and administer such huge spaces and masses of
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human beings. Weakness, because of the difficulties of maintaining centralized control and political stability in view
of ever-resurgent centrifugal local political ambitions and the sheer size of forces needed to cover a geographical
behemoth. These particularities have nurtured a specific strategic culture. War is seen through defensive lenses:
holding a neighbour's hostile forces at the borders and suppressing domestic insurgencies. Therefore, the
objective of inter-state warfare is not all-out ‘victory’, but the best possible political settlement allowing a return to
the status quo ante—though this prudent approach did not often apply to the power rivalries of intra-state conflicts.
This is a long way from the European or American focus on expeditionary campaigns or some hardcore
expressions of the ‘Western way of war'—particularly in the US military tradition—with its ‘Jomini bent’ on mobilizing
every resource available in order to secure the enemy's unconditional capitulation (Colson, 1993).4

In this defensive strategic culture, priority was given to building up very large land forces, leaving the
naval and aerial components in a weak and subordinate role. Part of the army was assigned to man the most
problematic borders in peacetime, but its primary mission was domestic: population and territorial control. The
military played (and still plays) a large number of domestic functions: constabulary force, civil engineering, social
assistance, relief operations, and repression against domestic opposition or insurgencies (sometimes akin to actual
war operations). Procurement and deployment of the two other forces were directly linked to the Army's specific
missions. Air forces, developed in the 1950s-80s, were made mainly of helicopters and tactical aircraft adapted for
the defence of mainland and possible counterinsurgency roles. Surface-to-air missiles and anti-aircraft guns
against foreign aerial threats complemented these missions. Obviously, each BIC country had to adjust its air force
assignments to a more or less conflictive environment. For China, defence of the mainland against aerial and tank
offensives was the top priority, while India had to give more weight to close air support, tactical bombing, and air
superiority for border war operations.3 Brazil, on the other hand, benefiting from its significantly safe
neighbourhood, could prioritize domestic aerial missions (civilian airlift and interception of crime-related civilian
aircraft) alongside the classical mainland defence. Absent from this picture was any serious aerial power projection
capabilities. As for the BIC's navies, they were clearly underdeveloped and their missions were limited to a coastal
role—and even this circumscribed task could hardly be met most of the time. But it is also true that they could rely
for their security, sometimes reluctantly, on the Pax Americana guaranteed by the US blue-water fleets.

During the 1960-1970s, a last and new element was added to these essentially defensive grand strategies: the
nuclear dimension. Nuclear (small) arsenals were not seen as tools to play balance of power games with the two
great Cold War superpowers, but as a way to ‘sanctuarize’ the national territory against neighbouring powers and
foreign aggression in general. China, in the 1960s, was first in acquiring an atomic weapons capability. Its main
goal was status-seeking—to enhance its position as a permanent member of the UN Security Council by becoming
a member of the exclusive nuclear powers’ club—but it was also to buy an insurance policy against possible future
threats to its territory coming from the USSR, the USA, or even Japan. In the 1970s and 1980s, development of a
nuclear deterrent was pursued by all three BICs, basically in the framework of regional arms races: India versus
China and Pakistan, Brazil versus Argentina, China versus the USSR and India.®

Accumulating Power without Sparking Hostile Reactions

The novelty, in the last ten to fifteen years, is the ‘emergence’ of the BIC countries as putative global players. Now
they have to pay attention to the impact of their rise to power not only on their neighbourhood, but also on the
world at large. They are also confronted with the necessity to protect a set of national interests situated
very far away from home (trade flows, lines of communication, access to raw materials, space, etc.). In addition,
they now have to manage actively the consequences of a more open relationship with the outside world on their
own political systems and on their political elites’ hold on power (flows of global information, cultural and population
control). For the first time, they are forced to become committed players in the international arena.

In today's interdependent world system, newcomers are deeply dependent on reliable and beneficial working
relationships with the traditional powers. The BICs have to square the circle of how to keep accumulating power
and asserting it on the world scene, without triggering a hostile reaction from those they are displacing that could
destroy their ambitions. The most explicit political theorization of this delicate balancing act was China's ‘peaceful
rise’ concept introduced in its official foreign policy, in 2003, at the beginning of the Hu Jintao administration—
before being abandoned, one year later, in favour of ‘peaceful development’, a less benevolent and less
constraining concept (Glaser and Medeiros, 2007: 291-310).
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In this context, military power is being perceived as a way to pursue a two-track policy. First, as a means to
consolidate the country's ‘rise’, above all in its own region—considered as an indispensable step in the road to
become a global player. Second, in order to be recognized as cooperative non-threatening partners by the
established powers, EmPos have to show their willingness to take responsibility for the maintenance of global
security. Trying to put together a military apparatus that can combine these two broad missions is a tall order and
can only be an incremental and lengthy process.

Military Modernization: The Capacity to Say ‘No’

BICs have many differences, but there is a common pattern concerning their military strategies’ priorities.
Regarding the ‘first track’—to become the most important regional military power—all of them are trying to build
modern war-fighting capabilities to ensure their traditional missions (border and domestic security) but also—and
mainly—to achieve two new strategic goals. First: the capability to ‘say no’, which means a credible deterrence
against established powers’ pressures. Today, nuclear ‘mutual assured destruction’ has limited use when faced
with the overwhelming power of modern conventional high-tech weapons. One does not counter a circumscribed
conventional aggression with a suicidal nuclear strike. This is leading the EmPos to enhance their nuclear
capabilities (for those that do have one, which is not the case for Brazil) but also to search for conventional military
solutions. All of them are prioritizing, one way or another, the idea of ‘asymmetric warfare’, which, in this context,
means acquiring and mastering high-end civilian and military technology,” not primarily for long-range force
projection (at least for the time being), but in order to deter big power or rival regional power interventions
in their near-abroad. In the last decade, all EmPos have been reformulating their military missions and acquiring
high-tech capabilities, particularly in the field of information and network-centric warfare.

The second strategic goal is to build an overwhelming ‘regional’ military power, not only as deterrence against
neighbours but also as a way to affirm one's leadership. This entails growing military capabilities to project power in
the near-abroad. This evolution from a ‘passive’ to a more ‘pro-active’ defence posture is also linked to the new
security challenges arising from the BICs’ dependence on the global economy. Reliable export and import transport
routes for goods, energy, mineral and agriculture commodities, parts and components, are at the core of the
EmPos’ economic performance. To provide security for their strategic trade flows—Sea Lines of Communications
(SLOCs) in particular—and to uphold their sovereignty over their Exclusive Economic Zones or other large
resources-rich national territories (e.g. the Amazon) are fast becoming primary missions of their armed forces. That
means enhancing strategic reach and out-of-area capabilities as well as building and strengthening the capacity
for joint operations between the three forces.

Asserting dominance over a wider area beyond traditional defence perimeters has been translated into anti-
access/area denial strategies, clearly pursued by the Chinese military (US Department of Defense, 2009: 10-19),
but also present in India and, with less emphasis, in Brazil. The mainly outmoded territorial defence forces are
being converted into modern flexible forces able to operate and to project power, at least in their enlarged
neighbourhood, in both offensive and defensive mode. Ground forces, while still remaining the backbone of
domestic security, are shedding their static defence traditions and adopting a more offensive manoeuvre-oriented
posture. Modern conventionally armed short- and medium-range missiles, land-, air-, and sea-launched, as well as
cruise missiles, are being added to the force structures. Air defence is being tailored for local air dominance. Air
forces are procuring modern strike aircraft for extended regional air operations beyond their national borders—
including, in the case of China and India, maritime strike planes equipped with anti-ship missiles—and aerial-
refuelling and early warning and control capabilities (AEW&C). Yet, the real novel development is certainly the new
priority given to building relevant green- and even blue-water navies: conventional and nuclear-powered
submarines, advanced destroyers and frigates equipped with anti-ship cruise missiles (ASCM), and aircraft carriers
that are slowly and gradually showing the flag in manoeuvres or missions sometimes far away from their littoral
environments. Finally, the EmPos have wakened up to the crucial importance of space for the modern battlefield.

‘Asymmetric Warfare’ Doctrines

Each EmPo has to cope with a very specific geopolitical situation. First, there is a clear distinction between those
who live in dangerous Westphalian environments (regional power military competition, border tensions, ‘vital’
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strategic threats to their sovereignty) and those who benefit from a more pacified milieu: China and India
on one hand, Brazil on the other. Second, these countries are differentiated by the degree of vulnerability of their
political regimes. Legitimacy of the national political system and institutions, and the presence—or not—of radical
anti-systemic opposition movements are two key elements that determine the military vision and planning. If regime
survival is perceived as the top priority of the power elite, the control of the domestic population will be placed high
on the agenda of the security forces, and the armed forces’ ‘police’ function will be important. Even civilian
information flows and technologies are seen as lethal weapons. China, as well as other authoritarian non-EmPo
regimes, like Iran, Venezuela, Cuba, or North Korea, have been trumpeting that they are engaged in ‘information
wars’. Democracy represents the great divide. The power elites of democratic Brazil or India feel safer than China's
Communist Party (CCP) leadership, and this has a deep impact on their conceptions about the role of the armed
forces and about war itself.

China: Near-Abroad Dominance

China's ruling elites are confronted with perceived threats arising from a regional nuclear balance of power, border
disputes with India, Japan, and some of the South China Sea coastal states, possible spillover effects of the
Afghanistan-Pakistan-India tensions, North Korean uncertainties, old anxieties about the Sino-Russian border, and
the overwhelming presence of the US Navy in the region. But they also have to deal with domestic instability: the
Taiwan conundrum, the Tibetan and Uighur revolts, growing regional imbalances between coastal and interior
provinces, worsening of social inequalities, and the fear of a gradual loss of legitimacy of CCP rule. How to deal with
the linkage between these external and internal dimensions is at the core of what China's strategists call the
‘comprehensive national power’. In their latest Defence White Papers, military authorities have clearly stated that
security issues are related to upholding national security and unity, as well as to the struggles for strategic
resources and locations, like energy, commodities, finance, information, or shipping routes. This broad combination
of tasks is expressed in the doctrine of ‘asymmetric warfare’ that stresses a multidimensional concept of warfare:
‘war is not only a military struggle, but also a comprehensive contest on fronts of politics, economy, diplomacy,
and law’ (Guanggian and Youzhi, 2005).

China's nuclear deterrence forces, and their permanent upgrading (especially of its nuclear-armed submarine
fleet), are still seen as the ultimate guarantee of regime survival against a foreign foe. But at the conventional
operational level, the new doctrine is embodied in the concept of ‘active defence’: China will not initiate wars of
aggression but, in order to defend its sovereignty and territorial integrity, its armed forces would have to fight and
win ‘local wars’ by taking the initiative and placing the emphasis on ‘active offense’. Part of the People's Liberation
Army (PLA) is being transformed from a static border defence and internal security force to a more offensive force
with emphasis on integrated operations with the air force. A real capacity for long-distance manoeuvres

and to project power in the ‘near-abroad’ is being added to the PLA's domestic tasks, which are still viewed as its
core function.

Concerning the Air Force, integration with ground forces operations is complemented by the concept of ‘Joint Anti-
Air Raid’ for anti-access and area denial that calls for attacks against an enemy's bases and naval forces. As for
navy operations, they are conducted under the ‘Offshore Active Defence’ concept with a focus on Taiwan and the
firstisland chains. But a hew dimension being discussed by Chinese military strategists—'Far Sea Defence'—
envisages the fleet's presence much farther away, outside China's claimed 200 nautical miles Exclusive Economic
Zone, well into the Pacific Ocean, the South China Sea, or even the Indian Ocean. Construction of aircraft carrier
task forces—Ilinked to the actual expansion of a sustainable long-range attack submarine fleet (Eaglen and
Rodeback, 2010)—is being considered as a possible step in order to be able to defend the country's maritime
interests in a broader definition (US Department of Defence, 2009). In any case, China is already expanding its
naval footprint to the west based on its ‘string of pearls’ concept of building bases along the Indian Ocean rim:
Gwadar port in Pakistan's Baluchistan province, listening posts in the Burmese Coco Islands, container ports in
Bangladesh and Sri Lanka, and a naval base in the Maldives (Pant, 2010b).

The crucial role that C4ISR (Computerized Command, Control, Communications, Intelligence, Surveillance,
Reconnaissance) plays in modern conflicts has led Chinese thinkers to develop the idea of ‘integrated network
electronic warfare’. All ‘active defence’ operations are being planned ‘under conditions of informatization’. The
goal is to disrupt an adversary's battlefield network information systems and to achieve dominance of the
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electromagnetic spectrum. The testing of an anti-satellite weapon (ASAT), in January 2007, was clearly a
demonstration of China's will to acquire significant counter-space capabilities (Covault, 2007). Another aspect s
cyberspace warfare, which includes the civilian networks. The controversy between Google and the Chinese
government, in January 2010, over censorship and cyberattacks against the Silicon Valley firm (Markoff and
Barboza, 2010), as well as suspicions of widespread ‘hacker’ intrusions into US private and governmental
networks, is an indication of how Chinese authorities look upon the internet and the transnational flows of
information as one of the main modern battlefields.8

India: The ‘Cold Start’ Doctrine

India's strategy is driven by the perception of more immediate threats: persistent tensions on the borders with
Pakistan and China, proxy terrorist attacks coming from its western neighbour, and an entrenched domestic
Naxalite-Maoist insurgency affecting significant parts of its western states. In 2004, the Indian Army High Command
unveiled a new war doctrine dubbed ‘Cold Start’ (Kapila, 2004). The main goal is to acknowledge the importance of
using advanced technology, particularly electronic networks, to fight a short-duration limited conflictin a nuclear
environment. The ‘Cold Start Strategy’ is aimed at Pakistan and has a declared offensive bias. The Indian army
would no more stand at the border waiting for an act of aggression in order to counterattack, but would

launch ‘blitzkrieg’ type operations at the onset of a conflict. The miilitary goal is not to capture small parts of
Pakistani border territory—to be used as trump cards in the negotiations following a ceasefire—but to destroy the
Pakistani military without too much damage to civilians. ‘Cold Start’ is a ‘pro-active’ war strategy based on quick
mobilization and overwhelming use of firepower to annihilate the enemy's forces.

This doctrine is a stark choice in favour of mobile warfare based on ‘integrated battle groups’ combining armour,
infantry, artillery, and combat air support. A modern and technologically upgraded Indian Air Force is paramount for
assuring overwhelming air superiority and close air support. For the first time, even the navy aviation is supposed
to support the ground troops’ offensive, and conventional ballistic and cruise missiles have a central role as the
main firepower against the adversary's military forces and installations. However, this weakening of the distinction
between strike corps and defensive corps does not mean a conversion to expeditionary operations, long-range
strikes, or the occupation of large parts of the enemy's territory. The military goal of ‘Cold Start’ is to fight a violent
but limited war, inflicting heavy damages to the enemy forces in order to force a ceasefire without triggering a
nuclear exchange.

Since 2004, India's military establishment has integrated two more variables to its new strategy: border tensions
with China and containing the rising Chinese naval presence in the Indian Ocean. In 2009, the Indian Army Chief,
General Deepak Kapoor, announced a new ‘two-front war’ doctrine: ‘there is now a proportionate focus towards
the western and north-eastern fronts’ (Pandit, 2009). The missions of the Indian Air Force, besides acquiring a
leading role for nuclear deterrence, have also been widened to cover an extension of the strategic reach from the
Persian Gulf to the Strait of Malacca. But the most important novelty is certainly the development of the first ever
Indian maritime doctrine contemplating a ‘blue-water’ role for the fleet and nuclear-armed submarines for strategic
deterrence. India, which already has Asia's most powerful fleet, is planning to add about one hundred warships to
its navy by 2020 (Lamont and Sood, 2009) and to enlarge its naval footprint. New Delhi has already signed
maritime defence cooperation agreements with Oman and Qatar, has established an electronic monitoring station
on Madagascar, and has shown a clear interest in developing a naval base and trading entrep6t at Iran's Chah
Bahar port as an answer to China's presence in the Pakistani port of Gwadar (Blanche, 2009; Kaplan, 2009). India is
also leading and upgrading the Milan biennial Indian Ocean-Asia-Pacific naval exercises, where China is
conspicuously absent (newKerala.com Online News, 2009).9

Considering India's strategic position between potential nuclear foes with significant modern conventional
capabilities, these more offensive military doctrines rest on a credible nuclear deterrent and the capacity to master
the most modern conventional warfare technologies. Hence, India is following China's path in enhancing its nuclear
arsenals, by developing longer-range ballistic missiles as well as nuclear submarines, and prioritizing the inclusion
of top-of-the-line information and electronic warfare technologies into its operational plans. India's armed forces do
have important missions of domestic security, but their main function is clearly to build enough endogenous military
strength to avoid being constrained to seek outside help from the USA or other big powers.
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Brazil: Mastering Technology and Naval Projection

Brazil is in a very peculiar strategic situation: the lack of military threats, either from its neighbours or a big power.
Historically, South America, although plagued by civil wars and domestic insurgencies, has been one of the most
peaceful regions on the planet regarding inter-state conflicts, and could indeed be defined as an ‘intriguing
anomaly’ (Holsti, 1996). The region is also located far away from the world's historically important battlefields and
has benefited, since its independence in 1822, from the implicit strategic protection of the British Royal Navy first,
and then the US Navy. A small Brazilian expeditionary force did fight with Allied troops in Italy during the Second
World War, but the country has not otherwise taken partin an armed conflict since the Triple Alliance War against
Paraguay (1864-70). Its huge and sometimes inhospitable landmass is one of its best deterrents. Thus the primary
mission of the Brazilian armed forces, confronted with the challenge of controlling a relatively unpopulated
continental-size territory, has always been to guarantee internal security. Debates about national defence were
traditionally unknown among the country's civilian elites. Pacifism, the promotion of international law, and the idea
that conflicts between states should be solved by diplomacy and arbitration are part of the national identity.

This benign neglect has been changing since the 1990s. For the first time in its history, Brazil is having a significant
economic and diplomatic impact outside its own region and its economic success is linked to deep
interdependencies with the rest of the world. Brazilian leaders are now aware that the country has many interests
that need to be defended outside national borders. Brazil wants to be part of the world's decision-making process
at the highest level, participating in the G-20, laying claim to a greater ‘voice’ in international fora like the
International Monetary Fund (IMF), and seeking a permanent seat on the United Nations Security Council.
Simultaneously, Brasilia has vigorously pursued South American integration and a Brazilian leadership in the region
as a power base for its global ambitions. In that context, military power is becoming an important element of the
country's international projection. The first ever Ministry of Defence, headed by a civilian, was created in 1999,
replacing the old structure of three military ministries (one for each force). The first official ‘National Strategy of
Defence’ (NDS), was published at the end of 2008 (Brazilian Ministry of Defence, 2008). The country's defence
budget is traditionally low but has nearly doubled in the last decade. In March 2010, the Brazilian Congress
approved the establishment of a Joint Chiefs of Staff of the Armed Forces, directly subordinated to the minister of
Defence, and the creation of a quadrennial National Defence White Book.

The 2008 NDS states emphatically that the country is not willing to exercise power over other nations—'Brazil does
not have enemies’ (Brazilian Ministry of Defence, 2008: 16). Hence, the armed forces should be organized in terms
of capacities and not specific threats. The second important guideline is achieving national independence by
building an autonomous technological capacity and a strong defence industry, particularly in the spatial,
cybernetic, and nuclear strategic sectors. Concerning the armed forces missions, the priority is still to monitor and
control the vast Brazilian air space, territory, and jurisdictional waters, and to respond to any aggression.
The new strategy envisages a more pro-active posture, specifically in two huge resource-rich areas: the Amazon
and the sea zone surrounding the extensive pre-salt oil and gas reserves discovered in 2007 (Durham, 2009). For
the army, it means mastering joint operations and all the tools of electronic and information warfare, in order to
transform static ground forces concentrated in the main southern urban areas into flexible and mobile units
capable of power projection inside the national territory and organized in Rapid Reaction Strategic Force brigades.
Like China or India, Brazil stresses the importance of an ‘asymmetrical war’ (identified as a ‘national-resistance
war’), as the best way to fight a military enemy ‘with far superior power’ that would ‘disregard the unconditional
Brazilian sovereignty on its Amazon region, assuming alleged interests on behalf of mankind” (Brazilian Ministry of
Defence, 2008: 16). Despite this hypothetical scenario, the new ground forces’ mission is still to contribute,
alongside the police forces, to guaranteeing internal security. This is also the main mission of the air force, which
prioritizes territorial air surveillance and the capacity to fight and ensure local air superiority at any one point of
Brazil's immense landmass. The army will also take on growing responsibilities in UN peacekeeping operations,
deemed essential for Brazil's status as a global protagonist.

The real novelty concerns naval power. Without naming any adversary, the stated principle of the nation's fleet
reorganization is clearly ‘sea denial'—so much so that ‘power projection’ is hierarchically subordinated to this
principle. The defence of oil platforms, sea-lanes of trade, islands in national waters, and the capacity to join
international peacekeeping operations are the navy's main tasks. At the operational level, priority should be given
to a powerful underwater force—conventional and nuclear-powered submarines—as well as to conventional
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aircraft carriers. The concept of asymmetrical war is also applied to sea combat: the surface forces are considered
as tactical or strategic reserves for the forward engagement of the underwater forces. A submarine equipped with
a nationally designed and produced nuclear engine has become the icon of the new national defence policy. Butin
any case, Brazil will have to deal with the same ambiguity that characterizes the other BICs’ strategies: a defensive
area-denial posture but with offensive out-of-area capabilities and the possibility of a doctrinal geographical
expansion of its perceived security perimeter.

Doubts could also arise concerning nuclear technology. Brazil has developed a uranium enrichment plant with its
own centrifuge technology, but the country is also strongly committed to nuclear non-proliferation. Its constitution
forbids any military use of nuclear technologies (Art. 21, § XXIlll-a) and it has signed all the relevant agreements
(Non Proliferation Treaty, Tlatelolco Treaty, and the Nuclear Suppliers Group), plus a bilateral intrusive safeguards
regime with Argentina (ABACC—Brazilian-Argentine Agency for Accounting and Control of Nuclear Materials) and
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). Yet, because of the nuclear submarine programme, the NDS states
clearly that Brasilia will not subscribe to the IAEA Additional Protocol (Brazilian Ministry of Defence, 2008: 36). Since
the beginning of the 2000s, Brazil has decided to upgrade its nuclear programmes for peaceful use and has hinted
that itis interested in becoming a nuclear fuel exporter by tapping its uranium ore deposits. Mastering the
whole nuclear cycle is seen as an essential element of the country's regional and international leadership role—
something that, in the future, could introduce some degree of uncertainty about Brazil's nuclear doctrine.

From Active Defence to Active Offence

Like it or not, the emergence of local military powers with significant area denial capabilities, particularly at sea, is a
matter of concern not only for neighbouring countries, but also to the big established powers. In its 2010 QDR
Report, the US Department of Defence has clearly stated that America should maintain ‘unmatched capabilities’ so
that it can ‘deter and defeat aggression in anti-access environments’ (US Department of Defence, 2010). Strategic
concepts like India's ‘Cold Start’ or China's ‘active defence’ rest on the ambiguities surrounding the connection
between ‘strategic active defence’ and the primacy of seizing the initiative in active offense, and between defence
of the national territory and dominance of the near-abroad.

If Brazil's modernization programmes are still embryonic and the country benefits from a peaceful neighbourhood,
this is not the case with the two Asian BICs. The prospect of China becoming a dominant regional naval power has
already pushed India, Japan, Australia, and the USA to strengthen their naval cooperation (Chellaney, 2007), even
if this ‘Quadrilateral Initiative’ was subsequently somewhat toned down. Singapore, Malaysia, Indonesia, and other
ASEAN countries, which have maritime territorial disputes with Beijing, are hedging their bets by facilitating the US
naval presence in the region's waters and ports. India, in 2009, has made public its plans to greatly expand its
‘blue-water’ fleet. On the other hand, New Delhi's announcement of its new ‘two-front’ war doctrine is steering
concerns in China and Pakistan (Pant, 2010a), strengthening their already close military cooperation. Competition
for military dominance between these three regional nuclear powers, plus the USA and (as yet) non-nuclear Japan,
is not the best recipe for regional stability.

Sharing the Burden of Global Security: Pick and Choose

In order to pre-empt aggressive balance-of-power developments and to convince the established powers that they
are responsible global players, EmPos have been showing a willingness to share at least a small part of the burden
of guaranteeing global security. BIC countries are starting, cautiously, to subscribe to some operations designed to
secure what can be called an enlarged definition of ‘global commons’:10 protection of maritime trade and seabed
infrastructure for communication and information networks, cyberspace security, confronting threats posed by
transnational crime, terrorism, and piracy, or contributing to peacekeeping missions. These limited shows
of military support for the public good has many advantages. First, itis a legitimate and consensual manner to
begin exercising power projection. Second, itis a way to pre-empt accusations of ‘free-riding’ on the big powers’
global security guarantees. Last but not least, securing access to resources critical for the smooth functioning of
the transnational production chains and protecting economic lifelines is absolutely vital for sustaining the EmPos’
economic growth.

In 2009, China sent a small group of warships to the Gulf of Aden (Task Force 529) on a counter-piracy mission, in
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parallel with the European naval forces (EU NAVFOR Atalanta), and other Western and US ships—even India and
Russia have contributed a destroyer each. But the Chinese Task Force has been very reluctant to accept more
than a basic informal level of coordination with its counterparts, and its main objective is to protect only Chinese
merchant ships. Actually, China has used this mission as a peaceful way to test the enlargement of its naval
footprint into the Indian Ocean. India and Brazil have also shown that they are concerned by any increase in
coordination with Western navies that could limit their doctrinal and operational elbow-room. India does participate
in the Quad Initiative with the USA, and the Brazilian Navy is the main partner, along with the US Navy, in the annual
South Atlantic UNITAS manoeuvres, but both countries have been strengthening their naval links with bi-oceanic
trilateral naval exercises with South Africa, and have been averse to granting any legitimacy to big-power naval
presence in their maritime regions.

Peace missions suffer from the same tensions. Since 2000, there has been a twentyfold increase in Chinese
peacekeepers, who are now deployed in ten different theatres, particularly in Sudan, Liberia, Lebanon, and the
Democratic Republic of the Congo (Gill and Huang, 2009). India has a long history of peacekeeping missions, while
Brazil is leading the MINUSTAH (United Nations Stabilization Mission in Haiti) and has fielded more than 1,500 troops
on the Caribbean island. But the three EmPos insist on a strict application of the principles of non-interference and
absolute respect for national sovereignty, which makes them extremely reluctant to take partin international
sanctions or armed forces ‘police’ interventions, even sanctioned by the United Nations, and even in case of
extreme human rights abuse.ll In general terms, they shun the ideas of ‘stakeholdership’ for global stability and
refuse to enter into formal military alliances, even at a regional level. They consider that to cooperate with the
established powers on specific issues is in their self-interest provided it is not a long-term commitment, that they
can pick and choose how and when to do it, and that their armed forces do not have to be subjected to a
collective discipline or command.

Conclusion

War, for Brazil, is still a theoretical proposition far away into the future. For India, living with permanent tensions at
its borders, itis perceived as an actual possibility. For China, itis an uncertain contingency that must be prepared
for in its quest for regional military clout, even if that means some kind of local confrontation with the US
superpower. But the BICs share the same vision: military power is an essential ingredient in their ‘rise’ to world
player status and they are ready to commit a greater percentage of their national budgets to upgrade their armed
forces’ doctrines, organization, and equipment. Their strategic goal is to be respected by neighbouring states and
to be able to withstand eventual pressures from the big established powers. No BIC country is projecting itself as a
world ‘hegemon’. They are not interested in exporting their ‘values’ or ‘way of life’. In fact these countries seek to
be recognized as peers by the established big powers and to participate in the most important international
decision-making fora, but reject any comprehensive and formal collective responsibility to care for global security
and global governance. China and India more, Brazil less, act as if ‘the only effective multilateralism s lucrative
multilateralism’ (Holslag, 2006: 11).

Yet, the three new players know that, in their own interest, they have to accept some responsibility for maintaining
the world order, and they have to show that their ‘emergence’ does not constitute a strategic threat, either to the
neighbouring countries or to the established powers. But the Emerging Powers have to live with a paradox: a rising
defensive military power thatis based on operational offensive capabilities and doctrines. This ambiguity breeds
mistrust of their real intentions and could generate countervailing military responses from neighbours and big
powers alike. In that case, having to cope with a belligerent environment, the EmPos would have killed the goose
that laid the golden eggs.
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Notes:

(1.) Cf. Legro's definition of ‘'omnipower’: ‘The United States has a unique position in the world today because itis a
regional power in all the world's regions.’

(2.) The same can be said concerning some over-ambitious governments, such as Venezuela and Iran, that dream
of acquiring this kind of status.

(3.) Some consider that China was an expansionary power during the thirteenth to sixteenth centuries. As a matter
of fact, China was conquered by Genghis and Kublai Khan's armies. The Mongol Yuan dynasty's unsuccessful
campaigns against Japan, Champa, Vietham, or Java at the end of the thirteenth century can be seen as the last
spurts of Mongol expansionism. The succeeding ‘Han’ Ming dynasty, founded in 1368, spent most of its resources
in pushing back the Mongols and, then, defending China against recurrent Mongol and Japanese threats, until its
demise in the seventeenth century. The Chinese maritime expeditions of 1405-33 had to face the Mandarins’
hostility and remain a weak-willed interlude in China's foreign policy history.

(4.) E.g. Douglas MacArthur's famous quotations: ‘The American tradition has always been that once our troops are
committed to battle, the full power and means of the nation would be mobilized and dedicated to fight for victory’
(MacArthur, 1964: 27-30) and ‘war's very objectis victory, not prolonged indecision. In war there is no substitute
for victory’ (MacArthur, 1951: 334-5).

(5.) Since 1947, India has fought five major border wars, four against Pakistan and one two-front war against China.

(6.) China's first nuclear test occurred on 16 October 1964. India's first explosion took place on 18 May 1974, but
its reprocessing facilities were launched at Trombay in 1964. Brazil started its military nuclear programme in the
1970s, under a military government, but abandoned it officially in the 1980s, after the re-establishment of a
democratic government and a bilateral agreement with Argentina, in 1985, to put a definite end to their nuclear
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arms race.

(7.) Asymmetric low-tech solutions stressing the role of irregular forces and/or terrorist outfits as state weapons are
not a priority for the three EmPos. These strategies are being conceived either by non-state combatant forces or
by confrontational local regional middle-powers, such as Iran, Pakistan, or Venezuela. Most of the time, those kinds
of solutions have only a very limited strategic deterrence function, but are pursued as one possible instrument of
tactical war-fighting capacities.

(8.) In March 2010, in a self-fulfiling prophecy, the Pentagon announced the formal establishment of a Cyber
Command (USCYBERCOM), a unified sub-command of the US Strategic Command responsible for the nuclear
arsenal and global deterrence, as well as space and information operations. A full general will command the
USCYBERCOM.

(9.) The Milan biennial naval exercises were established in 1995. Thirteen nations participated in the Milan 2010
naval meeting: Australia, Bangladesh, Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Malaysia, Myanmar, New Zealand, Philippines,
Singapore, Sri Lanka, Thailand, Vietham.

(10.) The OECD Glossary of Statistical Terms still defines ‘global commons’ as ‘natural assets outside national
jurisdiction such as the oceans, outer space and the Antarctic’.

(11.) The EmPos have been very critical of the ‘Responsibility to Protect’ (R2P) concept, promoted by UN
Secretary-General Kofi Annan and adopted explicitly in the 2005 UN World Summit Outcome Document (United
Nations, 2005).
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Three major moral positions recur, resting on far-reaching disagreements over the consequences of renouncing
war. The mix and relative intensity of such convictions among populations is a major determinant of national
strategic culture (NSC), ‘a distinctive body of beliefs, attitudes and practices regarding the use of force’ arising
from historical experience and geopolitical setting, and imposing boundaries (though often imprecise or long term—
and more flexible over covert operations) to the moral decisions that a nation can tolerate in conflict. NSCs
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profoundly if different moral positions gain electoral importance, straining alliances when change occurs unevenly
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WARFARE iS often assumed to be the most ruthlessly amoral of all human activities, the field in which, notoriously,
everything is fair. Yet conditionally positive descriptions of organized killing are fundamental if societies are to
accept war as a legitimate collective activity. Military organizations could not otherwise be accepted as honourable
institutions, nor combatants respected as potential heroes rather than murderers.

Opinions across the world on the overall morality of contemporary conflicts are becoming increasingly divided and
confused. Debates can be bigotedly partisan or, elsewhere, exactingly moralistic. For advanced open societies,
choosing to wage war now requires painstaking maintenance of consensus between governments, electorates,
and armed forces over its justification, costs, methods, and chances of success. The concept of Fourth Generation
Warfare (4GW)1 describes strategic efforts by state and non-state opponents to influence such consensus within
nations and between allies, and to win over international opinion. Worldwide moral controversy consequently
becomes a key theatre of war. Concern over the cumulative strategic impacts of dissent now overshadows
previously academic debates. Military ethics has moved out of the pulpit and lecture hall into the realms of public
diplomacy and strategic communications.

Today's transfixing moral war dramas revolve around prolonged, asymmetrical violence between high-technology
conventional forces and irregular, though sophisticated, opponents. But this picture could change profoundly
should Great Power antagonisms revive, threatening wars of necessity involving national (or at least regime)
survival. In such a world, the central ethical dilemmas would change, and might indeed matter little for patriotic and
embattled nations.

Morality and Strategic Culture

Three major moral positions recur, resting on far-reaching disagreements over the consequences of renouncing
war. The mix and relative intensity of such convictions among populations is a major determinant of national
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strategic culture (NSC), ‘a distinctive body of beliefs, attitudes and practices regarding the use of force’? arising
from historical experience and geopolitical setting, and imposing boundaries (though often imprecise or long term—
and more flexible over covert operations) to the moral decisions that a nation can tolerate in conflict. NSCs
condition national appetites for strategic risk, and capacities to deter, reassure, or intervene. They can change
profoundly if different moral positions gain electoral importance, straining alliances when change occurs unevenly
between members. (In the German Marshall Fund 2010 Survey, 49 per cent of Americans strongly agreed that
‘Under some conditions, war is necessary to obtain justice.” Only 9 per cent of those polled across twelve
European NATO nations felt similarly.)3

Key Contemporary Moral Positions on War

Pacifism

Absolute Pacifists reject all war on principle. Variants include ‘WMD Pacifism’ (renouncing inherently indiscriminate
chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons), ‘Contingent Pacifism’, rejecting particular wars for failure to meet
essential moral standards, or ‘Practical Pacifism’, urging greater general reluctance to support war.#

‘Realism’

‘Realists’ insist that moral standards will never seriously constrain conflict. This position overlaps with
‘Exceptionalism’, the claim that the importance of a favoured cause justifies transgressing allegedly universal
restraints.

The Just War Tradition (JWT)

Adherents of JWT believe that war can sometimes, under demanding conditions, be morally right: an indispensable
exercise of force, to resist aggression and protect the weak. In combining consequentialist and deontological
considerations, JWT emerges as the closest equivalent to a shared global framework for the moral
evaluation of conflict. Its origins are Judeo-Christian Roman, in the natural rights tradition. It has since evolved into
a general global set of criteria now carried over into the judgements of ‘legitimate use of force’ under the UN
Charter. The latest major public restatement of the case for JWT was President Obama's 2009 Nobel Lecture.5 JWT's
tenets are not fundamentally contradicted by other civilizational traditions,® partly because itis ‘a thin code’ or a
universal, necessarily abstract, formulation, shared by the world's maximal doctrines.”

Critics, suspicious of JWT's utility in legitimating interventions, warn of a slippery slope towards concealed
exceptionalismin the service of power. James Der Derian, for example, claims that, in America, JWT has mutated,
through vast technical investment, into what he ironically entitles ‘Virtuous War’,8 offering precise, paralysing
force, positive media coverage, and minimal friendly casualties, for ‘disciplinary’ conflicts. Those supporting
resistance to such military power characteristically argue that moral restrictions on irregular fighters, especially
inhibiting concerns for civilian immunity, would hand victory to their expensively armed opponents. With opposite
anxieties, other critics caution that JWT's contemporary interpretation in the West creates so great a ‘presumption
against war’, that it amounts to ‘functional pacifism’, reversing its founders’ intent that worldly authorities should re-
establish the ‘tranquillity of order’, composed of justice, security, and freedom.?

Since moral discussion of military choices is now impossible without using JWT categories, their requirements,
implications, and current ambiguities are outlined below.

Ethical Imperatives of the Just War Tradition

Jus ad Bellum: The Right to Wage War

For just resort to war, all the following requirements must be satisfied.

Requirement 1: Just Cause
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The initiating side must have a proper reason for going to war, such as protecting the innocent, restoring
rights ... or re-establishing just order. Revenge, punishment ... or upholding a ruler's prestige are
insufficient.10

The paradigmatic ‘just cause’ is defensive resistance to territorial aggression, by the victimized nation and its
allies, until repulsed. Itis impossible for both sides to have a ‘just cause’ but perfectly possible that neither does,
although all concerned might sincerely believe that right rests with them.

Today, threats arise most frequently from unconventional attack. Many military operations are officially justified as
intended to reduce such future dangers to both civilians and soldiers. Combat operations can also have indirect
purposes, such as enabling reconstruction and nation-building, or re-establishing deterrence by reasserting
national military credibility. The most ambitious responses to international terrorism involve prolonged
transformative occupations to eliminate sanctuaries and diminish pools of potential recruits. Armed interventions
may also be conducted for new universal principles such as the Responsibility to Protect (R2P). Similar claims were
employed in 2001 and 2003 to justify intervention and regime change in Afghanistan and Iraq. However, to many,
especially outside the West, these are capricious and self-interested pretexts, threatening hard-won national
autonomies and risking renewed imperialism in humanitarian guise. The resultant international compromise is an
extremely wary acceptance of forceful intervention on an inconsistent, case-by-case basis.

Requirement 2: Right Intention

The aim must be to create a better, more just and more lasting subsequent peace than there would have
been without going to war.

JWT developed through consideration of separately identifiable state ventures of organized military-on-military
violence. Those wars are fortunately uncommon, and in prolonged undeclared hostilities there may be no single
intention behind new operations, consciously planned to branch flexibly in response to developments. Government
decisions may be motivated by popular outrage, although aggressive military operations, despite appearances, do
not necessarily prevent, and can even stimulate, back-channel negotiations. Almost always, the chances of a
better peace will shrink—perhaps disappear—without a complementary political strategy.

Guerrillas, insurgents, and terrorists can claim to justify almost any action as aiding their protracted militancy. The
only realistic near-term objective available for either side within intractable low-intensity conflicts may be a
somewhat better truce or lull. JWT does not address the relative claims of conflicting but intertwined communities or
the unbalanced underlying impacts of prolonged political, legal, cultural, social, or economic processes—further
modified by counterterrorism or counterinsurgency operations.

Issues of determination are inescapable, since war remains a coercive contest of wills, in which physical force is
unavoidable. Both sides try to dominate the wills of the opposing Clausewitzian Trinity: the equivalents of People,
Armed Forces, and Government— while protecting their own. Kinetic action—rocketing, bombing, shelling, and
occupying territory—aims at protecting or reassuring friendly forces and civilians, while eroding enemy
determination by physical elimination or capture of assets in the struggle. To avoid war crimes, kinetic action needs
to stop short of direct attack on civilians and causing excessive collateral damage. Walzer argues that ‘the surest
sign of good intentions in war is restraint in its conduct’.11 Yet restraint within humanitarian interventions must be a
less convincing priority, and many insist that very fierce state reactions are essential against ‘hyper terrorist’
attacks such as 9 September 2001.

Requirement 3: Proportionality of Effects (or Macro-Proportionality)

To warrant engaging in war, with all its likely evils ... those deciding must have a reasonable expectation
that the outcome will entail enough good (beyond what might be achieved in any other way) to outweigh
War's inevitable pain and destruction.

War will obviously destroy and damage people and property. But the scale and distribution of harms may
be deceptively unpredictable, and conflicts could begin with proportionate intentions resting on grossly erroneous
estimates. There are also new concerns to add into contemporary proportionality calculations. Uncertain numbers
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of surviving soldiers and civilians will suffer from newly established conditions such as mild traumatic brain injury
and post-traumatic stress disorder. Similarly, there is intensified sensitivity to social dislocations and physical
legacies of war such as ruined infrastructure, environmental degradation, and unexploded projectiles. Strategic
cultures differ decisively in their weighting and acceptance of threats and provocations, or costs and harms, and
willingness to inflict them. There is no accepted position of authority from which they could be corrected.

Requirement 4: Right Authority

The decision to go to war must be made by those with proper authority for so grave a step. Historically, this
has usually been the ruler or government of a sovereign state ..., new and complex questions arise about
how far and when, international authority may be required ...

Concern for compliance with law is a pervasive concern for responsible states, though not their antagonists.
International law, unlike criminal domestic law, provides no simple guide in every situation. Kofi Annan, when UN
Secretary General, described NATO's military operations over Kosovo as ‘legitimate but not legal’. There is no legal
certainty about the scope for humanitarian intervention, the crime of aggression, or acquisition and deployment of
nuclear weapons. Some warn of ‘Lawfare’ as a calculated strategy, increasingly employed by states and non-state
actors, ‘of using or misusing law ... to achieve millitary objectives’.12

There are also deep rifts about which authority can give sufficient legitimacy for the use of force in cases other
than self-defence. Some hold that, without unanimous United Nations Security Council (UNSC) approval—which is
rare, often for self-interested geopolitical or commercial reasons—all military action against other states will tend to
undermine law-governed supranational world order. So liberal internationalists will find refusal of prima facie legal
constraints an important reason to denounce military action. From other perspectives, however, the UNSC should
be treated, not as the ‘'management committee of our fledgling collective security system’, ‘but as simply the
security talking shop of the Great Powers’.13

The effect of military action upon the rule of law in the world is certainly important. But, while itis a possible moral
position that no military action should ever be taken unless completely unchallengeable by international lawyers, it
is not the only position. Without previously controversial interventions, international law would not have developed
its present qualified recognition of a responsibility to intervene and protect. Itis unclear why sovereign nations
should accept others’ interpretations about disputable boundaries of international legality, unless they have
formally accepted the jurisdiction of supranational bodies such as the International Criminal Court. Conversely, if
the worst regimes or terrorists could enjoy complete immunity from military action (for example by
securing the selfish veto of a Permanent UNSC member), their behaviour is unlikely to improve. Removing any
possibility of military consequences would impoverish available international diplomatic inducements in crises.

Requirement 5: A Reasonable Prospect of Success

The initiators must see a reasonable chance of succeeding in their just aim ... arms must not be taken up
nor lives sacrificed if, on honest appraisal, the likely result is simply death and suffering without making
things materially better than they would otherwise have been.

Problems in identifying a single aim have already been discussed. But ‘making things materially better than they
would otherwise have been’ could cover any aspiration from total victory to a slightly more satisfactory ‘hurting
stalemate’, from which a sullen ceasefire might emerge.

While all consequentialist moralities have to address uncertainties in prediction, strategic judgements involving
complex interactions with adaptive autonomous actors are particularly subject to ‘moral luck’: the notion that the
perceived morality of a moral agent's actions may depend on uncontrollable good or bad fortune.l? Itis the
professional responsibility of national security institutions to minimize the need for luck in their country's choices.
Defence departments, intelligence agencies, armed forces, and presidents may possess unique expertise and vital
secret knowledge. They may, however, lie, distort, or exaggerate—and may certainly be sincerely mistaken.
Sincere collective professional error often derives from unwillingness to examine presuppositions, fostered by self-
serving biases, illusions of control, and over-optimistic expectations: ‘group think’. Democratic oversight and
debate within the politico-military system are important remedies for this, while public belief in the resultant quality
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and honesty of national security decisions is an important aspect of NSC.15

Requirement 6: Last Resort

Arms must not be taken up without trying (unless there are good grounds for ruling them out as likely to be
ineffective) every other way of adequately securing a just aim.

Unless actually invaded, it will almost always be possible not to fight until after another round of talks. Reasonable
forbearance will depend on contextual aspects such as an adversary's real likelihood of accepting a negotiated
settlement. Aggressors can dexterously play for time to wear out international will, as Saddam attempted after
occupying Kuwait in 1990.

Nor is it obvious that aggressors should always be allowed to begin wars by attacks of their own choosing.
Terminologies here are, however, cosmetically confused. Pre-emption ought to mean an anticipatory defensive
necessity thatis ‘instant, overwhelming, and leaving no choice of means, and no moment for deliberation’.16 This is
historically rare. The nearest example is Israel's surprise attack in 1967 on mobilized and threatening forces—
though it may never be provable whether an Arab assault would have occurred. Impending WMD attacks
would probably be harder to detect (and subsequently confirm) than a major conventional invasion. There are
obvious hazards in attributing worst-case offensive intentions—at the extreme by relying on a Launch on Warning
nuclear doctrine. Yet rapid decisions might not be responsibly avoidable, and legally tidy prior UNSC authorization
cannot be relied upon.

Preventative war is inherently more controversial as it needs no instant and overwhelming necessity; only a
judgement that the danger from a hostile power is so great, inevitable, and growing that it is better met early. But
some have insisted that certain preventative military actions are morally justified. For example, Israel's 1981 air
strike on Iraq's Osirak nuclear reactor was a limited preventative response to WMD proliferation, forestalling an
existentially threatening nuclear capability. Reviled at the time, it has become grudgingly admired. And
denunciation of appeasement in the 1930s seems to amount to criticism of democratic Anglo-French unwillingness
to risk a preventative war against Nazism.

Governments facing serious emerging threats may see few boundaries between discretionary and obligatory
conflict or preventative and pre-emptive war.7 There has been a recent proposal to refer instead to morally
permissible military action against a threat whose seriousness and emergence is sufficiently evident and where
no effective non-military alternatives are available. Conversely, premature, morally impermissible military action
would be directed at a threat whose seriousness and emergency were insufficiently clear or against which
effective non-military alternatives remained.18 Revised formulas cannot resolve agonizing dilemmas over
responsible national reactions to the growing strength of determined enemies.

Jus in Bello: Limits of Acceptable Wartime Behaviour

These considerations address the justice with which war is actually waged. Itis entirely possible that what began
justly could be fought illegitimately, by unjust means. Avoiding injustice principally requires observing a ‘Duty of
Care’ not to harm the innocent. That duty cannot be absolute: insisting upon perfect civilian immunity would
amount to contingent pacifism. Indeed it remains demonstrably problematic how far and at what ‘rate of exchange’
such a duty actually ought to apply against friendly forces or civilians.

Requirement 7: Discrimination (Sometimes Called Distinction)

War must not involve deliberate attack on the innocenti.e. those ‘notinvolved in harming or helping to
harm'.

Difficult judgements multiply about exactly who is to be regarded as a ‘non-combatant’. The only certainly
legitimate targets are those ‘engaged in harming’. But civilians, who are not so engaged (even if inflammatory
advocates of the war), will also inevitably be imperilled. Worldwide efforts to ban landmines and cluster bombs,
which maim civilians long after the shooting stops, prove international concern for greater discrimination.

The key, but constestable, principle developed to excuse and moderate the fundamentally immoral
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possibility of harming the innocent is the ‘Doctrine of the Double Effect’ (DDE) originally proposed by St Thomas
Aquinas as a general guide to moral agency. In conflict, it can only mitigate choices made for just causes. The DDE
asserts that actions with foreseeable harmful effects, inseparable from desirable intended consequences, are
justifiable if:

* The intended actis itself good, or at least morally acceptable

e Those carrying it out intend the good effect and not the bad collateral consequences
e Good effects can be expected to outweigh bad

e The context is sufficiently serious to justify inflicting such consequences

e The agents conscientiously attempt to minimize harms.

In the canonical military example, causing proportionate civilian casualties from bombing would be justified if they
were not themselves the purpose of the bombardment, but foreseeable yet unavoidable collateral consequences
of destroying legitimate military targets.

Asymmetrical Complexities

Some ethicists in the JWT tradition also argue that, in asymmetrical war, the technologically favoured side has a
moral obligation to hold back from potential military advantage in order to minimize civilian losses and destruction
of infrastructure. Certain others propose further calibrating the Principle of Discrimination, by discouraging targeting
of ‘naked soldiers’—those unprepared for conflict or unable to shoot back—and minimizing casualties amongst
enemy conscripts with a lesser responsibility than professional soldiers or civilian ideologists.

There are arguments against traditional assumptions that all combatants are equally entitled to defend themselves
(‘the moral equivalence of soldiers’) since, today, those fighting unjust wars (who are much more likely to be
invaders than defenders) are better able to appreciate that they can enjoy no right to kill others, however
discriminatingly, for an immoral cause.

As liberal academics, like advanced militaries, seek ever greater precision, angry and unpersuadable
exceptionalists continue the indiscriminate killing of civilians, by suicide vests and car bombs. Their spokesmen
and websites justify this by the transcendent justice of the bombers’ cause (whose otherwise crippling
conventional military inferiority exemplifies the unfair distribution of global power), and an emergent right to avenge
‘their’ civilians already collaterally killed by elaborately equipped and virtuously instructed regular forces. Less
openly, they may expect a 4GW strategic advantage from widening international outrage over tragically growing
overall civilian casualty counts.

Discrimination is intrinsically hard in the ‘mixed settings’ of modern ‘wars amongst the people’, lacking front lines
and driven by the polarized resentments of military occupation. Fundamental problems occur in reliably predicting,
or later counting, various kinds of casualty, or establishing whether they occurred through deliberate planning,
organizational recklessness, or pardonable accident. Nevertheless, underlying intentions emerge, debatably, from
repeated outcomes.

Irregular fighters conduct ambushes, employ (increasingly capable) IEDs or missiles, then mingle,
unavoidably or deliberately, among host, or captive, populations. Regular forces respond with greater or lesser
discrimination and restraint. Legal views differ on the definition of irreqular combatants and whether they can be
legitimately killed when not actively fighting. Some see a need to go beyond legal definitions to emphasize the
reality of ‘civilian ambiguity’ and ‘non-innocence’, accepting ‘complex notions of involvement and participation,
including the subtle attributes of sympathy, incitement, encouragement, support, potential, coercion and choice’,
precisely to resist temptations to indiscriminate killing.19

National legal interpretations vary over which human beings and physical objects constitute legitimate targets.
Destroying infrastructure, even if it is being militarily utilized, or blocking its reconstruction for security reasons, will
certainly inflict lasting civilian suffering. Where serious collateral consequences are foreseeable, there will be
suspicions, as over the 2009 Israeli operations in Gaza, that they constituted the actual punitive intention behind
the attack. Michael Gross emphasizes how both sides commonly put pressure on civilians in asymmetrical conflict,
and postulates campaigns that neither could win without targeting civilians.20
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Targeted Killings: Legality, Convention, and Practice

The planned killing of otherwise unreachable irregular enemies is the contemporary equivalent of ‘assassination’ of
named individuals, which has been traditionally forbidden by most military codes. Targeted killing can be performed
by Special Forces on the ground, by precise aerial bombing, or by other methods. ‘Drone strikes’ (missile attacks
from remotely piloted aircraft) are already a lethally effective but controversial subtype. US drones have
conducted a decapitation strategy over Northwest Pakistan, eliminating ‘high-value targets’ in ‘ungoverned spaces’
where they would otherwise enjoy sanctuary.?!

Criticisms include violation of national boundaries, lack of lawful safeguards, alleged numbers of innocent civilians
killed, stimulation of infuriated resistance outweighing the advantages of killing individual leaders, and general
degradation of international legal restraints.22 But experts observe legal limits widening: ‘International law develops
through its violation ... an act that is forbidden today becomes permissible if executed by enough countries. Most
governments and international bodies considered ... targeted assassination illegal in 2000; but ... itis’ (now) ‘in the
centre of the bounds of legitimacy’.23

Disputable ‘Human Exchange Rates’

Controversies over drone strikes exemplify recurrent accusations of collateral murder in asymmetrical war.
Governments characteristically reply that, in the responses they are forced into, ‘a tragedy is not a crime’ and that
they are also highly motivated to minimize civilian casualties to win international credibility and local hearts and
minds. Risks to civilians are being mitigated by new ‘technologies of warning’ such as mobile phone calls, texts, or
warning ‘knocks on the roof’ by non-explosive projectiles, or by ‘humani tarian’ (restricted blast)
munitions.24 Nevertheless, it is widely felt that some targets, like hospitals or civilian shelters, ought never to be
attacked at all and irregular combatants usually intend to benefit from international revulsion if they are.

In contemporary ‘small wars’, few operations are decisive or final and there is little disposition to accept heavy
regular losses. While the strategic desirability of avoiding casualties to civilians is widely appreciated, it may not
serve as an overriding moral reason to accept many extra avoidable friendly deaths in individual engagements.
Some ethicists argue, however, that the Duty of Care obligation absolutely requires governments to adopt a one-
for-one ‘substitutability ratio’ between their own citizens’ lives and those which might be collaterally lost in anti-
terrorist or counterinsurgency operations: ‘when a country, or its army, acts in a manner that [endangers] civilians
... then that country's (or that army's) responsibility to minimize the peril inflicted on those individuals ought to be
the same regardless of their nationality, ethnicity, creed, etc.’25

This far-reaching principle would rule out air or long-range artillery supportin all expeditionary operations, just as
they are unacceptable in domestic counterterrorism within democracies. It is noteworthy that an analogous posture
of ‘courageous restraint’ was proposed in 2010 to guide the general conduct of NATO's campaign in Afghanistan
and gain local consent by significantly restricting use of air power.26 But its operational realism, and fairness to
troops put in greater danger, has since been strongly challenged.2?

There are moral, as well as popular, counter-arguments that a nation's soldiers should not be treated as ‘pawns of
war’, but as citizens in uniform forced into danger by others’ aggression.28 However, that approach may slide into
‘Zero Risk’ operations planned precisely to transfer risks away from friendly forces and onto civilians. Judging
whether the discriminatory duty of care has been properly discharged is complicated by the lack of worldwide, or
even national, consensus on ‘exchange rates’ between the lives of ‘our soldiers’, ‘our civilians’, and ‘hostile’ or
even ‘neutral’ civilians.

Just War Requirement 8: (Micro-Proportionality)

Action must not be taken in which the incidental harm done is an unreasonably heavy price to incur for
likely military benefit. Harm needs to be weighed particularly ... [over] the lives and well being of innocent
people. The lives of friendly military personnel need to be brought into account, and sometimes even those
of adversaries. The principle of avoiding unnecessary force always applies.

The general humanitarian imperative is to minimize avoidable suffering and the law of armed conflict consequently
aims to safeguard the human rights of prisoners of war, wounded soldiers, and civilians by forbidding atrocious
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actions, including rape, or poisoning water supplies, and facilitating the restoration of peace. ‘Excessively injurious’
weapons such as blinding lasers or flame-throwers are also banned or restricted.

The requirements of proportionality are widely misunderstood and misrepresented, but should rest on forward-
looking calculations of future harms and gains rather than tit-for-tat infliction of losses. Balanced combatant
casualty counts are not obligatory; no enemy has a right to equal prospective losses. What should determine

proportionality is the scale of advantage that the military action aimed to achieve, how many non-military
deaths were genuinely non-combatant, and, of those, how many might have been avoided, particularly by a
greater willingness to accept friendly losses.

Jus Post Bellum?

By the end of the twentieth century rather cautious moral conditions had been proposed for ‘just termination’ of
war:29

Just Cause: reasonable vindication of initially violated rights, including rollback from captured territory.

Right Intention: avoiding revenge, exploitative confiscations, or territorial gains; even-handed investigations of
all war crimes allegations.

Legitimate Authority and Public Declarations: open statements of available terms of peace by combatant
nations.

Proportionality would generally argue against requiring unconditional surrender and regime change, which risk
prolonging the fighting, and for early release of prisoners of war and arrested non-combatants.

Regime Change and Post-Conflict Reconstruction

Yet recent campaigns have developed more transformative agendas for imposing benign change after military
invasion. Justifications for military intervention now include planned post-conflict reconstruction through a
comprehensive (or ‘3D": Defence, Development, and Diplomacy) approach, to protect oppressed groups or
traumatized majorities, stabilize conditions precipitating conflict, foster development, and permanently improve
human security. But stabilization operations are frequently forced into wars of contested state-building against
insurgencies. Where a comprehensive approach is contemplated, it would therefore be morally inadequate, after
repeatedly failed campaign, to enter into a conflict without adequate manpower, local knowledge, planning
capacity, money, institutional coordination, and patience. Success, though, raises its own disputes over occupying
forces’ entittement, even after supervised elections, to impose far-reaching social or political changes to produce a
post-war order which they judge acceptable.

Ethical Practice Within the Military

A world without armies—disciplined, obedient and law-abiding armies—would be uninhabitable. Armies of that
quality are an instrument but also a mark of civilization, and without their existence mankind would have to
reconcile itself ... to a lawless chaos of masses warring, Hobbesian fashion, ‘all against all.’30

This vision represents the self-image of many militaries, typified by the US Navy's (trademarked) mission
statement ‘A Global Force for Good’. Military educators emphasize that the chaos of combat prevents pedantic
application of abstracted moral principles. As in Aristotelian ‘virtue ethics’, military ethical training emphasizes
formation of strong moral character rather than sets of rules. By functional necessity, no military ethos is likely to
be ethically innovative, or to encourage individual soldiers to reach disruptively negative personal conclusions on
the morality of the conflictin which they are engaged.

Martial character formation is better described as conducted within a military ethos than taught through systems of
ethics.31 It often involves allegiance to an overall statement such as that within the US Army Field Manual FM 100-
1, setting out fundamental and enduring values: ‘Loyalty to the Institution, Loyalty to the Unit, Personal
Responsibility, and Selfless Service’. Sydney Axinn argues that these reflect underlying choices between universal
fairness, social utility, individualism, religious position, and the willingness to sacrifice oneself for something more
than specific human beneficiaries.32 He similarly describes military honour as involving both duties to the
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government and the laws of warfare, aimed at reconciling all these considerations, overcoming ‘the tyranny of the
mission’ and ‘the imperative of immediate success’. National militaries will consequently develop characteristic
moral styles based upon their balancing of value choices.

Self-control, and the preservation of the warrior's honour, is especially difficult in asymmetrical warfare, confronting
implacable enemies offering infuriated provocation rather than any reciprocal restraint. Special training may be
necessary to compensate. Psychologists emphasize that ‘situational and systemic vectors’ disturbingly outweigh
individual character, even if initially formed in a virtuous ethos.33 Keeping the behaviours of soldiers, policemen, or
prison officers consistently moral under pressure requires constant discipline, leadership, and conscientious
surveillance, or entire units may turn to criminal cruelty. Among senior officers it is equally important to avoid a
desensitizing process of ‘military drift’ to less and less proportionate actions eventually amounting to barbarism.34

Civilian Ethical Imperatives of Contemporary Just War

Close, sympathetic, well-informed, yet questioning, senior civilian involvement and review therefore seems
important if war is to be justly fought. This is just one of the exacting and often contradictory demands upon
democratic societies implied by JWT. Decisions about force need to combine painstaking legal analyses with
rigorous diplomatic, intelligence, and military assessments of probable outcomes and non-military alternatives. This
has to include calculation, by the responsible political leaders, of their chances of maintaining domestic support
while facing ‘adversarial justification and review’, including formal public enquiries using leaked or
declassified material. The decision process in democracies will probably be ‘prudential’,3> which need not imply
timidity. Public support for military engagement will depend on convincing public argument, stressing both
legitimacy and national interest.

Once fighting begins, ensuring just conduct implies consistent public questioning and genuinely minimized security
restrictions on media examination and commentary. Public scrutiny and debate should be able to address true
national objectives, current possibilities of success, the suffering inflicted on combatants and civilians (including
enemy supporters), and non-military alternatives. Government, media, and citizens should be confident that
effective mechanisms exist to ensure their forces operate under ‘pro-civilian’ tactical doctrines, emphasizing
discrimination and proportionality, rigorous investigation, and appropriate punishment for proven guilt.

All this involves tolerating painful accusations, disturbing images, and public acrimony. History illustrates the
difficulties in combining scrupulous self-examination and effective wartime leadership. But it would be morally
contradictory to downgrade the imperative of preserving national resolve, unless a campaign was judged hopeless
and to be ended. Determination remains indispensable for even limited military success although outright victory
might now appear an old-fashioned and unattainable objective. Soldiers are entitled to expect their governments to
provide sufficient military resources and to ensure that their lives are properly valued—while also showing
leadership by spreading belief in a persuasive strategic narrative, communicating the realism and justice of
objectives and methods, and strengthening military morale, domestic political will, and international credibility.

The Unlikelihood of Moral Consensus on Future War

There is little cause to expectincreasing agreement about the moral dilemmas outlined here. Some factors seem
biologically unchangeable. Controversies frequently revolve around interpretations of underlying intention or
motive. Here social psychologists would observe that ‘correspondence bias’ (also called ‘fundamental attribution
error’) implies an inbuilt human tendency to understand—and normally excuse—personal or in-group actions as
responses to an external situation. But antagonists’ choices tend to be interpreted—and condemned—as revealing
their intrinsic nature.36

New Technological Threats

There are also foreseeable new areas of dispute involving powerful nascent technologies (e.g. bioscience,
nanotechnology, cybernetics, and robotics). These will raise the uncertainty, complexity, and stakes of future
warfare. Combined with inevitably imperfect intelligence on global terrorism and clandestine state
sponsorship, some may represent ‘debounded risks’, whose probabilities of occurrence and scales of impact
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cannot be calculated—posing intrinsic problems for judging the proportionality of prevention, pre-emption, or
response.37

The Moral Status of Nuclear Weapons

Dispute is certainly unavoidable over sixty-year-old nuclear technology, given the lethality of nuclear weapons
and their centrality to global power relationships. Nuclear use, or even threat, would certainly ignite long-running
recrimination, accompanied by war crimes indictments. But the acceptability of continued nuclear possession is
contested, and aspirations to Global Zero have recently revived. While the 1968 Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty
regime is arguably inequitable, further spread of nuclear weapons, or even enabling civil technologies, is an
undoubted international anxiety. Proliferation pessimists see proliferation as unavoidably raising the risk of nuclear
war, especially given the unpredictability of many potential proliferants. Hence preventing or reversing proliferation
might be morally justified. Proliferation optimists, conversely, hypothesize that proliferation could be stabilizing.38
From the UNSC downwards, there is no sign of an emerging international consensus about the acceptability of
coercive counter-proliferation, whether by economically immiserating sanctions, cyber attack, sabotage, or
assassination of individual scientists.

Conclusion and Prospect: Can War be Moral?

With no convincing historical guide to successful future strategic practice, there is little chance of agreementon
the necessity, effectiveness, political impacts, proportionality, and discrimination of specific military choices. As
global opinion becomes more significant for the outcome of discretionary wars, we should also expectto see
opinions polarized (often deliberately, by professionals) over new complexities. The positions which individuals
adopt over the morality of conflict serve as impassioned signifiers of their political and cultural identities.

Intensifying disagreement need not entail general collapse of ethical restraints in conflict. National reputation is
valued within most strategic cultures. There is a huge international momentum to publicize and address the
protection of civilians. The categories of JWT have not been refuted or superseded, and most nations sincerely
believe that they fight within them. JWT analysis can be tried on new developments, stressing proportionality and
applying historical precedents wherever possible. And, while proportionality itself may often be indefinable,
agreement may be found on what is grossly disproportionate.

Nevertheless, JWT's precepts are losing direct relevance to the most critical strategic choices. Its
abstracted set of conventions no longer grips the increasingly convoluted landscapes of twenty-first-century
conflict. This creates a disputatious screech of lost moral traction. Statesmen, philosophers, soldiers, and lawyers
will have to work hard to rethink JWT's intellectual purchase on events. Just possibly, as after the Thirty Years
War,39 new ordering principles and distinctions of authority will eventually re-emerge, regulating conflictin a
strategic environment of widely proliferated WMD, super-empowered global non-state actors, proxy wars, cyber
offensives, humanitarian munitions, suicide bombers, potent (invulnerably piloted) drones, and autonomous robots.
But obtaining even grudgingly constraining additional agreement is unlikely while present conflicts continue without
settlement.40
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In the aftermath of the two world wars of the twentieth century, the general aspiration of the community of nations
has been to put a definitive ending to that kind of catastrophe, and to establish a set of international rules and
mechanisms to avoid their re-emergence. The result was the Charter of the United Nations, formally adopted in San
Francisco on 26 June 1945, even before the end of the Second World War. The UN Charter remains till now the
main legal instrument, including specific rules and related bodies, about the international use of force, its
limitations, and enforcement thereof. The Charter had been preceded by several decades of efforts leading to a
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Covenant of the League of Nations, made some moves in that direction, and was completed ten years later by the
Briand-Kellogg pact (1928), banning war for national interest purposes.
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INTERNATIONAL law on the one hand, war and peace on the other hand, have always been intertwined. One of the first
general theories of international law, that of Grotius in 1625, is entitled De jure Belli ac Pacis. For centuries, the
sovereign and monopoly right of states to resort to war for national purposes was above any international
limitation, except for some procedural standards, like a formal declaration of war. This state of law, corresponding
to the period of European world dominance, was correlated with numerous wars, sometimes limited, sometimes
general, involving a large number of European states. Later on, the Napoleonic wars changed the picture by their
length, scope, and destructiveness, but less than the two world wars of the twentieth century. Those two wars,
between them, have generated the decline of Europe as well as given rise to a lengthy effort to abolish wars, and
that endeavour has been based on international law.

The Charter of the United Nations is an international treaty which contains legal rules with the purpose of
establishing long lasting international peace and security. Nevertheless, even if the concept of war has been
repudiated, international violence has not vanished. It has been substituted by the more flexible and unstable
formula of armed conflict, which still belongs to the realm of international relations—and of international law. This
substitution means that jus ad bellum—the right to use internationally armed force—and jus in bello—the law
supposed to govern the conduct of hostilities—remain nowadays, despite their evolutions, at the centre of the
problems of international peace and security.

The Contemporary Legal Approach to War and International Violence: A General Overview

In the aftermath of the two world wars of the twentieth century, the general aspiration of the community of nations
has been to put a definitive ending to that kind of catastrophe, and to establish a set of international rules and
mechanisms to avoid their re-emergence. The result was the Charter of the United Nations, formally adopted in San
Francisco on 26 June 1945, even before the end of the Second World War. The UN Charter remains till now the
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main legal instrument, including specific rules and related bodies, about the international use of force, its
limitations, and enforcement thereof. The Charter had been preceded by several decades of efforts leading to a
general prohibition of war in international relations among states. The Versailles Treaty in 1919, which included the
Covenant of the League of Nations, made some moves in that direction, and was completed ten years later by the
Briand-Kellogg pact (1928), banning war for national interest purposes.

All these efforts and agreements were nevertheless unable to prevent the outbreak of the Second World War.
Despite that failure, the Charter has followed the same legal pattern. It was provided, however with hugely stronger
means: rules for the limitation of the international use of armed force by member states and enforcement of these
rules by an international body, namely the United Nations Security Council.

The purpose of the Charter is to prohibit war among nations. The whole Charter is built towards fulfilling that
objective. As a matter of fact, however, the word ‘war’ itself does not appear in its text, with the exception of the
Preamble, whose beginning states ‘... to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war, which twice in our
life-time had brought untold sorrow to mankind....” That wording indicates that the founding fathers of the Charter
were building on past experiences, and were trying to avoid new wars of the same kind in the future. This is
already a point to be noticed: the Charter is not, contrary to the League of Nations, linked up with any peace treaty
and is therefore not locked in by the past. Nevertheless it was conceived in the context of the two previous world
wars, and the authors of its principles and mechanisms were not in a position to foresee the future occurrence of
international violence, conflicts, threats to or breaches of the peace.

This is not to say that the Charter does not encompass a comprehensive approach to those threats or breaches.
On the contrary, the Charter substitutes for ‘war’ the concept of ‘establishment and maintenance of international
peace and security’ (Article 26, for instance). Such a large concept should include not only the prohibition of war,
but also preventive, dissuasive, and corrective measures aimed at avoiding or correcting threats to or uses of
force against international peace and security. Indeed, the Charter provides all these kinds of tools, mostly in its
Chapters |, V, VI, VII, and VIIl, which, between them, constitute the heart of its legal structure. About prevention,
there is also its Article 55, in Chapter IX, relating to the conditions for creating ‘peaceful and friendly
relations among nations’. These conditions dwell on ‘economic and social progress and development’ of people, as
well as on ‘standards of living, full employment’, ‘human rights and fundamental freedoms’, without any kind of
discrimination ‘as to race, sex, language or religion’. As a matter of fact, this article was, and still remains,
unimplemented. If it were, the result would be a structural peace among nations, like the peace which exists among
member states of the European Union, which can be described as a perfect application of the spirit of Article 55.

So what remains in fact at the core of the Charter are the dissuasive and corrective approaches to the
maintenance or establishment of international peace and security—meaning a more traditional approach, that of
diplomatic and military means. Peace and security are always intertwined in the Charter, even if peace is more
related to diplomatic means and security to military means. Theoretically, these ways and means are impressive.
Not so much the preventive ways for the pacific settlement of disputes, provided for by Chapter VI, as the coercive
capabilities of the UNSC set forth in Chapter VII. The Security Council may impose on member states measures not
involving the use of armed force, butitis also entitled to decide on the use of armed force against states
threatening or breaching international peace and security. Legally speaking, the Security Council has conferred
upon it by Members of the United Nations the ‘primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and
security’, and ‘in carrying out its duties’ it ‘acts on their behalf’ (Article 24). Looking at the Charter as a whole, one
could think that this legal apparatus, if not perfect, should ensure a long-lasting peace among nations, providing
efficient ways to settle disputes, deterring aggression and other breaches of peace, and if so needed, using
coercive means in order to restore international peace and security.

Indeed, there have been no more world wars since the coming into force of the Charter—but it is difficult to argue
that its provisions and mechanisms are at the origin of that situation. In any case, they do not stand alone. Other
considerations could be important as well: the willingness of the more powerful states to avoid major military
confrontations among themselves—nuclear deterrence playing a major role in this respect—and to limit the use of
armed force by others. Itis, however, impossible to contend that the Charter and its multilateral mechanisms have
played no role in establishing this result. In any case, one must note that international peace and security have not
been entirely established or maintained in the sixty-five years following the entry into force of the Charter. Each
decade, each year has known several conflicts, and several kinds of conflict, even if they were limited by their
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participants, their scope, their duration—but some of them were or are long lasting and destructive. In addition, new
forms of conflict have emerged, which were not foreseen by the founding fathers of the UN, specifically conflicts
involving non-state actors, like the so-called liberation wars, civil violence linked to the decay of failing states, or
international terrorism.

International law pertaining to international violence and the Charter are at stake in these various situations, when
its rules and mechanisms are not able to prevent or control the threat or use of armed force by states, or have to
cope with new and unforeseen forms of conflicts. Is the framework of the UN still relevant? In principle, the classical

jus ad bellum, or right of states to use armed force internationally, has been strongly reduced, and
reduced with their consent. In fact, conventional wars have not vanished— Israeli-Arab wars (1948, 1956, 1967,
1973), the Falklands War between Argentina and the UK (1982), the Iran-Iraq war (1980-8), the American coalition
vs Irag war (2003), and the Russia—Georgia war (2008) being examples. Other types of conflict have emerged—
the Vietnam conflict, the Kosovo intervention, the military action in Afghanistan, international terrorism and the
struggle againstit, various conflicts linked to the failure of states, e.g. Yugoslavia, or Western, Central, or Eastern
Africa ... Overflowing the apparent prohibitions, more and more legal justifications for using international violence
or armed force present themselves. In this context, there is nowadays a revived interest in the jus in bello, or the
law applicable to wars or armed conflicts. The Charter itself is mute in this respect, but beyond the Charter efforts
have been got underway to develop, strengthen, and implement what is currently known as humanitarian law—
which, in fact, remains rather weak.1

Jus ad Bellum: From Prohibition to the Multiplication of Legal Justifications

The dominant opinion in the literature about the prohibition of force by member states in the Charter is thatitis a
general and complete one in the field of international relations, according to its Article 2 (4), with the exception of
the right of individual or collective self-defence, regulated in its Article 51. In addition, the Security Council may
decide on the use of armed force when it deems so necessary, in accordance with Chapter VIl of the Charter. Such
an analysis needs to be specified, completed, eventually corrected, according to the provisions of the Charter
itself on the one hand, and according to the member states’ and UN's legal practices on the other hand. Firstly,
because itis not correct to state that there is a general and complete prohibition enshrined in the Charter;
secondly, because self-defence cannot be seen, or seen only, as an exception to such a prohibition; thirdly,
because other hypotheses of international use of force can be found and sustained by legal practices and
argumentations. In this context, the result of sixty-five years of legal practice is not so much an enrichment of the
stipulations of the Charter as an erosion of its provisions.

The Prohibitions Included in Article 2 (4) of the Charter

Article 2 (4) belongs to Chapter | of the Charter, ‘Purposes and Principles’. It reads as follows:

All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial
integrity or political independence of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes of
the United Nations.

Even without discussing the interpretation of some legal concepts, like ‘international relations’, ‘force’,
‘threat’, and ‘political independence’, which are left open, itis clear from this reading that this article does not
contain a complete and general prohibition. Such would only be the case if the sentence ended after ‘the threat or
use of force’—full stop. Any subsequent specification is indeed a limitation of the prohibition: threats or uses of
force that are not against territorial integrity of any state, or its political independence, and could be consistent with
the purposes of the UN, are not prohibited. It applies obviously to self-defence as well as to the support given by
Members to the use of armed force by the Security Council. It must also be noted that not all uses of armed force
constitute aggression, and could thus only justify appropriate and proportionate countermeasures.2 But, apart from
these explicit limitations to the prohibition of force in the Charter, other implicit limitations could be discussed as
well, namely humanitarian interventions and extensions of self-defence beyond the specific provisions of Article
51. They will be considered below, with the relevant practices and legal justifications of member states or of UN
bodies.
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Self-Defence and its Extensions
Article 51 reads as follows:

Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence if an
armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations, until the Security Council has taken
measures necessary to maintain international peace and security. Measures taken by Members in the
exercise of this right of self-defence shall be immediately reported to the Security Council and shall notin
any way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security Council under the present Charter to take at
any time such action as it deems necessary in order to maintain or restore international peace and
security.

This article, pertaining to Chapter VI, is indeed at the very core of the Charter. The Charter would not have been
accepted by its signatories without it. It means that the member states keep the ultimate responsibility and power
concerning their own security, and that they are entitled to maintain armed forces in order to defend themselves or
to contribute to the defence of other States. This—inherent—right cannot be seen as an exception to a general and
complete prohibition of the use of force, not only because there exists no such prohibition, but also because self-
defence is more an indirect consequence of the prohibition of force: itis because and inasmuch as force is
prohibited, that self-defence is authorized.

In principle, self-defence could also contribute to collective security, and this is the spirit of the Charter. Article 51
is the last one of Chapter VII, devoted to ‘Action with respect to threats to the peace, breaches of the peace, and
acts of aggression’. Self-defence is supposed to respond to armed attacks, synonym of aggression. It should be
controlled by the Security Council and remain a kind of safety valve, a provisional measure allowing member states
to defend themselves, awaiting a decisive action by the Security Council. The practice has been fairly
different, and the extensions of self-defence have reintroduced a rather indefinite right to use force by member
states. This extended conceptualization has even authorized the building of military alliances like NATO: the NATO
Treaty explicitly refers to Article 51. The reasons for this practice can be found in the occasional paralysis of the
Security Council, when for political reasons it finds itself unable to act quickly to stop acts of aggression, even to
come to agreement among its members about what constitutes an act of aggression. Furthermore, itis the right of
member states to give their own interpretation of self-defence, which interpretation cannot be legally overcome in
case the Security Council is unable to decide. Indeed, there is a definition of aggression provided for by the
General Assembly in its Resolution 3314 (XXIX), 14 December 1974, but this definition is itself subject to
interpretation, and in any case itis not binding, neither for the member states, nor for the Security Council.

According to the International Court of Justice (ICJ),3 self-defence is a rule of customary law, and this customary
rule is in a way referred to in Article 51, which states explicitly that self-defence is ‘an inherent right’ of states, and
that ‘nothing in the present Charter shall impair’ it. So this right is not established by the Charter, rather, it is
recognized by it, and remains partly independent from it. The Charter undertakes to regulate it, but it remains as
well autonomous, as shown by its practice. Indeed the main contemporary problems related to the use of force
pertain to the practice of self-defence, which in some respect has reintroduced the concept of legal international
violence in a system which intends to exclude it. Among the main questions arising from these practices, one
should mention foremost the so-called preventive, or pre-emptive, self-defence. Theoretically, defence is permitted
against actual aggression, whatever its forms. But could it be legal to use preventive armed force in order to
defend oneself against imminent aggression, considering that it is the only way to repel such an act of aggression,
which would succeed if it were able to develop? Arguments in favour are balanced by arguments against, but the
practice seems to imply its legality, provided that the aggression is certain and that the means used to prevent it
are appropriate—which in a way refers to the principle of proportionality of self-defence, balance between the
armed attack and the riposte to it. As this customary principle of proportionality, not mentioned in Article 51,
pertains to jus in bello as well as to jus ad bellum, it will be considered later on.

A second question concerns the invocation of self-defence against non-state actors. The Charter did not envisage
the hypothesis, and seems only to be relevant to the relations among states. There is no doubt that any act of
aggression by a state against another state is a case for self-defence for the state or states aggressed against. But
what about international terrorism or armed force used by non-governmental militias? In this respect there seem to
have emerged differences between the states’ and Security Council's practice and the position of the IC). States as
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well as the Security Council, specifically in its Resolution 1368 (12 September 2001) following the terrorist attacks
on the United States on 11 September 2001, have recognized the right of self-defence of the USA, even if no state
was at first glance implied or targeted by its provisions at this time. The ICJ, in its Advisory Opinion regarding the
building of an Israeli wall within Palestinian territories (9 July 2004),4 stated that Article 51 concerns an act of
aggression by a state against another state. It goes beyond the above-mentioned practice of the
Security Council, and also against the practice of states. For instance, when Israel launched an armed attack in
south Lebanon, in 2006, against Hezbollah, it stated that the target was not the Lebanon as a state, but Hezbollah
firing from Lebanese territory. Protestations from other states were based, not on the principle of the Israeli reaction
itself, but on the supposed lack of proportionality of the self-defence advanced by Israel.

Evolving Practices of the United Nations Security Council

The Security Council is neither a military nor a judicial body. Itis a political body, by its composition, its procedures,
its powers, the kind of decisions it has to make, the evaluation of factual situations it has to build upon, and the
purpose of its actions, namely establishment, maintenance, or restoration of international peace and security. Itis
not in charge of the implementation of international law. One must keep that in mind when appreciating its practice.
For sure the Security Council has to actin accordance with the Charter as a whole and to respect the specific
provisions made for its functioning. But it has a discretionary power to interpret them, and these provisions are
large and flexible enough to authorize a huge set of measures, even of types not envisioned formally in the
Charter. For instance, the Security Council managed to develop the doctrine and the practice of peacekeeping
operations under Chapter VI; furthermore it succeeded in establishing special criminal tribunals for prosecuting the
authors of international crimes in specific conflicts, such as ex-Yugoslavia and Rwanda.5 In addition, on the basis
of Article 103 of the Charter, its decisions are not only binding, but supersede any other agreement among member
states. And these decisions are very difficult to contest. No judicial body is in a position to rescind them, despite
some suggestions or wishes from authors. The only way for a state to try to escape their authority is to pretend that
they are contrary to the Charter, and then declare them void—but the Council remains theoretically able to
implement them, even by use of coercion, be it non-military or military.

For several decades, the Security Council was notin a position to implement Chapter VIl and specifically to decide
on the use of armed force, because of the divisions between its members, mainly the permanent ones.
Nevertheless, after the decay of the Soviet Union, during the 1990s and thereafter, the Council was able to use
Chapter VIl and to recommend or decide on the use of armed force. It did so in various ways, butin fact never as
was provided for in the Charter, which illustrates the flexibility of interpretations it could sustain. The Charter, in
Article 42, refers to ‘actions by air, sea, or land forces’, undertaken by the Security Council itself, with the disposal
of armed forces of member states, on the basis of agreements with them. It means that the Council should control
international armed forces, eventually overwhelming forces coming from the permanent members and use them
under its responsibility. They should be under the strategic direction of a Military Staff Committee, consisting of the
Chiefs of Staff of the permanent members (Article 47). But in fact these agreements have never been concluded,
and the Security Council does not have military forces at its disposal for coercive actions. The Korean
War at the beginning of the 1950s remains an exception, butin fact it was American armed forces which were
engaged, and the commander in chief was nominated by the United States.® Another exception is when, under the
framework of a peacekeeping mission, armed forces of the UN are authorized by specific rules of engagement to
use force—the Congolese operation at the beginning of the 1960s being the main example.”

So the Security Council, in the current practice, does not use armed force itself. The absence of military
contingents atits permanent disposal is not the only, not even the main reason. Itis more because, as an entity,
the United Nations is supposed to be a peaceful organization, built to make peace and not war, and is perceived as
such by a large majority of states. One should not kill in the name of the United Nations, except in case of individual
self-defence of the personnel involved. But the Council may authorize the use of force by member states, either in
the case of self-defence under Article 51, or in order to enforce its decisions. For instance, in the Irag-Kuwait case
in 1990, the Council authorized ‘states cooperating with Kuwait’ to use ‘all necessary means’ to liberate Kuwait—
but the coalition led by the United States was not under the flag of the United Nations (Resolution 678, 30 October
1990). After the Kosovo intervention driven by NATO members (1999)— and not decided by the Council—it
authorized, by its Resolution 1244 (10 June 1999), the creation of a security force able to enforce security in the
territory, with significant participation by NATO. After the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001, the Council




The Evolving Legal Aspects of War

recognized that the United States were in a situation of self-defence, giving a legal basis to the miilitary intervention
in Afghanistan. Nevertheless, in the Kosovo case, as well as in the case of the war against Iraq in 2003, armed
forces were used on a very dubious basis, without any specific authorization from the Council, even if some
resolutions were called upon.8 The result was, first, a crisis of the collective security system established by the
Charter, and second, an effort aiming at rationalization of the practice of the Council itself.

Even before these events, questions arose about the content and the extent of the authorizations given by the
Council. For several decades, the Council did not mention any specific provision of the Charter to justify its
resolutions. During the 1990s, it began to mention Chapter VI, without any specific article, in order to demonstrate
the binding nature of its decisions. But their content could remain at this time rather vague, and was often judged
too broad by various states—for instance Resolution 678 in the Irag-Kuwait case, which posed no limit to the use of
force. The word ‘force’ was not even mentioned, and the authorization was in some respects implicit. Possibly as a
consequence of this, some states considered—wrongly in the opinion of a large majority—that authorization was
implicitly given by the Council to the interventions in Kosovo in 1999, or in Iraq in 2003.° The result of these
deviations, or transgressions, even violations of the Charter by intervening states is that, nowadays, the Council
tends to refer to specific articles, in order to make precise and to limit the scope of its authorizations or decisions.
The purpose is to clearly exclude the use of armed force when imposing coercive measures. For instance, with
regard to the Iranian situation, for instance, in imposing sanctions to Iran against its nuclear activities, the Council
referred to Article 40, which mentions ‘provisional measures’, and to 41, ‘measures not involving the use of armed
force’, whereas the use of armed force is foreseen in Article 42.10

From Humanitarian Intervention to the Responsibility to Protect

Among the hypotheses of implicit legality of the use of armed force by states, not contrary to the provisions of
Article 2 (4), arises the question of humanitarian intervention. Itis different from the so-called ‘droit d’'ingérence’,
which implies the right of humanitarian NGOs to assist peacefully, with the consent of the concerned state and the
partnership of other states, populations in distress resulting from conflicts or natural catastrophes.1! Humanitarian
intervention could be justified in case of genocide or long-lasting and large-scale mistreatments of its own
population by a government, including deportations, tortures, systematic deportations, massive slaughters—to
make it short, in case of gross violations of humanitarian law. It could imply the use of coercion, even armed force,
by other states to impede it and to put an end to such behaviour. One could plead that political independence does
not authorize a state to adopt such policies, and that when other states should intervene, itis not an attack against
territorial integrity—which is a concept differing from territorial inviolability—and certainly not ‘inconsistent with the
purposes of the United Nations’. Indeed the Kosovo case in 1999 was the most important case in which such a
doctrine could have been invoked to justify the military intervention of NATO members, without any specific
authorization from the Security Council. Other previous cases could also be mentioned, in Zaire at Kolwezi by
France (1978), in Cambodia by Vietham against the Khmer Rouge (1978), or in Uganda by Tanzania (1979) for
instance. But, despite some claims about its existence, there was not a general legal doctrine formulated by states
to justify these actions, which were presented as exceptional cases.

Humanitarian intervention would suppose that international bodies are ineffective, that the massacres and other
mistreatments can be objectively and independently established, and that there is a systematic policy implemented
by a government, or that a government is failing and unable to maintain public order on its territory. In such cases,
a state or a coalition of the willing could intervene militarily in order to restore peace and security. After the Kosovo
intervention, whose legality was dubious, intervening states fell short of referring to the UN Charter. A commission
was nevertheless established, the Evans—-Sahnoun Commission,12 with a mandate to study the matter and to make
proposals in this respect. The result is that this commission, working on ‘the Responsibility to Protect’, killed the
very doctrine of humanitarian intervention. On the one hand, it recognized that a state has the right and the duty to
protect its own population, and that it should be liable for failing to do so. On the other hand, this commission
provided no other solution in case of violation than the Security Council measures, which could be adopted
anyway under the Charter. The only new suggestions from the commission are, firstly, that permanent members
should not use their veto right in such cases—which is pure utopia—and secondly, that, if the Council is paralysed
by a veto, the General Assembly be seized of the matter under the Acheson resolution provisions3—which is
unlikely to happen, given the large hostility of a huge majority of states to the very concept of
humanitarian intervention. So remains a practice, rare but not exceptional, without any clear legal justification.
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Use of Armed Force by Non-State Actors

The Charter, and more broadly international law, are in principle only applicable to member states and to other
subjects of international law like international organizations. Non-state actors for their part are supposed to be
subject to various domestic laws, but to lack the international personality which would bring them directly under
international rules, establishing rights or obligations enforceable in their favour or against them. It does not mean
that they are not bound by general or specific international rules, butin principle these rules are applied to them by
the states which have jurisdiction over these non-state actors, inasmuch as international rules are recognized as
part of the relevant domestic law. This is a consequence of the dualism between international law and domestic
law. In fact, however, non-state actors can emerge, and effectively emerge as international actors, specifically as
far as the use of armed force is concerned. Liberation movements, militias, mercenaries, insurgents in civil wars,
international terrorist groups, private military and security companies have been or are still for decades actors in
international violent dramas. They contradict in fact the legal monopoly of use of armed force by the international
organizations or by the states acting under the UN Charter. As they are not bound by the international rules
pertaining to the use of armed force, they pose a specific problem for international peace and security.

This problem must be envisaged firstly on a legal theoretical basis, and secondly on historical and political grounds
—i.e. taking into consideration the legal practices. Legally speaking, a general distinction has to be made between
on the one hand those non-state actors which in fact could be linked to specific states, acting overtly or covertly
on their behalf and under their control (in this respect these actors could contribute to uses of force amounting to
aggression, as stated in its definition by the General Assembly, and their activities could involve the liability of
states); and on the other hand, private non-state actors using force purely on their own initiative, for their sole
purposes, which are subject to the domestic law of the states concerned relating to the internal use of force, and in
this respect to the criminal law. Concerned states could implement exceptional rules relating to public order,
including the use of armed forces, to maintain or restore public security. But it is also possible that, due to the
international dimension of their activities, non-state actors are relevant to and targeted by international rules.
These rules may either accord some rights to them—allowing them to use force, or protecting them, for instance
with humanitarian law—or, to the contrary, impose obligations on them, allowing the states concerned to use legal
coercion against them, or prosecuting in international tribunals the authors of international crimes. These various,
even opposite, approaches are linked to historical-political considerations.

As a matter of fact, non-state actors have been treated differently, not so much on the basis of their activities as on
consideration of their purposes. Generally speaking, movements of liberation fighting colonial domination
in the 1950s and 1960s were considered to be engaged in legitimate conflicts, and supported by the General
Assembly. The legal argument was that article 2 (4) of the Charter was not intended to limit the right of people to
self-determination, and that colonial domination was in a way a kind of permanent aggression against them. So they
were in some respectin a situation of self-defence. These considerations have for decades impeded any
international prohibition of terrorist activities. However, further to the development of terrorist attacks against civil
aviation, several conventions were concluded,4 and after the decay of the Soviet Union, the Security Council,
even before 11 September, stated that international terrorism was a threat against international peace and
security.15 It was taking as a first step a judicial stance, and after 11 September recognized that terrorism could be
an act of aggression. Non-state actors have since been specifically targeted by some resolutions relating to the
struggle against international terrorism.16 Another very different situation is that of the private military companies,
recently developed by some states. They act on behalf of governments, which may try to provide domestic or
international immunity to them. This outcome is a far cry from the previous condemnations of mercenaries made by
General Assembly resolutions.17 In any case, itis clear that these so-called private companies should be more
closely regulated, whether at international or at domestic level.18

United States Doctrine about the Use of Armed Force and the Relevance of the Charter

For several decades after the entry into force of the Charter, doubts about its relevance and ability to direct
international relations in the field of peace and security were related to the Cold War, which impeded the
functioning of the Security Council, at least of its Chapter VIl obligations. These attitudes were based on political
motives, not on legal ones. After the end of the Soviet Union, there was a bright interval in the Council's history,
with its action in Irag in 1991 and the following years. But it rapidly ran into new difficulties,1® which culminated in
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the Iraqgi case in 2003, even if the Kosovo case was a forerunner. In the case of Iraq, the US made it clear that it did
not accept any precondition or control by the Security Council before or while using armed forces in the
safeguarding of its national interest. This situation was a dramatic change, given the fact that the US was at the
very origin of the Charter and of its rules and mechanisms relating to the use of force. Beyond the political reasons
explaining such a shift, legal arguments have been invoked.

Some of these arguments are of a general nature, namely the idea that article 2 (4) is no longer valid, due to
destructive practices which have given rise to new customary rules.29 Such a thesis cannot be admitted, because
this article would be part of jus cogens, a concept not useful in this case, and generally speaking not useful, but
because the Charter has certainly not to be modified by practices which were frequently critized by a number of
states, thus impeding by their protests the development of a new custom. The main arguments are based on the
specific posi tion of the United States. In other words, the USA claims that it has so many international
powers and duties that it cannot be bound by the rules applicable to all other states. Being a unique superpower,
an indispensable nation, under the rule of law and governed by democratic institutions, it cannot bow to
international bodies without legitimacy, or to a majority of non-democratic countries. So, the relevant question for
the USA is the legality of an armed action under the American Constitution, which, in its view, supersedes any
international rule or body.21 This is the justification of American unilateralism, which is not linked to the George W.
Bush Administration, but was claimed before and remains intact after him. This concept justifies ‘wars of choice’,
like the Iraqi intervention in 2003, like preventive or pre-emptive wars, even if some resolutions of the Security
Council were also invoked, albeit in a way that did not convince the large majority of member states. Conceivably,
NATO could be claimed to be a substitute for a multilateral authorization to use armed force, as in the Kosovo case,
being a coalition of democratic countries. However, the idea of replacing the Security Council by NATO failed,
specifically in the Iragi case in 2003, where its members were profoundly divided.

American unilateralism s a direct threat to the relevance of the Charter, and has a mirror effect in Israeli military
policy. International terrorism gave to the two states an argument in favour of a claim of a ‘global war against
terrorism’, and in addition both of them do not exclude the principle of military action against a would-be nuclear-
proliferating state. Is it possible to foresee other mirror effects, considering that no state accepts the idea of any
single state being placed above the general rules of international law? Already, in 2008, the Russian action against
the entry of Georgian forces into Abkhazia echoes the military intervention in Kosovo. China clearly indicates that it
could use armed force to impede any unilateral proclamation of independence by Taiwan. This question is of a
different nature, however, because Taiwan is not a member of United Nations and is not recognized as a state by a
large majority of states, which adhere to the ‘one China policy’. Nevertheless, nobody knows yet what kind of legal
doctrine China will support when its armed forces are developed enough to be an asset for the implementation of
its national interests, and whether China will not emulate the United States in this respect. So, are the Charter and
its prohibitions only applicable to militarily weak states?22

Jus in Bello: From the Development of Humanitarian Law to its Crisis

For centuries, ethics or religion rather than law set the limitations of violence during wartime. During the nineteenth
century legal rules emerged, firstly domestic ones, then international conventions based on the principle that
combatants do not have the right to use unlimited violence. The distinction between combatants and non-
combatants was essential, as well as the respect due to the neutral. The International Red Cross Movement, born
during this period, was behind the creation of some instruments, and at the turn of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, the Hague Conferences tried to limit the use of destructive means in wartime.23 The two world
wars were, however, not very respectful of these principles, so other efforts were made afterwards. The current
picture is a complex one, with a varied set of rules, instruments, and actors, and in this context it is only possible to
make some general comments.24 Recent decades have seen a trend towards the development of these rules, by a
process of unification under the general concept of humanitarian law, as well as by their reinforcement. However,
numerous loopholes remain, and humanitarian law seems to get stuck in a permanent crisis.

Unification

This unification concerns the content, the subjects, and the extension of humanitarian law. According to the IC], as
for the content we face today the combination of two sets of rules, namely the Law of Geneva, including the four
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Conventions of 1949 and the two Protocols of 1977, on the one hand, and the Law of War proceeding from The
Hague Conferences on the other.25 In addition, some specific conventions are also part of it, like the Geneva
Protocol on chemical and biological weapons (1925), the Genocide Convention (1948), the Convention on
inhumane conventional weapons (1981), or the Convention Against Torture (1984). In the same spirit, humanitarian
law concerns by now not only formal wars, but more generally armed conflicts, including international as well as
non-international conflicts. The rules deal for instance with prisoners of war, protection of non-combatants or of
specific locations, occupation, and the use of various lethal weapons.

As for the subjects, they concern the states, but also international organizations— UN Peace Operations for
instance26—and they should apply also to non-state actors, including their criminal prosecution in case of
violations. NGOs, and specifically the International Red Cross Committee, have a say in their application.

As for their scope, they are supposed to be part of general customary law, whatever their origin, by treaty or
custom.27 In particular, Article 3, common to the four Geneva Conventions of 1949, is at the core of humanitarian
law, establishing a minimum standard of treatment and protection for every person affected by an armed conflict,
whether international or non-international.28 It has been recognized as applicable by the US Supreme Court even
to so-called ‘unlawful combatants’.29

Strengthening

A large part of the doctrine contends that these norms have the reinforced authority of jus cogens, meaning that
they should be respected in any circumstance, without reciprocity, excluding reprisals of the same kind, being
absolute obligations. Some decisions by special international tribunals established by the Security Council support
this position. Legally itis not necessary to refer to jus cogens, a concept doubtful in international law.
The concept of ‘intransgressible obligations’, used by the ICJ, seems better, less contested, with the same
results.30 The latter concept justifies the criminalization of violations of such intransgressible obligations before
international jurisdictions, special tribunals, or the International Criminal Court established in 1998 by the Rome
Statute.31 Their jurisdiction includes genocide, other crimes against humanity, and crimes of war. Recently, in this
context a definition of aggression has been adopted leading to the possible prosecution of individuals, whether
private persons of officials, which extends the criminalization beyond jus in bello towards jus ad bellum.32

Loopholes

In itself, the development of the jus in bello and the criminalization of its violation do not really constitute progress
for international law. By implication it means that conflicts of all kinds continue, that humanitarian law is violated,
and that the prohibitive rules of jus ad bellum are not effective. In addition, as they stand, the rules remain
incomplete. There is still a need for new rules and conventions—like the Ottawa Convention on Anti-Personnel
Mines (18 September 1997) or the Oslo Convention on Cluster Munitions (3 December 2008)—and the conventions
in force are not ratified by some of the main states involved in conflicts. In addition, the customary nature, and
consequently the universal scope, of some rules are subject to legal disputes. No wonder, for the content of the
rules is sometimes dubious. For instance, the IC] was unable to conclude whether the use of nuclear weapons was
unlawful or not under any circumstance.33

This Advisory Opinion is an example of a larger difficulty: to evaluate what ‘proportionality’ implies and what should
be its threshold. More generally, some instruments make the reservation of ‘military needs’ so as to exclude a strict
application of the prohibitions. The concept of ‘collateral damage’ is too well known. Recent practices in time of
armed conflict illustrate the limits of humanitarian law. Specifically, the American doctrine related to the war against
terrorism has denied the benefit of humanitarian law to various people, under the general concept of ‘unlawful
combatants’, and protests have been ineffective. The rules of occupation are largely ignored by Israel, despite
numerous resolutions of international bodies; furthermore, the targeted preventive assassinations of would-be
terrorists are indeed a negation of international law.

Beyond these specific cases, military people frequently lack the necessary information on the subject matter; also,
states are at least reluctant to prosecute their own personnel on this basis, notably when they do not have
recourse to covert actions or to private military companies so as to bypass the prohibitions.34 As for the other non-
state actors, whether terrorist organizations, militias, or paramilitary forces, they seem not to be impressed by
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humanitarian law. In the context of failed states, the violations of humanitarian law are frequent and rarely
repressed, even when the authors are identified.

In brief, the best way to implement humanitarian law is to prevent conflicts and maintain international peace and
security through peaceful means.
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Notes:
(1.) Many questions discussed in the following sections are analysed at more length in Sur, 2010.

(2.) See ICJ, Military and Paramilitary Activities in and against Nicaragua (Nicaragua v. USA), Merits, Judgment,
IC] Reports 1986, 14.

(3.) Ibid.

(4.) See ICJ, Legal Consequences of the Construction of a Wall in the Occupied Palestinian Territory, Advisory
Opinion, IC/ Reports 2004, 136.

(5.) Respectively by UNSC Resolutions 808, 23 February 1993; and 955, 8 November 1994.
(6.) UNSC Resolution 85, 31 July 1950.
(7.) UNSC Resolution 161, 21 February 1961.

(8.) Specifically UNSC Resolution 687, 3 April 1991, which could justify the use of force againstIraq in case of
violation by Iraq of its provisions, and Resolution 1441, 8 November 2002, which states that Iraq was in material
breach of its obligations.

(9.) See the meetings of the Security Council in early 2003, during which a large majority of states contested the
use of armed force against Iraq. In trying to obtain a specific resolution, the USA and UK seemed to share this
opinion, at least provisionally.

(10.) Resolution 1696, 31 July 2006. It should be noted at this point that military people are more keen to see
specific rules of engagement in UNSC resolutions than references to any article or chapter of the Charter. These
references fall generally short of giving specific military instructions. In the case of the Israeli military intervention
against Hezbollah, in the context of UNSC Resolution 1701, 11 August 2006, a Strategic Military Cell was
established within the UN Secretariat in order to give the necessary military expertise to the Secretariat, and
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specifically to the Department of Peacekeeping Operations PCKO. See Centre Thucydide, 2007.
(11.) See Bettati, 1996.

(12.) The ‘International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty’ (ICSS) issued its report, The
Responsibility to Protect, in December 2001.

(13.) UNGA Resolution 337 (V), 3 November 1950, currently known as the ‘Acheson Resolution’, states thatin case
of paralysis of the UNSC by veto, the General Assembly may vote resolutions in the field of international peace and
security, including a recommendation to use armed force. The practice remains exceptional.

(14.) Successively the Conventions of Tokyo (14 September 1963), The Hague (16 December 1970), and Montréal
(23 September 1971).

(15.) UNSC Resolution 748, 31 March 1992, targeting Libya.

(16.) Notably with UNSC Resolutions 1373, 28 September 2001, and 1540, 28 April 2004. More generally, see
Glennon and Sur, 2008.

(17.) International use of armed force by mercenaries or paramilitary forces was also declared illegal by the ICJ, in
the Military and Paramilitary Activities Judgment (above, note 2). On the basis of UNGA Resolution 44/34, 4
December 1989, an International Convention against the Recruitment, Use, Financing and Training of Mercenaries
has been adopted, but not extensively ratified.

(18.) An academic study is currently being undertaken by the EU on ‘Priv-War’, with the aim of recommending rules
of conduct for member states and private military and security services.

(19.) Principally with the Yugoslav conflicts and with an intervention in Somalia.

(20.) See for instance Michael Glennon, 2005: ‘How International Rules Die’, Georgetown Law Journal, vol. 93,
2005, 939.

(21.) This is the permanent position of the US Supreme Court. For the interventions in Iraq in 1991 and in 2003, the
vote of an authoritative Resolution by the Congress was deemed more important by the Administration than a UNSC
Resolution.

(22.) The ICJ has been referred to in various cases of use of armed forces for several decades, and has
contributed to defining the rules of jus ad bellum as well as jus in bello. But some of its decisions were never
implemented or taken into consideration. See Etienne, 2002. The impact of IC] jurisprudence on state practices in
this field remains limited.

(23.) The two successive conferences of The Hague (1899, 1907) led to the signing of the Conventions of 29 July
1899 and 18 October 1907.

(24.) See Sassoli and Bouvier, 2003.
(25.) ICJ, Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons, Advisory Opinion, IC] Reports 1996, 226.

(26.) Observance by UN forces of international humanitarian law is codified by the UN Secretary General, 6 August
1999, ST/SGB/1999/13.

(27.) See the ICRC data base on customary humanitarian law: http://www.icrc.org/customary-ihl/eng/docs/home
(accessed 25 April 2011).

(28.) See the text at: http://www.icrc.org/eng
(29.) See for instance Supreme Court of the USA, Hamdan v. Rumsfeld, 29 June 2006.

(30.) ICJ, Legality of the Threat (above, note 25): ‘instransgressible principles of international customary law’ (par.
79).
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(31.) Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court, treaty of 17 July 1998, in force in 2002.
(32.) Kampala conference of revision of July 2010. The provisions, once ratified, should enter into force in 2017.

(33.) Point E of the decision: ‘... the Court cannot conclude definitively whether the threat or use of nuclear
weapons would be lawful or unlawful in an extreme circumstance of self-defence, in which the very survival of a
State would be at stake’ (above, note 25).

(34.) Which seems to have been or to be the case in the Afghanistan conflict after 2001 and in the Iraqgi conflict
after 2003.
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THE theory of war is part of the very idea of war and at the same time opposed to war itself. Whatever form it takes,
war is only thought of, prepared for, and anticipated so that it can be shortened and, at times, avoided. Over the
long term, such preparation takes the form of works of military science, often based on past experiences; closer at
hand, as seen daily in Afghanistan, a battle plan or the concept of a modern operation are still kinds of theories of
war. Itis therefore not surprising that the theory of war always manages to slip out of the hands of those wanting to
explore and to perfectit. Clausewitz himself addressed this problem, going as far as to single out three factors that
make an unambiguous doctrine of war impossible: moral forces and their effects, the reciprocity of opponents’
actions, and the uncertainty that reigns on the battlefield.1 Today we must surely add to this list a fourth difficulty,
at whose characteristics Clausewitz only began to hint. According to some analyses, changes in warfare over the
past centuries, especially owing to the progress of technology, have been so profound that they call into question
the lessons of the past. Globalization, the weakening of state structures, the pace of changes in information
technologies, and the growing importance of terrorist violence are all factors that lead some to postulate the end of
inter-state conflict and others to describe themin a wholly new way, such that the strictly military aspect of conflict
becomes secondary or only part of a much bigger picture.? Classical strategy therefore disappears little by little,
absorbed in political science, sociology, or economic theories.3

Looking closely at these two problems —the intrinsic complexity of the phenomenon of warfare and
progressive disappearance of its traditional outlines—invites us to take a pragmatic approach to the relationship
between the theory and the practice of war and to ask ourselves: can the reflections of strategic masters of the
past still guide those who must wage real war in today's world?

To answer this question requires one to take a certain distance from the main models of war that are usually used
as foundations for reflections on modern conflicts. The model of a classic war between nations that has long been
the basis for traditional analysis, whether expressed in an inter-state war, a revolutionary war, or the virtual
confrontation of nuclear powers, seems to be fading away, even if only for a time. Today it is certain that the
chances for the leader of a Western state to apply such and such a lesson from the great masters of strategy are
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rare indeed.

For all that, classic warfare between political bodies has not disappeared. Rather, it has left behind the realm of
large-scale political structures to make its home at a lower level. What we are dealing with here then is more a
question of scale. Western armies often intervene in regions of crisis in order to stabilize them. A good example of
this phenomenon is the Afghan conflict: here the word ‘Taliban’ is used to describe a rather loose network of
groups and bands of men that each has its own agenda, the coordination of whose actions is often hard to see, if it
exists at all. For a decision-maker on the national level, the task at hand is more to resolve chronic instability than
to subdue a well-identified enemy. Nonetheless, the military leader engaged in Afghanistan, for example the
commander of a battalion or of a company confronted by an armed group with its own objectives, is still engaged in
a strategic confrontation. Itis at this very local level that the relationship between the use of armed force and the
pursuit of political objectives stands out, even if these objectives are limited to a level of only local significance.
The overall confrontation in Afghanistan is therefore more the result of the combination of a multitude of purely
local, small-scale conflicts than the clashing of a handful of powerful actors at the national level.

These micro-conflicts provide a good example of the unending dilemma of classical strategy. This dilemma, which
underlies all theories about the use of military force throughout history, is the choice of those circumstances in
which one will let loose a means, military force, which becomes far more complex to control once it is released. Put
another way, strategy is a theory that aims to make its own objective, war, ineffective, either in the long termor in
the short term. In the past, this theoretical dilemma has taken many forms. In antiquity, during which time we find in
most authors a certain distrust of war, ways were often sought to win battles more easily, or even to avoid them
altogether. From the Renaissance to the Enlightenment, the gradually-developed consciousness of the complexity
of war and of its consequences helps to put it more squarely in its political context than was done in the past, a
theory that was to culminate in the nineteenth century in the works of Clausewitz. In the twentieth century, the
temptation to domesticate each of the aspects of war translates into the progressive fading away of the borders
between war and politics, and this is not without risk.

Clearly, itis not practical to systematically review all of the numerous thinkers who have written about these issues
since antiquity. But the study of some of the most influential provide a good picture of the main trends of
strategic thought over time and illustrate its extreme relevance for modern conflicts.

Distrust of the Uncertainties of War Among the Masters of Antiquity

To us, the wars of antiquity often seemto have been very deadly events, uninterrupted successions of fighting and
slaughter. But the literary works of strategy from antiquity tell a different story, and most often show a great
reluctance to resort to the trial of arms. We find this trait in the works of the Chinese masters, of whom Sun Tzu
remains the emblematic representative, as well as in the works of Thucydides and in the Roman literature, such as
the works of Vegetius or Frontinus. It is striking to see how relevant these lessons are for our own times. An
aversion to risk has become an essential part of the action of Western forces deployed in Afghanistan. The human
and political cost of each soldier killed is in fact much greater than the strictly military cost—that s, the loss of
operational capacity that a soldier's death entails. Five aspects of the teachings of the ancient masters are
absolutely central to the action of the military leader in this conflict.

Sun Tzu is surely the writer who most openly refuses to exalt great battles, even if victorious. ‘To undertake one
hundred battles and to win one hundred victories is a good thing, but it is not the best. To immobilize the enemy's
army without giving battle, this is excellent.’* Today, this remains the objective of the Western military leader in an
operational sector of Afghanistan, for he knows well that the spread of fighting, even if successful, would serve to
re-enforce the legitimacy of the insurgents and would pit the population against him. The losses inflicted upon an
enemy are not always the main factors of success, and the remark of Sun Tzu, ‘heaven will never approve the
shedding of human blood’, echoes today's humanitarian concerns. In Afghanistan, in order to bring back peace,
we must very often apply the precept of Sun Tzu, who adds: ‘An able general knows how to subdue the enemy
without giving battle.’> In this he agrees with Pericles, whose strategy against Sparta, some two centuries earlier,
consisted of avoiding land battles against the Lacedaemonian forces: ‘we ought not to persist in defending our
goods in order to deliver a decisive battle against the Peloponnesians’.® One of the reasons behind this strategy
was his desire to avoid losses, for, as he said, ‘let us not bewail the loss of our houses and our territories, but
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rather of human lives’.7 We find this same idea in Frontinus’ collection of examples taken from Roman military
history. He reports Scipio Africanus’ retort to one who accused him of not being belligerent enough: ‘In me, my
mother brought into the world a general, not a warrior.’8 Later, and still in the Roman era, Vegetius strongly advises
against risking all in one battle, because ‘fortune decides a battle as often as bravery’,2 adding that ‘the great
generals never give battle if they are not presented with a favourable opportunity or forced by necessity’.10

Sun Tzu is still the writer who wrote in most detail on the means that would allow one to avoid battle and
its hazards. He first recommends ‘looking for a peaceful solution to the problem among populations and not
delivering battle until all other means have failed’.1! Frontinus would say more or less the same thing many years
later: ‘Domitius Corbulo says that one should conquer the enemy with the dolabrum’;12 that is, he recommended
advancing into enemy terrain slowly and surely, consolidating the army's march with camps and roads, rather than
carrying out rapid and risky raids. This admonition has kept all its relevance in today's micro-wars. Rather than
launching operations in which we advance for forty-eight hours into an insurgent zone, itis essential that each
advance be consolidated by the creation of a post held by the Afghan army and, if necessary, by the creation of
new roads.

When battle must be given, however, Sun Tzu stresses the need for it to be given only in conditions of very likely
success. ‘In the past, those who had experience in fighting never engaged in wars that they did not foresee
finishing with honour. Before undertaking them, they were already assured of success.’!3 Today, this maxim ought
to lie at the heart of the battalion commander in the Afghan theatre, for even if he has the freedom to decide
whether or not to undertake any given operation, to make contact with the local population or to search a suspect
zone again, he cannot allow himself room for failure. Sun Tzu adds: ‘it is not good to undertake small actions from
which you are not sure to gain, butitis even worse to undertake a large-scale action if you are not sure of total
victory’.14 This shows thatin his day, as in our own in Afghanistan, the gains to be taken from a tactical success
are often infinitely less important than the consequences of failure. ‘The engagement of a decisive battle should
not take place unless you have planned it and have prepared for it for a long time. Do not count on chance.’1>

This distrust of chance is common to all the writers of this time. Frontinus highlights the approach of the Byzantines,
who ‘in their war against Philip, avoided all chance in combat’.16 This leads the authors to recommend, above all,
avoiding mistakes rather than counting on the mistakes of the enemy. For Sun Tzu, the old masters ‘only attributed
their success to their attentive care to avoid even the smallest of mistakes’.17 Itis in this light that we should
understand the many counsels of the Chinese master as to the terrain or as to which precautions to take. These
counsels seem obvious when taken in isolation, but their combination translates into a great complexity. As for
Pericles, he ‘fears our own mistakes much more than the plans of our enemies’,18 and he notes that the ancestors
of the Greeks had ‘pushed out the barbarians more by chance than by their intelligence’.1® This remains absolutely
true for the NATO forces deployed in Afghanistan, for whom the planning of very detailed operations has become
an essential task. The methods of modern tactical reasoning could profit from the precepts of Sun Tzu, according
to whom the general ‘should know how to discern, among the gains that are worthwhile and those that are not,
whatis real or relative in the losses sustained and to compensate gains and losses with each other ... One should
not guess but rather work always in security.’29 And once again: ‘victory is but the fruit of exact calculation’.21

From the Renaissance to the Enlightenment: Gaining Consciousness of the Uncontrollable
Nature of War

The writers of antiquity would long be the main sources of inspiration for all those who, from the Renaissance on,
would later reflect on the art of warfare. The first of these, Machiavelli, shows himself to be in close agreement with
Roman and Greek writers, all the while putting emphasis on new imperatives for the most part overlooked until then.
He explains that ‘before committing to combat’, a general ‘should never undertake an action unless he see in itan
assured advantage or unless he be forced by circumstances to do so’.22 Likewise, when he notes that ‘Fabius did
not refuse to give battle to Hannibal, but only wanted it to be in circumstances advantageous to him’,23 he falls
right in line with the ancient writers. But he does put certain limits to this thought. First, he notes that ‘one cannot
avoid battle when the enemy wants it at all costs’.24 Then, more so than writers before him, he underscores the
need to seize opportunities both in the military and in the political realms, a concept that remains a daily reality in
Afghanistan. At times, one must try to avoid engagements that would give insurgents legitimacy in the eyes of the
people. But often, when insurgents are looking to fight at all costs, one must know how to offer battle on a chosen
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terrain in order to profit from it by showing one's victory to the whole population. Machiavelli also singles out the
role of chance. In order to avoid the blows of Machiavellian Fortuna, one must prove his virtt by taking the hard
decisions needed in order to master events. This is an important reality in a stabilization operation: a political as
well as a military actor, the battalion commander should be able to impose, little by little, a rhythm of events on
local politics. To adapt to circumstances, to undertake ‘quick and large’ operations as Machiavelli recommends,
these lessons remain most pertinent, even when run up against the heavy and complicated planning of modern
military operations.25

The Marshal de Saxe writes in the same vein. He recommends observing the enemy and taking advantage of
favourable moments, but all the same he ‘is not in favour of battles, especially at the beginning of a war’, and he is
‘persuaded that a capable general can make war all his life without being obliged to give battle. ... One can wage
war without leaving anything to chance; and itis in this that we see the highest point of a general's perfection and
ability.”2® But Saxe is also aware of the role of Fortuna, since he opens his work by stating that ‘war is a science
covered in shadows in which one cannot walk with even one assured step’. And while always seeking to limit the
role of Fortuna, he is not all that far from Machiavelli: he adds that ‘nothing does so much to reduce the enemy to
absurdity as this method’.27 This strategy can be applied in many situations in Afghanistan. By establishing a
favourable balance of forces in each operation, itis possible to dissuade insurgents from engaging in action
against the coalition. In this way, little by little, they are ‘reduced to absurdity’ by becoming incapable of action;
their legitimacy likewise erodes in the eyes of the population and the subsidies paid to them by Taliban
sources for their actions against a Western force would dry up over time.

In the works of two writers as different as Machiavelli and Saxe, the idea comes up that nothing can be controlled in
warfare. Faced with the potential blows of Fortuna, courage, cool-headedness, and awareness of the ‘higher levels
of warfare’ are essential. At the end of this period, on the eve of the French Revolution, the question remained to
know when one should enter into war and why. The writers of the nineteenth century would bring a response to this
question.

The Political Contextualization of War in the Industrial Era

In France, Napoleon Bonaparte profited as much as possible from the rebirth of armies and the new form of war
ushered in by revolutionary tumults. Most notably, he crushed Prussia at Jena and fascinated his contemporaries
with his apparent mastery of military strategy. One of these would revolt against the formal art of war as practised
in the eighteenth century, one that had delivered such a resounding defeat to his country. We find the search for
decisive battles only at the beginning of Clausewitz's intellectual development. By the end of his life, it can be
argued that the Prussian general had become a theorist of limited war. Today, there is hardly a passage in his
treatise On War that is not applicable to the Afghan theatre.

The paradoxical trinity described by Clausewitz in the first chapter of the first book of his treatise provides a
convincing foundation on which to base our model of the Afghan political and military conflict at the local level.
Clausewitz says that war consists of a ‘remarkable trinity—composed of primordial violence, hatred and enmity...;
of the play of chance and probability within which the creative spiritis free to roam; and of its element of
subordination as an instrument of policy ... The first of these three aspects mainly concerns the people; the
second the commander and his army; the third the government.’28

In most Afghan provinces, the first pillar of the Clausewitzian trinity—i.e. the political spectrum—is dense and
varied. It is seen in the numerous local actors wielding authority or, more often, influence over local society, each
of whom has his own aims. These men are the official representatives of the government, such as deputies,
deputy-governors, and bureaucrats. They are also the most senior representatives of traditional authority
structures. On the insurgent side, the most important group leaders, foreign Taliban authorities, as well as those
that furnish arms and money, also represent political authority. And last, within the forces of the coalition, the
commander of the ISAF battalion often undertakes dialogue of a political nature with these different parties. Such
dialogue is held in shuras, assemblies of notable people in which each can have his say, as well as in bilateral
meetings.

Second, in the military sphere, the forces of the coalition and the Afghan government are pitted against
the different insurgent groups. Such conflict is not something ongoing or even daily, nor is it something spread over
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the whole zone of each battalion. The truth is that in this insurgent conflict, we see that attacks take on a very
classic character. The insurgents control certain zones, the government controls others, and between them lie
contested zones where so-called ‘battles’ regularly take place; thatis, confrontations mutually agreed to by the
two forces present and limited in time and space. Little by little we see the creation of a real front line that moves
along with the pace of operations. In the period of six months, a battalion commander is made to carry out several
operations, each limited to a given zone and able to be grouped into a ‘campaign’, following the vocabulary often
used in the great works of strategic theory.

The third and last sphere of the trinity is that of local Afghan society. Itis commonplace to say that this is the real
battleground in this kind of conflict. It would be more correct, however, to say that this sphere will be the conflict's
final judge. The population supports either the government or the insurgents, each in their zones, and usually turns
to the side that offers the most security.

Surely, the political nature of war is the best known of Clausewitzian maxims. It includes in it three realities, all
present to the mind of a battalion commander. Firstly, we have the objective reality of the political situation. War
carried out between two belligerent parties is first determined by the overall political context. In this way, the war in
any single district is the manifestation of the balance of political power between the supporters of the Afghan
government—often inhabitants of towns, who are relatively sophisticated and have steady jobs—and the
inhabitants of the remote valleys, who are disgusted by a feeling of abandonment and deeply troubled by the
unstoppable advance of a modernity that they believe to be contrary to their traditions and beliefs. The second
aspect of the political nature of war is the policy taken by each side, which determines the objectives of each of
the two belligerent parties. For the battalion commander, he should not undertake an operation without a political
objective. Speaking broadly, the political objective is to re-establish the authority of the Afghan government. But
each operation often has its own political objective, which could be, for example, to discredit the insurgents in a
given zone. Third, war is the continuation of politics because each combat is a way to send a message to
insurgents, to force them to enter into a process of negotiation that begins with weapons in hand but that should
end sitting at a table.

Thus, when Clausewitz explains that one cannot know how to create his war plans without first having an intimate
knowledge of the political situation, his remark is essential for the battalion commander, who should not start an
operation in a sector until he knows the political layout of the region. Who are the important figures? Are they likely
to support the action of the coalition force, or would the operation in question work more to unite several heretofore
uncommitted actors against the government? In some ways, Afghanistan could be called a ‘Clausewitzian’ country,
because itis usual for belligerent parties to talk between themselves, even if they are on the point of fighting, while
non-belligerent parties are very keen observers of a combat whose outcome will help to determine their future
allegiance. Thus, each engagement changes the political situation; equally important, so does each non-
engagement. It could easily happen that if the international force hesitates for too long and does not engage in
large force in a zone known to be controlled by insurgents, its credibility will be affected in the eyes of the
population. In this country more than in others,

war is an instrument of policy. It must necessarily bear the character of policy and measure by its
standards. The conduct of war, in its great outlines, is therefore policy itself, which takes up the sword in
place of the pen, but does not on that account cease to think according to its own laws.29

Here is one of the fundamental differences that we might have with an author like Jomini. Even if he does admit that
some military objectives can be set by political authorities, which he calls ‘political objectives’, he maintains that
‘their choice should be subordinated to the interests of strategy, at least until the great military questions be
decided by the test of arms’.30 This is another possible concept applicable to the mission in a conflict like the one
we see in Afghanistan. Its main idea is that before each attempt to resolve the crisis by a political action, one
should first try to wipe out the insurgent movement by the most effective military operations at our disposal. In truth,
this idea stalls quickly as it runs up against the operational realities of the Afghan theatre. The pressures of the
population and the vain character of military operations without political inspiration condemn visions like that of
Jomini.

Of course, this does not mean that combat should be avoided at all costs. One must not forget that ‘it is inherent in
the very concept of war that everything that occurs must originally derive from combat’.31 Faced in particular with




The History of Grand Strategy and the Conduct of Micro-Wars

insurgents who are looking for battle, one must know how to give battle: ‘if the opponent does seek battle, this
recourse can never be denied him’.32 Clausewitz here only repeats the observations of Machiavelli. In
Afghanistan, its truth is borne out, because it is sometimes necessary to engage in a show of force and to win it,
both in order to break the will of insurgents and in order to gain credibility in the eyes of a population that does
indeed respect force.

In giving battle, the military leader should, however, keep two things in mind. On the one hand, it could be the case
that the combat remains only theoretical: ‘Combat is the only effective force in war; ... that holds good even if no
actual fighting occurs, because the outcome rests on the assumption that if it came to fighting the enemy would be
destroyed.’33 This circumstance is rather common, where, faced with a disproportion of forces, an insurgent party
does not engage in combat, which is another way of admitting his defeat: ‘itis true that the defender can avoid an
engagement by abandoning his position. But this kind of success already constitutes the better part of victory for
the attacker—the recognition of his provisional authority.”34 On the other hand, the intensity of combat should be
weighed with care. Without doubt, we must heed the Prussian master's advice that one must avoid confronting an
enemy wielding a sharp sword ‘with only an ornamental rapier’.35 In this conflict, one must do everything to
prevent an escalation to extremes.

Among many others, this operation shows the difference between total war and real war as defined by Clausewitz
and that has since been the cause of many debates. For Clausewitz, real war does not escalate to extremes,
because war is never an isolated act. Itis never a single blow without duration and it never has an
absolute result. We should remember that, by contrast, total war consists of an unleashing of extreme violence,
instantaneous and isolated fromits environment. Aron thought that such total war was of limited value and could
not be achieved in reality. We can keep in mind that it characterizes perfectly, however, combat on the individual
level, in which a soldier gives death to another and exposes himself to the deadly blows of his adversary. Death
given or taken is exactly this instantaneous unleashing of extreme violence that puts the soldier in a situation
where the political environment, even if only temporarily, no longer has any sense for him. But as one considers
the engagement on a higher level, for instance on a platoon level, a company level, or a battalion level, real war
reasserts itself: it takes place in time, it applies limited means, it depends on the political context and it is subject to
friction in all its many forms.

The question that then comes to mind is what objective we must have for operations. We know that Clausewitz
singles out two kinds of war, thatin which the objective is to vanquish the enemy in order to dictate to him the
terms of peace and the other, whose objective is only to capture the borders of a province with an eye to future
negotiations. In counterinsurgency, if the first objective seems natural, the second is probably more appropriate,
precisely because the objective is to bend the will of those among the population who presume to fight against the
government If the objective is to eradicate the insurrection, then itis an impossible objective; itis, however,
possible to convince insurgents to consent to an agreement by making them see, little by little, the improbability of
success, as Clausewitz recommends.

Thus, the theories of Clausewitz necessarily tend to confine the phenomenon of warfare. This is all the more true
as no one more than he highlights the importance of chance, which tends to take warfare out of the hands of those
who think they have mastered it.

The Progressive Disappearance of Political Borders of War in Post-Modern Strategy

After Clausewitz and Jomini, in the second half of the nineteenth century and throughout the twentieth century, total
war slowly began to appear in the debate. This process merits description, as it would gradually blend the science
of classical strategy with political science; in this regard, France provides an interesting example. In the nineteenth
century, when all military thinkers were looking back to the Napoleonic victories, the cult of the ‘decisive battle’
reigned, which was another way of controlling the phenomenon of warfare by channelling it into a single and brief
event. This was especially the obsession of French military writers who were looking to take lessons from their
defeatin 1870, butitis also the first idea of generals during the Civil War in the United States. Military strategy then
was focused on putting armies in the best possible condition to deliver the decisive battle, which is to
say that it was subordinated to tactics. Over time, this relationship was to reverse.

Among the first to signal this change, the future Marshal Foch observed that it is important that the decisive battle
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be managed in such a way as to allow the army to exploit it in order to seize an important strategic objective, such
as a capital city.36 In the same era, in France, the idea emerged that in the wars of the future, all means, both
military and non-military, must be used in order to achieve victory, and so that this victory be achieved as surely
and as rapidly as possible. General lung first introduced the idea that ‘these two situations [peace and war]
correspond to the same phenomenon, which is the competition of societies both in peace and in war ... In truth,
war is but the continuation of the peacetime struggle between nations by other means.’37 This idea was later
developed by Major Mordacq, future chief of George Clémenceau's military cabinet.38 After 1918, each agrees that
the slaughter of the Great War ought to be avoided by a renewed approach to strategy. Thus we see Sir Basil
Liddell Hart's idea of an ‘indirect approach’, which represents the idea of all those wanting to ease or to support
strictly military operations by the involvement of the whole society. This tendency would find its most developed
expression in the writings of Erich Ludendorff, who wrote after the First World War, which remains the most
outstanding example of total war: ‘the whole of politics should be made to serve war’.39

After the Second World War, the arrival of the communist theory of revolutionary war on the strategic scene as well
as the reality of nuclear bombs helped to confound war and politics. On the one hand, the nuclear button became
the exclusive prerogative of politicians, and military strategy becomes a permanent component of politics when it
does not determine politics. On the other hand, Marxist theorists tended to import the classic theories of strategy
into the struggle between social classes within a single nation. General Beaufre's theory of a ‘total strategy’ is a
telling example of this time. According to this concept, strategy ‘should aim to conduct violent or insidious conflicts,
carried out simultaneously in different realms—political, economic, diplomatic and military—that therefore present a
total character’.40 Raymond Aron sharply criticized this approach: if the concept of strategy implies the use of
force or restraining it, then when the ‘total strategy’ includes all the sectors of national life, ‘the permanent
recourse to this strategy equates to permanent war that the whole interstate world experiences, in all the phases of
its study of war’.41

Nowadays this tendency to link strategy to total war continues to determine the evolution of strategic and military
thought. The concepts of an ‘Effect Based Operation’ and the ideas of strategic paralysis developed by writers
such as John Warden agree on the necessity of considering the enemy to be a global system that must be made
unable to function or, at least, brought to a point where any of its possible military actions would be unable to
change current circumstances.42 The need for a so-called global approach is still present in most of the works that
today treat counter-insurrection or, on a larger scale, modern conflicts, such as that of Rupert Smith.43 This is yet
another attempt to master war and to finish it more quickly, as if one did not wish merely to limit it by politics but
also to master each of its components.

This conceptual intertwining of military and civilian affairs is closely linked with the difficulty of defining war in
modern politics: if war is everywhere, itis nowhere. This echoes most post-modern writings about
strategy: they rarely focus on the best way to achieve victory or strategic success; instead they analyse the
evolution of war and debate its gradual vanishing. That is the case for Colin Gray when he analyses the future of
war,44 and Martin van Creveld when he thinks about the transformation of war.4> Similarly, this is closely related to
John Keegan's thoughts and even to Rene Girard's views about the substitution of war for violence.46 If violence
replaces war, it becomes much more difficult to master.

The experience taken from an operation such as that in Afghanistan provides an empirical test for these evolutions
of post-modern strategy. First, the importance of the inextricable links of the civilian and military realms ought to be
qualified. Itis surely necessary to lend all one's weight to the civilian side of reconstruction and in order to help
impoverished populations. But it is no less important carefully to isolate the civilian and military fields of action. The
use of force should be confined to brief periods of time and to a limited space. Above all, we must aim to promote
the clearest division possible within Afghan society between those who fight and those who do not fight. This is a
daily challenge, but one whose solution may be found in limiting the opportunities for armed engagements to
situations that allow for the above distinction. For example, it is often possible to offer combat only in uninhabited
zones where every individual present is reckoned a combatant. Today as in ancient Rome, the god Mars must step
outside the city walls. Therefore, and this is the second point, war, even in micro-conflicts, unveils one of the
important aspects of its true nature: the difficult attempt to regulate violence and to avoid its generalization.

Conclusion
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The brief historical overview above shows that the most enduring strategic ideas are those that allow for the
limitation of the hazards of war as well as the hazards in war. The ancient masters’ search for security, the
awareness of the need to master chance in the modern era, Clausewitz's political conceptualization of war, and the
attempts to mix warfare with a social approach to conflict are all inspired by the above pre-occupations. And when
the theories have shown themselves to be dangerous, this is often because the elementary lessons of the great
masters have been forgotten. At all events, this is what is suggested by the experience of counterinsurgency
warfare in Afghanistan, which, at the end of the day, is a conflict governed by the laws of classical strategy, much
more than by more modern sophisticated theories of counterinsurgency.
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This article addresses the purpose of contemporary defence and security efforts by exploring the three questions
—the thing to be defended, the antagonist(s), and the specific field(s) of action and actor(s) involved. It ends with
brief speculations on what this evolution might mean for the whole world strategic scene. Defence of the homeland
is a strong, simple, and universal motive for fighting. Article 51 of the United Nations Charter, acknowledging the
universal right of self-defence, is most straightforwardly read as referring to it. However, it does not follow that this
has always been the default model and that anything more complex is a modern artefact.
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Introduction and Programme

‘With the new threats, the first line of defence will often be abroad’ states the European Union's Security Strategy of
December 2003 (EU Council of Ministers 2003). Itis a passage much quoted to show that (even) the EU can be
enlightened and up-to-date in its strategic thinking. But what is the /ast line and the ultimate, strategic purpose of
Western defence efforts today? What are we fighting to protect or to promote; against whom; and who is actually
doing the fighting and with what tools? The answers will show that in the discourse of the developed West at least,
ideas of military ‘defence’ have now been stretched well beyond the basic idea of maintaining the physical
integrity, independence, and viability of a political unit. The language of ‘security’, simultaneously, has been
widened out to cover many dimensions of collective and personal existence, most of which could still involve using
military assets but in other modes than traditional war (Buzan Waever, and de Wilde, 1998; Croft, 2008; Collins,
2010). And while these new approaches may not yet inform the thinking of states facing more traditional threats in
other regions, the concepts involved do have power to explain almost every variant of twenty-first-century
security behaviour.

To untangle this complex set of changes, the chapter addresses the purpose of contemporary defence and
security efforts by exploring the three questions already asked—the thing to be defended, the antagonist(s), and
the specific field(s) of action and actor(s) involved. It ends with brief speculations on what this evolution might
mean for the whole world strategic scene.

Territorial and Non-Territorial Defence

Defence of the homeland is a strong, simple, and universal motive for fighting. Article 51 of the United Nations
Charter, acknowledging the universal right of self-defence, is most straightforwardly read as referring to it.
However, it does not follow that this has always been the default model and that anything more complex is a
modern artefact. Many ancient and modern empires made their main military efforts at or beyond their peripheries,
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to conquer and then protect lands and peoples remote from the metropolis. Equally traditional—in all regions—are
uses of force to defend lines of supply and access, to protect citizens and assets when away from home, or to
defend/enforce a religious belief or other ideology that might be only distantly or not at all related to the
preservation of terrain.

Indeed, the heyday of the modern nation-state—in the late nineteenth- and twentieth-century northern hemisphere
—might be seen as just a temporary swing towards more literally ‘national’ defence. The trench warfare of the First
World War, and the blitzkrieg or the island-by-island naval battles of the Second World War, typify an idea of
supremacy based on possessing territory and (for the Axis powers) determining which races should live upon it.
While the subsequent East-West Cold War shifted the level of competition from the single state to the bloc, its
battle-fronts both within Europe and in proxy wars elsewhere followed a comparable logic where a grip on any
given territory meant the right to decide which worldview would steer its governance—much like the ‘cuius regio,
eius religio’ principle of the 1648 Treaty of Westphalia. This age also saw the elevation of nuclear weapons, a kind
of ne plus ultra in terms of what lengths a nation might go to for the sake of keeping its territory intact, and/or
annihilating an enemy's.

From the mid-twentieth to the twenty-first century, at least four counter-trends have tempered the role of the
nation-state as the basic unit, object, and agent of defence, and also challenged the notion that war happens
between comparable actors for comparable (including territorial) prizes.

1. First comes the creation of unprecedentedly tight and would-be permanent multinational groupings for
like-minded states: the strongest models being the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) with its mutual
defence guarantees, and the European Union (EU) with its creation of a single multi-state territory for trade,
movement, and other purposes (Bailes and Cottey, 2006). These offer the nation-state ‘safety in numbers’ in
the relevant dimensions of security, but also oblige it to add to its national aims the defence of allies (NATO)
and collective non-military security policies (EU).! After the end of the Cold War when their Eastern
counterparts—the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO, Warsaw Pact) and Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance (CMEA, also COMECON)—collapsed, NATO and the EU have expanded to cover twenty-eight and
twenty-seven states respectively? and are likely to continue at least as far as most or all of the
Western Balkans. This creates a historically unique situation throughout Europe where both the goal, and the
principles and manner, of defence are defined at collective level—thereby also making war within the
groupings virtually impossible; yet the huge majority of means of defence remain under national control,
highlighting the transitional nature of the regime and explaining many of its tensions.

2. Paralleling new, more-than-national commitments at state level is the vaguer but still influential stretching of
notions of civil society or individual identity beyond the confines of national borders or formal citizenship.
Again the EU provides the most novel development with the notion of an ‘EU citizenship’, which is far from
implying common miilitary service but does require common efforts to protect all EU nationals in consular
emergencies abroad. Overseas protection of citizens is an ancient concept but the new popular mobility, and
real-time movement of information, in a globalizing world gives it hugely extended scope and urgency. The
same changes offer new reasons for states to concern themselves with linked ethnic groups beyond their
frontiers, including long-range migrants who affect national security negatively (planning terrorism or regime
change from afar) or positively (sustaining the national budget with their remittances).

3. As for the meaning of the ‘enemy’ and of ‘threat’, it would again be wrong to suggest that the past limited it
to fellow nations (or empires). Violent suppression of internal insurgencies is age-old, as are sabotage,
assassination, piracy, and other dangers posed by non-state actors. Nevertheless the post-Cold War period
has seen a rapid switch of strategic attention, by Western powers in particular, towards the ‘asymmetric’
threats (Thornton, 2006) from international terrorism and illicit spread of mass destruction techniques—both
transnational phenomena par excellence—plus ‘rogue’ states that are seen as threatening Western
homelands existentially even when small and remote. (In the Cold War, the USA might have worried about a
nuclear Iran attacking its own regional allies or proxies; now it presents the Tehran regime as a threat to
itself.) Following the massive terrorist attacks of September 2001 on US territory, the Administration of George
W. Bush developed—and published in its National Security Strategy of September 2002 (White House, 2002)—
a doctrine of extended self-defence that allowed such enemies to be attacked not merely in their own homes
but ‘pre-emptively’ on the presumption of a threat. NATO has gone some way in the same direction by stating
its duty and readiness to take action worldwide ‘to meet the challenges to the security of our forces,
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populations and territory, from wherever they may come’ (NATO, 2002), and has used collective force
accordingly in Afghanistan if notin Iraq (following invasions of those countries by US-led coalitions). Such new
doctrines could also provide a new prima facie rationale for wars in defence of vital supplies,
communications, or non-sovereign assets abroad—as hinted by the naval operations launched by NATO and
the EU against Somali pirates in 2009.

4. Fourth and last, a parallel movement of liberal-internationalist thought has identified humanitarian grounds
for military action in support of universal rights and values, or of global ‘order’, even when no territorial
transgression may be involved. Genocide is commonly seen as the strongest possible trigger for such action,
but typically occurs within a nation. The UN Security Council has always had the power to authorize
‘enforcement’ actions beyond traditional peacekeeping and has made more use of it since the early 1990s;
but the novelty of the new conceptlies in allowing the criterion of serious damage to ‘international peace and
security’ to be met even when all victims are non-state and borders stay intact.3 This idea of a collective
‘responsibility to protect’ achieved its first global recognition in the document adopted by the UN's fiftieth-
anniversary summit of September 2005.4

As all these four trends have developed side by side—and overlapped not a little—a typical developed state today
will have a ‘mental map’ of potential triggers for/objects of defence operations similar to that sketched in Figure
10.1. Elements marked with an asterisk depend on membership of specific institutions or defence pacts.
Deliberately left out are ‘traditional’ peace operations without coercive force, and other uses of military assets, e.g.
for training, assistance, verification, and disarmament, that are largely consensual—even if undertaken partly for a
national interest. In terms of this book's theme, the word ‘war’ could be used at least loosely and journalistically of
any kinetic action undertaken within the chart, but not outside it.
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Figure 10.1 An extended model of ‘defence’ for the twenty-first century

Of course, in most regions today and even within the West there are states that retain a narrower and more basic
view of what defence is about. NATO's switch of focus to external ‘operations of choice’ has been swallowed
reluctantly by many members on its northern and eastern peripheries who see their security still challenged by
Russian rearmament and unpredictability. In southern Europe, meanwhile, the public may see more obvious roles
for armed forces in helping with non-warlike but concrete threats like large-scale crime, home-bred terrorists, mass
immigration, or natural disasters (on which more in the next section). The US authorities faced criticism for
mishandling a destructive hurricane (Katrina) in 2005, with the cream of their regular forces and many of the
National Guard absent in Iraq. Even without the growing doubts throughout the West about the legality and
legitimacy of new uses of force, such counter-trends help to explain why NATO in 2009, its sixtieth-
anniversary year, started to seek a rebalancing between its traditional and its global defence duties and to pay
greater attention to the needs of stability (including some modern version of détente with Russia) on its own home
ground.>

Other twenty-first-century trends like global warming and rising food prices, followed by land hunger and mass
migration, as well as the opening of the Arctic regions to commercial exploitation, could yet refocus strategic
thinking more generally on the possession or control of land. Itis a focus from which the other great modern
powers, such as Russia, China, and India, let alone warring neighbours in other regions, have never really
departed. The difference of course is that EU/NATO members will, or at least should, be thinking about the safety of
their collective territory and populations, in a way that distinguishes them from old(er) empires as well as free-
standing nations.
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Defence Against Whom or What?

It has been already been stressed that the nineteenth- and twentieth-century model of inter-state conflict for lands
and resources, which also inspired the dominant realist theory of international relations, was not the norm
throughout earlier history. A balance-sheet of armed violence worldwide over the last two millennia would show a
massive contribution by what we now call ‘non-state actors’—rebel movements, traders fighting among themselves
or as proxies for states, and ‘mercenary’ soldiers working for both state and non-state masters.

If the non-state challenge has leapt back into focus at the turn of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, this can
be put down mainly to three developments:

- the shiftin overall frequency of major armed conflict worldwide to consist almost exclusively of intra-state
conflicts,® thus focusing attention on the agents of violence who typify such conflicts, and on the indirect as
well as direct damage they cause for people, states, and global security. The ‘new wars’ thesis of Mary Kaldor
and others captures these challenges well, even if hardly any of them are really ‘new’ (Kaldor, 2006);

- the perceived vulnerability of the USA and other ‘strong’ states to non-state opponents exploiting new
technologies and ‘transnational’ modes of recruitment, procurement, and operation. In the northern hemisphere,
where armed conflictis rare and mostly ring-fenced, such human threats stand out by arising in ‘peacetime’
and subverting an expected ‘order’. In forms such as terrorism, international crime, smuggling, people-
trafficking, money laundering, and illegal trading in destructive technologies, they may thus be treated as
challenges for civil law and order, and/or for national defence;

- the effects of globalization in enhancing the relative power of all types of non-state or trans-state actors, from
multinational corporations through to violent extremists. Globalized conditions help non-state antagonists to
access and attack both state and non-state targets, in virtual as well as physical space, both on
home territory and abroad (Coker, 2004). This dark side of globalization is almost inextricable from the
productive side: the risk comes as much from states’ and societies’ growing dependence on worldwide
economic partnerships and communication lines, as from the ability of hostiles to exploit global reach and
mobility.

The concerns bred of these three trends in combination have driven the major developments of recent years in
combat and conflict, and led to what are now (as of 2010) seen as some of the most fateful miscalculations. To
retell the story in state and non-state terms: having suffered massive attack in September 2001 by non-state actors
(Al Qaeda terrorists) pursuing a global millenarianist agenda, the US state mobilized a wide range of other states
(including Russia and China) to collaborate in law-and-order-type, essentially ‘civil’ responses such as
improvements in transport safety, stricter travel controls, and export controls, as well as information exchange. By
developing regulations in related fields that changed some of the basics of business practice,” it also co-opted
legitimate non-state actors to help. It went on, however, to use military force against Al Qaeda's Taliban allies in
Afghanistan, and against a regime in Iraq that was seen as posing an analogous danger through its alleged (though
now seen as unproved and improbable) possession of WMD and support for terrorism. The result was to start new
armed conflicts that rapidly shifted to ‘intra-state’ mode and gave new opportunities of mischief to non-state actors
of all kinds, from ‘pure’ terrorist networks to internal combatants using terrorist methods, through private military
contractors, and down to smugglers and antiquity thieves. The USA itself escaped further terrorist attack on its own
soil during this period, but lost many troops to terror weapons in combat theatres and exposed itself to major
military burdens and costs from which—especially in Afghanistan—there is up to now no clear and satisfactory exit.

The same story can be told in terms of the rise and fall of the concept of a ‘Global War on Terror’ (GWOT), as
defined by the US Administration of George W. Bush in late 2001. Critics argued from the start that extending the
language and methods of ‘war’ to such a new type of adversary was misguided. The opponent could not be
physically localized or even clearly identified, and was not likely to be easily stopped through physical losses. It
was liable to fight back with its original ‘asymmetric’ tactics, which undercut a large military power's normal
advantages; while its contempt for ‘rules of war’ would tempt the USA also to bend or circumvent those rules with
serious longer-term consequences.8 Finally, such enemies were not likely or probably able to offer lasting closure
through a formal surrender or peace.? All these theoretical concerns have been proved only too real in the violent
laboratories of Afghanistan and Iraqg.

The overall lesson seems to be that the more a threat diverges from the typical features of attack by a Westphalian
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state, the less likely it is that the supreme weapons of defence by such a state—i.e. military assets designed
originally for seizing land—will be the right ones to counter it. It is arguable that at least some US decision-makers
chose Iraq as a second target for invasion, not just for historical and/or economic (oil) motives, but because it gave
a chance to ‘dress a non-state threat in state clothing’ and find a target lending itself to traditional attack. If so, the
results showed not only how easily military action can ‘win the war but lose the peace’—a truism
applying equally to altruistic interventions—but also that destroying the state elementin a suspected state/non-
state conspiracy gives the non-state actors more space, not less, to play their deadly game.

If the last decade has tried to force some new threats into old moulds, it has also, however, witnessed a growing
understanding that the total range of today's defence and security challenges is much wider. Both rich and poor
societies face many hazards beyond hostile human action, ranging from man-made accidents, through natural
hazards (one-off disasters, longer-term climate change, diseases of humans, animals, and crops), to risks of
breakdown in essential supplies and services. The latter include infrastructure malfunction,
shortage/breakdown/denial of energy supplies, interruption of other basic resources, and withdrawal of critical
services and utilities (fuel, water, food, etc.). Somewhere in the same spectrum come social unrest and disorder
outside an ‘armed conflict’ context—riots, industrial unrest, low-level intra-social violence including ethnic and
religious enmities, brigandry, kidnapping, and general lawlessness.

It is not rare to find such challenges also described in the language of war, defence, enmity, and threat. Aside from
the recent ‘war on terror’, there has long been talk of a war on want or poverty, on drugs or crime, against certain
diseases, and so forth. Public policy seeks to ‘defend’ against floods or epidemics, and a ‘strategy’ may be
adopted by a nation, institution, corporation, or NGO to deal with any and all such hazards (Bailes, 2009). For
theoretical and executive purposes, of course, it remains important to distinguish such ‘soft’ or ‘non-military’
dimensions of security from traditional defence, and one way to do itis to separate (concrete, adversarial) ‘threats’
from contingent ‘risks’ stemming largely from humanity's own choices and dependencies (Bailes, 2007). Another is
to trace a full spectrum of challenges from the warlike to the ‘softest’ end, as a starting point for distinguishing but
also prioritizing and seeing connections between the different dimensions. Each political community may make its
own judgements on exactly what to characterize as a security issue; on what are its most existential challenges
within that agenda; and on what, by contrast, is best handled by making least fuss about it.10 Issues can be added
to the security programme either by top-down or bottom-up process, and for manipulative as well as objective
reasons—e.g. if rulers exaggerate a threat to justify stronger discipline over their people, or people inflate the
importance of the latest and most obvious disaster.

The next section relates these broader definitions of ‘security’ to the nature of key actors, as well as objects, of
defence in the twenty-first century. Before closing here, however, some of the special challenges imposed by a
multifunctional threat/risk analysis may be noted:

1. A nation or organization that defines multiple dimensions as crucial for defence and security may have to
set new relative priorities among them that affect the application of resources. After the Cold War most
European states, including the Russian Federation, signalled such a judgement by reducing their military
budgets sharply.11 Conversely, a weak post-conflict state may need actually to spend more on defence to
reclaim a central monopoly of force and the ability to protect its borders.12 Military spending—above all, on
equipment—is however notoriously inelastic and prone to non-rational influences, so that the pattern of
resource investment can be driven more by available tools than underlying needs and, especially, may sell
short the non-military sectors.

2. At the same time, an entity's military defence and other factors of its security and welfare are co-
dependent. Without military control of its territory a state is hampered in confronting other threats and risks,
and when hit by them becomes a tempting target for attackers. Conversely, good armed forces are hard to
build in an environment of poverty, bad health, social divisions, lawlessness, and pollution. (Both points
combine in ‘weak states’ like Somalia or the Congo.) This means resources cannot be too hastily or radically
swung from one field of public responsibility to the other.

3. Thirdly, wars can be fought because of resource problems of all kinds, and in some cases with strategic
resources (e.g. the ‘energy weapon’ wielded in modern times by both Arab and Russian suppliers). Experts
are now debating how far environmental processes, likely to be aggravated by climate change, can be seen
as triggers for war (Brzoska, 2009). At all accounts, a non-military emergency or dispute in these or other
fields—including population pressures and movements—could in principle always be dealt with by non-warlike
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means; and one of this century's top challenges is precisely to find such non-violent solutions for potentially
multiplying problems.

4. Fourthly, military forces and assets can be used to support the civilian authorities in dealing with security
problems of non-military origin, from natural disasters to riots, within their own states and internationally. In
some nations this internal function has become a major and explicit task for the military.13 Foreign forces
have also frequently delivered humanitarian aid in recent decades, though most analysts would like this to be
more the exception than the rule (Ahmad et al., 2008).

5. Finally, given such a wide range of security tasks and the possibility to combine civil and military tools for
almost any of them, coordination across the whole spectrum becomes absolutely crucial. Priorities and inter-
linkages must be established at the level of doctrine and macro-planning, possibly in a national security
strategy (Bailes, 2009). Mechanisms are needed to handle linkages between the different fields in ‘peacetime’,
and to react coherently in emergencies—whether caused by hostile action or not. Such multi-sectoral
planning is also found in classic military warfare, as seen in the notion of a government's ‘war powers’ and
practices like requisition and rationing, or the fear of sabotage. Where modern practice has evolved is in
grasping that similar comprehensive approaches, central powers, and possible suspensions of hormal
governance are also needed for ‘natural’ and accidental crises; and—in many developed states—in
gradually shifting ‘preparedness’ efforts away from warlike contingencies towards such ‘civil’ emergencies
(Habegger, 2008).

What is Defended and by Whom?

When land is no longer simply cognate with power and a wider range of national assets and attributes are
understood to be at risk, not just the motives and contexts for war but the notion of who and what is being
defended can vary across a wider spectrum. Literal territoriality has in practice always been tempered by the idea
of a ‘nation’ (or empire) as a human construct with a history, culture, and values that provide part of its
raison d’étre, and with multiple sources of strength including influence and assets abroad. Modern concepts that
seek to systematize such non-state, non-territorial goals for defence include:

- the idea of ‘human security’, which posits that the starting point for good security is the survival, welfare, and
freedom to develop of the individual, rather than the state (Hampson, 2008). For weaker countries and their
conflicts, this analysis stresses the importance of non-military hazards to life such as hunger, poverty, and
disease. Its prescriptions however include respect for human rights and freedoms, which could be no less at
risk in richer nations inter alia from the state's own excesses;

- the notion of ‘societal security’, developed especially in Germany and Northern Europe, which covers a similar
range of issues though with armed conflict playing less and terrorism more of a role. It starts from the
assumption of an already functioning society and aims inter alia to draw upon private actors’ own security-
building and emergency response capacities. Since ‘society’ does not necessarily stop at the physical bounds
of a state, some thinkers have advocated applying it across the whole EU space (Boin et al., 2008);

- concepts that might be called ‘group’ security, dealing e.g. with the rights of territorial and non-territorial ethnic
minorities and confessional groups, or ‘gender security’. While these approaches may highlight ‘positive’ rights
of representation, self-expression, and so forth, they share a basic concern for the physical protection of their
objects that implies a further subset of security duties for the modern state.

These concepts focus first and foremost on states’ duties towards their own and others’ citizens. Just as with
traditional defence, governments and their agents may pursue them by using military and/or non-military tools,
acting alone and/or with international partners. Generally, however, these new agendas tend to emphasize the
need for transnational solutions: first because the risk factors concerned cut across national borders, and second
because the very notion of putting humans first calls for actions that do likewise. Advocates of ‘human’ security
have, indeed, spent much effort on making the case—e.g. to the EU—for humanitarian operations abroad (EU
Council of Ministers, 2004).

The other possibility underlined by such ideas is that humans, societies, and groups can become subjects as well
as objects of defence. While some non-state actors (terrorists, pirates) aggravate security problems, the growing
breadth and immediacy of the demands this places on the modern state should in principle be possible to tackle by
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devolving part of the job back onto citizens themselves. It is generally thought undesirable for every man to be his
own soldier but there is no such objection to every man or woman helping with first-aid, holding sensible
emergency supplies, virus-proofing home computers, or indeed pointing out suspected bombs. Again, when
privately-owned resources, utilities, and services are threatened, it makes sense to encourage companies to do
their own ‘business continuation’ planning and to provide as much self-help, mutual help, and social support as
possible in actual emergencies.

This is a different matter from the delegating/outsourcing of traditional military (or police) functions to
commercial companies—a growing phenomenon in the Anglo-Saxon world that is often, though inexactly, called
the ‘privatization of defense’ (Bailes, 2008; Bailes and Holmqvist, 2008). Developed states typically use such
providers under contract for a set purpose and duration, without ‘privatizing’ the underlying responsibility or
transferring official property. This is more like a government leasing a piece of defence equipment, instead of
making it itself or buying it outright. The reasons why it has become a more common and large-scale practice in the
West lately are best seen as a combination of overstretch for militarily active states with the fashion for exploring
new public-private partnerships in the non-defence sector. There are of course costs to pay, not justin frequently
exaggerated prices, but also the problem of avoiding abuses by contract personnel—from excessive violence to
blatant profiteering—and enforcing justice when they do offend. In weaker and poorer states, private military
companies can mutate into just one more variety of destructive non-state actor when they work against the
recognized government, for over-ruthless private companies, or for governments too weak to control them.

Lately, misconduct by some private contractors in Iraq and Afghanistan has contributed to a backwash of opinion
against over-reliance on them; just as incidents in the civil sector have led governments to claw back direct
control of certain key services or at least strengthen regulation and monitoring. This is timely, for if private service
suppliers are going to remain a feature of modern security governance they need to be made more easily
governable.l4 It would be a wrong, however, to let mishaps in this field of public-private burden-sharing discourage
the building of broader partnerships between the state, private business, and society for defence and security
purposes. The arguments for them are cogent at at least three levels:

1. Conceptual: threats that include hostile non-state and trans-state actors must be countered both deep
within the state and across a multi-state space, demanding as a minimum the involvement and compliance of
multiple non-governmental actors. It makes more sense for the state (or responsible institution) to seek active
support and partnership from commercial, societal, non-governmental, media, and other relevant players than
to herd them like sheep or impose new rules on them from a distance.

2. Practical: successful delegation and outsourcing saves the state energy, perhaps money, and reduces the
risk of the public sector growing too large for economic efficiency. Fostering competence at grass-roots level
promotes faster reaction when a problem starts or is first noticed locally. ‘Subsidiarity’ also applies here:
businesses are likely to find the best answers to intra-business threats (e.g. cyberattacks), local populations
are best attuned to local emergencies, etc.

3. Ethical: whether one stresses the responsibility of the individual to help protect other humans, or the need
to protect human freedoms and dignity against over-harsh state security measures, empowering individuals
and groups—within the bounds of law—to contribute to their own security in both preventive and reactive
mode offers one of the best guarantees against an atomized, hyper-vulnerable, and repressed social
community.

In principle, the ideal model for tackling today's functionally and geographically extended security
challenges—both within the state, and internationally—is a triangular relationship between the state, the private
business sector, and society or ‘the people’. Each point of the triangle depends in diverse ways on the two others
even as it supports them, in the context of traditional military operations just as much as when tackling new
opponents and new hazards.15 Recent experience suggests that if one of the three players commits a serious
abuse, the other two combined will have enough weight to check it and—sooner or later—often do s0.16

Ways Ahead

The analysis in this chapter can at best only support future scenarios for the parts of the world where its premises
on the changed notions of war and defence apply to some degree. Most of today's actual wars (= internal
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conflicts) do not take place in these parts, but in regions where human actions and ideas reflect an earlier, more
purely ‘Westphalian’ or even pre-modern approach to preserving oneself and one's territory and winning
advantages over others. The fact that the great powers of the northern hemisphere have all—even Russia to some
extent—moved on from this pattern offers the best hope that Cold War-type global hostilities can be avoided and
that specific military excesses committed in any quarter need not trigger escalation. The coexistence of different
understandings also means, however, that the more ‘advanced’ players may belittle and neglect the problems of
those living in another reality or, when they do intervene, will damagingly misunderstand who they are dealing with
and what they have got into.

As the first post-Cold War euphoria faded, it became fashionable to warn against ‘renationalization’ in Western
states’ strategic behaviour. A decade later, fears of a ‘new disorder’ were aroused by the George W. Bush
Administration's taste for unilateral actions or non-institutionalized coalitions. As of 2010—and not just because the
USA has a President called Obama—such fears have lost some of their sting. Itis partly that the economic crash
has reinforced a US shift towards caution in the near term, and partly that it has exposed the long-term shift of
strategic initiative towards a China that seems to prefer not to get its way by military action (as distinct from
deterrence, flag-waving, and occasional bullying). Where US and French thinkers squabbled in the early 2000s
over ‘multipolarity’ as nightmare or ideal, the end of the decade may be showing a glimpse of a multipolar world
that works. It could be, historically, more than a coincidence that President Obama has revived the vision of trying
to run this world in the reasonably near future without the crude mutual restraint of nuclear weapons—or perhaps,
more realistically, with the big powers minimizing theirs to facilitate a common front in containing the smaller
nuclear addicts.

Against this background, the limited penetration of the new ideas on war and defence discussed here is not a
reason to decry their importance. Climate change, energy hunger, crippling epidemics, and changing patterns of
population, production, trade, and transport will place further extreme strains on the global security order
in coming decades. That some of the actors (not just states) who are hardest hit, or are most tempted by windfall
advantages, will resort to old-fashioned armed violence within or beyond their own borders can hardly be doubted.
As argued above (‘Territorial and non-territorial defence’), the most advanced societies are likely to rediscover in
the process that older strategic verities like the importance of controlling land and its resources still apply to them
too. It will matter a great deal whether, in such a world, the states and organizations with greatest power to
intervene are driven (again) by an extended notion of security vulnerability and defence responsibility to use
warlike means on their own account; or whether mounting evidence of the non-military determinants of survival
and welfare—and the genuinely common plight of mankind in facing most of them—will conduce to self-restraint, a
preference for non-warlike tools, and the reserving of military capacity for more benign and constructive tasks. In
the latter case the world would still know many wars, but never again a world one.
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Notes:

(1.) For countries in the EU's Schengen scheme these include the collectivization of border management, one of
the main objects of traditional defence; while all EU members have made a ‘solidarity’ pledge (now incorporated in
the Lisbon Treaty) to come to each other's aid against terrorist attack or major natural disasters.
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(2.) Correct at end-2010.
(3.) See chapters 7 and 8.

(4.) The key language in paragraph 139 of the September 2005 UN Summit outcome (UN, 2005) authorizes
‘collective action ... through the Security Council, in accordance with the Charter ... should peaceful means be
inadequate and national authorities are manifestly failing to protect their populations from genocide, war crimes,
ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity’.

(5.) The NATO Summit declaration on Alliance Security of April 2009 (NATO, 2009) states ‘We will improve our
ability to meet the security challenges we face that impact directly on Alliance territory, emerge at strategic
distance or close to home’ (author's italics). The Summit commissioned a new Strategic Concept for NATO,
designed inter alia to re-examine the balance between the alliance's local/global roles and ‘harder’/‘softer’ sides.

(6.) For conflict data see the University of Uppsala database at www.pcr.uu.se/research/UCDP/ (accessed 25 April
2011).

(7.) E.g. UN Security Council Resolutions 1373 and 1540, which set worldwide norms on terrorist financing and
private-sector WMD transactions respectively, and new regulations adopted by the International Maritime
Organization (IMO) on port, harbour, and container security.

(8.) See chapters 7 and 8.
(9.) See chapter 13.

(10.) This perception of a partly subjective ‘securitization’ process has been developed par excellence by Ole
Waever, whose research profile and latest works are at http://cast.ku.dk/people/researchers/ow/ (accessed 25
April 2011).

(11.) For a military expenditure database, see http://www.sipri.org/databases/milex/milex (accessed 25 April 2011).

(12.) Such rebuilding is part of Security Sector Reform as documented at the Centre for Democratic Control of
Armed Forces, http://www.dcaf.ch (accessed 25 April 2011).

(13.) In Denmark since 2002 it is one of the army's two primary tasks, the other being peace missions abroad.

(14.) Among manifold initiatives to this end, the ‘Montreux Document’ of 2008 (see http://www.eda.admin.ch/psc
accessed 25 April 2011) has won support from many Western states.

(15.) Similarly, modern peace-building efforts find NGOs/charities and business investors working alongside state-
led troops, while reconstruction includes the revival of legitimate local business and positive social engagement.

(16.) Government and people may both seek to bridle violent and corrupt private military companies; US business

joined libertarian NGOs in opposing over-strict US visa and entry regulations after 9/11.

Alyson J. K. Bailes

Ambassador Alyson J. K. Bailes, University of Iceland.
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DETERRENCE iS as old as war, and war itself seems to have been a constant feature of human behaviour since the
origins of evolution of primates into men. Prof. Azar Gat, in War in Human Civilisation, describes war as one of the
main activities of hunter-gatherers having—which makes it all the more mysterious—no substantial possessions to
defend.! Deterrence, i.e. the action of convincing actual or potential adversaries not to attack one because they
would incur damage that would be greater than the benefits they could hope to reap from such attack, has always
been a fundamental aspect of war. Thomas Schelling defines it as ‘a threat ... intended to keep an adversary from
doing something’.2 Michael Quinlan, in a concise formula which encompasses its multiple dimensions, writes that
‘[dleterrence is a concept for operating upon the thinking of others’.3

The Historical Legacy of Nuclear Deterrence

The advent of nuclear weapons changed the very nature of deterrence. The power of these weapons, their short-
and longer-term effects, led strategists to consider deterrence in an entirely new light: ‘Thus far’, wrote Bernard
Brodie, ‘the chief purpose of our military establishment has been to win wars. From now on its chief purpose must
be to avert them.”* Herman Kahn, in an early RAND Paper, expressed a similar opinion.> Although one may take
issue with it, it has become—at least in Western democracies—accepted and widely shared. Besides, the debate
has been raging now for sixty-five years about the morality of nuclear deterrence and of avoiding major war

at a price that seems to some too high or based on inherently immoral threats.® The ethics (or lack thereof)
of nuclear deterrence, which would warrant a study of their own, will not be discussed here. It should be keptin
mind, however, that the discussion of the relationship between nuclear deterrence and war cannot but take as its
basis the fact that nuclear deterrence has prevented major war for more than a half-century, and that this success
alone influences the analysis of the future relevance of nuclear deterrence.”
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In this respect, three important lessons can be derived from the history of Europe and Asia in the twentieth century.

The first is that so-called ‘conventional’ war is a terrible reality. Conventional wars waged between 1914 and 1945
caused eighty million deaths.8 Even what are now called ‘low-intensity wars’—Iraq and Afghanistan are a good
case in point—can result in the death of hundreds of thousands of people.

The second is that major conventional war, or direct conventional war between major powers, is in and of itself one
of the surest routes to nuclear war. The scenarios according to which a nuclear war could be triggered ‘by
accident’ are wholly implausible: nuclear weapons are the category of weapons that is both best protected and
best controlled.? However, the escalation from conventional to nuclear always is a possibility, especially if, in the
course of a hitherto conventional war, (i) the conventional forces of a nuclear-armed state were about to be
overwhelmed; or (ii) the regime governing such a state considered that its survival were at stake; or (iii) one of the
combatants made a wrong evaluation of the other's/others’ objectives or determination.10

The third is that, short of war itself, intimidation and blackmail supported, explicitly or not, by military means have
been repeatedly used during the twentieth century by states aiming at challenging the existing international order
either as substitutes for war or, more often, as preparation to it. More recently, it could be argued that the policy of
Russia towards its ‘near abroad’!1 or of Iran towards the Gulf countries12 is nothing more than the repeat of this
age-old tactic. In effect, ‘Iran seeks to become the indispensable power, without which no regional policy can be
implemented,” and ‘the indisputable regional power without which no regional issue of importance can be
addressed’, whereas the United States and their allies are both pursuing a policy of ‘access and denial: access to
the region's oil supplies and denial of the region and its resources to a hostile power’,13 with all the resulting
consequences in terms of security guarantees and military commitments.

Can nuclear deterrence as we know it, based on the Cold War experience, function in the age of nuclear and
ballistic missile proliferation and mass-casualty terrorism and prevent major war? What role can it play in diplomacy
and war against state and non-state adversaries whose rationality may perhaps be more remote from that of the
West than the Soviet Union's was?14 In other words, is there a chance that nuclear deterrence will remain effective
and relevantin the twenty-first century? How will it work in connection with conventional power and ballistic missile
defence technology? In summary, is nuclear deterrence, as instrument of the prevention of major war
(conventional or nuclear) still a valid and relevant paradigm?

The Continued Relevance of Nuclear Deterrence: Old Certainties

Commentators and analysts—especially in the United States—have developed at length the view that, in the post-
Cold War environment, nuclear weapons have no deterrence value,; that they have, in fact, little advantage over
conventional capabilities, all the more since, for the foreseeable future, the United States enjoys a significant
conventional superiority over its potential adversaries.15

However, what the Iraq and Afghanistan wars show is that the most powerful armed forces in the world (namely, the
US ones) do not in fact enjoy such a level of superiority over rather primitively organized and armed enemies. In
addition, even if the United States were able to extract itself from the Iraqi quagmire and concentrate solely on
Afghanistan, its situation, insofar as military resources are concerned, differs significantly from that of its main
Western allies. The United Kingdom and France, to quote but two, see their armed forces stretched thin solely by
reason of their commitment to Afghanistan, in addition to their other ones (in the Balkans, Africa, the Gulf, etc.). As
a result, nuclear forces and nuclear deterrence may still have a unique role to perform, namely, as has been the
case in the past, influence the decision-making of potential aggressors or blackmailers intent on threatening
Western interests in areas of instability or where the stakes of Western defeat would have ripple effects of
unknown magnitude.

In such a context, as Keith Payne puts it

to assert confidently that ... nuclear weapons no longer are valuable for deterrence purposes ... is to claim
knowledge about how varied contemporary and future leaders in diverse and often unpredictable
circumstances will interpret and respond to the distinction between nuclear and nonnuclear threats. ...
Nuclear weapons may be so much more lethal and distinguishable from nonnuclear threats that, on
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occasion, they can deter an opponent who would not otherwise be susceptible to control. ... However we
might deter or prefer to employ force, the actual behaviour of adversaries on occasion [Payne refers here
to the ‘implicit’ deterrence exercised by the United States vis-a-vis Iraq during the 1991 Gulf War] suggests
that there can be a difference between the deterring effects of nuclear and non-nuclear weapons. ... In the
future, as in the past, the working of deterrence on such occasions may be extremely important.16

He adds:

In contemporary cases, however, as in the past—if the complex variety of conditions necessary for
deterrence to work are present and the challenger is risk- and cost-tolerant—then nuclear deterrence may
be uniquely decisive in the challenger's decision-making.”

Western nuclear deterrence (involving US and, in a supporting role, British and French nuclear forces) also works
by providing ‘collective goods’ such as what Barry Posen calls ‘the command of the commons’ of land,
sea, and air space, thereby contributing to guarantee the free flow of people, goods, information, and, more
generally, the preservation of an organized and peaceful international society.18

Nuclear deterrence, in summary, applies to the protection of intuitively identifiable stakes covered by
guarantees, both being formulated in a somewhat ambiguous manner. As the 2006 British White Paper on The
future of the United Kingdom's nuclear deterrent puts it, ‘We deliberately maintain ambiguity about precisely
when, how and at what scale we would contemplate use of our nuclear deterrent. We will not simplify the
calculations of a potential aggressor by defining more precisely the circumstances in which we might consider
the use of our nuclear capabilities. Hence, we will not rule in or out the first use of our nuclear weapons’
(emphasis in the original text).19 In other words, apart from protecting what the British call ‘supreme national
interests’20 and the French ‘vital interests’,21 the main function of nuclear weapons is to allow Western countries
which own them to exercise (de jure, when an alliance exists, or de facto, if it does not) extended deterrence. This
is @ major role for the US nuclear forces, which provide such extended deterrence to thirty US allies or so, as well
as for the British and French nuclear forces, which contribute to the deterrence provided by the US nuclear
deterrent. Just as supreme national or vital interests are left carefully undefined by the governments concerned,
the conditions triggering nuclear guaranties cannot be too specific in order to avoid circumvention, i.e. the strategy
consisting, for an adversary, of never crossing the ‘red lines’22 but finding other ways to reach its objectives.23 As
Keith Payne writes, in a section of his already quoted article which applies to US nuclear deterrence but may as
well apply to de facto nuclear deterrence exercised by other Western states, ‘[T]heir [American commentators’]
speculation about US threat credibility, however, ultimately is irrelevant. For deterrence purposes, itis the
opponent's belief about US threat credibility that matters’.24

Moreover, in the post-Cold War context, actual or potential enemies must not necessarily be identified in order
for deterrence—as well as extended deterrence—to work. As Michael Quinlan words it, ‘in the post-cold war world,
a deterrent stance addressed simply “To whom it may concern” may be entirely appropriate’.25 But it must include
a commitment to use because, although unspecified as to the circumstances and conditions under which it would
materialize, such a commitment is integral to the credibility of deterrence. As former chiefs of staff of the armed
forces of the United States, the United Kingdom, France, Germany, and the Netherlands have stated in 2007 in an
American publication, ‘The first use of nuclear weapons must remain in the quiver of escalation as the ultimate
instrument to prevent the use of weapons of mass destruction, in order to avoid truly existential dangers.”28 It can
be added that, beyond preventing the use of weapons of mass destruction, nuclear deterrence can—and should—
be used to prevent any kind of major war and blackmail supported by military threats (including conventional
ones).

Beyond this, it is likely that nuclear deterrence—and nuclear weapons—uwill continue to play an important political
role in a world characterized by nuclear multipolarity and proliferation and the progressive shifting of ‘areas of
strategic focus’ to ‘East and South Asia and the Middle East.’27 Since the fall of the Soviet Union, three
nuclear-armed states have emerged—India, Pakistan, and North Korea—and one is suspiciously close to reaching
the threshold where it will be considered as a nuclear-armed state—Iran.28 Others, such as Iraqg, Libya, Syria, and
Algeria, have ventured into nuclear weapons development, without much success so far, or before giving it up.
Besides, nuclear trade, once relatively well-controlled, is diversifying as potential suppliers of nuclear technologies
multiply.2® This makes the world of deterrence more complex and unpredictable, at a time when all nuclear-
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weapon states under the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)—with the exception of communist China, the nuclear
arsenal of which has been expanding rapidly for the last decade—have considerably reduced their nuclear
arsenals (by one-third to three-quarters). This should be taken into account by Western nuclear-weapon states in
order to avoid being caughtin a ‘Nuclear 1914’ by reason of the miscalculation of new nuclear-armed states, the
culture of deterrence of which would be limited if not non-existent.30 Without going into details about non-
proliferation measures which are outside the scope of this piece, it should be noted that trade and other types of
sanctions—whether UN-approved or not; after all, containment of the Soviet Union by NATO was not—can be an
element of deterrence if properly and consistently used, without ruling out, if necessary, more extreme measures.

The present world, and even more so that of the coming decades, will also be one of ballistic missile proliferation.
The failure of the 1987 Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) is, combined with nuclear proliferation, a
particularly worrying evolution.31 Combined with nuclear proliferation, ballistic missile proliferation is a potent threat
against Western interests and requires to be analysed and confronted: in most cases, nuclear deterrence (if
exercised with the proper type of weapons, which poses problems of its own, see below) will remain a potent
instrument to prevent aggression and strengthen extended deterrence, without excluding, however, the
contribution of ballistic missile defence to the reinforcement of deterrence (see below).

In summary, as former US Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger, co-chairman of the Experts Panel of the
Congressional Commission on the strategic posture of the United States, in his statement introducing the study of
the strategic posture of the United States, reminded the members of the Panel and of Congress, ‘the requirements
of Extended Deterrence ... remain at the heart of the design of the US nuclear posture. Extended Deterrence still
remains a major barrier to proliferation.’32 It is quite possible that, should US extended deterrence weaken—either
because its political credibility would be questioned or because its technological and operational credibility would
be deemed inadequate—some countries would reconsider their choice to forgo nuclear weapons, with political
consequences that could be profoundly destabilizing.33 This contribution of extended nuclear deterrence to non-
proliferation is of particular salience at a time when the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty comes under increased
attacks by states intent on using nuclear weapons to pursue regional policies aiming at challenging local equilibria
by force or the threat of force.

The Continued Value of Nuclear Deterrence: New Challenges

Nuclear deterrence is however facing two major challenges.

The first is that nuclear deterrent weapons