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The purpose of thìs thesis is to analyze the strategic concept of

limited war in American strategy. The analysis of the concept;f lim-

ited war wi 1 I be historical in nature beginning with the immediate

post-war period. The vaìue of such an approach lies in the cumulative

nature of strategy.

not created and refined in a vacuum, but, rather, in a close relation-

ship to the constantìy evolving strategic environment, and always

reacting to past experience. Consequently, the value of approaching

the subject of this thesis from an historicaì perspective is consider-

able. The concept of limited war was a reaction to both the experi-

ences of the United States in its early attempts at managing the East-

West confiict and to the rapidìy developing nuclear environment. The

thesis aìso includes a case study of the Vietnam War as an example of

the appl ication of the American concept of I imited war. The Vietnam

conflict has been the source of much controversy in American poìitical

Iife and has also had a profound effect on military strategy as welì.

The thesis wi I I conclude by examining the deveìopment of mi I itary

strategy in the post-Vietnam period and determine whether the concept

of I imited war remains relevant given the current security di lemmas

that face the United States.

ABSTRACT

Strategy is cumulative in the sense that it is
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The purpose of this chapter is to set an historícal context for a

detai led analysis of the concept of I imited war in American strategy.

Given that the deveìopment of a theoretical I iterature on I imited war

was a direct response to a specific strategic problem facing the Unit-

ed States, it is important to provide background information that

i I lustrates the the strategic di lemma from which I imi ted war strategy

grew. The first section of this chapter will be devoted to a brief

analysis of the development of American strategy in the post World War

Two period. This discussion wi I ì consider the definition of the grand

strategic problem of the post-war environment for the United States,

specifical ly, the containment of the Soviet Union. lmportant mi le-

stones in strategy development such as NSC-68, the Korean War, and the

Eisenhower "new look" strategy wi l l also receive attention in this

chapter.

THE DEVELOPI'IENT OF POST-WAR STRATEGY

Chapter I

The second section of the chapter will focus on one of the princi-

pal themes of the limited war literature from which the theory of ìim-

i ted war developed. The I i terature on I imi ted war began after the

Korean war and was, in many ways, a product of the American experience

in Korea. Limited war literature, however, was also a reaction to the

nuclear-centeric strategy of the Eisenhower Administration which, in

the minds of its critics, was înappropriate given the realities of the

-l
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post-war nuclear envíronment. The theme which dominated not only the

early works of the post-Korea period, but the ìiterature of the late

ì950rs as wel l, was that American thinking about the relationship

between force and politics required a significant reorientation. lt

was argued by the I imited war theorists that the traditional American

approach to war, in which force was divorced from pol itics, was

entirely inappropriate for warfare in the nuclear age. lt wi ll be

argued in this section that the traditional American tendency to see

force and pol itics as separate entities was one of the central prob-

lems which I imited war theorists sought to correct. This discussion

will set the groundwork for a detailed analysis of the theory of lim-

ited war in chapter ll.

The explosion of an atomic device in the Nevada desert in I945 was

a remarkable scientific event, but no ìess remarkable a military event

as wel l.

nucìear weapon unavoidably aìtered the way in which future \^/ars would

be fought. Furthermore, âS for other mî 1 itary innovations, nuclear

ì^/eapons presented a problem for strategists. ln some manner military

strategy would have to take account of this new weapon and, one couìd

argue, this could occur in one of two ways; nuclear weapons and strat-

egy couìd be meshed either by wedding nuclear weapons to existing

strategy, oF, by devising a new strategy that revolved around them.

As we know today, the magnitude of the impact of nucìear weapons was

so great that the latter approach could not be avoided. ln fact the

impact of nuclear weapons was so substantial that the readjustment

that was required went beyond simpìy revising mi I itary strategy.

As with other great mi I itary innovations before it, the
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Nuclear weapons have had a profound effect on international politics

in the post-war period. Looking back on the early years of the nucle-

ar era, however, reveals that the assumptions we hold as self-evident

today wîth respect to nuclear weapons were not immediateìy appreciat-

ed. The necessary adjustment of mi I itary strategy and pol itical atti-

tudes took time to occur and the reasons for this are several.

0n the question of mi I itary strategy and nuclear weapons, the ini-

tial approach by many anaìysts was to attempt to incorporate them into

ex i st i ng strategy.

appeared to have been repudiated by the experience of World War I I,

was suddenly given new I ife with the advent of nucìear weapons. The

idea that nuclear weapons would not have a war-fighting uti ì ity when

ones's adversaries aìso possessed them was not considered by the new

air power enthusiasts. From the standpoint of operational planning in

the late l940rs, the smalì numbers of nuclear weapons available led to

the assumption that they would merely augment tradi tional forms of

miì itary force.r lt would be a mistake, hou/ever, to suggest that the

ear ly post-war per iod ì^/as devoid of any strateg îc th ink ing wh ich

approximated the concept of deterrence we now associate wi th nucìear

weapons. Bernard Brodie, in a forward-looking analysis written in

19\6, viewed the era of American nuclear monopoly as a passing phase.

Brodie conceived of a time when both the Soviets and Americans would

possess nucìear weapons in significant numbers. ln such a situation,

according to Brodie, the purpose of nuclear weapons couìd only be to

The idea of decisive strategic bombing, which

I See Freedman, Lawrence, LE
tin's Press, London, p.48.
Dunel ìen Company, New York,

Evol ut i on of Nuc I ear Strateqy, St. Èlar-
and Questor, George, @!ear Udlæ-gy,

1970. p. 36.
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prevent \^rar . 2 As ear I y as 19\6 , theref ore, the modern concept of

nuclear deterrence had been articulated. However, it would not become

the centerpiece of Amerìcan strategy until some time ìater.

It could be argued persuasiveìy that the impetus to deveìop modern

nucìear strategy first required adjustments in the pol itical sphere.

What in retrospect appears to be the slow development of nuclear

strategy is in part due to the fact that the grand strategic problem

of deterring and containing the Soviet Union was not recognized in the

early post-war period. ln the immediate post-war years it was assumed

by many in the United States that the u/ar-time cooperation between the

powers would continue.

the Aì I ies and the Soviets with regard to post-u,ar pol iticaì matters,

the Truman Administration \^/as initial ly of the opinion that workabìe

arrangements between East and West were immanently feasible.3 This

attitude prevented the urgent consíderation of post-war military

strategy simply because the problem of containing the Soviet Union had

not yet been def i ned as the great strateg i c prob ì em for the Un i ted

States.

Despite considerable disagreements between

By 191+7 international events reversed the previously benign atti-

tudes of the United States toward the Soviet Union and the problem of

resisting the expansion of communism arrived to dominate the interna-

tional pol itical agenda. Soviet support of the insurgencies in Turkey

and Greece prompted Truman to pl edge Amer i can ass i stance to those

Brodie, Bernard, The Absolute !|gg., Harcourt Brace and Company,
New York, 19\6. p. 85.

Gaddis, John Lewis, $rategies. of Containment: A Critical Appraisal
of Postwar Amer ican Secur i tv þU-qy., Oxf ord Un ivers i ty Press, New
York, 1982. p. 275.
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nations under attack from international communism. The Truman Doc-

trine is significant for two reasons; first, it served to define the

grand strategic problem of containing the Soviet Union, and secondly,

it global ized containment which, after the subsequent deveìopment of a

nuclear-centeric strategy for extended deterrencer gâVê impetus to the

development of I imited war theory. Even after the announcement of the

Truman Doctr i ne, however, Amer i can post-war strategy, both mi I i tary

and pol itical, remained underdeveloped.

Again the failure to construct sophisticated strategic policy was

in part due to problems in political policy. The conceptual basis of

American foreign poì icy in the late .l940's did not channel intellectu-

al energy into the miìitary aspects of containment. This can be

traced to the infìuence of George Kennan on early containment thinking

in the Truman Administration. Through his writings, both publ ic and

c I ass i f i ed, Kennan stressed the argument that the threat the Sov i et

Union posed was more psychological than miìitary.a As a result of this

conviction Kennan's poì icy prescriptions were dominated by pol itical

and economic means as he considered them to be the best weapons the

Unîted States could apply to the containment of the Soviet Union.

Natural ly there were mi I i tary impl ications a strategy of contain-

ment even if it was dominated by pol itical and economic methods of

pressure; however, Kennan did not elaborate on them. NSC-20, released

in the winter of 1947-48, enshrined containment in official pol icy,

but I ikewise, did not provide any comprehensive analysis on the mi I i-

tary i mpì i cat i ons of conta i nment. s

Gadd i s, Strateg i es

George, A I exander

of Conta i nment, p. 35.

L., Smoke, Richard, Deterrence in American Foreiqn
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A final reason why American strategic policy failed to produce well

defined doctrine arose from what Henry Kissinger described as a per-

f ect 'rcatch-22'r s i tuat ion;

[a] key problem for arriving at ìogical doctrine arises from
the catch-22 situation of the services being unable to avoid
a clash of wiÌls in the absence of a firmly stated doctrine
on the one hand and the d¡ff¡culty in arriving at a doctrine
amid internecine service rivalries that compì icate the deci-
s i on-mak i ng env i ronment . 6

The service rivalries were a result of each service attemptíng to

ensure it had a viable role in the new strategic environment. As each

service put institutional survival at the centre of their respective

positions, no cooperation that could ìead to constructive strategic

thinking was possible. By the late .l9,q0's, therefore, a comprehensive

assessment of American strategy, out of which both military and polit-

ical poì icies could flow, had not occurred. The conceptual basis for

.containment pol icy had been articulated, but the pol itical and mi I i-

tary aspects of it remained to be elucidated.

Two significant events in 1949 created a sense of urgency that

American pol iticaì and mi I itary strategy needed review: first, the

ìoss of China to communism, and, secondìy, the explosion of an atomic

device by the Soviet Union. ln the broad context it was thought by

many officials that the pivotaì problem was that foreign pol icy and

defence poìícy had in fact moved in opposite directions. Accordíng to

this argument, whi le the United States had become involved in an

unprecedented level of international commitment, the capacity of the

Pol icy: Theory and Practice, Columbia University Press, New York,
197\. p.23.

6 Kissinger, Henry 4., Nucìear Weapons and Foreiqn Policy, Harper, New
York, 1957 " p. 40.



nation to support such a

sharply curtai led.? With respect to conventional forces, demobiliza-

tion of the Army made American foreign commitments difficult to honour

if they required mi I itary action. Furthermore, American sole posses-

sion of nuclear weapons prior to 1949 had not given the United States

any apparent advantage in deal ing with the Soviets over outstanding

matters i n Europe. I Furthermore, there was a wi despread percept i on

within the Eisenhower Administration that, aside from the I imited

utiì ity nuclear weapons had demonstrated in the recent past, they were

going to decline in value as Soviet capabiìities grew.e lf the United

States was going to continue to extend security guarantees to Europe,

and especial ly to regions away from Europe, it was thought necessary

to considerably enhance American mi ì itary capabi I ities. This I ine of

reasoning could have been easi ly appl ied before .l949, however, in the

aftermath of the Soviet explosion, âñy forward-ìooking analysis would

have to have concluded that the Soviet threat was increasing and that

the United States would have to react. National Security Document

7

foreign pol icy in mi I itary terms had been

number 68 (NSC-68), accepted in 1950, was a comprehensive assessment

of American security pol icy which drew this very conclusion.

The i ntended purpose of NSC-68 v.,as to st imu I ate a greater def ence

effort on the part of the United States.ro Given its chief aim, NSC-68

Huntington, The Common Defense: strateqic programs in national pol i-
Ug, Coìumbia University Press, New York, 1961. pp. 39-\7.

Gaddis, John Lewis, The United States and the 0riqins of the Cold
!þL, Columbia University Press, New York, 1972 see chapter Vlll

Trachtenberg, Èlarc, "A I'Wasting Asset": American Strategy and the
Shifting Nuclear Balance, 19\9-l'95\", lnternational Security, vol.
13 #3n þJ i nrer 1988/89, p . 6 .

r 0 Trachtenberg, rrA rrWast i ng Asset'r : American Strategy and the Shift-
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was not designed to include a refined mi ì itary strategy that would

have the effect of reconciling American military policy with the

changed rol e of mi I î tary force that nucl ear weapons unavoi dabì y

imposed; this sort of reconci I iation was sti I I to come. A col lection

of fine points on foreign pol icy, mi ì itary strategy, and the use of

force in the nucìear environment, was not thought I ikely to create a

powerfuì enough impression on the American leadership. The authors of

NSC-68 were of the opinion that the reversal of the prevailing disinc-

lination to spend on defence would necessitate a dramatic presentation

of the overall situation facing the United States. As Dean Acheson,

one of the pr i nc i pa I arch i tects of NSC-68, adm i tted years I ater ,

"{t}he ultimate purpose of NSC-68...was to so bludgeon the mass mind

of top government that not only could the President make a decision

but that the decision could be carried out.rl

NSC-68 was based on the premise that the Soviet Union presented a

grave threat to American interests internationally. lt was argued

that the Soviet Union sought wor'l d domination and that restraint on

the part of the communists would only be the result of two factors;

first, as a matter of expediency on the part of the Soviets when their

resources would not al low for aggressive action, and, secondly, as a

resul t of Amer i can counterpressure. r 2 Wi th respect to Sovi et aggres-

sion, American attention was dominated by Europe.

enough, however, NSC-68 did address the issue of potential chal lenges

ing Nuclear Balancer', p. 15.

11 Donovan, John C., & Coìd Warriors: a pol icy-making el ite, Heath,
Lex i ngton l'lass . , 197 \. p. 96 .

12 r¡National Security Document #68" (NSC-68) Naval War Colleqe Review,
1972 P. 77 .

I nterest i ng I y



to the per i phery.

aggression at the periphery was a natural strategy for the Soviets to

pursue.r3 The motivation for the Soviets to chaì lenge at the periph-

eFy, according to the argument, had to do with the nature of deter-

rence as it operated at the time. Although the discussion of deter-

rence in the document at times suffers from ambiguity, and perhaps

even contradiction,r4 its authors seem to have assumed that the retal-

iatory capability of of the United States was sufficient to deter a

Soviet attack on vitaì American interests. Problems were thought to

arise, however, if the United States faced piecemeaÌ Soviet aggression

at the periphery. A peripheral challenge by the Soviets, they argued,

9

It was argued in the document that piecemeal

would put the United States in a position of great diff¡cuìty in mak-

ing an appropriate response. NSC-68 argued that centraì war over

peripheral concerns was undesirable, and in terms of maintaining a

deterrent posture, it lacked credibility;

[t]ne risk off having no better choice than to capitulate or
precipitate a globaì war at any number of pressure points is
bad enough in itself, but it is muìtipl ied by the weakness
it imparts to our position in the cold war.
appear i ng strong and reso I ute we are cont i nua ì I y at the
verge of appear i ng i rresol ute and desperate. . . 1 s

This criticism of the American strategic position with respect to

peripheral challenges h,as precisely the argument that would be made

several years ìater i n the I imi ted war I i terature that resul ted from

r3 lbid., P. 69. Also see, Gannon, tlichael V., "Limited vs Total
War", Commonweal, vol . 68 # Zl, August 22 1958,

Gannon refers to B.H. Liddel I Hartrs thesis that nuclear weapons
would have the effect of increasing the possibility of limited wars
occurr i ng.

ra See lbid., p. 78 and p. 82.

rs lbid., p. 80.

I nstead of



the Korean exper i ence and the

hower Administration.

Aside from an interesting reflectîon of the I imited war theoristsl

argument about the soundness of Amer i can strategy for per i pheral

threats, the document aìso discussed the cal ibrated use of force that

would also become a central concept in limited war Iiterature as well.

The impl ications of the criticisms of American peripheraì strategy

made in NSC-68 were twofold in nature. From an operational perspec-

l0

nucl ear-center i c strategy of the E i sen-

tive, more conventional force capabi ì ity would be

the extremes of acqu i escence and total conf I i ct.

criticisms impl ied the need for a strategy that

and control escalation.

affect the method in which force would be employed

deal with peripheral confìicts.

ment which addressed itself to the issue of force application in rela-

tion to the type of confl ict at hand;

[t] fre means to be empl oyed must be proport i oned to the
extent of the mischief. The mischief may be global war or a

A doctr i ne of th i s nature

Soviet campaign for limited objectives.
shouìd take no avoidable initiative which could cause it to
become a war of annihi lation, and if we have the forces to
defeat the Soviet drive for I imited objectives it may wel I

be in our interest not to let it become a global war. Our
aim in applying force must be to compeì the acceptance of
terms consistent with our objectives and our capabiìities
for the appl ication of force should, therefore, within the
I imi ts we can sustai n over the long pul 1, be congruent to
the range of tasks wh i ch we may encounter. l 6

The authors of NSC-68

requ i red to avo i d

Doctrinally, the

The impl ication of this statement is that i t is possible to clearly

relate the scope of the conflict to the poìiticaì objectives that are

could limit conflict

would natural ly

to successfully

i nc I uded a com-

at the centre of the dispute.

16 lbid., p. 60.

ln either case hre

This posited relationship between the
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objectives sought in a confl ict and the means used to achieve them

ìater became one of the centraì concepts of one approach to the prob-

lem of I imitation and escalation in the I imited war I iterature. As

discussion in chapter ll will reveal, such a proposition is open to

debate nonetheless, the authors of NSC-68 appear to have concluded

that an explicit link between ends and means couìd be made.

A finaì, and important aspect of NSC-68, had to do with the type of

tasks that Amer i can mi I i tary forces must be prepared to undertake.

The document provided a I ist of specific tasks;

(1) To defend the Western hemisphere and essential Aì I ied
areas in that their war-making capabilities can be devel-
oped;

(2) To provide and protect a mobi I ization base whi le the
offensive forces required for a victory are being bui lt up;

(3) To conduct offensive operatÌons to destroy vital ele-
ments of the Soviet war-making capacity , and to keep the
enemy off balance unti I the ful I offensive strength of the
United States and its al I ies can be brought to bear;

(4) To defend and maintain the lines of communication and
the base areas necessary to the execution of the above task;
and

ß) To provide aid to such al ì ies as is essential
execution of their role ín the above tasks.r?

Despite recent criticisms that NSC-68 was responsible for the nucìear-

centeric strategy that was adopted in the .|950's,r8 the principal

character of the operational tasks set forth in the document were more

conventional than nuclear. lt is quite evident that NSC-68 was heavi-

ly influenced by pre-atomic concepts of defence and, contrary to the

r? lbid., p. 98.

r8 See Gaddis, John Lewis, Nitze, Paul, "NSC-68
Recons ideredrro I nternat iona I @!-!y, vol . 4

16\-176.

to. the

and the Soviet Threat
#l+, Spr i ng 1980, pp.
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arguments of some recent critics, not infatuated with nuclear weap-

ons.r' l./hiìe there is no doubt it was advocated that the United States

should maintain and take every advantage of its nuclear superiority,

the authors of NSC-68 appeared to be sensitive to the I imitations of

nuclear weapons in some categories of confl ict. What was advocated by

the authors of NSC-68 was an across the board enhancement of American

military capabilities in order that threats at various levels couìd be

both deterred and, should deterrence fail, defended.

The recommendations made in NSC-68 were highly controversiaì within

the Truman Adminîstration. From a budgetary point of view the force

bui ldup advocated in NSC-68 was completely inconsistent with Trumanrs

fiscaì pol icy.' o When the document was presented to Truman it was not

approved as ît stood and, because of its ambitious prescriptions, Tru-

man promptly sent it back for fiscal assessment.2r The North Korean

attack on South Korea, however, had the affect of val idating in the

mi nds of the Amer i can I eadersh i p many of the arguments conta i ned i n

NSC-68. Although Asia was not singìed out as an area of principal

concern in the document, the argument that Soviet expansion could eas-

ily be advanced through piecemeal aggression at the periphery r,ras cer-

tainly given credence by Korea.z2 A second important aspect to the

invasion of South Korea was that it presented a conflict in which lim-

i tat i on and esca I at i on were of centra I concern to the Un i ted States .

I9 lb id. , p. 8¡.

Koìodziej, Edward 4., The Uncommon Defense and Conqress 1946-1963,
0hio State Universi ty Press, Columbus 0hio, 1966. p. 126.

See Ed i tors note preced i ng the document i n the Nava I War Col I ege
Rev i ew.

For the document's discussion of Asia see pp. 76-77.

20

2t

22
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Korea provided an instance, as the authors of NSC-68 foresaw, where

the Uni ted States would seek to apply proportionaì force. Korea,

therefore, presented the United States its first I'l imited warrr of the

post-l+! nuclear era. When Korea began, and for that matter through

its entire duration, the United States did not possess a coherent and

articulated strategy of I imited war. Nonetheìess, it was perceived by

Americans to have been one. lt is important, therefore, to analyze

American perceptions of the Korean conflict. Analysis of this variety

can provide an insight înto American tendencies, even if unconscious,

in a ì imited confì ict. Specifical ly, Korea provides an interesting

look at what the United States defined as a limited war and how force

could be uti ì ized in such a context.

The first issue to address is what Korea reveals about how the

Americans interpreted the motives of the Soviet Union for initiating

the challenge to American security at the periphery on the Korean pen-

insula. One point appeared certain; the Soviet Union was prepared to

risk confl ict with the United States.23 This matter can best be

resol ved by assess i ng the i nterpretat i on (s) of the attack wh i ch were

ascribed to the Soviet Union.

communistrs motives for the invasion were entertained.2a One possibî l-

i ty was that the attack was a d i vers i onary move des i gned to draw

American forces away from the European theatre. An operation of this

type h,here the communists would attack at the periphery as a prelude

to an assauìt on Europe, according to NSC-68, was a distinct possibil-

23 Trachtenberg, "A "þJast i ng Assetrr: Amer i can Strategy and
i ng Nuc I ear Ba I ance" , p. 17 "

Halperin, llorton H,, Limited !,lar in the Nuclear Age,
York,1966. pp.44-45.
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i ty. 'zs A second i nterpretat i on was that the attack m i ght be for the

purpose of probing a 'rsoft spotrr. lt was assumed by the Americans

that communist doctrine compel led the Soviets to fi I 1 power vacuums

and, given the exclusion of Korea in Dean Acheson's defensive perime-

ter speech, this explanation appeared plausible. lt was also thought

that the Sovíet Union could be using Korea as a test of Amerîcan wiìì

in an attempt to gauge whether the West would respond to peripheral

aggression. This interpretation was given a high profi le as the foì ly

of appeasement was almost universally taken as one the lessons of the

last war. A faîlure to respond to aggression with a firm hand was

thought to potential ly encourage more aggression because, in a manner

of speaking, it rewarded such activity. A fourth interpretation was

that the Soviet Union wished to demonstrate its strength, and, there-

fore, equaìly demonstrate American weakness. The benefit of creating

the impression of American weakness, according to the rationale behind

this interpretation, was that it could effect long term shifts in the

aì legiance of other states that wouìd favour the Soviet Union. Final-

ly, it was suggested that the attack might represent an aspect of a

Soviet Far-East strategy that was ultimately designed to prevent Japa-

nese al ignment with the West.

President Trumanrs personal opinion was that Korea represented a

possible diversionary attack and a test of American w¡ I 'l.'z6 These two

interpretations, in essence, underwrote American pol icy in Korea and,

therefore, were influential in structuring the American response. ln

the first instance, the fact that Korea was seen as a test of American

'zs NSC-68, p. 65.

26 Halperin, Limited War in the Nucìear Age, p. \5.
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will meant that some form of response was ímperative. The memory of

Èlunich was stiìl very vivid and, given American perceptions of Soviet

global designs, appeasement in Korea would represent the first step in

the dismantìement of the free world. The belief that Korea could be a

diversionary move by the Soviets, with the uìtimate objective lying in

Europe, led to a strong conviction that both the objectives and the

means used to achieve them must be limited. The determination to not

allow Korea to escalate to totaì war was firmly held by the civiìian

leadership. The mil itary, with the exception of General f'lacArthur, was

also of this opinion. General Omar Bradley, Chairman of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff in ì950, argued that every effort had to be made not

to expand the confl ict as neither Korea nor China was the rrcritical

strategic prizett.2l

The importance of this consensus on restraint in Korea was that it

led to the conviction that, from the outset of the confl ict, the

pol itical objectives sought by the United States were necessari ly I im-

ited. lt followed logically, according to the Truman Administration,

that if American political objectives were limited then so to must be

the use of force. The relationship between ends and means that NSC-68

suggested had to be the basis of American strategy therefore, and

formed the basic approach to I imited war in Korea. The ì imitations

that were evident in Korea were of two types: first, the geographic

scope of the confl ict; and, secondly, the type of weapons employed.

ln the case of the geographical limit, American forces were restricted

to operations within the Korean peninsuìa despite the considerabìe

z7 Foot, Rosemary, The Wronq War:
of the Korean Conflict 1950-53,
23.

American Pol icy and the Dimensions
Cornel I Un ivers i ty Press , 1985. p.



advantages of attacking supply bases and airfields in China.

case of weaponry, operations were I imited to conventional forces. The

reasons for not employing nuclear weapons were several.2s ln the first

instance, the interpretation of Korea as a possible diversionary

attack led to the bel ief that the use of nuclear weapons in Korea

would be a waste of scarce and valuable resources that were better

conserved if Europe came under attack. From an operational point of

view, many fieìd commanders argued that suitabìe targets for a nuclear

strike did not exist in North Korea. Finaìly, there r"/as pressure f rom

the allies, pFimarily the Britísh, not to use nucìear weapons, and

Truman agreed with this sentiment. The President felt that nuclear

weapons were onl y a measure of I ast resort and, g iven the i imi ted

objectives in Korea, their use was not warranted.2e

While the Truman Administration's attitude toward the conduct of

Korea displayed some rudimentary recognition of concepts that would

later be developed in the I imited war I iterature of the post-Korea

period, the lack of a formaìly articulated strategy led to some diffi-

cuì ti es. Al though the Truman Admi ni stration was adamant that mi I i tary

operations be subservient to poìitical considerations, their under-

stand i ng of the ends-means re lat i onsh i p v'/as not wi thout f au ì t. Spe-

cificaìly, there was not a clear understanding that the application of

military force could constitute a form of communication with the

adversary. As later I imi ted war 1 i terature would argue, the appl ica-

tion of force could be used either to demonstrate restraint, hopefuììy

t6

ln the

28 See Halperin, l'lorton H., "The Limitíng Process in the Korean War'r,
in Guttman, Aìlan, Korea and the Theory of Limited War' D.C. Heath
E Company, Boston, 1967. pp. 99-100.

Freedman, The Evolution of Nuclear å!g!eg:, p.52.z9



eliciting the same response from

coercing him to comply with oners

I y recogni ze these d i st i nct i ons

wel I demonstrated by the decision

The United States was concerned about the possibi I ity of Chinese

intervention in the confl ict, and, despite the assurances that were

offered to them regarding American objectives, decisîon-makers fai led

to appreciate the message that would be sent by escalating operatíons

to include ground troops in North Korea. To the Chinese the introduc-

tion of combat troops into the north might appear quite logical ly to

t7

the enemy t or for the purpose of

objectives. The inabi I ity to clear-

about the appl ication of force was

to cross the 34th paral ìel.

signal a change in American pol itical objectives. Assuming that the

Chinese perceived that the defence of South Korea by the United States

dísplayed I imited American objectives, an attack on the North would be

difficult to interpret in any other way other than as a change in

pol itical objectives. Under such circumstances the Chinese would

likeìy have felt there \^/as no alternative but to respond lest their

territory become the next to be attacked. The verbal assurances sent

by the Uníted States were probably seen by the Chinese as a less accu-

rate way of i nterpret i ng Amer i can i ntent i ons than was the manner i n

which the Americans used force. Aside from an apparent lack of under-

standing of the signal I ing aspect of force appl ication in a I imited

war, the Americans also fai led to forsee the coercive value of mi I i-

tary force i n prevent i ng Ch i nese i ntervent i on;

Ii]n crossing the parallel the United Nations command was
aware that it might trigger Chinese communist intervention,
and tr i ed by reassur i ng statements to prevent i t. But, ¡ t
apparently underestimated the Chinese reaction and at the
same time failed to develop a concurrent strategy which, by
retal iatory threats or other sanctions, could succeed in
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preventi ng Chi nese i ntervention. 3

These types of distinctions would be made in subsequent years in the

limited war literature which came into existence after Korea, and in a

practical appl ication, were demonstrated clearly in the Vietnam con-

f lict.

ln spite of the fact that the experience of the Korean war had much

to do with the generation of the limited war literature in the l!!0's,

the lesson drawn from Korea by many individuals was that limited wars

were to be avo¡ded at al I costs. Aìthough the Amerîcan pubì ic was

supportive at the outset of the conflict, the inabiìity of the Truman

Administration .to achieve quickly some form of meaningful victory

became a pol itical ì iabi ì ity.31 Avoiding the escalation of the Korean

confl ict to that of general war was popular; but the publ ic, as wel I

as many wi th i n government c i rc I es, became frustrated over the fact

that no victory seemed attainable under the restraints imposed by the

Truman Admi ni stration.

trated in Trumanrs dismissal of General ltlacArthur. ljlacArthurrs remov-

aì from.command was greeted with public outrage, and the Senate initi-

ated hearings to investigate the incident. Not surprisingly, the

hear i ngs brought out the conf I i ct that had ì ed to the General 's d i s-

missal. Essentìaì ìy, the controversy centred on the nature of pol iti-

cal control over the conduct of mi I itary operations.

This frustration was most poignantly i I lus-

refusaì to remain bound to the instructions of the Commander-in-Chief,

President Truman, revealed a cleavage between two different concepts

30 Ha I per i n, 'rThe

Hamby, A I onzo
terly, vol. 2

3l

Limiting Process in

1., 'rPubìic 0pinion:
1978, p. ì4.l.

the Korean UJarr', p. 10.l.

Korea and Vietnam", !|j-]g Quar-

l'lacArthur's



of force appl i cat i on.

It was not accepted by the Administration that the war could be

directed on the basis of purely mi I itary considerations. President

Truman insisted that the conduct of operations in Korea had to conform

to pol itical imperatives. The administration's interpretation of the

significance of Korea as a test of American will, but more important-

ly, a chaìlenge at the periphery and not toward the vital theatre of

Europe, demanded that American resources not be total ly committed or

expended in Korea. This constituted a pol iticaì objective to which

military operations had to be oriented and unavoidably ìed to the lim-

ited employment of mi 1 itary means in Korea. Truman was not alone in

advocating such pol itical ly determined I imitations. General Omar

Bradley, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, clearly stated in hîs

testimony .before the congressional hear i ngs the importance of

restraint in Korea;

Korea, despite the importance of the engagement, must be
ìooked upon with proper perspective. lt is just one engage-
ment just one phase of the battle.... We have recommended
against enlarging the war. The course of action often
described as a "ì imited war" with Red China wouìd increase
the r i sk we are tak i ng by engag i ng too much of our power i n
an area that is not the critical strategic prize.

r9

Frankìy, in the opinion of the Joint Chiefs of
strategy would invoìve us in the \^rrong hrar, at
place, at the wrong time, with the wrong enemy...

The conduct of Korea in terms of mi t itary operations,

to be driven by political

larger context of American

32 Rees, David, Korea:
27\ "

cons i derat i ons that took i

and l.lestern secur i ty.

The Limited lJar, È'1acl4ilìan, London, 196\.

Staff th i s
the wrong

32

therefore, had

nto account the
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General l,lacArthur, on the other hand, disagreed with the subordina-

tion of what he saw as mi ì itary imperatives to poì itical interests.

ln llacArthurrs mind the control of mi I itary operations by anything

other than mi I itary considerations was a deviation from accepted prin-

c i pì es of war. llacArthur outl i ned h i s argument about the proper rel a-

tionship between force and poìitics at the congressional hearings as

well;

[t]ne general definition which for many decades has been
accepted was that v,/ar was the ultimate process of politics;
that Ì^rhen aìl other pol iticaì means f ailed, you then go to
force; and that when you do that, the balance of con-
trol...is the control of the miìitary.... I do unquestion-
abìy state that when men become locked in battìe, that there
should be no artifice under the name of pol itics, which
should handicap your own men....'33

Whereas the Administrationrs concept of operations in Korea impì ied

that it was necessary to reìate pol iticaì objectives and the means

used to achieve those objectives, and that means must serve politicaì-

ly def ined ends, l,lacArthurrs view posited a very dif f erent reìation-

ship. l'lacArthur conceived of politics and force as exclusive enti-

ties. lt was the purpose of pol itics to attempt to avoid the use of

force; however, if political efforts failed and one was compelled to

use force, politics ceased to be relevant. ln short, once war u/as

declared, pol i tics and force had no relationship. The conduct of war

was a matter of military imperatives, and when the enemy was defeated

then poì itics could resume, This concept of war was entireìy un-Clau-

sewitzian butr âs later discussion will reveaì, it conformed to what

h,as seen by the ìimited war theorists as the rrtraditional American way

of warrr. The important point for the immediate discussion, however,

is that Korea, rather than clearly demonstrating the necessity of

33 lbid., p. 267.
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imited war strategy and the forces to support it, was tak-

demonstrated the need to dev i se a d i fferent form of

Generaì Dwight D. Eisenhower succeeded President Truman in office

and managed to achieve an armistice in Korea. Eisenhowerrs method of

bringing the confìict to an end, or at least his perception of it, was

significant for the directions that defense strategy wouìd take in his

administration, and specifical ìy, for the I imited war theorists who

reacted to what they saw as an inappropriate strategy to deal with

peripheral security interests. ln order to bring an end in Korea

Eisenhower decided to put pressure on the communists by ietting it be

known that he was considering the use of nuclear weapons if a negoti-

ated settlement could not be reached. I^/hen expìaining why the threat

to expand the war was necessary, Eisenhower stated that the United

States must conduct itseìf in Korea in a fashion that would induce the

enemy to want peace as did the Americans.3a This strategy reflected

the concept of communication and coercion through the use or threat of

force which was lacking in the Truman Administration, and which would

later become a central concept w¡thin the limited war literature. lt

has been argued that E i senhower I s threat to use nuc I eâr weapons i n

fact might not have influenced the decision by the communists to nego-

tiate. After several years of fight¡ng, according to this argument, a

sort of stalemate occurred where the Americans were unwilling to make

the commitment of forces to unify Korea, and that the North, with the

34 Kinnard, Douglas,
Studv i n
1977. p.

Def ense
l+.

Pres i dent
Politics,

E i senhower
University

and Strategy l,lanaqement: !
Press of Kentucky, Lex i ngton,
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aid of the Chinese, were unabìe to make such an effort successful.35

It is impossible to conclusively credít or discredit Eisenhou,er's per-

ception that the nuclear threat brought the North to the negotiating

table; however, the important issue is how such perceptions, mistaken

or not, affected subsequent strategy.t'

President Eisenhower's impressions of the Korean confl ict, and its

effect on the United States, had a role in forming a central assump-

tion upon which his administration would construct its defence pol ícy.

When Eisenhower travel led to Korea as President-elect to personaì ìy

assess the situation, he was struck by what he saw as the dissipat¡on

of American resources in a remote and indecisive confl íct.3? This

impression, combined with his perspective on what the nature of the

ìong range competition between East and West would be, ìed to the piv-

otal assumption that the Uni ted States must provide for i ts defence

over the ìong haul, but do so practising fiscal restraint. lt was

Eisenhower's feel ing that the Soviet threat \^ras not only mil itary, but

economic as welì. lf the Soviet Union succeeded in causing the United

States to engage in enormous amounts of defence spending in order to

keep them in check, it was possible that the U.S. would col lapse

financiaì 1y.38 The finaì impl ications of containment had a substan-

tial, if not domînant, role to play in the formation of strategy under

35 K i nnard, @j3]gÉ E i senhower and

Foot, Rosemary,'rNuclear Coercion
f lict", J¡1!ernational Security,
92-93.

36

3 7 Rees, Korea, p. l+03.

38 Weigley, Russell F., The American Way of War: A History of United
States l"1iì itary Strategy and Policy, f'lacf'lillan Publ ishing Co.,
lnc., New York,1973, pp. 400-401.

Strateqv llanagement, p. 27.

and the Ending of the Korean Con-
vol. 13 #3, Winter 1988/89, Þp.



E i senhower.

The Eisenhower Administration's perception that the threat to con-

sider the use of nuclear weapons had brought Korea to a close handily

satisfied the concern for fiscal restraint. Both Eisenhower and John

Foster Dulìes, his Secretary of State, believed that the key to manip-

ulating the communists was not to respond to their actions with symme-

trical reactions, but, rather, to respond asymmetrically.3e The per-

ceived success of this tactic in Korea led to the bel ief that an

asymmetrical response strategy was the best one to pursue over the

long run as welì. Furthermore, a strategy based on an asymmetrical

response - essential ly the use of nuclear weapons as a coercive

ínstrument - was also fiscal ly more acceptable.

l,/hen it came to def ining an approach to defence policy the Eisen-

hower Administration, quite naturaì ly, reacted to the approach of its

predecessor contained ¡n NSC-68. With respect to the significance of

the threat posed by the Soviet Union, Eisenhower and his coì ìeagues

did not disagree with the interpretation given by NSC-68. Eisenower's

inaugural address served notice that the new President felt the bal-

ance-of-power to be del icately poised and that communist expansion was

not to be toìerated.a0 l,lhere the Eisenhower Administration took a rad-

ical departure from NSC-68 was over the assumption of the means avail-

23

3e The terminology of symmetrical and'asymmetrical response is used by
John Gaddis in "Strategies of Containment". lt is Gaddîsrs thesis
that the Un i ted States has f I uctuated between conta i nment strat-
egies that have either incorporated symmetrical responses to Soviet
chaì lenges (for example Truman in Korea and Kennedy in Vietnam) or
asymmetrical response (Eisenhower in the new ìook and in a unique
format, Nixon with Detente).

40 Gaddis, Strateqies of Containment, pp. i29-.l30.
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able to the UnÍted States in underwriting containment. NSC-68's

assertion that means were relatively unl imi ted was rejected, and,

instead, the fiscaì ly driven "long haulrr approach was substituted.

The essence of this approach was not maximum effort over the short

term, as impì ied by NSC-68, but, ratherr ân optimum effort over the

long term. This approach satisfied Eisenhower's perception that the

Soviet threat would manifest i tself over the long run and that the

United States had to guard against a financial crisis.

The other important development in defence pol icy in the Eisenhower

period was the shift to a reìiance on nuclear weapons to provide for

deterrence at the centre and the periphery. ln 1953 Eisenhower com-

missioned a project known as "Operation Solarium'r where independant

groups studied one of three options for American security pol icy.ar

The three options considered were: first, the continuation of the Tru-

man strategy of containment; second, a strategy of nuclear deterrence

with the implied threat of retaliation for any communist aggression at

the centre or the periphery; and finally, the roll back of the Soviet

sphere of influence by all means short of war. At the conclusion of

the project the first option was approved but, significantìy, with

some modification in the direction of the second.

strategy of the Truman Administration was to be continued, however,

the specific strategy for its successfuì impìementation was different.

The second strategy opt¡on that stressed nuclear deterrence became the

centerpiece of American containment strategy. The incl ination to

invoke nuclear deterrence, as John Gaddis has argued, was the result

of both the desire to contain the Soviets less expensively and the

41 lb¡d.¡ Þp. 145-i46.

The conta i nment
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apparent prof i tab i I Í ty of asymmetr i ca I response that Korea had demon-

strated.

The shift to a nucìear-centeric pol icy was the hal ìmark of the

Eisenhower Administration and its rrnew lookil poì icy. lt was stated in

NSC-162/2, in which the new look pol icy was initiaì ìy presented, that

in the event of war with the Soviet Union or China nuclear weapons

would be used.

include I imited war scenarios as wel l.a2 The threat to cons'ider the

use of nuclear weapons not onìy for major security violations, but for

peripheral aggression as wel l, became known as the poìicy of 'rmassive

retaliatîonr'. llassive retal iation was consistent with the Eisenhower

By 1955 E i senhower had extended th i s bas i c tenet to

Administrationrs predilection for asymmetrical response.

strategy, according to its proponents, returned the initiative to the

United States. No longer could the adversary choose the location

where the United States would have to respond, âS was the case under

symmetricaì response, nor could the adversary choose the type of

respcnse that would be made. flassive retal iation impl ied that an

attack might not be responded to in the same theatre of operations and

that the response might not be limited to the same type of means as

the initial aggression. The appì icabi I ity and cred¡b¡ I ity of the new

look policy was tied to four assumptions; that there would be no sig-

nificant increase in international tensions¡ that there would be no

significant increase in Soviet capabi I ities; that massive retal iatory

capabilities would deter both general and nuclear war; and that in the

event of the failure of deterrence, that nucìear weapons would be used

42 lbid., p. 150.

Such a
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in both general and I imited confl ict.43 These assumptions were not

universaì ly accepted in official or academic circles, however, and the

controversy over Eisenhowerrs new look led to a I ively debate on

strategy that produced the I imited war I iterature of the '1950rs.

The limited war literature of the l950rs took as its initial theme

the matter of the reìationship between force and politics in American

strategy. lt was felt by those analysts who were critical of the new

iook that American thinking about the use of force was unsound. This

criticism could have been made about American strategy prior to the

advent of nucl ear weaponry; but now the shortcomi ngs of Amer í can

thinking became even more pronounced in the nucìear age. Bernard Bro-

die, whose 1946 classic I'The Absolute Weaponil foreshadowed some of the

new directions in strategy that would be required in the nuclear age,

was one of the strongest critics of the Eisenhower Administration's

strategy of massive retal iation. The threat of massive retal iation,

Brodie argued, could be made only to deter the most insidious forms of

aggression.aa The credibility of such a threat was problematic for two

reasons. ln the first instance, if the Soviets initiated a challenge

at the periphery, it was questionable whether they would bel ieve that

the United States would instantly retaì iate with nuclear weapons. ln

spite of Eisenhowerrs threat to consider the use of nuclear weapons in

Korea, the conflict provided an example of restraint in the employment

of nucìear force. Despite the overwhelming superiority of the United

States, there were substantial poì itical impediments to using nuclear

43 Huntington, Ibg Common Defense, p. 75.

Brodi e, Bernard, "Unl imi ted Weapons and Limi ted Warrr The Reporter,
l8 November 1951+ , p. 16 "

44
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weapons. Beyond the restraint that pol itical considerations imposed,

it was necessary to take into account the fact that the Soviet Union

was developing a nuclear capacity as wel l. Brodie criticized the

Eisenhower Administration for fai ì ing to pay attention to this impor-

tant fact;

[t]tre American off icial attitude...seems to be one of ignor-
ing Soviet nucìear capabilities as a reaìity to be contended
with in planning. The general idea is that it is we' not
they, who will do the striking, and they, not we, who will
do the suffer i ng. n u

lnstant retal iationn therefore, would I íkely lead to counter-retal ia-

tion, and in the end to generaì war. The strategy of massive retalia-

tion wouìd be credibìe only if the United States h/as prepared to risk

generating fuìì scale war over the specific values they were trying to

protect. 4 6

I t was not that the strategy of mass i ve reta I i at i on was thought

inappropriate in alì contingencies; rather, that it was not appropri-

ate for the types of chal lenges the United States had faced in the

post-war period and were likely to face in the future. lf the Soviets

adopted the indirect approach to altering the balance-of-power between

East and West by challenging at the periphery, as NSC-68 suggested was

probabìe, the implicatíons of the strategy of massive retal iation were

horrific. The strategy of massive retal iation appl ied to peripheral

conflicts meant the inevitable risk of general nuclear war for securi-

ty threats which did not represent a chaìlenge to vital American

interests. Clearly the initiation of nuclear war over peripheral con-

45 lbid., p. .l8.

Bowl es, Chester, "0ur Present Fore i gn Pol i cy", Commonwea I ' LX Apr i I
30 195\, p. 90.
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fl icts in no way served Amerícan poì itical objectives. Nonetheìess,

the strategy of massive retal iation raised the spectre of just such

results. Consequently, the proponents of limited war focused on what

they perceived to be a distorted reìationship between force and poì i-

tics at the centre of American strategy.

The critics of the "new look" strategy invoked the famous Clausew-

itzian dictum that war was simply the extension of politics by other

means as the most telling indictment of American thinking about the

relationship between force and pol itics.

no more than an extension of national pol icy by different means ì ies

at the centre of Clausewitzian thinking about war. ln fact, one couid

argue, if the use of force by a nation contradicted the political pur-

pose, Clausewitz wouìd not have defined it as war. The use of force

without pol itical purpose could onìy be viewed, by definition, âS

senseless violence. War, therefore, always serves " O:t i tical purpose

and, consequently, the decision to wage it and the effort expended are

determined by the political objectives sought. lt was the opinion of

the I imited war theorists that the proper relationship between force

and pol itics that Clausewitzian thinking represented was not reflected

i n the Amer i can trad i t i on of war .

The assertion that war uras

We live in a generation that has identified itself with slo-
gans that Clausewitz would have regarded as preposterous -
that every modern war must be total war; that wars must be
f ought f or total victory, r¡unconditional surrenderr', and the
I ike - slogans that utterìy negate the older conceptions of
war as rrcontinuation of ( presumably rational ) pol icy."+t

a7 Brodie, 'rUnl imited Weapons and Limited War", p. 19.
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Using Clausewitzian thinking as the model for the proper relationship

between force and politics, many of the leading limited war theoristsl

charged that American thinking about war was completely un-Clausewit-

zian in that force and pol itics were conceived of as separate enti-

t ies . As prev ious I y argued, the c ì eavage between Genera I l'lacArthur

and his superiors on the conduct of operations in Korea provides a

cìear example of traditional American thinking about the role of poli-

tics in war. Nothing could be less Clausewitzian than this conception

of war. Just as the Clausewitzian theory about war evolved out of the

idea that war and pol itics were inextricabìy ì inked, with the former

being a servant of the latter, the limited war theorists crit¡que of

Amer i can strateg i c th i nk i ng devel oped out of the content i on that the

American way of war contravened this essential reìationship between

force and politics.

The I imited war theorists critique of American thinking about war

advanced two i nterrel ated themes as the bas i s of the d i ff ¡ cul ty the

United States was having in devising appropriate strategy in the post-

war nuclear environment; first, a predilection to view war as an

illegitimate tooì of the state, and secondìy, the notion of a separa-

tion between the concept of political and miìitary victory that ìed to

an ínabiìity to see war as a purely political act and not a crusade

for nebuìous philosophical ideals.as The tendency to view war as an

aberration rather than a ìogical extension of state pol icy when other

means had failed certainly put the United States at odds with Clausew-

itzian thinking" This in turn led to the separation of pol itics from

a8 Osgood, Robert
Un i vers i ty of

E., Limited l.lar: the challenge
Ch i cago Press , 1957, pp. 21-23.

to ACIef içaD strategy,
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the use of force and, when force was used, led to the prosecution of

conflict as a crusade rather than as a purely political act. The sep-

aration of pol itics and force, according to I imited war theorists,

therefore, represented the primary obstacle to sound strategic think-

ing in the nuclear age. The difficuìty facing the United States was

that the necessary changes in strategic thinking went against the

American mi ì itary tradition and its role in supporting American for-

ei gn pol i cy.

The great ideal istic goals that have traditionaì ìy provided
the dynamism and inspiration of American foreign policy,
insofar as they can be attained at al ì by mi I itary means,
must be attained through a series of moderate steps toward
intermediate objectives, defined in terms of rational power
and i nterest.4 e

0sgood and other analysts saw

t i ves , coup l ed wi th the separat i on

impediment to strategy development. Henry Kissinger, in his classic

"Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Poì icyr', made precisely the same argu-

ment. Kissinger suggested that the American historical experience had

affected Amer i can att i tudes and thereby i nh i b i ted the devel opment of

strategic doctrine. America's traditional geographic isolation, Kis-

singer argued, resuìted in the conception of threats to the national

interest as being unambiguous in nature.s0 ln other words, âñy threat

to American national security that required a military response repre-

sented a direct threat to the survival of the nation. ln meeting this

threat, therefore, the Uni ted States wouìd pursue total objectives

given the total nature of the chal lenge it faced. Kissinger's argu-

the

of

tendency to pursue total objec-

force and pol itics, âs a severe

4s lbid., p. ì8.

6o Kissinger, Nucìear l^Jeapons and Foreign Policy, p. 8.
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ment brought out the same distinctions about American post-war strat-

egy that other limited war theorists perceived; the United States

tended to pursue total objectives in conflict, and this in turn led to

the separat i on of force and poì i t i cs. The end resuì t of the trad i -

tional American way of war, coupled with the nature of the strategic

environment of the post-war era, *u. the compìete inability to devise

a doctrine that couìd provide security and do so without constant'l y

raising the spectre of total war irrespective of the degree of the

chal lenge at hand. Kissinger described the state of American strategy

i n the fol I owi ng manner;

[t] ne consequences of m i I i tary act i ons wh i ch seemed open to
us a lways appeared to outba I ance the ga i ns to be ach í eved.
Thus our poìicy became entirely defensive. l,le possessed a
doctrine to repeì overt aggression, but we could not trans-
late it into a strategy for achieving positive goals. Even
in the one instance where we resisted aggression by mi I itary
power, wê did not use the weapons around which our whole
miìitary planning had been built. The gap between military
and national pol icy was complete. Our power was not commen-
surate with the objectives of our national pol icy, and our
mi ì itary doctrine could not find any intermediate appl ica-
t i on for the new weapons. s r

Before introducing the basic outì ines of the type of strategy that

the I imited war theorists advocated, it is necessary to briefly exam-

i ne some of the I i terature of the so-ca ì I ed rrAmer i can way of v'rarrr .

This is important because considerable disagreement exists about the

accuracy of the criticisms that have been made by the limited war

theor i sts and other anai ysts that have fol I owed them. Essent i a I I y

there are two schools of thought on the American traditions of mi I ì-

tary policy. 0n the one hand, there are those - the limited war theo-

rists among them - who believe that American historical experience has

5r lbid., pp. 12-13.
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led to a unique approach to issues of war and peace by the United

States. The themes which dominate this school are: the United States

tends to define threats to its security as being total in nature; that

the response to security threats necessitates unl imited objectives on

the part of the United States; and, finally, that Americans tradition-

al ìy conceive of pol itics and war as separate entities.

take exception to this interpretation of American thinking about war,

on the other hand, argue that such an i nterpretat i on of Amer i can

pol itical-mi ì itary pol icy is the result of the fai lure to properly

assess the military history of the United States. ln the end, there-

fore, therrAmerican way of war" is nothing more than a myth invented

by modern strategists as a vehicle for advancing their personal pre-

scriptions.s2

It is Boothrs contention that the myth of the American way of war

is the product of post-war strategists who ignored the nuances of

Amer i can mi I i tary h i story and exper i ence. For exampì e, he argues that

the charge that Americans do not let pol itics interfere with the con-

duct of war i s patently faì se.

ci tes the Civi ì War as an exceì lent demonstration of the search for

poì itical objectives through the use of force. Lincolnrs attempt at

the start of the Civi ì War to devise a moderate strategy that would

hei p reconc i I i at i on between North and South, Booth argues, cì ear I y

displays an understanding that mi 1 itary operations must support pol it-

Those who

s2 For example see; Booth, Ken, "American Strategy: The llyths Revisit-
êd", in Booth, Ken, l.lr ight, l'loorhead, Amer ican Th ink inq About War
and Peace, Barnes 6 Noble, New York, 1978; Stuart, Reginald C., !þ!
and Amer ican Thought: From The Revolut ion To The Èlonroe @!¡þg,
The Kent State Universi ty Press, Kent 0hio, 1982.

I n support of th i s assert i on Booth
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ical objectives.s3 American particípation in World l.lar ll, taken by

the proponents of the American way of war to be the quintessential

example of the divorce of politics and force, âlso constitutes a myth

according to Booth. The late entry of the United States into the war,

the considerable disagreements between the Americans and the Al I ies

about strategy, and the pursu i t of uncond i t i ona I surrender were not

examples of fai I ing to relate pol itical objectives and the appl ication

of force, but, rather, a reflection of American as opposed to European

pol iticaì priorities.sa Those who suggest that American conduct in the

war demonstrates the separation of force in Amerîcan thinking, accord-

ing to Booth, have taken a "Euro-centeric" view of the conflict.

There also exists some resistance to the concept of absolutes in

the American conduct of military campaigns.5s The instances most often

cited as exampìes of the tendency of Americans to pursue absolutes are

the unconditíonal surrender pol icy of Worìd War I I and the extremism

of the doctr i ne of mass i ve reta I i at i on.

this argument as wel l. Booth suggests that a balanced analysis of

World War I I wouìd have to lead one to conclude that, barring exces-

sive faith in the opposition to Hitler or a less harsh view of Nazi

pol icy, the pol icy of unconditional surrender was completeìy justi-

fied. According to this argument there was I ¡ttle choice, given the

nature of the confì ict in World War I I, other than to totally defeat

the Nazis and, therefore, the policy of unconditional surrender did

53 Booth, @iSÐ Th ink inq About

lbid., pp. l4-16.54

ss For a good statement of the idea of absolutes in American miì itary
actions, see: Kittredge, T.8., rrNational Objectives and War Aims
f rom 1775 to 1955, flarine Corps @!þ, voì. l+0, 1956.

Exception has been taken to

Peace and War , p. I 3.
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not vioiate the principle that poì itics determine the use of force.

The pol icy of unconditional surrender was appl ied to Japan as wel l.

With respect to massive retal iation, Booth argues that the popular

treatments of both Duìles as an individual, as well as his famous doc-

trine, have been unfair. The statements by Dul les that refìected

flexibility and restraint have been ignored by his critics, primarily

out of self-interest in the promotion of opposing strategic ideas.s6

To some extent the arguments made by Booth in support of his conten-

tion that the American way of war is simply a myth that grew out of

the pecul iarities of the post-war strategic environment are not with-

out val idity. lt wouìd be unjust to suggest that the Americans

rejected political considerations in the use of force to the extent

that every conf ì ict could be 'l ikened to a "Carthaginian" crusade.

Korea was a very apt demonstration of the fact that pol itical impera-

tives did affect the way in which the united states applied its mili-
tary might. What is important to consider is not whether Americans

displayed universal idiosyncrasies in their use of force, but, rather,

if American historicaì experience resulted in a tendency to approach

confì ict in a distinct, and possibly, probìematic fashion.

The most dramatic factor to assess in terms of American historîcal

experience and its effect on American thinking about military matters

is that of geography. ln fact, one might convincingìy argue that

along w¡th taking the torch of pol itical leadership in the West, the

Americans also surpassed their European elders as the grand geo-stra-

tegic thinkers. The roots of American geo-strategic thinking, and

their perceptions about the causes of war, cannot be separated from

56 lbid., pp. 25-27.
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the fact that by declaring their independence from Britain they broke

away from the European state system.s? The effect of this separation

from the European state system can not be dismissed as insignificant.

It brought a lengthy period of relative peace and isolation from the

difficulties associated with Europe. lt is from this period that the

American isolationist tradition takes its roots, and both the luxury

and desire to remain unentangled in the competitiveness of European

poìitics resulted in a distinctly American view of the use of miìitary

force. According to this argument, the confl icts in which the United

States found itself involved during its classic isolationist phase led

to the perception that war was waged for national survival. The three

conflicts the United States experienced through thís period were the

war of lSlZ; the Civil l.Jar; and the llexican American War. ln each

case American survival was seen to be at stake. The War of i8l2 found

the United States in conflict with Britain from whom she had just sep-

arated and the episode has been remembered in a sl ightly hyperbol ic

fashion as the second war of independence.ss The Hexican War was iden-

tîf ied with the concept of l'lanifest Destiny, which had the effect of

again raising the idea that this was a part of ensuring national

security.te As for the Civi I War, there is I ittle doubt, irrespective

of which side one views the conflict from, that it was perceived to be

a conflict in which national survival was involved. The end result of

the American experience in using mi I itary force during the nineteenth

s? Rapoport, Anatol, I'Changi ng Conceptions of War
States'r, in Booth and Wright, American Thinkinq
Peace, p.

lbid., p.

lbid., p.

58

59
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century was a perception that war was a campaign to ensure national

survival. lt is from this perception that the tendency to wage war

with the objective of total ly defeating the enemy and dictating the

terms of peace takes its form.

Another ram i f i cat i on of Amer i can separat i on from the European state

system, one could argue, was that it affected American perceptions of

the objectives that should be sought in war. lf one analyzes the role

of war in Europe during the classic balance-of-power system it is

pìainly evident that \^,ar was not always fought for total objectives.

ln a balance-of-power system security was not a universaì ly distribut-

ed value, that is to say, not aìl states enjoyed equal securíty ben-

efits under the system. Some states, in order to maintain the overall

balance-of-power within the system as a whole, may disappear through

conflicts which adjust the balance. Conversely, it is equally impor-

tant that confl ict not be pursued in a manner that removes certain

critical actors from the system, either totally or in terms of ranking

within the system, in order that the balance-of-power be maintained.60

For Europeans, therefore, the concept of war as the pursuit of total

objectives, and concomitantly the idea that one could achieve total

security, was not an attitude that could be fostered from their his-

torical experience. For the United States, on the other hand, its

separation from the European state system led to precisely these con-

ceptions. The isolationist period di.d not imbue Americans with a tra-

dition of baìance-of-power thinking where I imited confl icts were a

part of the maintenance of stability among a cluster of major po\^,ers.

60 See Vose Gul ick, Edward, Europe's Classical balance-of-power, W. W.
Norton E Company, New York, 1955.
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As argued earlier, the American experience with war in the post-inde-

pendence era led to the belief that war was for national survival. ln

the American mind, consequentìy, security itself was conceived of as

an absoìute value. Threats to national security, therefore' were per-

ceived in absolute terms, and the objectives which Americans thought

should be pursued were aìso absolute.

military terms and this attitude led to the generaì abhorrence on the

part of Americans for political limitations in the application of mil-

itary force. Korea provides a vivid example of the clash between what

was the traditional American view on how to conduct war and the use of

ì imited force under strict pol itical controì. ln the Senate hearings

on his dismissal, General lçlacArthur eloquently stated his disapproval

of the Administration's fai lure to fol low what in his mind were the

establíshed principles of war;"...t^/hen men become locked in battle...

there should be no artifice under the name of pol itics, which should

hand i cap your own menrr. 6 1

Victory ín war was defined in

American perceptions about the significance of war in terms of

national security, the objectives that should be sought when the

resort to arms was taken, and the relationship between force and poli-

tics, natural ly had a profound influence on the development of Ameri-

can strategy. þJith the concept¡on that security was an absolute val-

u€, strategic doctrine took on the qual ity of an al I encompassing

panacea to American security dilemmas. John Shy offers an interesting

analysis of what he sees as a conceptual I ink between the various

strategic doctrines that have underpinned American miìitary thinking

6r Rees, Korea, p.267.
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since the time of Alfred Thayer l'lahan.62 From the time of l'îahan's

writings on seapo\^/er in the l89O's to the present, Shy identif ies

three doctrines that have dominated American strategic thinking; sea-

power, airpower, and the strategic concept of fìexible response ( lim-

ited war ). Each doctrine has corresponded to an epoch of American

foreign poì icy. ln the case of seapower, the doctrine was associated

with the period of so-called American imperiaìism in the Carribean and

Far East. Airpower, although not an American invention, was enthusi-

astical ly subscribed to through the interwar period and after the war

during the brief reign of massive retal iation. The strategic concept

of flexibìe response, Shy associates with the period of global con-

tainment of communist supported revolutions.

ln terms of substance each doctrine differs from the other, and in

many ways each was a reaction to a different problem. Seapower was a

critique of traditional defensive notions of American security. Air-

power was a reaction to the great costs of conventional warfare that

\^,ere so stark ìy demonstrated by Wor ì d War I . The strateg ic concept of

fìexibìe response, in turn, was a reaction against the airpower-mas-

sive retal iation thinking of the post-Korea period.63 ln spite of the

d i fferences i n substance of each doctr i ne, as weì I as the strateg i c

problems each addressed, Shy argues that there is a remarkable thread

of cons i stency wh i ch runs through them a I I ;

the elements of continuîty are...most impressive....They
have not only underpinned foreign pol icy; at times they have
themselves created foreign poì icy, as in 196\-65, when the

62 Shy, John, "The
i ng" , Journa I 0f
pp. 202-228.

lbid., p. 225.63

Amer ican I'ti ì itary
I nter-D i sc i pl i nary

Exper i ence:
History, Vol

History and Learn-
.1 #2 Winter 1971,



existence of military force and a doctrine for its employ-
ment seemed to move i nto a vacuum of i nformed and construc-
tive political thinking. This resonance is fully explained
onìy when we see how each doctrine has rested upon, and
drawn for emotionaì sustenance, the characteristic attitudes
and bel iefs that were implanted, transmi tted, and rei nforced
by almost four centuries of American mi I itary experience.
Each doctr ine incorporates r^/i th in ¡ t someth ing I ike what we
cal I an absolute or dichotomous conception of security. The
United States is secure, or it is not; it is threatened, or
it is not. None of the doctrines, even the strategic con-
cept of flexible response, reai ly aì lows for differences in
degree or qua I i ty of threat. Both sea and a i r doctr i ne
argue that effective mi ì i tary action must be total, and that
anything less is worse than useìess.6a

ln other words, whi le each doctrine addressed different chal lenges to

American security, each reflected the American tradition of conceptu-

alizi ng secur i ty as an absolute, and that mi I i tary force should be

appl ied in an absolute form to protect it.

ln concìusion, therefore, whi le those who argue that the "American

way of war'r is a myth are correct in arguing that the American tradi-

tion of military thinking is not entirely separate from the European

experience, there are nonetheless idíosyncrasies that are pecul iarly

Amer i can. For exampl e, charges that Amer i cans never I et pol i t i cs

intrude into wars; that Americans never thought seriously about mi I i-

tary strategy prior to 19\5; or perhaps, that Americans have consis-

tently thought that peace was the normaì pattern of international

relations, are open to legitimate criticism. As previously argued,

however, the critical issue in settl ing the dispute as to whether an

American way of war exists is to ask whether historical experience has

resulted in a tendency to view concepts such as war, security, and the

use of force, in a unique fashion. ln response to this question, the

body of evidence is substantial enough to allow for the assertion that

39

6'4 lbid., p. 225.
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there indeed does exist an American tradition in mi I itary affairs. lt

was against this tradition in military affairs that the limited war

theorists were reacting in the l950rs, and it is worthwhiìe at this

point to briefly consider their criticisms, as well as to outline the

alternative doctrine they advocated.

It was the conviction of all the proponents of limited war that it

was paramount that the United States come to terms with both its tra-

dition in miiitary affairs and the strategic requisites of the nuclear

age. As Henry Kissinger argued in "Nucìear Weapons and Foreign Pol i-

cy", power and diplomacy, which the American historical tradition had

separated, had be brought together. ln the nuclear age the potentiaì

for mass destruction was such that under almost any circumstance the

resort to total war could not serve any meaningful pol itical objec-

tive. lt was incumbent upon Americans, therefore, to rigidity adhere

to Clausewitzrs dictum that the use of force be determined purely by

pol itical objectives. Given that rational poì itical objectives could

not be served by total war involving nuclear weapons, the only alter-

native, other than renouncing the use of force completely, was the

pursuit of a strategy of limited war. lnherent in such a strategy

would be the institution and maintenance of I imits that would al low

for the attainment of poì itical objectives whi le precluding escalation

to nuc ì ear war "

I t i s important to note that the strategy wh i ch the I imi ted war

theorists advocated was not a departure from the political objectives

of the strategy which they sought to replace. Limited war was a con-

tai nment strategy, but one which appl ied dîfferent means to the same
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end. ln the same way that the pol icy of massive retal iation was

intended to deter adversaries, the purpose of ìimited war strategy was

to provide a credible threat of the use of force which would have the

effect of causing the adversary to reconsider his intended action. ln

other words, I imited war sought to extend deterrence beyond America's

borders to the peripheral areas under threat, and should deterrence

fail, fight a war with a strategy that could prevent the conflict from

escalat¡ng to leveìs where rational pol iticaì objectives could not

exist. None of the reasoning as to why a strategy of limited war was

requi red, given the nature of the nuclear envi ronment, was al I that

compl icated; sti I I, devising a theory of I ¡mited war u/as a far more

involved and compìicated task. lt was necessary to engage in a thor-

ough analysis of the dynamics of the iimitation and escalation process

before a workable strategy could be attained. These types of analyses

were a product of the latter half of the .1950's. Chapter I I wiìl be

devoted to a detai led consideration of the seminal theoretical works

on I imi ted war.



By the late 1950's the criticisms of the Eisenhower Administra-

tion's defence policy had come to be widely accepted within the aca-

demic community. The I imited war I iterature of the earl ier part of

the decade had successful 1 y commun i cated i ts pr i nc i pal theme of the

need to reorient American thinking about the relationship between

L I ¡/l I TAT I 0N AND ESCALAT I 0N: UN I LATERAL I S¡1 VERSUS
INTERACTION IN AI.lERICAN LI¡4ITED l^/AR LITERATURE

Chapter I I

force and pol itics.

the strategy of massive retal iation appear convincing, practicaì

experience also demonstrated the bankruptcy of the strategy in provid-

i ng for conta i nment at the per i phery.

1954 dispìayed the difficulty of applying the concept of asymmetrical

response to a peripheral security problem. The idea of using American

air resources to conduct a massive bombing campaign around the perime-

ter of the besieged Dien Bien Phu was considered and ruled out. ln

the end the French were defeated at Dien Bien Phu and the problem of

i nsecur i ty i n Southeast As i a r^,as not ei im i nated. The strategy of

asymmetrical response that was supposed to return the initiative to

the United States had in fact achieved precisely the opposite. The

threat to use excessive force to deter or to respond to actual chaì-

lengesr âS Bernard Brodie had argued in the earìy .l950's, couìd only

be made to safeguard the most central security values of the United

Not only did the theoretical arguments against

The Dien Bien Phu crisis of

States, A strategy of massive retal iation appl ied to peripheral

-\2-
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security threat only served to render the United States impotent. As

the I imi ted war advocates had been arguing for several years, the

reaìities of the nuclear environment requîred different strategies

for the protection of vitaì and peripheraì values.

theorists offered a strategy based on the idea of responding symmetri-

caì ly to security threats so that peripheral chaì lenges could be

addressed, and most importantly, be addressed in a fashion that pre-

vented an unnecessary and unwarranted risk of nuclear war. This con-

cept of force application was by no means a new one. The same idea of

cal ibrating the appl ication of fcrce to the type of threat being

countered had been made in NSC-68 in 1950. Frustration with the Kore-

an experience, however, pushed these types of ideas out of the forum

of strategic discussion. The I imited war theorists never lost sight

of both the ìessons of Korea and the idea of proportionaì force as the

onìy credible method of deterring or fighting a peripheral confl ict.

By the latter half of the l950rs the arguments in favor of developing

a I imi ted war strategy were overwhelming, and attention turned from

the initial probìem of convincing the strategic community of the need

for a limited r^/ar strategy to the more complicated probìem of devising

a body of theory upon which the strategy of I imited war could be

based

The I imited war

The principle theoretical themes which lay at the centre of the

concept of I imi ted war were the i nterreì ated i ssues of I imi tation and

escalation in confl ict. This chapter wi I ì be devoted to an analysis

of the concepts of límitation and escalation as they apply to American

I imited war strategy The chapter will begin with a review of the spe-
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cific aspects of Clausewitzian theory that relate to I imitation and

escalation in confìict. The purpose of this is to provide a basis for

comparison between Clausewitzian and American concepts of lîmitation

and escalation. The importance of making a comparison between Clau-

sewitzian concepts of limitation and escaìation and those contained in

the limited war ìiterature has to do with the assertion that the so-

cal led American way of war is anti-Clausewitzian in nature. This, of

course, was a charge that the I imi ted war theor i sts made i n thei r

advocacy of the strategy of límited war as the onìy sensibìe solution

to the security problems facing the United States in the post-war era.

The critical focus of the comparison between Clausewitz and the limit-

ed war theorists is whether the characterization of the dynamics of

limitation and and escalation in the limited war literature conforms

to Clausewi tzian pr i nciples.

The chapter will begin with an analysis of Clausewitzian theory

and the concepts of limitation and escalation. lt wiìì be argued in

this section that two pivotal ideas can be derived from Clausewitz's

discussion of I imitation and escalation; first, that I imitation in war

is the result of the desire to seek limited politicaì objectives, and

secondly, that the relationship between adversaries in a confl ict, and

the dynamics of I imitation and escalation between them, are

interactive processes. The second section of the chapter wi I I be

devoted to an analysis of the limited war literature of the late

1950's and early 'l960's. lt will be argued in this analysis that two

models of limited war and the concepts of limitation and escaìation in

confl ict are evident i n the I imi ted war 1 i terature. Furthermore, i t
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wi I I be argued that whi Ie both models of I ímitation and escalation

display some congruence with Clausewitzian theory, one of the models

represents the expression of the traditional American concept of force

appìication in a modified form that reflects the peculiarities of the

nucìear environment. Finally, it will be argued that the model of

I imited h,ar that represented the traditional American approach to con-

fl ict was favored over the alternative model preciseìy because of its

refìection of histor¡caì American values.

ln discussing the patterns of confl ict Clausewitz did not use the

modern phraseology of I imitation and escalation as do contemporary

strategists.

important points about conflict which can serve as a basis for the

discussion of the modern notions of I imitation and escalation. ln

Book One Clausewitz developed the concept of extremes in warfare which

in contemporary terms describe the tendency for confl ict to escalate.

The first extreme had to do with the maximum exertion of force in war;

"...war is an act of force, and there is no ìogical l imit to the

appì ication of force. Each side therefore compeis i ts opponent to

folìow suit; a reciprocal action is started which must lead, in theo-

ry, to extremes.rrr The second extreme related to the fundamental aim

of war, that of defeating the enemy;

Despite this Clausewitz nonetheless did offer some

The ultimate aim of war must be taken as applying to both
sides. Once there is interaction, so long as I have not
overthrown my opponent I am bound to fear he may overthrow
me. Thus I am not in control; he dictates to me as much as
I dictate to him.2

C I ausew i tz, Car I Von,
ard and Peter Paret,
say, 1984 p. 77.

lbid., p.77.

0n l,Jar, edited and translated by llichael How-
Princeton university Press, Princeton New Jer-
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The third extreme had to do with what ClausewÍtz referred to as the

"maximum exertion of strength¡r;

I f you want to overcome your enemy you must match your
effort aga i nst h i s power of res i stance, wh i ch can be
expressed as the product of tþ,,o i nseparab I e f actors , vi z.
the total means at his disposal and the strength of his
will. The extent of the means at his disposaì is a matter -
though not exclusively - of figures, and should be measure-
able. But the strength of his will can only be gauged
approximately by the strength of the motive animating i t.
Assuming that you can arrive in this way at a reasonably
accurate estimate of the enemy's power of resistance, you
can adjust your own efforts accordingiy; that is, you can
increase them untíl they surpass the enemy's or, if this is
beyond your means, you can make your effort as great as pos-
sible. But the enemy wilì do the same; competition will
again result and, in pure theory, it must again force you to
extremes. 3

Although the discussion of the three extremes is purely theoretical,

two important practical points are conveyed. ln the fîrst case the

process by which the escalation of confl ict occurs is interactive in

nature. ln each case the level of vîolence at which the confìict is

conducted is the sum of the interplay of two adversaries locked in

battle. ln Clausewitzrs concept of escalation, to use the modern

term, the continued expansion of the confìict could not occur if only

one party increased its efforts. ln such a situation the state which

alone escaìated would achieve victory over the opponent. The second

important point to draw from Clausewitz's theoreticaì discussion is

that neither of the parties is in.complete control of the level of

violence to which the confl ict moves or comes to rest. The impl ica-

tion of this is that escalation cannot be control led uni lateral ly by

one party to the conflict. Limitation and escalation, therefore, is

cont i ngent upon the act i on and react i on of both conf I i ct i ng states.

3 lbíd., p. 77.
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As Cìausewítz was careful to point out, the tendency for confì ict

to gravitate to the extremes as a matter of course occurs only in an

abstract theoretical sense. ln "real war" restraining factors would

prevent the confl ict from unaìterabìy reaching its theoretical

extreme. Two restraining factors can be readi ly identified; friction

in war, and, secondly, the influence of pol itics. The role of fric-

tion as a restraining factor can be dealt with easi ly.

The concept of friction, as Clausewitz remarked, is that which dis-

tinguishes "real" war from war on paper.a War on paper, or theoretical

war to use a better term, can be planned for and executed in the mind

of the strategist with comparative ease.5 Because of the relative sim-

plícity of theoretical planning which, even îf the problem of friction

i s cons i dered, cannot concretel y i dent i fy or measure the effect of

friction, intricate operational plannîng is i I l-advised. lt has often

been stressed as a maxim that a good plan for war is revealed by its

simpl icity rather than íts complexity. Despite Clausewitz's abhor-

rence of maxims, the rationale for simplicity is well supported by the

effects of fr i ct i on i n war.

war is simpìe, but the simpìest thing is difficult.6 For example,

without considering the potential difficuìties that would attend the

movement of an entire army, the simple administrative move of a regí-

4 lb¡d., p. ll9.

s One could use the Schlieffen Plan as a good example of what in theo-
ry i s not compì icated, but in real i ty far from simple.
aspects of the Schlieffen Plan on paper translated easiìy into actu-
al operations, the Germans wouìd have succeeded. The effect of
friction is that it will often profoundly alter the achievement of
what has been planned for.

6 lbid., p. ?.

As Clausewitz statedi "(e)verything in

lf alì
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ment or a brigade could be thwarted by any number of problems. Such a

straightforward move could go completeìy awry because of a fai lure in

communications, a shortage of fuel, weather condi tions, a navigational

error, or the unexpected loss of a key bridge. None of these simple,

yet common, occurrences brings into the equation the role of the enemy

who consciously desires to obstruct onesrs movement and, therefore,

introduces additional friction that for the most part is íncalculable.

lf one considers the effect of friction in the conduct of an entire

campaign, even the símplest plan when executed is likely to be a dif-

f i cu I t and compl i cated task at best.

Friction wi ì ì therefore exert a considerable unintended restraint

on the tendency of war to evolve to the theoretical extreme. Even if

both adversaries do not desire a pol itical settlement and wish to

prosecute the confl ict to the ful ìest extent possible, friction wi I I

affect the intended escalation. The specific nature of the friction

wiìl determine whether escalation is merely delayed or entireìy imped-

ed. ln this respect Cìausewitzrs concept of friction acts as a limit-

ing factor in confl ict. I t is important, however, to remain aware

that the roìe of friction in conflict as a limiting factor is an unin-

tended one. A more important and intentional restraint is that which

is imposed by pol itics.

Given Clausewitzrs dictum that war is nothing but the continuation

of pol itics by other means, pol itics plays a critical role in the

scope of conflict. lf the proper relationship between the use of

force and pol îtical objectives is maintained, poì itics wi I I act as a

restraint on war and wi I I prevent it from reaching the theoretical
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extreme. lf, in a dispute between two states, a political purpose is

served by the use of force, it does not necessariìy hold that that the

total defeat of the enemy is sensible as wel l.

Since war is not an act of senseless passion but is control-
1 ed by i ts pol i ti cal object, the value of thi s object must
determine the sacrifices made for it in magnitude and also
in duration. Once the expenditure exceeds the value of the
pol î ti caì object, the object must be renounced and peace
must fol I ow. ?

The necessity of the pol iticai object mitigating the scope of a con-

flict wilì thus act as a limitation and thereby prevent the escalation

of the confl ict to the theoretical extreme.

The restraining influence of politics on the scope on warfare led

Clausewitz to identify a form of conflict he calIed "war for the Iim-

ited aim".8 This type of warfare couìd either be offensive or defen-

sive, but in either case the total defeat of the enemy was not the

objective. ln offensive war for the I imited aim, the object was to

take a portion of the enemyrs territory so that at the peace negotia-

tion it can be retained or traded for another value.e ln defensive war

f or the ì im i ted a i m, the obj ect ì"Jas to keep the rema i nder of one' s

territory intact at a minimum, or to defend it unti I it was possibìe

to take up the offensive and regain losses. ln both of these forms of

I imited war, poì itics restrains the objectives sought. Thus pol itics

acts on the one hand to to ìimit escalation and on the other determine

to what extent escalation should rationaìly be used to attain the

pol iticaì objective.

lbid., p. 92"

lbid., Book 8, Chapters !-8.

lbid.,p.6li.

I

I
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ln concluding on the relevance of Clausewitz on ì imitation and

escalation several points can be made. ln an analysis of the concept

of extremes, wh i ch today we refer to as conf I i ct escal at i on, C I ausew-

i tz argued that the process was i nteract i ve í n nature. Cont i nued

escalation is impossible, given Clausew¡tz's approach to the concept,

if oners adversary does not react and do the same. lt follows ìogic-

al ly from this that in a confl ict where escalation is occurring, its

interactive nature makes uni lateral control of the escalation process

impossible. lf escalation in a conflict is to be controlled in order

that the effort expended and the costs incurred be commensurate with

the pol itical objectives of the confl ict, adversaries must interact

with one another. The idea that one adversary can dictate to the oth-

er is a contradiction of the Clausewitzian concept of the nature of

war and the relationship between the parties to a confl ict.

The second important conclusion is that in the Clausewitzian con-

ception of I imited war, confl ict is I ímited

tîves that are soughtn and not in the amount

to achieve pol itical ends. This perspective

fications for escalation as well. lf the problem of limitation

relates only to the issue of defining the poì itical objectives of a

given confl ict, then escalation, theoretical ly speaking, is not pro-

bìematic in I imited warfare. This assertion can be derived from the

logical extension of Clausewîtzian thinking.

remains an instrument of pol itical purpose, escalation control is a

direct result of I imited pol iticaì objectives. Clearly defined I imit-

ed object ives wi I I have the ef f ect of induc ing a rrnatural I imitrl

by

of

of

the polit¡cal objec-

force that is appì ied

I imited war has rami-

lf force strictly

ln
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theory, every possíble political objective has a natural limit that is

endogenous to it, that is, a limit that wiìl be naturalìy induced with

the imposition of that pol itical objective. Under these circumstan-

ces, therefore, escalation does not present a substantial problem in

limited warfare where the limiting I'mechanism" îs the politicaì objec-

tive of the conflìct. lf one leaves the reaìm of the theoretical and

moves to the real world however, the problem of escalation is less

straightforward. ln the real worìd the process of defining pol itical

objectives and limits in the context of an adversarial relationship is

fraught wi th compl i cat i ons.

act of defining I ¡mited pol itical objectives for oneself, let alone

assuring that the enemy understands and agrees with them expì icitìy,

wi ì I be a matter of routine. Nevertheless, the theoretical relation-

ship between the mechanism of limitation and the salience of escala-

tion in I imited war is sti I I significant. I f, As Clausewitz suggest-

êd, I imited war is about the pursuit of ì imited poì itical objectives

there will exist the tendency for some form of natural limit to impose

itself on conflict.

It is unl ikely to be the case that the

Having made some distinctions with regard to Clausewitz and the

concepts of I imitation and escalation, it remains to discuss and ana-

lyze the I imited war I iterature of the 1950's with respect to these

central concepts in limited war theory. The first point that must be

made is that for most of the the initiaì phase of limited war litera-

ture the process of limitation and escalation was not a primary focus.

The development of scholarly I i terature on iimited confìict
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occurred onl y after the Korean war. r 0 Dur i ng the the f i rst phase of

work the primary concern was almost exclusively about the reorienta-

t i on of Amer i can defence th i nk i ng. fluch of the ear ì y pi eces on the

subject focused on the Eisenhower I'new look" defence pol icy in rela-

tion to the challenges of the time, and with regard to these, the

necessity of developing a I imited war strategy.rt Before the narrower

and more probìematic issue of limitation and escalation in conflict

could be addressed, the transformation of American thinking about the

relationship between force and pol i tics took precedence. The ì i tera-

ture d¡d discuss I imitation and escalation, but from the perspective

of the necessity of invoking the former and avoiding the latter rather

than a detai led analysis of the dynamic processes involved.

As the decade of the 1950's unfolded, the criticisms of therrNew

Look'r pol icy and its attendant strategy for peripheral confl ict gained

wider acceptance. As a result of this, attention turned to the devel-

opment of a theory of limited war with a focus on the problem of limi-

tation and escalation. The problem of I imitation and escalation in

warfare took on new dimensions in the nucìear age. lt could be argued

persuasively that one of the most dramatic repercussions of nuclear

vJeapons was that they had the potential to bring warfare closer to the

absolute form conceived by Clausewitz. Whereas for Clausewitz abso-

ro Halperin, l'lorton H., Limited l"lar: An Essav on the Development of
the Theory and an annotated Biblioqraphv, A¡1S Press, New York, 1962
p. 2.

rr See: Acheson, Dean, Power and Dipìomacy, Harvard Univesity Press'
1958; Bowìes, Chester, "0ur Present Foreign Pol icy'r, Commonweal,
LX, April 30 1951+, pp. 86-gS; Brodie, Bernard, "Unl imited Weapons
and limited Wartr, The Reporter, Xl, November l8 1954, PP, 16-Zli
'rThe Dulles Doctrine: lnstant Retaliationrr, lgw !3g[!þ.' CXXX'
llarch 29 195\, pp. i0-i4, Statements by various prominent anaìysts
criticizing the strategy of massive retaì iation.
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lute war, in which all available destructive poÌ¡rer was dírected toward

the objective of the confl ict, was onìy a theoretical model used to

heìp define what war was in real ity, for modern strategists something

approximating absoìute war was the potential result of warfare in the

nuclear age. lf force was to be used for political purposes military

strategy in the nuclear environment had to come to terms with the

problems of I imitation and escalation in conflict. A failure to solve

the problem of limitation and escalatîon would ìead to one of two

results; either force would be rendered obsolete in the pursuit of

nationaì political objectives, oF the use of force would in all prob-

ability lead to the complete destruction of the nations at war.

There were tu/o i nterconnected i ssues wi th respect to I imi tation;

first, the matter of what form the I imits could take, and, secondly,

the actual process of arrivîng at and sustaining I imi ts in confì ict.

The effective control of escalation was obviousìy integral to the lat-

ter issue. The guestion as to what form the limits could take was the

easier of the two problems to solve, but was also necessary to settle

first. Until it was clear what should be avoided it would be impossi-

ble to investigate the process of I imitation and escaìation.r2 ldenti-

fying the forms of limitation and the rationale for them posed no

great difficulty. lt was obvious, for example, that the geographic

scope of a conflict could comprise an effective limitation.r3 ln fact,

given the vast destructive capabi I ities of the United States and the

Soviet Union, it was thought imperative to contain confl ict geographi-

L2 Kaufmann, William
Princeton University

See: Biorklund, E.,
1959, pp. 287-297.

I3

\,'l., l4ilitary Policy and National
Pressn Princeton New Jersey, 1956 p.

rrCan War Be Limited?rr, Air Power, Vl

Strategy,
108.

Summer



cal ly in order that general war be avoided.

East and West expanded geographicaì ly, and

threatened the security of the United States

potent i a ì for the conf I i ct to esca ì ate to the

be high, if not guaranteed.la The argument

was not novel in the early 1950rs. American thinking in Korea was

that the expans i on of the conf I i ct i nto Ch i nese

an overal I expansion of the confl ict in general.

I og i c and exper i ence appeared to underscore

phy as one of the fundamental forms of

invoked in a conflict.

5\

lf hostilities between

in doing So¡ directly

A second form of I imitation was that of weapons. lt is important

to note that this ì imitation was not initial ly accepted as necessary

by al I ana l ysts.1 5 For exampì e, Wi I I i am Kaufmann

or the Soviet Union the

ìevel of totaì war wouìd

for geographic I imitation

that nuclear weapons should not be used because by

were inconsistent with I imitation in confl ict. This was due in part

to the psychological effect of employing such weapons; it was due

also to their effect on the battlefieìd as well. Even if one's objec-

tives were limited and the use of nuclear weapons bras not intended to

territory h,ould mean

Consequent I y, both

the importance of geogra-

I imitation that could be

1a Osgood, Robert E., Limited War: The Challenge to American ll¡glggy,
University of Chicago Press, 1957 p. 2l+3-\\.

r 5 See: Buzzard, Anthony, et al . ,
United Services lnstitute, London, 1956, suggests that tactical
nuclear weapons can be used in ì imited war; Duì les, John Foster,
¡'Cha I I enge and Response i n Un i ted States Strategy'r , Iore!-gn

, XxXlV, October 1957, pp. 25-\3, suggests use of tactical
weapons as an aì ternative to massive retal iation; Greathouse, Ron-
ald H. Second Lieutenant, "Profi le of a Di lemma: Limîted Nuclear
War", llarine Corps Gazette, XLl l l, January 1959, pp. 2\-26; Sles-
sor, John C., rrGreat Deterrent and lts Limitationsrr, Bulletin of
the Atomic Scientists, Xll, flây 1956, pp. 1¡+0-146; Teller, Edward,
¡lAlternatives for Securityrr, Foreiqn {|þ!5, XXXVI, January 1958,
pp.20l-208.

argued voc i ferous ì y

their very nature

"0n Limiting Atomic lr/ar", Royal
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change the scope of the confl ict, would the enemy recognize this?

Aside from the psychoìogical ramifications of the use of nuclear weap-

ons, their use r^/ould alter the character of the battle so quickly and

so drastical ly that it would 1 ikely lead the enemy to conclude that

the scope of the conflict had changed and that his onìy course was to

retal iate in kind.r6 Such a development would contradict two important

goals of limited conflict; the initiation and maintenance of limits,

and the avoidance of escalation. Kaufmann argued that weapons must

possess certa i n character i st i cs to be cons i stent wi th a strategy of

I imi ted warfare;

(t)hey should be able to perform the¡r mission effectively
within a ì imited area; they should permit of discriminating
and precise employment; and they shouìd be accepted as nor-
mal and conventional to the occasion. The forces that meet
these standards to a preeminent degree are the infantry and
their support weapons, and the tactical airforces.lT

The implication of Kaufmann's argument was that the non-use of nuclear

weapons represented a rrnatural" and necessary form of ì imitation in

confl ict if total war was to be avoided.rs

Henry Kissinger, aìthough he later changed his views, argued on the

contrary that the use of nuclear weapons was not inconsistent with a

strategy of I imited warfare. This assertion grew out of some specific

assumptíons about the nature of the I imiting process itself.le The

Kaufmann, l,lilitary Policy and National Strateqy, p. ,l08.

lbid., p. ll8.L1

r8 See: Church, A.T. jr., 'rDeterrence and Delusion'r, [[þ, lll, Sum-
mer 1959, pp.ll+l-.l53; King, James E. jr., "Nuclear Plenty and Lim-
ited I'/ar", Foreiqn Aj|l|3i$, xxxv, January 1957, pp. 238-256i
Wohìstetter, Albert, I'The Del icate Balance of Terror", Foreiqn
Affairs, XXXVll, January 1959, pp. 211-234.

1e See Kissinger, Henry 4., Nuclear Weapons and Foreiqn Pol îcy, Harper
E Brothers, New York " 1957 Chapter 6.
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issue of the dynamics of the ìimitation and escalation process wiìl be

dealt with subsequently. For the moment, however, the discussion wi I I

remain focused on the forms of limitation. Despite Kissingerrs origi-

nal argument with regard to the use of nuclear weapons, he, along with

others, suggested that another form of I imitation was the types of

targets that were engaged in a conflict.2o

The argument regarding target-type was simple. Potentiaì targets

in a confIict ranged from miIitary targets in the battle zone (

troops, êguipment, and supplies ), military targets beyond the battle-

field area (reserve troops, suppì ies, and supply I ines ), rni l itary

targets on enemy soiì, and finally, the civilian targets of the enemy.

It would be obvious that mutual restraint in engaging targets beyond

the battle zone up th¡s rough scale of value would comprise a ìimita-

t¡on of the confl ict. Conversely, the engagement of target-types

beyond the battle zone after initial restraint would represent the

escalation of the confl ict. The various forms that I imitation could

take were easier to identify and explain than the more complex process

of ì imitation and escalation in confl ict. The theoretical chal lenge

presented by the problem of attaining and maintaining I imits in con-

flict would require the identification of the dynamic process of limi-

tation and escalation and an understanding of how it functioned

between adversaries in battle.

W¡thin the second phase of the I imited war I iterature which sought

to ref i ne the theoret i ca ì aspects of the strategy, two streams of

thought on the I'mechanism" of I imitation emerged. Each of the streams

2 o See: F i sher, Thomas L.
Quarterly Review, lX,

, "Limited War - What ls lt?rr, Air Universitv
Winter 1957-58, pp. 127-l\2.
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in the I iterature took a fundamental ly different view of what the

mechanism of I imitation was in a I imited confl ict. As weì l, each

stream was represented by some major I imited war theorists.2l One view

of I imitation in confì ict was advanced by Henry Kissinger and Robert

0sgood.

argued, because the adversaries in confl ict would mutual ly recognize

the I imi ted objectives i nvolved i n the di spute.22 Ri ss i nger suggested

that,

Conflict in the nuclear age would remain limited, they

(a) limited war among the major powers is kept límited by
the conscious choice of the protagonists.... The restraint
which keeps war I imited is a psychological one: the conse-
quences of a limited victory or a limited defeat or a stale-
mate - the three possible outcomes of a I imited war - must
seem preferable to the consequences of an all-out war.23

Osgood made precise'ly the same argument in suggesting that although

the bel I igerents would be capable of much higher levels of violence,

because the objectives of both would be I imited, escalation to such

ìeveìs would be precluded.2a ln this respect the Kissinger/Osgood per-

spective on the mechanism of limitation was consistent with what Clau-

sewitz argued should be the case; that pol itics wouìd determine the

conduct of confl ict. ln spite of this init¡al simi larity, it is

important to recognize that the proponents of the Kissinger/0sgood

model of limited war went beyond the argument that political objec-

tives were the mechanism of I imitation to suggest that a relationship

21 Halperin Limited War, pp.9-10.

22 See: Baldwin, Hanson W., I'Limited War¡r, & AIIg|þ, CClll, l,lay
1959, pp. 35-\3; Halìe Louis J., @!g For Survival, Harper E

Brothers, New York, 1958; Saundby, Air f'larshal Sir Robert, "The
Doctrine of Proportional Force", [i-]-!-!4y. @ig, XXXVll, 0ctober
1957, pp. 84-89.

23 Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons and Foreiqn Pol icy, p. ì68.

Osgood, Limited War, p. 238.24



between objectives and the type or

was not a Clausewitzian concept.

conflict was purely a matter

sought in war, not how much or

the pol it¡cal objective. The idea of force

amount of force used wouìd be related to the

of the confl ictn was very much a

roots i n Amer i can th i nk i ng can be

the theoretical literature on limi

amount of force existed also.

of the I i m i tat i on of the obj ect i ves

what type of force was used to achieve

For Clausewitz, the limitation of

The opposing view of the mechanism of ì imitation was argued by

Thomas C. Schelìing and Bernard Brodie. lt was their conviction that

confl ict would remain I imited not because the objectîves were I imited,

but rather, because

at their disposal.2s

war, Schelling made the following criticism;

product of the nuc I ear age. I ts

traced back to NSC-68 and dominated

ted war.
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This

cal ibration, where the

This definition misses the most important point about I imit-
ed war, namely that a I imited war in which we are involved
is unlikeìy to have ìimîted objectives.... While it was true
in Korea, and may be true in any limited war' that the imme-
diate military goaìs that meet our objectives can be limited
and concrete, it has to be emphasized that what we are
f ighting about in a I imited war is usual ly the l.lestern pos i-
tion vis-a-vis the Soviet bloc, and nothing more I imited
than that. 2 6

nature of the objectives

neîther side was prepared to use the maximum force

ln a response to Osgood's definition of I imited

'u Haìperin, lj¡qlled ÞL, p. I Aìso see: Aron,
ry of Limited Warrr, Bul ìetin of the Atomic
1956, pp.99-104.

26 Schel ling, Thomas C., "!!-.¡1!-!gg[ !@", f rom a lecture delivered to
the National War Col lege, November i8, 1959, mimeographed by Har-
vard University, Center for lnternationaì Affairs. (cited from
Halperin's annotated bibliography on limited war)

Raymond, "A
Scientists,

Ha I f-Centu-
Xll, April
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Bernard Brodie's concept of Iimited war in the modern era also focused

on means as the mechanism of ì imÎtation" Limited war was not an

entirely new phenomenon, Brodie argued, but had a markedly different

form in the nuclear environment. Wars in the past were limited by the

very inability to mobilize resources and technology and' consequently'

the level of violence and degree of damage to societies was also lim-

ited. By contrast, the modern I imited war differed from its histori-

cal counterpart by the conscious restraint of the resources and tech-

noìogy that were avai lable.2? The Scheì I inglBrodie model of ì imitation

was obviously in no way related to Clausewitzian thinking on limita-

tion. The vast destructive potential of nuclear weapons was unimagi-

nable in Cìausewitzrs time and, consequentìy, the extraordinary con-

cern over the limitation of means was not a factor that he wouìd have

considered relevant. The friction that Clausewitz argued prevented

war from reaching its absolute was, in a sense' by-passed by nuclear

weapons. Something very close to the theoretical abstraction of abso-

lute war r^Jas possible with nuclear weapons.

The divergence between the two approaches represented by Kissinger/

Osgood and Schelling/Brodie centred on the matter of ends versus means

as the I imiting agent. lt is very important, however, to recognize

that the differing approaches were not merely a matter of intellectual

semantics. The impl ications of adopting one or the other view were

substantial. lt could be argued persuasively that the degree of sal i-

ence that limitation and escalation would hold in conflict varied with

each approach. With the Kissinger/Osgood perspective the process of

21 Brod ie,
Press,

Bernard, Strategy in
Pr i nceton New Jersey,

the l'1issiIe Age,
1959 pp. 310-3i I

Pr i nceton Un i vers i ty
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arriving at and sustaining I imits, and therefore the issue of escala-

tion as weì ì, was Iess problematic. The assertion simply stated is

this; if I imitation is the function of poì itical objectives, then, in

the existence of expì icitly stated and mutuaì ly recognized I imited

poì itical objectives,, the restraints required in a confl ict become

more or I ess se I f-ev i dent .

This point can be wel I î I lustrated by referring back to Clausewitz.

Clausewitz's conception of I imited war stressed that the essential

limitation was the political objective sought, and in this respect the

Kissinger/Osgood model has something in common with the Clausewitzian

approach. ln Clausewitzian I imited war, the objectives were ì imited

in that what was sought was only the defence or acquisition of a par-

ticular piece of territory. The territory might be the objective for

its own sake, or as a bargaining chip in negotiations. The important

point, however, is that the nature of the objective natural 1y induces

the criticaì l imitation (the 'rnatural l imit") in the confl ict. Geog-

raphy becomes a naturaì limit that defines the scope of conflict.

llovement beyond the territorial I imit wouìd be inconsistent with the

pol itical objectives that drive the dispute. Pol iticaì objectives,

recal I i ng an ear ì i er poi nt concerni ng Cl ausewi tz, therefore prevent

the confl ict from escaìating to the extreme. ln th¡s way, if one

assumes that objectives are the mechanism of I imitation, the defini-

tion of the essential limits of conflict is not probìematic. As well,

if ì imited pol itical objectives are mutual ly recognized and adhered

to, escalation which does not threaten the natural I imit(s) of the

confl ict is also of less sal ience. These concìusions are the product



of deductively taking

the Kissinger/Osgood

of limitation, these

an excel ì ent exampì e of th i s I i ne of

objective was to defend South Korea and

take it - and these objectives were expl icit, not subject to change,

C ì ausewi tz i an theory

model makes the same

and mutualìy recognized - the naturally induced natural ìimit would be

geograph i cal .

engagement area

conclusions hold for it as weì1.28 Korea provides

mum, the Kcrean peninsula.

to and constitute

fore, esca I at i on

icaì lirnit would
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to its logical end. Since

At the minimum the geographical I imit would be the

assumpt i on on the mechan i sm

of the two armed forces at the border or, at

would naturalal ly raise the spectre of al l-out war.

on escalation has impl ications for other forms of I

argument.2e lf the American

the communist objective was to

a stable aspect of the confl ict.3o ln theory, there-

caì ly þJeapons restraint.

If the assumptions of the Korea exampìe are accepted,

which does not cross or threaten the stabìe geograph-

not necessarily be destabilizing in the sense that it

One of these two I imits would

nuclear weapons

strategy. Th i s

za Kissinger made the point that I imited pol itical objectives produced
natural limits, both geographicaì and of the means employed. (See
Nuclear Vleapons and Foreign þ|!sjt., p. 140 and p. .l68)

The literature being discussed did not exist during the Korean \¡Jar,
however, it can be argued convincingly that the Kissinger/Osgood
assumption that objectives made war ì imîted was the dominant para-
digm in Korea. Although means u/ere consciousìy I imited, the inter-
pretation of communist designs in Korea (tnat of a diversion) ìed
to an overwhelming tendency to view Korea as limited by the objec-
tives sought.

are not necessar i I y i ncons i stent wi th a

29

was i n fact the essence

the max i -

be adhered

This perspective

imitation, specifi-

30 ln fact, during the Korean war the peninsula did become a stable
I imit in the confì ict recognized by both sides.

of the argument made by Kis-

the use of

limited war



6z

singer and Qsgood. ln rrNuclear Weapons and Foreign Pol icyrr, the forms

of ìimitation on which Kissinger focused were primarily geographic and

target-type. The use of nuclear weapons, according to Kissinger' did

not naturaìal ly mean a shift from I imi ted war to total confl ict pro-

vîding certain conditions were met:

(a)ssuming...that both sides are eager to avoid an all-out
war - prereguisites for any kind of ì imitation - there
exists some "bui ìt inrr l imitations which can form the basis
for self-restraint. As Iong as both sides retain a retal ia-
tory force capable of devastat¡ng the opponent, they wi I I
not look for an excuse to expand the war.3r

Qsgood also suggested that weapons as a form of I imitation was not

necessary, oF that if nuclear weapons Were used, Was uncontrol led

esca I at i on a foregone conc I us i on;

it would be a mistake to assume that there is a mathematical
correìation between the destructiveness or the firepower of
weapons and the scaìe or scope of warfare. The effect that
the use of certain weapons exerts on the dimensions of war-
fare depends I argel y upon the ser i ousness wi th wh i ch the
enemy regards the resulting threat to national vaìues. The
carefuì I imitation and clarification of objectives can go
far to keep that threat ordinate' even when the most power-
fuì u/eapons are employed. Therefore, there i s nothing
inherent in a wide range of atomic weapons that renders them
incompatible with I imited war, apart from the targets toward
which they are directed and the pol itical context in which
they are empl oyed. 3 2

The problem of limitation and escalation takes on a different sali-

ence, however, if one considers the Scheì I ing/Brodie model. lf, as

Schäl I ing argued, the peripheral confl icts in which the United States

might find itself represented chal lenges to the Western security posi-

tion, the pol itical objectives at stake may not be I imited. lf thís

was the case, the mechanism of ìimitation would not be the ends pur-

31 lbid., p. 186.

0sgood, L im i ted !14, p. 2\8.3Z
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sued, but the means applied to achieve those ends. The implication of

the change in the 1 imiting mechanism is significant. Without expì ic-

itìy I imited objectives the natural I imits of a confl ict are ìess

self-evident. ln fact, one could argue, a change in ì imiting mecha-

nism may lead to a situation where no natural ìimit can be identi-

fied. This is so because in a situation where objectives at best are

unclear, or worse are explicitly without limit, the emergence of natu-

raì restraints that wi I ì dominate the confl ict is far more tentative

than when objectives are clearly defined and clearly I imited.

Brodie criticized the definition

sui t of I imi ted objectivesrr because

character of the relationship between ends and means. This distortion

would lead to a mistaken view that means could be easi ìy I imited if

ends were expl icitly and mutual ly I imited by adversaries in confl ict.

Brodie objected to the simpl icity of the relationship;

(u)nfortunately...even in peripheral areas limited war is
not going to be as easy to arrange as that. We shaìl have
to work very hard to keep it I imited.33

The fact that I imi ts wouìd not be eas i ì y ach i eved meant, under the

assumptions of the Schell inglBrodie modeì, that ì imitation and escala-

tion would comprise a central problem in confi ict. lf ì imitation was

a function of the desire to avoid the use of total force, weapon type

could quite easi ly emerge as an initial I imit. The problem which

arises under the ¡rl imited brar as I imited means'r scenario, however, is

that if the objectives are wide in scope the stability of the weapons

I imit is questionabìe. ln a confì ict where ends are substantial,

of limited war as

, in his mind,

being "the pur-

it distorted the

33 Brodie, Bernard,
Harcourt, Brace

The Absolute Weapon: Atomic Power gnd World @þL,
and Company, New York, 1946 p. 312.
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escalat¡on becomes more profitable and therefore more probable.3a The

essential point is that under the assumptions of the Schel ì inglBrodie

model I imitation is less natural and stable and, consequentìy, escala-

tion more probìematic. ln this respect the Schel I ing/Brodie modeì

diverges from the popular notion that there is a distinct and easi ly

manageable relationship between ends and means. This idea was evident

in NSC-68 and was certainìy contained in the Kissinger/0sgood approach

to ì imitation. A second impì ication of the Schel ì ing/Brodie model was

that if Iimits were to be found and sustained in a conflict' the pro-

cess of I imitation would necessari ìy be an interactive one. This

point raises a second area of divergence between the two approaches to

limitation and escalation in conflict.

Between two adversaries the process of limitation and escalation

could in theory be either unilateral or interactive in nature. lt can

be argued convincingly that the two models of ì imitation and escala-

tion tend to represent a different type of relationship between adver-

saries with regard to the process of I imitation and escalation.35 The

argument is that the approach which sees limited war as the outcome of

iimited ends is conducive to a uniìateralist process of conflict man-

agement.

34 For further arguments about the difficulty of I imitation under the
assumptions of the Schel I ing/Brodie model regarding the nature of
objectives, see: Biorklund, rrCan War Be Limited?rr; Blackett, P.i\1.S.
et al ., ø Limi tinq Algú War, Royal Uni ted I nsti tute of I nterna-
tional Affai rs, London, 1956.

A quaì ification must be made on this point with respect to Robert
0sgood. Although he agreed with Kissinger that ìimits ì^/ere a func-
tion of ends, he tended to argue for an interactive adversarial
relationship as it related to the process of limitation and escala-
tion.

35
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A tendency toward uni I ateral i sm i n the context of a I imí ted war

strategy is not surprising considering American mi I itary experience.36

Although Osgood did not refìect a uni lateraì ist bias, he did argue

that I imited war was an "un-American" activity.t? As suggested in

chapter l, U.S. historical experience

can thinking about military confìict.

security and its protection as absolutes resulted in a tendency to set

total objectives and to dictate the outcome of conflict. After Hiro-

shima, total war was poì itical 1y unacceptable, and this brought the

traditional Amerîcan approach to confl ict and the imperatives of the

nucìear age into disharmony. The I imited war strategists were deepìy

conscious of this fact and argued that the traditional approach had to

be discarded. To the extent that I imited war strategy stressed the

need to relate the use of force to pol itical objectives, some adjust-

had a profound effect on Amer i -

The pred i I ect i on to def i ne both

ment of Amer i ca's

the uni ìateraì ist

to reflect a particular aspect of

essence, it was the American nature to want to dictate the "rules" of

traditional approach

3 6 George, Al exander, "Amer i can Pol i cy-Hak i ng and the North Korean
Aggression|',VJorld@'Vll'Januaryì955pp.2o9-232.

George's article examines American pol icy in Korea and concludes
that pol icy-makers fai led to take into account the reaction of the
North Koreans to U.S. decisions. American pol icy-makers, by not
considering the enemy and his role in the confìict, succumbed to a

form of uni lateral ism. The confl ict was not viewed as an interac-
tive process'where action, reaction, and counter-reaction must be
analyzed in the decision-making effort. Decisions were made on the
basis of American interests and perceptions of the conflict. Since
Korea was seen to be the f i rst example of the I imi tation of war,
and therefore acted as an impetus to the creation of a limited war
I iterature, the uni lateral ism which it displayed had an effect on
subsequent Amer i can th i nk i ng.

3 ? Osgood, L im i ted llel, Chapter 2.

model of ì imited u/ar nonetheless managed to continue

to war was reaì ized. However,

the Amer i can way of war. ln
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confl ict to the adversary. This desire to control the enemy and the

terms of confl ict reflected the uni ìateral ist model of I imited war.

The uni lateral ist model al lowed the non-interactíve strategy of esca-

lation dominance to be uti I ized. Whi Ie this method of escalation was

not consistent with Clausewitzian principles, it was consistent wíth

the American way of war. This assertion is best illustrated by ana-

lyzing the impl ications for confl ict escalation under the conditions

of the uni lateral ist model of I imited war.

lf expì icitìy defined I imited objectives existed in a given con-

flict the naturaì ìimits of the conflict provide a determined range of

escaìation where unilateraì action is possible and perhaps even desir-

able. Victory within mutual ìy observed I imits couìd be best assured

by dominating the escalation process. To achieve escalation dominance

in the context of a I imited war strategy would put one adversary in

the position of dictating the rules of the conflict to the other. The

desire to achieve such a military status and thereby impose the terms

of conf I ict and its termination on the adversary was exp'l icitìy pre-

sented in some of the limited war ìiterature. ln seeking to.prevail

in a limited conflict, William Kaufmann argued that the enemy must be

convinced of severaì things; that he could not achieve his objectives

by the means currently empìoyed; that he could not achíeve his objec-

tives by expanding the war; and that at any point in the contest the

cost of fighting to h¡m is greater than to the United States.38 No

simpler definition of escalation domînance can be made.3e lf the con-

38 Kaufmann, &i!-!ry. Pol icy and National Strateqy, p. ì 13.

3e Rathjens, George W. jr., 'rNotes on the llilitary Problems of
Europer', World þ!!l!cs, X, January 1958 pp. .l82-20.l.
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ditions that Kaufmann outl ined were achieved, the logical response of

the adversary would be to immediately enter negotiation since, in

light of his limited objectives, continuation of the conflict would be

senseless. The important point is that his concìusion to seek a

poì itical settlement is not the product of interaction, but rather'

the result of his lack of input into the conflict that the adversary's

dom i nance prevents.

I f , on the other hand, one cons i ders the un i I atera I process of

escalation dominance in the context of the interactive model ' very

different conclusions are drawn. While escalation dominance might be

the superior strategy when limitation is the function of objectives,

it wouìd be a disastrous strategy if limitation is the function of the

means avai lable to the adversaries. lf the ìatter view of I imitation

is operative, the attempt by one party to achieve escalation dominance

wiì t unavoidably cause his opponent to fol low suit. This is likel'y

because under the assumptions of the interactive model of limitation,

objectives might wel I be totaì. Thus escalation by one side that

crossed critical thresholds wîll be responded to in kind by the oppo-

nent. ln this respect the uni lateral ism that appears to be a poten-

tial outgrowth of the "l imited war as l imited objectives" approach is

entireìy inappropriate for the alternative view of I imitation.

Rathjens argued that if I imited war was to
States must possess the military capability
at any level of violence. Thus, escalation
ply a desirable mi I itary condition, but a

whole strategy of I imited war to succeed.

be possible the United
to outdo the opponent
dominance was not sim-
necessary one for the
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lf I imitation is the function of two adversaries desiring and

agreeing that a conflict be prosecuted without the resort to the total

means available, then the process of ìimitation and escalation in con-

flict must be interactive. Both parties to a conflict must interact

and communicate either expl icitly or tacitly for I imitation to be

achieved and for escalation to be avoided. lt becomes evident that

under the assumptions of the interactive model the relationship

between adversaries and the process of I imitation and escalation are

both more critical and complex.

The nature of the relationship between adversaries is of paramount

concern in the search for the control of confl ict. Anatol Rapoport,

in his book, "Fights, Games, and Debates'r, offered some distinctions

about confl ict and the relationship of opponents that are useful.

Rapoport identified three'rmodesrrof conflict in which the signifi-

cance of the opponent, and therefore the relationship between them,

differed with important impìications.ao ln arrfightil the nature of the

confl ict is of mortal proportions where it is difficult to put the

positions of the adversaries into words or clearly defined categories.

A "game'r is also a form of confì ict, but of a very dífferent type;

" (t) he starting point is not disagreement, but on the contrary an

agreement, namely an agreement to strive for incompatible goals within

the restraints of certain ruìes.ar A¡rdebate" is different from both

"fightsl and "games". A I'debaterris a clash of convictions about what

is or shouìd be, and is the attempt to prevail on those terms.

40 Rapoport, Anatol
gan Press, Ann
flict'¡ pp. 1-12.

lbid., viii.4t

,I.j-gE.,@'
Arbor " 196ì See

and Debates, Un i vers i ty of Hi ch i -
lntroduct ion I'Three l4odes of Con-
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l.li th in each of these "modes" of conf I ict the mean i ng of the oppo-

nent, or put another way, the relationship between them, is varied.

ln a "fight" the opponent is mereìy an obstacle to be overcome with

whatever means necessary.

there can be no contest without him. The object is, within the rules

of the confl ict, to prevent him from achieving his objective by

achieving one's own.

(fight) or outwitting him (game) is the objective. The purpose of the

"debatetr is to convince him of your position.42

Rapoport's three modes of confl ict can be appl ied to the post-war

struggle between the United States and the Soviet Union, but also more

narrowìy to the two models of limitation as welì. lt could be argued

easily that the I'fightl mode of conflict is totalìy inappropriate for

the nucìear age. The whoìe di lemma of the post-war contest between

East and West has been that, despite their incompatìbility' total con-

flict which had the potential to destroy both of them had to be avoid-

ed at al I costs. Total confl ict of this variety would mean the

destructíon of both. Victory in general nuclear confì ict was impossi-

ble. What mil itary strategy sought to do at both the nuclear and con-

ventional ìevel was to avoid general war, but allow for the continued

pursuit of national interests that might require the use of mi I itary

force. ln such an environment one is left with either the "game'r or

the "debate" form of confI ict.

ln a rrgame" the opponent is a necessity'

I n a "debate¡' ne i ther harm i ng the opponent

42 lb¡d., p. 9.
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Rapoport's "game" and I'debaterr modes of confI ict have some general

similarities with the two models of limitation. For example, the

"debateil form of conflict can be related to the "limited war as limit-

ed objectives" school in that they both contain a potential for uni-

lateralism. As the object of therrdebaterris to disabuse the opponent

of his position and persuade him of the validity or necessity of one's

own, uni lateraì ism could easi ly be used. One might in the course of

the debate take the opponentrs view into account, but it is not abso-

ìutely required. lf escaiation within the natural ì imit (s) defined by

the objectives of the conflict is operating in the dispute, escalation

dominance may be highly attractive as a strategy. The rules of the

conflict ín the'rdebaterrmode of conflict are therefore susceptibìe to

unilateral ism. Kissingei-'s view on the purpose of I imited u/ar strat-

egy ìends support to this argument.

Kissinger was of the opinion that the primary purpose of a strategy

of ì imited war was to strengthen deterrence.

was to provide a strategy of confl ict that could effectiveìy serve

national purposes if deterrence fai led, but, most importantly, in a

way which avoided total conflict.43 lt could be argued that the type

of deterrence Kissinger was searching for through ì imited war strategy

was consistent with a uni lateral ist approach to I imited confl ict. lt

was an attempt through declared strategy to deter the opponent from

43 Kissinger, Henry 4., The Necessitv For Chanqe: Prospects of Ameri-
can Foreign Policy, Harper E Brothers, New York, lg6l p. 59.

See also: Craig, Gordon 4., "The Problem of Limited Warrr, Commen-
tary XXV, February .|958 pp. 171-17\ (a review of Kissinger's
I'Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Poìicyrr in which Craig is critical of
Kissinger's concept of I imited nuclear war, but is in fuì I agree-
ment that the purpose of limited war strategy is to act as a deter-
rent.) ; Blackett, et al ., "0n Limi ting Atomic War".

I ts secondary purpose
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his contemplated chal lenge before the outbreak of actuaì hosti I ities.

The rules of the debate about the use of peripheral conflict and its

solutions would be imposed by the United States

deterrence through the doctr i ne of I i mi ted war '

through the exercise of escalation dominance in

The I'game" mode of conf lict,

pects for actual confl ict. The

is unavoidably interactive. As

aspect of the "game" conf1 ict was

contest to which both sides would

mutual and therefore, is by definition interactive in nature. Beyond

the basic ruìes by which both parties wouìd abide'

could be pursued.

however " râi ses very d i fferent pros-

in two bJays; f irst by

and, failing that'

conf I i ct.

The type of rel at i onsh i p between adversar i es I n Rapoport's "game"

most important distinction is that it

Rapoport pointed out, the initial

i s al so what Thomas Scheì I i ng envi saged

Given Schel I ing's conviction that restraint was the product the desire

not to use the total means avai lable, the relationship between adver-

an agreement about the rules of the

adhere. Such an agreement must be

saries and the achievement of I imits would resemble and function much

aa The contribution that Schelling made to the limited war literature,
and to the questions of I imitation and escalation in particular,
was derived from the use of games theory. The purpose of using
games theory to investigate problems of I imitation and escalation
was that it allowed for the controlled study of conflïct situations
where mutual interests existed. By studying games of mutual inter-
est it was possible to theorize about the process of finding and
maintaining I imits in confl ict.

The use of games theory has been criticized as inappropriate for
building models of international behavior because it cannot capture
the nuances of real poìitical activity. For a summary of the case
against games theory see; Quandt, Richard E.o rr0n the Use of Game

l{odels in Theories of lnternationaì Relations"' !|gþ þ|!-|!g'
XtV, 0crober 1961, pp. 6g-16.

incompatibìe goaìs

in a I imited war situation.aa



I ike a bargaining situatíon;

The bargain can be polite or rude, entail threats as well as
offers, assume the status-quo or ignore a1'l rights and priv-
iìeges, and assume mistrust rather than trust. l.Jhether
pol ite or impoì ite, constructive or aggressive, respectful
or vicious, whether it occul's among friends or antagonists
and whether or not there is a basis for trust and goodwill,
there must be a common interest, if only the avoidance of
mutuaì damage....4s

ln Schellingrs terminology, in a limited war adversarìes are in a con-

fl ict-cooperation relationship. Physicaì force can be used, but if

conflict is to remain limited both sides must cooperate to achieve and

maintain restraints.

Aìthough both parties to a dispute might recognize the need to

cooperate in achieving and maintaining I imits, the process by which

limits wouìd be determined will not be simple;

agreement on limits is difficult to reach, not only
because of the uncertainties and divergence of interests but
because negotiation is severely inhibited both during war
and before it begins and because communication becomes dif-
ficult between adversaries in time of war.a6

It is in fact reasonable to argue that in the opening stages of con-

fì ict expì icit negotiation of restraints is unl ikely and this makes

the search for limits all the more problematic. ln such a situation,

the I imits that would be the product of the cooperation aspect of the

adversariaì relationship must be arrived at by a tacit bargaining pro-

CESS.
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45 Sche l l i ng, Thomas C. ,
New Haven, 1966, p. l.

Schel ì i ng, Thomas C.,
Press,0xford, ì960, p.

46

Arms and I nfluence, Yale Universi ty Press,

The Strategy of Conf I i ct 0xford Univers i ty
53.
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Schel I ing argued that the tacit coordination of common interests

wouìd be a process by which limits could be recognized and adhered to

in conflict.a? Specific restraints would be the result of both parties

arriving at the same rrfocal pointsrr at which a limit or I imits couìd

exist.aB Focal points at which I imits might be found could exist at

different levels of contl ict and take on different forms. For exam-

ple, focaì points could exist at the tactical ìevel of battle. A geo-

graphic feature clearly evident to both sides can provide a point at

which the coordination of interest - the institution of a limit - can

be achieved. The feature could be a river or a border which appears

as a natura I foca I po i nt where restra i nt can be demonstrated and

therefore incorporated into a confl ict.4e Target-type could aìso arise

as a focal point at which the coordination of interests could take

place. For example, by refraining from attacking cities in the battle

area. Focaì points could obviously exist at the strategic level as

well. The most important aspect of these focal points, hobrever, is

that h,hether they are arrived at through tacit or explicit means, the

process of communication in confl ict is fraught with difficulties'

and, therefore, the clarity of the focal point is a critical require-

ment. Both parties to the confl ict must be equal ly abìe to cìearly

41 lbid., Chapter 3.

lbid., p. 68.á8

4s Korea provides a practical example of a geographical feature pro-
viding a focal point and consequently, an effective limit in the
confl ict. Both the Americans and the Communists refrained form
expanding the war beyond the Korean peninsula. To do so wouìd
likely have been interpreted by the other as an expansion of the
confl ict and invite a corresponding enìargement of effort. ln this
way a limit emerges out of a tacit coordination of viewpoint about
the significance of the geographical feature of the Korean peninsu-
la.

I'Barga i ni nq, Communi cati on, and Limited War"



dístinguish the various potential focal points from one another.

focaì poi nt must be qual i tativeì y di fferent from those proximate

i t, and not mere I y be d i fferent by degree. s 0

Schelìing's concept of focal points,

ests, is a process by which I imits can

expìicit interaction of two adversaries. The process requires inter-

action and cannot function in a unilateralist context. lf the process

is operating, whether tacitiy or expl icitly, natural I imits wi I I be

possible. This might appear to be like the naturaì limits that arise

out of the uni lateral ist model; however, there are substantial differ-

ences. A natural I imit that results from the nature of the objectives

of the conflict is different in two ways. Such limits can be arrived

at and maintained without interaction between adversaries and should

be more stable. Thus escalation may be less problematic, and, as long

as it does not threaten the naturaì limit, is not risky and, in all

ì ikel ihood, of considerable value. 0n the other hand, natural I imits

under the alternative model of I imitation (the desire to avoid using

al I means avai lable) must be the product of interaction and coopera-

tion between adversaries, and, consequently, are less stable. lf

escalation is to proceed in a control led manner, the adversaries must

both arrive at the same focaì point of increased violence. ln this way

control led escalation could be seen metaphorical ly as a ladder with

d i fferent rrrungsrr. Th i s method of descr i b i ng the process of control -

I ed esca I at ion was of f ered by Herman Kahn. 5 I l.lhether or not esca I at ion

or

be

the coord i nat i on of i nter-

arrived at by the tacit or

7\

ct

to

50

51

lbid., p. 73.

See; Kahn, Herman,0n Escalation: l'letaphors and ScenarÎos, Praeger,
New York, 1965. Kahnrs book focuses on the concept of thresholds
more than the actuaì process of escalation. (Smoke, Richard, !!gl:
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moves up the'rladderr¡in a controlìed fashíon, the important point is

that escalation is far more I ikely in a dispute with substantial

objectives, and the danger of a far wider scope of confì ict is great-

er.

Support for this argument comes out of Schelling's conception of

the purpose of 1 imi ted war. Whereas Ki ss i nger vi ewed I imi ted war

strategy as reduc i ng the r i sk of tota I war by expand i ng deterrence

below the nuclear retaliatory level, Schelling assumed the oppos¡te.

For Schel ì ing, the whole purpose of ì imited l^/ar strategy' and the

threat to engage in it, was to generate the shared risk of nuclear

b/ar.s2 Scheìting suggested that there were two interpretations for

limited war. One interpretation was that which underpinned American

strategy in Europe. The purposes of U.S. forces in Europe, Schel I ing

argued, h,as to deter Soviet aggression, and if that failed, to resist

in an appropriate fashion. The problem of defending Europe' there-

fore, was cast in terms of a series of deliberate decisions. A moder-

ate attack would be dealt with by fighting a limited war and would not

necessitate an aì l-out confì ict that led to mutual annihi lation. The

enemy would then be forced either into seeking a pol itical solution,

or make a conscious decision to escalate substantiaìly.s3

Control I ing' Escalatíon, Harvard University Press, Cambridge f'lassa-
chusetts, 1977 p. 6)

Kahn develops an escalation ladder with forty-four rungs and six
major thresholds. lt is conceivable that Schelling wouìd argue that
many of the rungs are not quaìitatively distinct enough to be focal
points under the strained communication conditions that exist in
confl ict, and specifical 1y tacit bargaining. Nonetheless, the con-
cept focal points is evident in Kahn's theories.

Schel I ing The Strateqv of Confl ict p. .l90-193.

lbid., p. 190.

s2

53



The impì ications of this approach are substantial.

instance, I imited war characterized in this manner is not a natural

generator of mutual risk. This conception of I imited war sees the

initiaì decision to respond with force as entai I ing no risk for the

United States, and, in the absence of a decision by the adversary to

escalate, victory for the Americans. ln this way the decision to

increase risk is transferred to the adversary, which underscores the

second impì ication of this interpretation of I imited war; it is a

strategy wi th an obvious uni lateral ist character. The Uni ted States

imposes the rules; it takes the dominant position in the confl ict by

its response and forces the adversary to make the decision to dramati-

cally escalate the war. The ìimits of conflict and the escalation

within it, therefore, are not the product of interactive bargaining

where the successfuì limitation of conflîct is the result of the mutu-

al agreement of the adversaries.

76

ln the first

The second interpretation of limited war, one to which Schelling

personally adhered, is that of threatening to engage or to fight a

limited war for the express purpose of generating mutual risk. The

risk that is generated has two parts; first, there are the direct

costs involved that are the result of a confì ict, such as casualtíes

and the ìoss of territory, and, secondly, that both parties are

exposed to the increased risk of general war.s4 This approach differs

considerably from the first in that, since the risk is shared, unilat-

eral dictation of the rules of confl ict is not possible. The reìa-

tionship between the adversaries is, as Clausewitz suggested it must

be, a case of two opponents locked in battle, the course of which is

s4 lbid., p. l9l.
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contingent upon the act¡ons of both. While Schelling differed from

Cìausewitz in terms of his focus on the Iimitation of means rather

than ends, the relationship between adversaries in confl ict, and the

nature of their interaction, was the same for both Cìausewitz and

Scheìling. Clausewîtz argued that once adversaries were in battle

with one anotherr ñêither party þras in compìete control.ss Uni lateraì

imposition of the terms of conflict, and logicaìly its termination,

couìd not be realized by one party in a confìict.s6 Scheìling visual-

ized exactly the same scenario when he discussed the nature of the

threat to engage in ì imited war;

whether it does or does not occur is not a matter alto-
gether control ì ed by the threatener. Just how an al I -out
war would occur - just where the fauìt, initiative, or mis-
understanding may occur - is not sure. þJhatever it is that
makes I imited war between great powers a risky thing' the
risk is a genuine one that neither side can altogether dis-
pel even if it wants to.s?

Thus, if I imited war is the generation of mutual risk and the rela-

tionship of the adversaries is interactive and under the control of

neither party, then ìimitation must be the product of wishing to avoid

the use of aìl means avaiìable under the strains of mutual risk which

cannot be uni lateral ìy control led. This interpretation of I imited war

and the process of I imitation and escalation is markedly different

than that of Kissinger,0sgood, and the emerging patterns of American

Iimited war strategy of the Iate 1950's and earIy 1960's.

5s Clausewitz, ft !lg, p. 77"

56 The assumption made here
not so di sproportionately
tively resist the other to
stronger of the two ought
out the resort to force,
nature.

s? Scheì I ing The Strategy of Confl ict, p. l9l.

i s that the adversar i es i n conf I i ct are
matched that one is por^,er less to ef f ec-
some extent. I f th i s were the case the

to be able to achieve its objective with-
or at least of a prolonged and extensive
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What emerges in the I imited war and escalation I iterature of the

ìl!0rs and 1960rs are two identifiable models of I imi tation, one

which is uni lateral ist in nature and another that is interactive in

nature. ln the abundance of works by other authors, there is a ten-

dency to reflect one of the two models by the assumptions that are

made about the nature of restrai nt i n I imi ted war. The di fferences

between the contending approaches to I imitation are of great impor-

tance in thei r impì ications for I imi ted war strategy.

I n the f i rst i nstance the sal i ence,

escalation will differ depending on what is assumed to be the I'mecha-

nism" of limitation. lf one assumes that limitation is the functîon

of clear'ly defined and mutuaì ly recognized objectives, then the prob-

lem of I imitation and escalation is less significant. This is so

because a clearly defined pol itical objective wi ì I tend to natural ly

induce the I imits of confl íct. ln this respect the r'l imited war as

I imited objectivesil approach is consistent with the Clausewitzian con-

cept of 1 imi ted war. The effort made for the object ive wi I I be

def i ned by the nature of the pol i ti cal objective sought; the maximum

effort wi I ì not be a matter of uncertainty given clear pol itical

objectives. The existence of a natural I imit defined by pol îtical

objectives has important implications for escaìation as well. lf both

sides recognize limited objectives, escalation which does not threaten

or cross the natural limit,. and therefore does not raise the problem

of unlimited or less limited objectives, wilì not be highly problemat-

ic. The natural I imit provides stabi I ity under which increased mi I i-

tary effort is possible and indeed, profitable.

or probìem, of I imitation and
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Another impl í cat i on of the un i I ateral i st approach has to do wi th

the relationship between adversaries. The relationship need not be

interactive beyond the initial recognition of I imited poi itical cbjec-

tives. lf the process of declaring and recognizing I imited objectives

has been undertaken, the requi rement for purposeful i nteraction can

potential ìy cease. Providing confl ict remains within the natural ì im-

ito one party can attempt to dominate the escalation ladder and dic-

tate the rules of confl ict and its termination. 0nly if violence

moves beyond the pervasive I imît, therefore expanding the originaì

objectives, is interactive bargaining with the adversary once again

requ i red .

The purpose of I imi ted war strategy, viewed from the r'ì imì ted

objectives'¡ perspective, is signif icant as wel l. Limited war f rom

this perspective is risk reducing in its thrust. As Kissinger and

other s argued, the i ntent beh i nd I im i ted war strategy l^ras to deter

communist expansion at the periphery. 0nly if deterrence fai led was

there an operational purpose for I imi ted war strategy. Thus the

entire objective of a declared I imited war strategy was to reduce the

risk of conflict breaking out. Furthermore, if conflict were to break

out, the pursuit of escalation dominance (uni lateral ism in the mi I i-

tary conduct of the dispute) would also be risk reducing in that the

United States would rrcontrol" the confl ict. The risk of higher levels

of violence would be transferred to the enemy, whon under the assump-

tion that he recognizes the I imited objectives at stake, would rather

pursue peace than war since the United States could prevail at any

level of violence he chose. Limi ted war strategy thus sought to



reduce the I i ke I i hood of any conf I i ct,

to reduce the risk of nuclear warfare.

The impìications of the alternative view of limited war - the

avoidance of the use of total means irrespective of the ends pursued -

are very different. Although a limit on weapon-type might initially

emerge i n confl ict, because poì i tical objectives may be unclear or

expl ici tly unl imi ted, the problem of I imi tation and escalation is cen-

tral to limited conflict. The unilateralísm of the other view of lim-

ited war that is a possible strategy - perhaps the best one - would

invite disaster under the assumptions of the Schelìing/Brodie model.

It might be possibìe for initial restraint on the use of nucìear weap-

ons to operate without any form of communication, tacit or expl icit,

however, adversarial interaction is necessary if totaì confl ict is to

be avoided.

8o

and if confl ict should occur,

The stability of limits, and consequentìy the probability of esca-

lation, wi I I be the centraì problem of I imi ted war under the assump-

tions of the Schel I inglBrodie modeì. Poì itical objectives that may

not be limited or recognized as such, as conflict unfoìds and one side

finds itseìf at the disadvantage, wi I I invite escalation. As I imits

are compromised, confìict will either spiral out of control to total

warfare, or will come to rest at another limitation. The criticaì

point is that if conflict is to remain limited, or escalate under a

modicum of control, it wi'l I be the resuìt of adversarial interaction.

Whether tacit or expì icit, each side must bargain with the other as

neither is in complete control of the conduct and the outcome of the

confl ict. ln this respect the interactive model is simi lar to Clau-
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sewitzian theory. Unilateral control of conflict was impossible'

Clausewitz argued, âs each side dictates to the other in equal fash-

ion¡ confl ict by definition was the interaction of two adversaries.

The unilateraìism that could not have been part of Clausewitzian lim-

ited war côuld not be part of this interactive model either.

The purpose of ìimited war, therefore, takes on very different con-

notations if one applies the interactive model. lnstead of using lim-

ited war to reduce risks, the whole purpose behind I imited war strat-

egy was to generate mutual risk. lf one party is deterred by the

threat of another to engage in limited war, ìt is not because it was

evident that the threatener could prevail, but, rather, because of a

desire not to be exposed to the mutual risk of annihilation. lf lim-

ited war is engaged in, both are threatened and neither is in complete

control. Limitation, if it is sought, will result only from the inter-

act i on of the adversar i es, that i n turn I eads to agreement on the

scope of conf I i ct and i ts term i nat i on.

The differences between the two modeìs of I imited war also extends

to their relationship to Clausewitzian theory. 0n the one hand, the

uni lateral ist model can be argued to take as its focus, and specifi-

caìly with regard to the limíting mechanism, the importance of poiiti-

cal objectives. The simi larity to Cìausewitz, however, ends at this

point. The uni lateral ists assume a relationship between ends and

means that Clausewitz did not recognize. The cal ibration of force to

be commensurate wi th the objectives sought, and for such cal ibration

of type and amount to enforce I imi tation' i s the product of modern

strategic thinking. 0n the other hand, the interactive model is Clau-
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sewitz¡an to the extent that it portrays the relationship between

adversaries as a dynamic and interactive process. The interactive

approach also goes beyond Clausewitz by its adoption of means as the

ì imiting mechanism in I imited confl ict. The critical question to ask

is whether one of the two approaches to limited war found greater fav-

our in the American strategic community.

ln reviewing the American limited war literature it is fair to sug-

gest that of the two approaches, the uniìateralist perspective is more

popular. This, it can be argued, is the result of two factors; first

American historical tradition, and, secondly, the strategic pol icy

environment of the 1950's and 1960's. American thinkíng on the rela-

tionship between force and pol itics - that of unl imited objectives and

unl imited means in support of them - favoured the adoption of the

unilateraìist view of limited war because it tended to offer a strat-

egy that alìowed the United States to dominate and control the conduct

of limited war. lt was a case, one couìd convincingìy argue, of rein-

troducing the traditional American way of war to American security

poì icy by devising a strategy that could deaì with the quintessential

problem of applying force in the post-war age; that is, the problem of

nuclear weapons. As long as ì imited war strategy could deaì with the

vexing dilemma of escalation, then American dictation of the scope and

rules of confì ict could be fol ìowed. Beyond this, the pol icy environ-

ment of the period was such that a strategy that gave the United

States control of events was also preferred.

Although the Eisenhower Administration argued that the ¡'new look"

pol icy in general, and massive retal ìation in particular, returned the
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init¡ative to the United States, critics were unconvinced. These pol-

icies left the United States impotent in responding to what appeared

to be the dominant threat; the chal lenge of peripheral expansion by

the communist bloc. lf the threat to retaìiate massiveìy was not

credible, as critics argued, then the initiative remained with the

enemy i f the Un i ted States had no strategy to dea I wi th per i phera I

confl ict. s' I n terms of the practical appl ication of I imi ted u/ar

strategy, the use of VietNam as a test case will provide evidence as

to whether the assertion that the uni lateraì ist model was adopted by

the United States is correct and whether this model tends to reflect

some aspects of the traditional American way of war.

s8 Gaddis, John Lewis, 9!¡eteq¡es. of Containment:
of Post
Press,

War Anq1 'lçe¡ Nat iona I Secur i ty Po ì i cy,
Oxtoral-lgBZ, """ "r,"pt.r= 5 t" 8.

Critical Appraisal
0xford Un i vers i ty



Chapter I I I

V I ETNAIç1: THE TEST CASE F0R A¡1ER I CAN L I t4lTED WAR STRATEGY

The purpose of this chapter is to assess the Víetnam War as a test

case of the American concept of I imited war. There are a number of

instances of American activity in the l960rs which could also be stud-

ied as examples of American involvement at the periphery which sought

to contain what was perceived to be communist expansion. Among these

are Cuba, Laos, and the Dominican Republ ic, where the United States

committed its resources to contain communist pressures in areas remote

from the central theatre of Europe. There are several reasons for the

selection of Vietnam as the test case. Vietnam stands out because of

the scope of American involvement, its duration, and also because of

the pol itical divisiveness it engendered with respect to American com-

mitments in the Third World.l

The second, and perhaps most critical reason that Vietnam should be

considered as a test case is that the American leadership regarded it

to be the quintessential test of the new strategy which replaced

Eisenhower's nuclear-centred security policy.'z While there were funda-

mental problems in appiying I imited war thinking to Vietnam, given

some of the key assumptions of the ìimited war theory of the .l950's'

Gaddis,John Lewis, Strateqies of Containment: A

of Postwar Amer ican Secur itv .E-ol icy., Oxf ord
oxrord;l9E z,T n7 .

lbid. , p.237; also see Papp Daniel S., Vietnam:
cow, Pek i nq, l^lash i ngton, f'lcFar I and E Company I nc.
ferson North Carol ina, .l981, p. .l8.
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Un i vers i ty Press ,

The View from Flos-
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decision-makers in the early .l960¡s did not readi ìy recognize them.

Retrospective anaìysis clearìy brings to the forefront of debate these

very issues. Nonetheìess, in asserting that Vietnam provides the best

test case, however, these issues are not of immediate importance. The

perceptions of those who conducted the Vietnam War makes the use of

Vietnam as the test case wholly legitimate. The fact that the Ameri-

can ìeadership thought that Vietnam was the critical test provides two

important angles from which the American concept of Iimited war can be

analyzed; first, it reveals, however mistaken, what was thought to be

a ìimited war sîtuation, and how such a conflict should be conducted;

and, secondly, the recognition of inconsistencies between the assump-

tions of I imited war theory and the real ities of the Vietnam case

allows for the further assessment of the applicabiìity of limited war

strategy to per i pheraì conf I i cts

The anal ys i s of Vi etnam throughout the chapter wi I I be separated

into several parts. The first section wilì outìine briefly the devel-

opment of the early American position on the unrest in Vietnam. The

purpose here is to demonstrate that American attitudes were the prod-

uct of the general deveìopment of global containment policy. lt will

be argued also through subsequent sections that this perception of

Vietnam in the context of gìobal containment was a consistent approach

of the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations. The second section wi I I

be devoted to a brief consideration of the Kennedy period, in which

not only was the rrglobal ist" perspective maintained' but that

increased American invoìvement reflected some of the key assumptions

contained in the limited war literature with respect to declared doc-
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tríne and capabilities. The third section will deal with the Johnson

Administration, and wi I ì focus on the appl ication of force in Vietnam

as an exampìe of American limited war strategy in operation. The cen-

tral argument of this section wilì be that the application of force in

Vietnam u,as consistent with some of the principles embodied in I imited

war theory. Specifical ly, it wi I I be argued that the appl icatíon of

force reflected the uni lateral i st modeì of ì imi ted war and was in

effect real ly a "compel lantil strategy in which escalation dominance

was central. This portion of the chapter will focus primariìy of the

bombing campaign known as 'rRoì l ing Thunder" and wi l I assess the cam-

paign both in its conception and evaluation in light of stated Ameri-

can objectives. The final section of the chapter wi I I be devoted to

addressing the faiìure of American strategy in Vietnam with a focus on

the tens i ons, or i-ncons i stenc i es, between the Vi etnam case and the

ì imited war I iterature. The main argument wi ì I be that the Vietnam

confì ict enconpassed two distinct leveìs of confl ict, where the appl i-

cation of a I imited war strategy raised considerable probìems in sat-

isfying poì i tical objectives at both levels of confl ict. Conclusions

drawn from the finai section wiìl provide the groundwork for assessing

the post-Vi etnam probl em of per i pheral conf ì i ct for the Uní ted States.

The h i story of the Vi etnam conf I i ct goes far beyond Western

involvement in it; however, as an aspect of peripheral confl ict in

which the United States had concerns, the problem essential ìy begins

in 19lr'5. lnîtially, the conflict took on the dimensions of a dispute

between France and the Vietnamese" where the American attitude was

distinctly one of disapproval of what they perceived to be French
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colonial interests.3 The shift in American perceptions of the confl ict

to one of a fundamentally East-l,lest problem took pìace in the i950rs.

The i mpor tant po i nt about the changed concept i ons of the I ndo-Ch i na

confl ict was that they were driven by factors external to Vietnam

itself.4 At the end of World War I l, the Americans initially assumed

that great power cooperation would continue, and this ìed to a feeling

that the primary international problems would be economic reconstruc-

tion and the stable management of decolonization. Whi le the problem

of economic reconstruction would remain an issue, the dissolution of

empires presented a very different and ominous twíst with the break-

down of cooperation with the Soviet Union. A string of events at the

periphery, most notably China in 1949 and Korea in 1950, shifted the

percept ion that the prob I em i 
'n tfre Th i rd Wor I d wou ld be one of deco-

lonization to the new imperial ism of communism.

ln this respect, Vietnam bras transformed from a problem of resist-

ing colonial ism to a problem of containing communism. ln 1950, then

Secretary of State, Dean Acheson, suggested that the United States aid

to the French was important because of the threat of Soviet imperial-

ism.5 The definition of the Vietnam problem, therefore, was not drawn

from the internal situation of Vietnam and its struggle for some form

of independent nationhood, but instead, was drawn from American per-

ceptions of the global balance between East and West.6 What is signif-

3 See Siracusa J. l'1., "Earìy U.S. lnvolvement in Vietnam 191+5-50: An
Aspect of American Coìd War Fientaìity'r, Egft @!g, vol. 13 #2
197\ p. 13.

Barnet Richard J., lntervention
Third World, The World Pubì ishing

lbid., p. 187.

and Revolution: The U.9. in the
Company, NewYork, 1968 p. l8l.
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icant about the global roots of American perceptions about Vietnam is

that the 'rVietnam problem" runs paral lel wi th the development of l im-

ited war strategy. The probìems of gìobal contaínment, of which Viet-

nam was a recognizable case even prior to the apex of the limited war

debate, spurred considerabìe disagreement about the strategy to suc-

cessful ly contain communism. As the strategic debate increasingìy

focused on the probìems of per i pheral contai nment, I imi ted war strat-

egy gained in prominence. As a result of this, Vietnam increased in

importance as weì l. There existed a history of American concern over

Vietnam that was consistently a product of the global perception of

East-West struggle, and as the problems of global contai nment were

seen to be solved by the abi I ity to deal with peripheraì chal lenges,

Vietnam fel I into pìace as the natural candidate for a practical test

of limited war strategy.

While Vietnam in the 1950's was significant from the point of view

of preparing the ground for direct American involvement in the ì960's,

American activity under Eisenhower could not be said to refìect any

aspects of I imited b/ar strategy. The Eisenhower Administration was

involved only in underwriting French military actions and assistance

in small scale covert activities to frustrate Ho Chi 11inh.? Under the

Kennedy Administration however, the American role changed to include

6 See Thompson W. Scott, Frizzel Donaldson D., IIg Lessons 0f Vietnam,
Russak E Company, NewYork, 1977, p. l; Kail F.l'1., What Washinqton
Said: Administration Rhetoric and the Vietnam War l94c-196q Harper ê

Row Publ ishers, NewYork, 1973, pp" 18-23; Gaddis, Stratesies of Con-

!, pp. 169-70, Porter Gareth, Vietnam: A H istory in Docu-
g¡9, New American Library Times l'1 irror, NewYork, l98l documentary
evidence p. 86.

? Paìmer, Dave Richard, Summons
spective, Presidio Press, San

of the Trumpet: U.S.-Vietnam in Per-
Raphael Cal ifornia, 1978, p. 7,
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larger scale mi I itary assistance to the South Vietnamese, and some

aspects of limited war thinking were reflected in American policy dur-

ing his administration.

The Kennedy Administration entered office with a determination to

put distance between itself and its predecessor with respect to con-

tainment strategy. By the end of the Eisenhower Administration the

centraì assumptions of the "new ìookrr had been fuì ìy subjected to

criticism, and the result was a considerable I iterature on the strat-

egy of ì imited war as the solution to the weaknesses of Eisenhower's

approach. The Kennedy Administration was very much in tune with the

criticisms of the "new look" and with some of the principles of the

new I imited war theory as we1 l. Nonetheless, the Kennedy Administra-

tionrs view of Vietnam was consistent with that of Eisenhower's. The

Vietnam problem was defined in the context of the global balance and

the threat to it if communism was allowed to expand at the periphery.s

The tendency to define the Vietnam problem in terms of the global bal-

ance between East and West reflected the traditionaì American inter-

pretation of the role of force in supporting foreign policy. The dom-

ino theory, which argued that a fai lure to stop communism in Vietnam

would lead to the ìoss of al ì of Asia, and eventual ly the overal I

security of the West, was the perfect example of the American pre-

diction to view security, and the threats to it, as being absolute in

nature. Amer i can obj ect ives i n V i etnam,. theref ore, \^rere not to I essen

the communist threat, but, rather, to completeìy stop it from spread-

I Aliano, Richard 4., American Defense Policy
nedy: The Pol itics of Chanqinq l'lilitarv
0hio Universi ty Press, Athens 0hio, 1975, p.
Vietnam: A History in Documents' Documentary

F rom E i senhower to Ken-
Requi rements 1957-19þ1,
233; also See Porter,

evidence p. 221.



ing. At no point was it considered feasible

of V i etnam, and then subsequent ì y to i ssue

expansion would not be tolerated. The Kennedy Administration, as did

the Eisenhower Administration, viewed its pol icies regarding Vietnam

to have been consistent with the overall directions of post-war Ameri-

can foreign policy.e The idea of an active "roll back" of the commu-

nist sphere of infìuence was not seriousìy considered.

that further ìosses to communism had to be opposed. ln spite of some

sími larities between the Eisenhower and Kennedy Admînistrations, some

equal ly inrportant differences existed.

Theodore Draper has argued that Kennedy and E i senhower approached

the Vietnam problem in the same manner and with the same inhibîtions.

Both Administrations had a I imited commitment, and, consequently, had

a I imited I iabi I ity as wel ì.ro American I iabi I ity in Vietnam was ì im-

ited under Eisenhower and Kennedy because neither President had com-

mitted U.S. troops to combat roles, and thereby established a politi-

cal commitment from which it would be difficult to withdraw. ln some

respects, Draperrs argument is a good one, but on deeper considera-

tion, i t misses an important difference between the strategic outìook

of the two administrations. Although the Eisenhower Administration

had by the late .|950's retreated somewhat from its initial r¡massive

retal iation" stance, the fundamental conviction that there were I imi t-

ed means available to the United States in the pursuit of ìong term

containment was one Eisenhower could not readily discard.¡1 Kennedy

90
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ro Draper, Theodore,
62.

of Conta i nment,
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and his principal colleagues did not share Eisenhower's view that

American means were I imited and that nuclear forces had to be the cen-

trepin of U.S. strategy.rz As a result of differing views on the

means avai labìe, and in conjunction with the deveìopment of a new

strategy for peripheral containment, the Kennedy Administration

retooled and revi tal ized Amer ican forces to give them the capabi I i ty

to respond to such per i phera I cha I I enges .

Eisenhower consistentìy restrained defence spending on conventional

forces, given the assumptions of his strategic poì icy, whereas Kennedy

did exactìy the opposite. ln consonance with congressional attitudes,

which also reflected his own convictions, Kennedy increased spending

on conventional forces in the belief that a conventional strategy was

needed to deal with communist expansion at the periphery. There also

existed a specific attraction for counter-insurgency warfare as a

strategy to deal with peripheraì chal lenges.l3 The impì ications of the

shift in thinking between the Kennedy and Eisenhower Administrations

are signifîcant.

The theory of ì imited war, as reveaìed through the I iterature of

the .|950's and early 1960's, became official doctrine (flexible

response) , and was combined with the physical capabi I ity to operation-

1r See Duì les, John Foster, rr0haì ìenge and Response in United States
Foreign Policy", Foreisn {¡|-þ!5, XXXVI, 0ctober 1957; Gaddis,
Strateqies of Containment, See chapter 6 "lmpìementing the New
Look" for an extensive discussion of the assumptions regarding
means in the Eisenhower Administration.

L2 lbid., chapter 7 "Kennedy, Johnson and the strategic concept of
fìexible responseU for a complete discussion of the assumptions of
the Kennedy/Johnson Administrations of'"he question of the means
avai ìable for long term containment.

I 3 Barnet, I ntervent i on and Revol ut i on, p 2to
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al ize the doctrine under Kennedy. Specificaì ly, the argument contained

in ìimited war theory that war must be fought for limited objectives,

and with Iimited and carefuìly calibrated means, was also the founda-

tion of the strategic concept of flexible response. The underlying

concept of Flexible Response was that any challenge to American secur-

ity would el icit an appropriatly measured reaction. Therefore' if the

chaìlenge took the form of a ìimited conventional challenge at the

per iphery, then the Uni ted States would defend wî th conventional and

measured force. Counter-insurgency strategy and the forces which

could operational ize it were both products of the Kennedy Administra-

tion. Henry Kissinger argued that this development was essentiaì if

the United States was to be abìe to respond to peripheral chal ìenges

and successfully conduct a limited war.ra The creation of doctrine and

capability did not in itself change American commitment to Vietnam per

sê, but it did substantially alter American thinking about the manage-

ment of the United State's current and potentiaì involvement in South-

east Asia. ln April of 196.l, Kennedy directed his Under Secretary of

State, Rosweì I Gi lpatrick, to undertake a study of the insurgency in

Vietnam and to recommend actions to counter it. The report reiterated

the significance of Vietnam in both the Southeast Asian and global

balances. This was no different a depiction of affairs than that held

by Eisenhower; however, the operational role that was envisaged for

the United States, and the purpose it was to serve, reflected a change

in thinking about the use of force. The concept of operations,

although covert, was seen as not only ì imited, but one in which the

use of American resources would serve aS a ilsignaì ì ing'r instrument to

14 Kissinger, Henry Aron, Nuclear Weapons and Foreign .B.ol icv., Harper ê

Brothers, NewYork, 1957, p. 1\5.
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communicate U.S. intentions and resolve.rs Throughout Kennedy¡s tenure

as President, American advisory assistance to the South Vietnamese was

increased and aìso expanded to include limited assistance in air oper-

ations in the south. Significantly increased American participation

in the Vietnamese confl ict was a product of the Johnson administra-

tion.

Johnson, cons i stent wi th both Kennedy and E i senhower, vi ewed the

significance of Vietnam in the context of American global containment

pol icy. Johnson also shared with Kennedy a bel ief in the importance

of displaying American resolve in order to prevent Vietnam from fal l-

ing to communism. The American position international ly would be

seriously undermined by a communist success in Southeast Asia, Johnson

argued, and therefore it was imperative that the United States ensure

the success of its poìîcies in Vietnam.l6 Johnson, unlike Kennedy, was

forced to consider substantial ly increased American ínvolvement as a

result of the deteriorating situation in South Vietnam during 1964.

The low levei of American involvement in Vietnam under Kennedy result-

ed in a focus on the use of counter-insurgency by the South Vietnamese

forces under the guidance of U.S. advisors, rather than a significant

commitment of American resources in some fashion consistent with I im-

ited war strategy. Nonetheless, the idea of using American forces as

a signal to friend and foe was tentatively establ ished. Johnson, on

the other hand, eìevated the rrsignal l ing¡' concept to become a guiding

rs Porter, Vietnam: A History in Documents, Report of the Gilpatrick
Task Force Apr i ì 27 1961 [extract] , p.208-9; a I so see, Rosen, Ste-
phen J.,'rVietnam and the American Theory of Limited War", lnterna-
tional lggljly., vol . 7 #2 tall 1982, p. 89.

r6 Palmer, Summons of the Trumpet, p. .l8.



principle of the American use of force in Vietnam.rT

While direct involvement with ground troops and the initiation of a

large scale bombing campaign did not occur unti ì 1965, covert opera-

tions under President Johnson reflect the influence of limited war

concepts. Specifically, as it became evident that the United States

would have to become more directly invoìved to prevent the fal I of

South Vi etnam, dec i s i on-makers became more concerned about what s i g-

nals the use of force would send to the enemy rather than how such

force was to be mi I itari ly effective.rs Although the stated pol itical

objectîves of the United States focused on South Vietnam and its sur-

vival as an independent non-communist state, the possible appì ication

of military force in pursuit of those objectives increasingly incorpo-

rated North Vietnam in the calcuìations. President Johnson expl icitly

directed his prîncipal advisors to take into account, when drawing up

contingency plans wíth respect to the deteriorating situation in South

Vietnam, "to shaping such pressures so as to produce the maximum cred-

ible deterrent effect on Hanoi.le This statement by Johnson, in which

he invokes the irnage of deterrence, is interesting and needs further

9t+

i nvest i gat i on.

The classic argument regarding deterrence wouìd ìead one to con-

clude that once it becomes necessary actuaìly to apply military force,

deterrence has fa i I ed. I n th i nk i ng about deterrence, as John Foster

r ? Rosen, "V i etnam and

18 lbid., p. 8g.

re Galluci, Robert L.,
can l'1i I i tary Pol i cy
Baì tîmore, 1975, p.

the American Theory of Limited Warr', p. 88.

Nei ther Peace
i n Vi etNam,
37.

Nor
The

Honor: The Pol i t i cs of Amer i -
John Hopk i ns Un i vers i ty Press,
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Dul les conceived of it in his strategy of massive retal iation, the

requirement to act wouìd signify the breakdown of deterrence. Dul Ies

attempted deterrence by threat alone. The probìem with massive retal-

iation, âs its critics readily pointed out, was that it was not a

credibìe deterrent to peripheral challenges.20 The strategists criti-

cal of massive retaliation turned to limited war as a hray of credibil-

ity responding to peripheral conflicts, and argued that a credible

I imi ted war strategy might provide the deterrent that massive retal ia-

tion could not. This was precisely what Henry Kissinger suggested

that the strategy of I imited war was designed to achieve: deterrence

through declared doctrine and force capabi I ity, and ¡f deterrence

should fai l, provide an operational response to I imited confl ict.21

It is reasonable to argue that Kissinger, and for that matter any-

one h,ho was a proponent of ìimited war, wouìd have preferred that the

enunciation of doctrine and the creation of capab¡ I ities to operation-

al ize doctrine would by themselves deter peripheral aggression. This

would have been deterrence in the cìassic sense. lt is equaììy rea-

sonable to argue, however, that the American leadership at the time of

the Vietnam crisis, while hoping to deter, was imbued with the feeìing

that unfortunately some demonstration of commitment h,as necessary to

succeed in doing so. This appears to be what President Johnson was

20 For a sampl ing of massive retal iation critiques see; Bowles' Ches-
ter, "0ur Present Foreign Policyr', Iglglg {F'þ!rs, LX, Apriì 30
195\, pp. 86-gS; Brodie, Bernard, "Unl imi ted Weapons and Limi ted
War'r, The Republic, Xl, November i8, 195\, pp. 16-21; 'rThe Dulles
Doctrine of lnstant Retal iatÌon", Iew @[!!3,, CXXX' Harch 2l
195\, pp. l0-.l4. (statements by various analysts criticizing the
strategy of massive retal iation)

Kissinger, Henry 4., The Necessitv For Chanqe: Prospects of Ameri-
can Fore i gn Eg!!gy, Harper 6 Brothers Pub I i shers, New York, l96l ,

p. 59.

2L
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thinking, when he directed his subordinates to consider options that

would have a deterrent effect on North Vietnam. lt is not apparent

that Johnson consciously linked his thoughts to Kissinger's pronounce-

ments on I imited war, but the paral ìels are unmistakable. A good

exampìe of the pol itical ilsignal l ing" concept of f.orce appì ication,

and an attempt through demonstrated commitment to deter, is provided

by Johnson's covert operations of 1964.

Covert operat i ons had been undertaken i n the Kennedy Admi n i stra-

tion, but they fai led to produce any significant results. The pres-

sure to intensify these covert activitîes came ín 1963 as the situ-

ation in South Vietnam progressively deteriorated. The Joint Chiefs

of Staff (JCS) directed the Commander-in-Chief Pacific to draw up a

set of plans for covert operations against the North, which took on

the designation of OPLAN-3\a.'2 The JCS rationale for the programme

was to raise the cost to the North of supporting war in the South_and

also to raise the spectre of increased U.S. pressure that could

threaten the economic and industriaì base of North Vietnam.23 The

President was very receptive to the concept behind 0PLAN-34a for a

number of reasons. I n the f i rst case, Johnson was support ive of

directing operations toward North Vietnam as a result of his agreement

with r^/hat has been termed the I'Rostow Thesis¡r. Walt Rostow, in a memo-

randum ci rculated around the administration, argued that the best

method of defeating an externaì ìy supported insurgency was to focus

The Pentaqon Papers: The Defense Department Historv of United Deci-
sionmaking on Vietnam, The Senator Gravel Edition, Beacon Press,
Boston, 1971, pp: l5O-51.

Thompson, James Clay, Roì I ing Thunder: Understandinq Poì icv and
Program Fai lure, The Univers î ty of North Carol i na Press' Chapel
Hi I t, 1980, p. 16.

23
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oners actions to affect the external source, in this case North Viet-

nam. A second important aspect of therrRostow Thesis[ was that ¡t led

to miì itary operations which were intended to be more psychologicaì in

effect than purelyrmilitary'.24 This concept of the utility of mili-

tary force - that of seeking political or psychologicaì effects rather

than traditionaì ly defined mi I itary ones - was consistent with John-

son's thinking, and with the opinions of many of his close advisors.

For example, William Bundy, in one of the earliest elaborations of the

case for directing operations toward North Vietnam stressed the pol it-

ical thrust of the proposed actions. lt h,as expl icitly outl ined that

the mil itary defeat of North Vietnam shouìd be ruled out as the under-

lying purpose of usíng force against the North.2s The rationale for

ruling out the use of force to achieve a traditional military victory

was straightforward, and il lustrated the inf luence of I imited Ì^/ar

thinking on the operationaì conduct of Vietnam. lt was ¡mportant in

the minds of the Johnson Admínistration that the conflict remain I im-

ited, and, consequently, the application of force to coerce the enemy,

instead of trying to defeat him, was used expressly for the purpose of

maintaining effective I imi tation.

Although the mi I itary would later consistently oppose the concept

of operations first demonstrated by covert actions, 0PLAN-34a reflect-

ed a consensus on the method and purpose of covert operations in 1964.

Since the United States saw its objectives in Vietnam as I imited to

the maintenance of South Vietnam, mi I itary pressure on the North must

'n IE Pentagon Papers, p. .l09.

2 s Porter, þ!@: A H istory in Documents, rrDraf t
President by Assistant Secretary of Defense Wi I I
l, 196\, [extract]," pp, 263-66.

l'lemorandum For The
i am P. Bundy, l'larch
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also be limited so that means were commensurate with ends. This con-

cept of force appl i cat i on h/as cons i stent wi th arguments that or i g i nat-

ed in NSC-68, which were later championed by the advocates of limited

war strategy. l'lore signif icant, however, was the purpose of appìying

mi I itary force; it was not to defeat the enemy in the traditional

sense, but to compel him to alter his intentions. lt was, for exam-

ple, explicitiy recognized that 0PLAN-34a in itself had little chance

of achieving U.S. goals directly. The purpose of the covert opera-

tions was to signal Hanoi of American commitment.26 lt was hoped that

the prospect of overt and less limited American military pressure

would considerably sober North Vietnamrs desire to support insurgency

in the South.

The idea of force appìication as a signalling strategy had similar-

ities with the general concept of I imited war, and specifical ly with

elements of the interactive modeì of ì imited war. As ì imited war

strategy ruIed out the traditionaI American approach to war of total

means toward total ends, the use of force as a way of signalling to

the enemy was a direct product of I imited war reasoning. A situation

in which adversaries were in the process of defining limits to a con-

fìict is a classic case where force could be used to signaì one

another. This is exactly what Schel ì ing's process of "tacit coordina-

tion of interests" described.2? A second interesting aspect of the

,, f¡g Pentason!-æ.!-:., p. 106.

21 lt is important to note, and this wi I I be a central argument in'later discussion in the chapter, that the relationship between
adversaries is paramount in the success of a signalìing strategy.
For sîgnalling to be successful adversaries must have a symmetrical
view of the conflict, and the process of signalling must be inter-
active. American strategy in Vietnam fai ìed to take both of these
requ i rements i nto account.
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signalling strategy of 0PLAN-34a ís that ít can be persuasively argued

that it was an attempt to invoke deterrence through the display of

commitment. This, as argued previousìy, is consistent with Kissing-

er's view on the purpose of limited war strategy. The signalling

strategy also revealed another point of common ground with limited war

theory, this time, however, it reveaìed a,,nO *,th the unilateralist

model. When looking specifical ly at the message which the United

States wished to communicate to Hanoi, the uni lateraì ist strategy of

escalation dominance lurked below the surface.

the JCS and their civilian superiors, the message that North Vietnam

was to receive was that, aside from U.S. commitment, if further mi I i-

tary action was necessary North Vietnam would be punished severely.

lncreased American actions would be contingent upon the North Vietnam-

ese response to Washingtonrs signal of commitment. The important

point to consider about the nature of the message is that it does not

reflect a bargaining relationship between adversaries over the terms

of a conflict and its termination. The nature of the message made it

an attempt to dictate the terms suitable to the United States, backed

by the implicit threat of greater harm if the terms were not complied

with. The signal I ing strategy that ended up being appì ied in Vietnam

was a communication process that was, for the most part, operating in

one direction.

ln the minds of both

The attempt made through covert operations to affect North Vietnam-

ese support for insurgency in the South fai led. The endemic domestíc

instabi I ity in South Vietnam was made worse by successive coups, and,

perhaps sens i ng the precar i ousness of the s î tuat i on, the North Vi et-



namese stepped up their efforts in the South.

message that Washington intended to impress

recognized, or it was simply ignored.

By 1965 the cr i s i s i n the South was at

States could no longer put off a decision

become dìrectly involved with combat troops. The watershed had been

reached, and the costs and dangers of substantial mi ì itary invoìvement

had to be weighed against the ramifications of losing South Vietnam.

The perceived significance of South Vietnam in the Asian and global

balances, coupled with the conviction that the United States possessed

both the strategy and the capabi I ity to succeed in Vietnam, led the

Johnson Administration to choose to stay the course in Southeast Asia.

American miìitary involvement manifested itself in two ways: first' a

ground war in South Vietnam, and,.secondly, a bombing campaign direct-

ed at North Vi etnam. Wi th respect to i dent i fy i ng and assess i ng the

central aspects of American strategy in Vietnam, as wel I as relating

these themes to limited war concepts, the air war over North Vietnam

serves as the best focus for ana I ys i s. The reason i ng beh i nd focus i ng

It is evident that

upon Hanoi was either

i ts peak and the Un i ted

as to whether it would
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the

not

on the bomb i ng campa i gn i s stra i ghtforward.

American strategy in Vietnam are exempl ified in the air war¡ these

incìude graduated escalation, the granting of sanctuaries, the use of

force to signal intentions, and, finalìy, the continuous search for a

negotiated settlement. Furthermore, the bombing campaign, as opposed

to the ground war, appì ied force against North Vietnam itself.

The f irst bombing missions north of the Dl4Z (demilitarized zone)

were reprisal raids made, in part, for an attack on U.S. army barracks

Al I of the hal lmarks of
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at Plei ku. The operation was codenamed I'F lami ng Dartrr and i t repre-

sented from the American point of view a sîgnificant change in the

scope of the Vi etnam conf I i ct. Pr ì or to 'rF I ami ng Dart'r, the Amer i cans

portrayed the Northrs role in the insurgency as one of support and

assistance. After the reprisal raids the American position changed.

It was now argued that the rebellion in the South was primariìy the

product of North Vietnamese infi ltration. Also of significance was

the fact that the reprisal raids were not linked to attacks on Ameri-

can instal lations and servicemen only. The "Flaming Dartrr raids were

linked to the Pleiku incident as well as some attacks on South Viet-

namese personneì .2 I

The purpose behind the reprisal bombings was aìso significant. The

'rFlaming Dart¡' operations were intended to signal a change in the

ground rules of the confl ict in several ways¡ firstly , that the

rationale for American counteraction had changed, and that the scope

of the confl ict was greater, and, final ly, that North Vietnam's posi-

tion in the conflict had been altered.2e American response to what was

now clearly viewed as aggression in the South instigated by the North'

bras no longer going to be ì inked onìy with attacks on American instal-

lations and personneì. From I'Flaming Dart" onward' the U.S. response

would be ìinked to the general pattern of aggression in the South. As

well, the raids were intended to be an escalation of the conflict, and

interrelated to the escalation of the confl ict, a signal that North

Vietnam could not longer expect complete sanctuary within its own ter-

2E Papp, Vietnam: the view

Lewy, Guenter , Amer i ca
York, 1978, pp. 37\-75.

29

f rom l'loscow, þfþg., Wash i nqton, pp. l+9-50 .

Vietnam, 0xford University Press, Newln
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ritory. ln this respect the previously impl ied threat of direct costs

to North Vietnam that were embodied in covert operations if her poli-

cies did not change became a reality.

play commitment and to effect the calculations of the North by threat-

en i ng greater pun i shment i f there was no compl i ance wi th Amer i can

terms. The targets seìected for 'rFìaming Dart'r were also significant

î n terms of s i gnal I i ng, and, consequentì y, they were domi nated by

pol itical considerations more than mi I itary ones.30 The raids were not

directed toward "high vaìuel targets (they consisted of NVA barracks),

and the intended restraint was obvious. This was a restraint, one

coul d argue, that foreshadowed Wash i ngton's gradua I esca I at i on pol i -

cy.3r

The purpose was again to dis-

ln the aftermath of the'tFlaming Dart'r raids the North Vietnamese

showed no signs of reducing their efforts; in fact, they showed the

very opposite. Another set of attacks on U. S. miìitary instaliations

occurred and the United States launched 'rFlaming Dart I l'r; a series of

ra i ds that fol ì owed the same pr i nc i pl es as before. The per i od of

reprisal raids against North Vietnam was also a period of increased

discussion within the Johnson Administration regarding a sustained

bombing programme. Presidential advisor l'lcGeorge Bundy was in South

Vietnam at the time of the Pleiku attack, and in a memorandum to the

President advocated a pol icy of "sustained reprisalrr against North

Vietnam. Bundy argued for a pol icy of ai r and navaì action against

3o lbid., p. 377.

3r ln fact, the earliest example of graduated escalation was displayed
in the covert operations of 0PLAN-34a, where the twelve month pro-
gramme was separated into four periods in which it was intended
that the intensity of operations wouìd increase. see; Thompson,
Roll inq Thunder, p. l7; The Pentaoon .lg-re., pp. 161-6\.
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North Vietnam which would be justified and related to the Viet Cong

activities in the South. The purpose of such a programme, in Bundy's

mind, was primariìy to bring about an improvement of the situation in

South Vietnam as " (t) ne immediate and critical targets are in the

South - in the minds of the South Vietnamese and in the minds of the

Viet Cong cadres.rr32 Bundy, however, did not discount the value of a

reprisal programme in terms of affecting the leadership of North Viet-

nam;

(w) hi le ernphasizing the importance of reprisals in the
South, wê do not exclude the impact on Hanoi. I^le believe,
índeed, that it is of great importance that the level of
reprisal be adjusted rapidly and visibly to both upward and
downward shifts in the level of Viet Cong offences. We want
tc keep before Hanoi the carrot of our desisting as well as
the stick of continued pressure. We also need to conduct
the appl ication of force so that there is always the pros-
pect of worse to come.33

The concept of operations in Bundy's memorandum reflects a number of

central strategies of the American use of force throughout the Vietnam

conf I i ct. There was no doubt that mi I i tary operat i ons were for the

purpose of signal ì ing. 11i I itary victory in the cìassic sense was not

a factor in Bundy's proposed plan; "(t)he object would not be to "win"

the air war against Hanoi, but rather to influence the course of the

struggle in the South."3a The concept of graduated escalation was also

impl ied in Bundy's proposal, and more importantly, it was escalation

in which the United States would dominate the escalation ladder. By

tying the level of American counteractions to the level of the adver-

sary's actions, and where at each potential level of violence the ene-

32 Porter, Vi etnam: A

dent F rom I'tcGeorge

33 lbid., p.298.

lbid., p. 297.34

Historv in Documents, r'Hemorandum For The Presi-
Bundy, February /, 1965", pp. 295-99.
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my chose the United States threatened that worse punishment could or

would occur, the United States maintained the upper hand. The result

of such a situation ought to be the realization by the North that it

could not win, and therefore the best solution would be to negotiate a

sett I ement of the conf ì i ct.

This I ine of reasoning is consistent with segments of the I imited

war ì iterature and displays a uni lateral ist view of ì imited confl ict,

and, specifical ly, it reflects a strategy of escalation dominance for

the purpose of compel ì ing the enemy. A strategy of escalation domi-

nance, with its uni lateral ist undertones, can be argued to be incon-

sistent with Clausewitzian theory. Recalìing the dÎscussion of Clau-

sewitz's conception of I imitation and esca'l ation f rom chapter ll' the

point is that when locked in battle neither of the adversaries is in

compìete control of the dynamics of the confl ict. Each adversary dic-

tates to the other as much as his opponent in turn dictates to him.

It is not Clausewitzian, therefore, to attempt to dominate the escala-

tion ladder and dictate the terms of the conflict and its resolution

to the point where one is, in effect, ñêglecting to take into account

the behavior of the adversary. Although the concept of using force as

a s i gna I I i ng i nstrument appears on the surface to conform to the

interactive model of I imited war, the attempt to invoke escaìation

dominance renders the communication process more uni ìateral than

interactive. For this reasonn the model of li.mited war that inf lu-

enced the applÌcation of miìitary force in Vietnam was the unilateral-

i st model .
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Bundy was not alone in advocating a sustained bombing of the North.

Ambassador Taylor also called for a bombing programme that he referred

to as lgraduated reprisalsr'.tu Tayìor's concept of operations focused

more on the matter of affecting the wiìl of North Vietnam as the key

to success in South Vietnam. This may be attributable to Taylor's

military background, given the fact that the miìitary had long champi-

oned the cause of striking at the North, or perhaps he' like Johnson'

was in agreement w¡th the I'Rostow Thesisrr. At any rate, Taylor coun-

sel ìed the President to consider regularizing the bombing reprisals.

The mi I itary also strongly favoured action against the North, albeit

wi th a consistently different view of the concept of operations than

most of the civi I ian elements of the upper echelons of the Johnson

Administration. The concepts of gradual ism and signal I ing were inimi-

cal to the military point of view; they preferred to affect the will

of Hanoi in the traditional mil itary style of hitting hard and hitting

everywhere. ln other words, the mi I itary advocated strategic bombing

with its purely mi I itary emphasis on physicaì destruction of the

adversary's capacity to resist. Nonetheless, Air Force Chief of Staff

General J.P. I'lcConnel described the bombing campaign against the North

as an effort at 'rstrategic persuasion" by means of applying measured

air power in order to persuade Hanoi to cease its aggressive actions

and to come to a negot i ated sett ì ement. 3 6

Despi te di sagreement wi thi n the admi ni stration on the concept of

operations in terms of scope and styìe - primarily a military-civilian

cleavage - it was agreed that appìying force against North Vietnam was

35 Papp, Vi etnam:

Palmer, Summons36

the

of

v i ew f rom !99, Pek i nq, Hash i ngton ' p. 5 i

the Trumpet, pp. 72-78.
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necessary. Along with the agreement to undertake a sustained bombing

campa r gn,

tives of

as follows: to boost the morale of South Vietnam; to signal Hanoi of

there was agreement on the overal I objectives.

"Rolling Thunder'r, as the bombing programme was cal

Amer i can comm i tment

to comply with U.S.

for i ts ass i stance

a bargaining position which offered considerable leverage.3T

The first phase of "RolIÎng Thunderil began in the

The target of the first phase of the campaign was

routes from the North into the South. The selection

and the threat of i ncreased violence for faí lure

settlement termsc<; to impose costs on the North

to the confl ict in the South; and final ly to create

tion routes as the target for the initial phase related to the Ameri-

can percept i on that the pr i mary

South was i nf î I trat i on from the

the rrFlaming Dartrr operations that initiated American mi I itary actions

beyond the DiïZ. Nonetheìess, it would be a mistake to suggest that

the concept of operations which underpinned "Roì I ìng Thunder" was sup-

The objec-

I ed, were

ported with unanimity in the Johnson Administration.

argued, there was general agreement on two

3? See: Lewy, Aq|ca in Vietnam, p. 374; The Pentaqon PÆ.!.S., p. 269;
Paìmer, 9@ of the ]ru¡pg!, pp. 72-78; L ittauer, Raphael ,

Uphoff , Norman, editors, fE Air l'lar in lndochina (R¡r War Studv

Geìb, Lesìie H., Betts, Richard K., & lrony 0f Vietnam: The Svs-
tem Worked, The Brookings lnstitution, [^/ashington 0.C., 1979, pp.
I t0, 137.

t< - The basic confl ict termination conditions that the United
States stood by were the cessation of North Vietnamese activity of
any variety in the South, and an agreement to al low for the non-
communist independence of South Vietnam. Rolling Thunder l^/as to
give the American bargaining position leverage by creating an extra
incentive for Hanoi to comply with Washingtonrs terms.

problem in terms of the war in the

North. Th i s att i tude dated back to

summer of 1965,

the infiltration

of the infiltra-

aspects of the bombing cam-

As previously
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paign; first, that it was a necessary step in light of American objec-

tives in Vietnam, and, secondly, that the objectives of the bombing

were to improve the situation in the South by affecting the North.

Where substantiaì di fference arose was over the method of applying

force (concept of operat i ons) i n the 'rRol I i ng Thunder" programme. I t

was essential ly a cìeavage of opinion between the mi I itary and top

level officials in the administration. The mi I itary advocated what

was termed the rrfuì I squeezerr approach, where al I potential target-

types would be engaged.

strikes against enemy bridges, I ines of communication, industry, and,

finally, the mining of North Vietnam's major port facilities.3s The

¡¡ful 1 squeezerr approach was simpìy the tradi tional concept of strate-

gic bombing.

The majority of civi I ians on the other hand preferred what was

cal led the "progressive squeeze and talk" approach that is more com-

monly known as gradual escalation. The rationale for appìying force

This concept of operations wouìd include

in a measured and graduated fashion had several sources. American

objectives with respect to the Vietnam confl ict operated on two lev-

els, one of which was external to the two Vietnams, and the other

which was related to the struggle directly. One level of the conflict

operated in an international context. With respect to this level, the

careful cal ibration of the bombíng programme was thought essential in

order to prevent the i ntervent i on of the Ch i nese. Amer i can use of

force had to signal the pursuit of I imited objectives ín two ways:

first, that China itself was not threatened; and, secondly, that Chi-

na' s commun i st ne i ghbor, North Vi etnam, was not threatened h,i th

38 Rosen, "Vietnam and the American Theory of Limited Warrr, p. 92,
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defeat, sï nce the Uni ted States did not wi sh to overthrow the Hanoi

regime. The United States wanted to communicate to North Vietnam that

a diplomatic solution that reflected the status quo was the ultimate

object of Amer i can pol i cy and that, therefore, the baì ance of South-

east Asia wouìd not be upset by such a settlement. 0f secondary

importance in the international context was the desire by the United

States to maintain the support of her allies. Restraint was beneficial

in this respect as wel l.3e Graduated escalation was also thought cru-

cial to the other level of the confìict, specificaìly to affect the

conduct of the North Vietnamese. The civi I ian leadership felt that

graduated escalation rrwould make clear the administrationrs ì imited

objectives, and by holding North Vietnam's economy hostage to further

attacks, would pressure Hanoi into concessionsr'.ao

The idea of affecting substantial amounts of physical damage on

North Vietnam was not considered by the "gradualistsrrto be a sensible

objective and there was considerable resistance to the continual pres-

sure from the JCS to remove the restrictions on the bombing. These

restrictions consisted of being forbidden to strike certain types of

targets and from striking any targets in certain areas (sanctuaries).

The argument of the 'rgradualistsr' þras that too extensive a bombing

programme, âS i de from the danger of tr i gger í ng Ch i nese i ntervent i on'

would only serve to in effect "kill the hostager', and thus leave the

United States without a leveraged bargainîng position.al Furthermore'

massive escalation would defeat the attempt to signal to the North

39 Palmer, @ of the @.!,

Littauer and Uphoff, The Air War

Rosen, "Vietnam and the American

40

4t

pp. 76-77 "

i n l ndoch i na, p. 35.

Theory of Limited War, p. 135.
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Víetnamese that American objectives were ì imited and that a diplomatic

soìution was desired. lt is quite clear that those who advocated

graduaì ism wanted to use the bombing programme symbol icaì ly to commu-

nicate and to compel. The concept of operations which gradual ism

spawned was, in a sense, a two track-policy of implying further esca-

I at i on for fa i I ure to compl y wi th Amer i can terms, and at the same

time, a demonstration of restraint as a display of goodwi i ì in order

to foster the search for a negotiated settlement.a2 The attempt to

communicate goodwilì was made through the use of bombing halts at var-

ious stages in the Roì I ing Thunder programme. The purpose was

expressly to signal Hanoi of American desires for a diplomatic solu-

tion. As well, it gave Washinton a chance to gauge whether the halts

couìd induce positive gestures from Hanoi.a3

The critical question is whether the strategy behind Rol I ing Thun-

der produced the desired results. Early expectations that the appl i-

cation of American air power would succeed in affecting the North

Vietnamese will were not borne out. The first phase of "Rolling Thun-

derrr, which concentrated on infi ltration routes, did not measurably

affect the abiìity of the North to move men and supplies south.aa Hore

42 Russett, Bruce l'1 ., r'Vietnam And Restraints 0n Ariel Warf arerr, tg
Bulletin 0f The Atomic Scientists, vol. 20 #1, January 12 1970,

The article makes an argument for the goodwi I I message the
restraint was to indicate. lt concludes, however' that the message
was unclear to the North.

Bara I , Jaya Kr i shna, The Pentaqon and the l4ak i nq of !..S. Fore i qn

Pol icy: { Case Study of Vietnam. 1960-1968, Radiant Publ ishers,
1918, p. 128; The Pentagqn Papers Vol lll, p. 2ll+; Geìb and Betts,
The lrony of Vietnam, p. 140; Lewy, America in Vietnam, P. 376;
Thompson, Bcllj_¡g. Thuncþr , p. 54.

Littauer and Uphoff, The Air War in lndochina, p.46.
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importantly, however, the bombing with its impl ied threat of greater

damage to come if American terms were not met, d¡d not compel North

Vietnam to alter its actions. A second phase of Roì I ing Thunder

authorized strikes against P0L targets (petroìeum, oi I and lubri-

cants), which the mi ì itary had ìong advocated. Again the objective

was to impose costs on the North for its actions in the South and

affect the wi ì ì of Hanoi to continue. The escalation did not repre-

sent any shift in the concept behind the appl ication of force, only

the realization that lower levels of punishment had fai led. By 1968,

when President Johnson cal ìed off the bombing and announced his with-

drawal from the Presidential elections, virtual ly al I bombing restric-

tions had been removed. The targets that the JCS had originally sug-

gested should be engaged had in varying degrees been approved, and all

indicators showed that the graduated use of air power to compel North

Vi etnam to cease i ts aggress i on aga i nst the South and negot i ate an

agreement on the basis of terms acceptable to the United States had

fai ìed completely. The Tet Offensive of 1968, aì though a mi I i tary

defeat and potential disaster for the North, marked the end of the

Amer i can attempt to appì y force and "wi n" the conf I i ct i n Vi etnam.

The incoming Nixon Administration was elected on a platform of ending

American involvement in Southeast Asia, and therefore the use of force

was oriented to a different end than that of the Johnson period.

It remains to assess the conduct of the war under the Johnson

Administration and the problems Vietnam raised in the prosecution of

limited war. This wiìì be done by first summarizing the extent to

wh i ch Amer i can strategy i n Vi etnam ref I ected concepts to be found í n
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the I imited war I iterature, and then to examine the tensions, or

inconsistencies, between the concepts contained in the I imited war

I iterature and the reaì ities of the Vietnam case.

The influence of limited war concepts on the conduct of the Vietnam

war is unmistakable. This is not to say that the correlation between

I imited war theory and the appl ication of force in Vietnam was com-

plete and without problems. ln fact the imperfection of the relation-

ship between theory and the Vietnam case is quite evident and has much

to do with the American fai lure in Vietnam. This notwithstanding,

both the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations viewed Vietnam and the

appl ication of force in Southeast Asia in the intel lectual context of

the debates which led to a limited war strategy replacing the nuclear

centred-strategy of the Eisenhower period. lt is impossibìe, there-

fore, to suggest, however poor the understanding of the assumptions of

I imited war theory, that American actions did not reflect I imited war

thinking.

The Kennedy Administration, for example, put great emphasis on the

enhancement of American conventional capabi I ities. This was also

coupìed with the creation of a counter-insurgency doctrine. Together

the acquisition of conventional means, and an operational doctrine for

thei r use, provided the Uni ted States wi th an abi I i ty to respond to

peripheral confì icts and avoid the rel iance on nuclear weapons that

had previousìy been the case. Thus, both force structure and doctrine

had been affected by the I imited war theory that had so universaì ly

criticized the nuclear orientation of American pol icy in the 1950's.

ln particuìar, the Kennedy Administration reflected a central argument



112

of Henry Kissinger's, in which he asserted that the successful conduct

of a I imi ted war requi red both doctr i ne and capabi ì i ty. Al though

American involvement under Kennedy was more circumscribed as compared

with Johnson, covert operations under Kennedy bore a resemblance to

limited war concepts as well. Another argument that arose out of the

I im i ted war ì i terature r^ras that the obj ect ive of ,. i ng doctr i ne and

capabi I ity was to invoke deterrence at levels of potential confl ict

where nuclear weapons could not. The hope of the Kennedy Administra-

tion was that covert operations would be a signal to the communists,

and that this would in turn affect their calculations; this represent-

ed a consistency between the thought processes of the Kennedy Adminis-

tration with concepts in ì imited war theory.

The Johnson Administration demonstrated nore concretely the influ-

ence of I imi ted h,ar concepts. The idea that the cal ibrated use of

force would send a message to the adversary with the effect of alter-

ing his actions was aìso revealed in covert operations under Johnson.

This concept of applying military force to signal the adversary of

commitment and intentions consistently underpinned the use of overt

force as well. As the United States became further involved in South-

east Asian the definition of American poìicy in Vietnam also reflected

assumptions contained in limited war theory, specifically the unilat-

erlists's concept of a direct relationship between ends and means.

The Amer ican leadership assumed they were pursui ng I imi ted objectives,

and as a result it was feìt that the means appl ied to achieve such

objectives had to be Iimited as well. The caìibration of force that

was characteristic of the strategic concept of flexible response doc-
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trine under both Kennedy and Johnson clearly reflected this theoreti-

cal assumption.

Vietnam by the Johnson administration demonstrate this assumption, so

to did the appl ication of force in a measured and gradual fashion. The

appl ication of careful ly cal ibrated force was intended as a signal of

limited objectives and the desire to use limited means to achieve

them. Finally, and this presents one of the critical problems of

American strategy in Vietnam, the appl ication of force reflected the

unilateralism that had its roots in the more popular of the two models

of limited war.

Not onìy did statements of American objectives in

Despite the obvious infìuence of I imited war theory on the conduct

of the Vietnam \Árar, there existed some fundamental tensions between

theory and practice as demonstrated by the Vietnam case. One might

begin first and foremost, for exampìe, by suggesting that the Vietnam

case v¡olated a central assumption of the entire literature on limited

war. There was one critical assumption which underwrote not only the

nuclear oriented strategy of Eisenhower, but the critics of Hassive

Retaliation as well, and, therefore, one which carried over into lim-

ited war theory. lt was assumed through the 1950's that communism was

a monol ith¡c force.45 The Sino-Soviet dispute which wouìd later demon-

strate that i nternat i ona I commun i sm was not an und i fferent i ated move-

ment which took its direction from Èloscow was not a component of the

strategic outlook of Eisenhower or the I imited war theorists. lmpl ic-

it in al ì the I imited war I iterature, therefore, was the assumption

that it was ultimately the Soviet Union that would be the adversary in

a limited conflict. The fact that the Soviet Union was not the prin-

a 5 Gadd i s, Strateg i es of Containment, See chapter l.



r r4

c i pal adversary i n Vi etnam, and perhaps not an adversary at al I ,

except in the minds of the Americans, had grave impl ications for the

appl ication of I imited strategy in the confl ict. To see where diffi-

culties arise it is important to analyze the relationship between the

actual adversaries in Vietnam and how this corresponded to limited war

theory.

The issue of the nature and relationship of adversaries was a crit-

icaì problem in the Vietnam case and represents one of the fundamental

tens i ons between theory and pract i ce as i I I ustrated by Amer i can

involvement in Southeast Asia. The first aspect of the adversary

issue is the quest ion of who the enemy r^ras în the Vietnam war. A con-

sistent and simple answer to this question does not exist.

Southeast Asia problem unfolded throughout the l95O's and .l960's, the

focus of American attention shifted.46 lnitial ly, the ultimate enemy

in Southeast Asia was the Soviet Union. Throughout the 1950' s and

early 1960ts ît was assumed that unrest in Vietnam was the product of

a Soviet orchestrated peripheral challenge. Under Eisenhower there

was I ittle reason for this assumption to be guestioned. Although in

Korea the United States fought directìy with the Chinese, it was

thought that it was ultimateìy l,loscow that was behind the Chinese.

Under Kennedy the perception that the Soviets were the inspiring force

behind the local combatants began to change. lnitiaì ly' as a result

of Cuba and Khruschev's "h/ars of I iberation speechrr, it was assumed

that the Soviet Union was behind the insurgency in South Vietnam.aT ln

46 Kail, What Washinqton
Pp. 18-35.

lbid., p. 20.41

As the

Said, See Chapter I l, trWho is the Enemy?rr,
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the later part of the Kennedy Administration, but more concretely in

the Johnson Administration, the Soviet Union was downpìayed as the

principal threat and China was then portrayed as the ultimate problem

in Southeast Asia. As for North Vietnam, it was always seen as part

of the probìem in terms of its involvement in the Vietnam situation.

Prior to 1965, however, North Vietnam's role was characterized as one

of support i ng the i nsurgency i n the South. After 1965, the Un i ted

States viewed North Vietnam as a direct participant, and, in fact,

primari ly responsible for the unrest in the South.ag

lf one assumes that by 1965 (the year that the United States com-

mi tted i tself to major mi ì i tary action) , the Soviet Union was not

regarded as a central probìem, two possible enemies were ìeft to con-

sider: the Chinese and the North Vietnamese. The problem of two

adversaries was compounded by two sets of poì itical objectives; first,

the immediate and I imited pol itical objective of maintaining the

integrity of South Vietnam, and, secondly, the objective of sending a

message to allies, but more importantly, a message to potential adver-

saries such as China or the Soviet Union that the United States would

and could defend at the periphery. The result of the two potentiaì

adversaries in the conflict - one actual and the other potential - and

the existence of two sets of political objectives on the part of the

Americans meant, in essence, that the confl ict operated on two lev-

els.ae The two level nature of the Vietnam confl ict is not consistent

with the central assumption of limited war theory that the United

48 lbid., p. 32.

ae Hoffmann, Stanley, Huntington, Samuel P., H"y, Ernest R., Neustadt,
Richard N., Schell ing, Thomas C., rrVietnam Reappraised", lg[ry-
tional Wj!., vol.6 #1, Summer 198ì, p. 3.
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States would be opposed by a symmetrical poþJer, specifically the Sovi-

et Un i on. Th i s part i cul ar "tens i on'r between theory and the Vi etnam

case, because it is a fundamental inconsistency, posed problems for

the successful conduct of limited war in Southeast Asia. lf the clear

communication of I imited objectives and the terms for the termination

of the conflict was to be made, carefuì attention to the target of the

message would be critical. l{ith two separate targets and two sets of

objectives, however, the successful communication of messages was very

much in doubt. Some greater detai I on this problem is warranted.

The first critical issue to investigate with respect to the Vietnam

case is the issue which also dominated the limited war literature as

well; what was therrmechanismil of limitation ìn the Vietnam conflict?

The mechanism of limitation had to be either the ends that the United

States pursued or the means that were sanctioned for the achíevement

of American pol itical objectives.

Americans, the critical 1 imiting factor in Vietnam were the pol iticaì

objectives to be pursued. The Americans wished to communicate to

Hanoi, the Chinese, and the Soviet Union that American objectives were

iimited. The United States wanted it made clear that it did not wish

to depose the regime in the North or accrue territory or bases for

itself ;, but instead, Simply to ensure the surviva'l of South Vietnam

as an independent non-communist states0 Aìong with I imited objectives,

s 0 Porter, ]@!ry: A H i story in Documents,
Desk Officer Joseph A. Hendehal I To U.
1964il, pp.271-275.

From the point of view of the

This was a briefing document for Canadian interìocutor J. Blair
Seaborne outl ining what the Americans wished to be directly commu-
n i cated to Hano i . I t was stressed that the nature of Amer i can
objectives be made clear to the North Vietnamese.

'rHemorandum From Vietnam
Alexis Johnson, June l,



117

the Americans felt that means must be commensurate with ends. The

idea that American political objectives were limited in the context of

the first level of the confl ict -

the South and not depose the communist regime in the North - seems

quite reasonabìe. The problem arises, however, when one considers the

second ìeveì of the conflict - the international context - and the

objective of sending a message about American resolve and capacity to

resist piecemeal aggression at the periphery. From this perspective

Vietnam comes to symbol ize the Uníted State's defence of its position

as the leader and guarantor of l^lestern secur i ty. I t can be argued

that this cannot be portrayed as a particularly I imited objective by

any standard.

that of the desire only to defend

The whole issue with regard to whether American objectives in Viet-

nam could be seen as limited is brought into focus by a comment of

Thomas Schelìing's made in criticism of the idea that limited r^/ar

wouìd be distinguished by the I imited objective sought by adversaries

in confl ict.

whi le the immediate mi I itary goaìs sought in a I imited confl ict might

indeed be I imited and meet American objectives, this was unl ikely to

be the case in terms of the overal I significance of the confì ict.

|./hat the conf I ict wouìd be about, Schel I ing argued, was the def ence of

the American position vis-a-vis the Soviet bloc.sr Lesl ie Gelb argued

that this was preciseìy the predicament in Vietnam;

Schel I ing used Korea as the exampìe and argued that

5r Scheìling, Thomas C., Limited War, from a lecture to the National
War Col lege, November ì8 1959, mimeographed by the Harvard Univer-
sity Center for lnternational Affairs. (cited from Haiperin, llorton
H., Limited War: An Essav on the Development of the Theorv and an
Annotated Bibl iography, Harvard Universi ty Center for I nternational
Affairs, p. 39 #21+8)



(w) hi le the objective of a non-communist Vietnam was specif-
ic, our leaders did not want to employ maximum force to
achi eve i t.. .But unì imi ted objectives, i n time' are bound to
call for unlimited means....s2

Thus, i t might have been the case that r^rh i I e the Un i ted States thought

it had limited objectives in Vietnam, the reality of the situation was

that the United States was engaged in the pursuit of the far less lim-

ited objective of demonstrating it could defend the Western security

position at the periphery. lt was clearly the case that Vietnam had

come to be viewed in the fashion in whích Americans traditional ly

viewed confl icts; that of a chal lenge to the security of the United

States. The domino theory was built around the proposition that fail-

ure in Vietnam meant the loss of Southeast Asia, which in turn would

lead to an assault on the Western position elsewhere. As Thomas

Scheìling had argued in his rejection of the limiting mechanism

assumptions of the uni lateral ist model, whi le American mi I itary objec-

tives in Vietnam might have been I imîtedn the pol itical objectives

were wide in scope.s3 A misunderstandîng of this type would serve to

complicate, if not compromise, the process of applying force in a

fashion that would adeguately achieve pol itical objectives.

The two-level nature of the confl ict aìso affected the relationship

between adversaries in a way that made the conduct of a I imìted war

problematic. Another assumption of limited war theory, irrespective

of what "mechanism" of limitation was thought to be operating, was the

degree of symmetry between adversar i es i n the i r percept i ons of the

confl ict. Agreement between the adversaries over I imitations, the

ll8

52 Gelb, Lesliê H.n "The
nam", Foreign Affairs,

See chapter I I p. ?53

Essential Domino: American Pol itics and Viet-
vo1. 50 #1, April 1972, p. 463.
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extent of acceptable escalat¡on, and of the conditions for termina-

tion, all require some degree of commonalty between the parties to a

ì imited confl ict. The Vietnam case presents problems with respect to

this issue. The Unites States had convinced itseìf that Vietnam was a

I imited confl ict, and therefore viewed the confl ict, correctly or not,

from this perspective. Holding a view of the confl ict as ì imited

would logical ly affect the conduct of the confì ict for the Americans.

The same, however, was true for the adversary. lf the adversaryrs view

is different, grave problems arise in applying force as a signaì I ing

instrument. China, America's so-called potential enemy, was not

involved in a combat role. From this perspective one could only argue

that they would perceive their stake in Vietnam as I imited. Difficul-

ty ar i ses, however, when one cons i ders the pos i t i on of the second

adversary, North Vietnam. Here the United States tragical ly misunder-

stood the conf lict as viewed from Hanoi, and the resuìts t'rere tremen-

dous;

(i) nsurgenci es are total from the perpetratorrs standpoi nt,
without any 'rstupid scruplesrr as Hao once said. Uncìe Ho
therefore strained to expand the confl ict, whi le Uncle Sam

strained to limit it.s4

Between the Un i ted States

ly, a symmetry of view on

The idea that the way in which force is appl ied can constitute a

s i gna I to the adversary of comm i tment and i ntent i ons was not fore i gn

to I imited war theory. When Thomas Schel I ing discussed the rrtacit

coordination of interestsrrand the requirement to "bind" or commit

oneself in order to be able to engage in a bargaining process, it was

and

the

the adversary it had to confront direct-

nature of the confl ict was absent.

sa Col I ins, John fl .,
Parameters, vol. I

'rVietnam Post l'lortem:
# t, p. ll.

A Sensel ess Strategy",
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precisely about the symbol ic use of force as a demonstrative instru-

ment.ss The American idea, therefore, to use force as a method of sig-

nal I ing to Hanoi both threat and restraint was consistent with the

'I imited war I iterature. The problem with using force as a signalling

instrument was not an incorrect perception about the feasibility of

using force in such a manner under certain conditions, but that to do

so in Vietnam would be to misapply a good strategy in the wrong con-

fl ict. The asymmetry of aims between Hanoi and Washington caused

American signals to be either imperceptible or to be read by Hanoi

h,ith a different meaning than was intended. The fai lure to perceive

the asymmetry of aims, and the effect this wouìd have on the nature of

the conflict, specificalìy with regard to a strategy of signalling'

was a clear i I lustration of American affinity with the unl i ìateral ist

model of limited war.

The strategy of graduaì escalation provides a good example of the

difficulties raised for communication when adversaries have asymmetri-

cal aims and perceptions of a confl ict. Gradual escalation was the

overarching concept cf applying force in order to signal American com-

mitments, threats, and restraint. The critical issue is whether the

strategy of gradual ism in the appl ication of force communicated the

intended message to the adversary. Although it is impossible to sub-

stantiate, it is possible to argue that American gradual ism got the

intended message of I imited objectives and the desire for restraint

ss Schelìing, Thomas C., The Strategy 0f Conflict, 0xford University
Press, Oxford, .l960, See pp. 22-28 for a discussion of the require-
ment to bind or commit oneself in order to be able to engage in a

bargaining process. Also see; Chapter I part J ilBargaining, Com-

munication and Limited Waril for a discussion of the'rtacit coordi-
nat i on of i nterestsrr.



and negot i at i on through to the Ch i nese.

if the Chinese perceived otherwise, and was thus threatened itself by

unl imited American objectives, they would have intervened more direct-

ìy in the confl ict. With respect to North Vietnam, however, the

strategy of gradualism was not a successful signalling device, pre-

cisely because of the asymmetry that existed between the North Viet-

namese and the Americans. Given the fact that for North Vietnam the

confl ict was total, the pol icy of gradual ism resulted in two things;

first, that the message of American resolve and commitment was not

interpreted by Hanoi as the United States intended, and, secondly, it

failed as a way of graduaìly increasing the pressure on the North ïn

order to compel Hanoi to change its act.ivities in the South.s6 The

message which Hanoi received from gradualism, as Leslie Gelb saw it,

was that the United States was in fact very reìuctant to escalate;

(t)¡rerrsIow squeeze" approach showed Hanoi two things. 0n
the one hand, it signalled that America wouìd always do more
militarily, while on the other, it revealed that the Presi-
dent would not do all that was necessary to win. A step-by-
step strategy of threat can spring either from conviction or
endemic weakness.sT
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The assertion would be that

Hanoi interpreted graduaì ism as endemic weakness. The other aspect of

the problem of gradual ism was that it reì inquished the initiative to

North Vietnam.ss Hanoi came to understand that it controlìed the pres-

sure the Americans appl ied. Thus, the North could adjust its actions

accordingly.

56 Gelb,rrThe Essential Domìno", p.
]&!!@, pp. I l4- 15; Hof f mann,
8; Lewy, America in Vietnam, p.
War in lndochina, p.35.

Gelb, "The Essential Domino'r, p.57

s 8 Gadd i s, l¡¡elsgj es of Conta i nment, p. 251 .

468; Gelb and Betts, The lrony of
tt. Al., rrVietnam Reappraisedr', p.
393; L Í ttauer and Uphoff, The A i r

l+68.
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ln makíng an overall assessment of the significance of Vietnam as a

test case for the American concept of I imited war two central points

can be made; one wÌth respect to the generaì strategy of limited war'

and the other with respect to the specific model of limited war fav-

oured by the United States. As argued in chapter l, the doctrine of

ì imited war, as with the doctrines that preceded it, reflected Ameri-

can historical experience.se The American tendency to conceive of its

security as an absolute value led to the prediction to view strategic

doctrine as a panacea for security problems. By defining security in

terms of absolutes the logical result was to define security threats

in absolute terms as wel l. The probìem of American strategic doc-

trine, consequently, was that it was not conducive to differentiating

among various types of threats and varying degrees of threat.60 Even

though the strategic concept of flexible response' as a reaction to

the undifferentiating strategy of massive retal iation, was intended to

take into account differing degrees of threat, the American perception

of Vìetnam raises some doubts. Although it was recognized that Viet-

nam in and of itseìf dîd not present a direct challenge to American

security, the Domino Theory managed to link the probìem of Vietnam to

the overaìl balance between East and West. ln the end,therefore, the

strategy of limited war, despite its adherence to the concept of cali-

brated force commensurate with the chal lenge at hand, fai led to break

the American probìem of defining its security and threats to ¡t in

absolute terms. ln this respect Vietnam reflects the continuation of

s e See chapter one pp " \2-\b.
t o Shy, John, "The Amer i can 14 i 1 i tary

i ng", Journa I 0f I nter-D i sc i pl i narv
p. 225"

Exper i ence: H i story and Learn-
H i story, vol . 1 #2 lil.inter 1971 ,
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strategic doctrine.

The second significant aspect of Vietnam in terms of limited war

strategy has to do with the particular model of limited war which the

United States favoured as a result of its historical experience. 0f

the two models, the conduct of the Vietnam war displayed the influence

of the unilateral model of limited war most. Adherence to this modeì

was i I lustrated by the way in which the United States perceived the

Vietnam War to be a limited conflict. ln the same vein, the strategy

of escalation dominance, âlthough intended as a signal I ing strategy,

was also uni lateral in that the communication process was one way.

This fact was well ilìustrated by the compìete inability of the Amerí-

cans to recognize that the adversary they were actuaì ly fighting did

not view the confl ict in at all a similar fashion.6r The aims of the

United States and the Vietnamese communists were entirely irreconcila-

ble, and consequently the messages taken by the North, if they were

received at all, were not the messages intended. Conversely, the very

nature of the communication channel that escalation dominance impl ied

did not allow the United States to interpret North Vietnamese actions.

As a resuìt, the rules of the conflict, and the terms for its termina-

tion, Ì^,ere not the result of interactive bargaining, but rather an

attempt by the United States, to dictate them.

What Vietnam demonstrated conclusively was not that the strategy of

I imited war, and its attendant concepts of force appl ication, was

inapplicable, but that they were applied in the wrong conflict. ln a
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age under the gu í se of a new

61 Deweerd, Harvey 4., "Strategic Decision t'laking ln Vîetnam", Yale
Review: A National Quarterly, Summer 1978, p. \83.
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situation where two adversaries hold a symmetrical view, and simi lar

desires to limit the scope of the conflict, then limited war strategy

may be highìy appropriate.

interactive model of I imited war is better suited to such confl icts

because of its recognition of the need for adversaries to engage in a

dynamic and highly interactive process of communication. The fai lure

of ìimited war strategy in Vietnam condemned it so thoroughly that it

has not been a part of strategic debate through the .l970's and .l980's.

Recently, there has been discussion in the United States which has led

to new service doctrines to take into account the changes that have

occurred to the strategic environment since the end of Vietnam. Chap-

ter lV will assess this issue.

It is ìikely the case however, that the



Chapter I V

AFTER VIETNAII: AI'IERlCAN STRATEGY F0R PERIPHERAL CONFLICT

The purpose of this chapter will be to assess the post-Vietnam era;

specifical ly, the concern is to relate I imited war thinking to the

deveì opment of Amer i can def.ence pol i cy through the 1970' s and the

l98O's. The chapter wi I I be divided into two sections. The first

section wi I I deal with the Nixon, Ford, and Carter administrations.

The rationale for grouping these administrations is derived from a

common thread which ran through each. Aì I these administrations gov-

erned through a period in which domestic opinion was hostile with

respect to defence matters. Support for both high levels of defence

spending and for signifîcant aspects of America's global commitments

was difficult if not impossible to muster. These three administra-

tions, therefore, urere similar in that they were forced to manage the

security policy of the United States in a period where a vigorous mil-

itary pol icy was not an option.

Analysis wi I I begin with the Nixon Doctrine announced on Guam in

1969. Aì though the Vi etnam war cont i nued unt i I 1973, start i ng the

so-cal ìed post Vietnam assessment with the Nixon Doctrine is defensi-

ble. The Nixon administration was elected to office on a platform of

ending American involvement in Vietnam. American mi I itary actions,

therefore, were significant in their effort to extract the United

States from the confìict in a fashion that was seen to be honourable'

-125-
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and, in a way that would prevent a crisis of confidence among U.S.

al I ies. Clearìy, these objectives were different from those of the

Johnson administration. The significance of the Nixon Doctrine has to

do with its intellectual centraì ity in the post-Vietnam development of

American defence poì icy, specifical ìy wìth regard to containment

strategy for the periphery.

The Ford administration can be argued to have logical ly extended

the approach of President Nixon. This is. likely due in no smalì way

to the continued presence of Henry Kissinger, who was a principaì

architect of Nixon administration security pol icy. President Carter,

on the other hand, attempted to redefine the American approach to

East-West poì itics in a way which neither Ford nor Nixon tried,.or, in

al I ì ikel ihood, would have thought prudent. By the end of his tenure

as President, Carter was forced to return to a familiar and more con-

vent i ona I att i t,ude toward the Sov i et Un i on.

resurgance of the United States has its roots in the Carter Adminis-

tration. This resurgance incìuded two factors that have become hall-

marks of current trends in American defence thinking; f¡rstly, a con-

cern over the abi I ity of the United States to meet potential Soviet

challenges with an adequate conventional response, and, secondly, the

"regional izationrr of American security interests. ln the case of the

former, Carterrs creation of the Rapid Deployment Force indicated the

concern over U.S. conventional capabilitïes, and in the case of the

latter, the so-called Carter Doctrine raised the Gulf region to a lev-

eì of high priority in American regional security interests previously

accorded only to Europe.

ln fact the miìitary
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A I though i nternat i onal events i n the I atter part of the Carter

presidency began the re-awakening of American concern for the mi I itary

aspect of the East-West nalìnce, the Reagan admi ni stration has, for

the most part, pres i ded over the mi I i tary resurgance of the Uni ted

States. The Reagan administration, therefore' wi I I be the focus of

the second section of the chapter. The central theme of this section

will be that, despite the fact that the changes in the strategic envi-

ronment wh i ch affect current mi I i tary pol i cy were a product of the

l970's, developments under the Reagan administration in the 1980's

have been of greater significance in terms of American defence strat-

egy. I t wi I I be argued that a tens i on has been created between

declared al I iance strategy and new service doctrines that have been

tabled under the Reagan Administration. Furthermore, these new mi l i-

tary doctrines (AirLand Battle and the I'taritime Strategy) , imply a

shift in the type of deterrence that the United States seeks to apply

to its regional concerns. l^lith respect to the concept of force appìi-

cation, the service doctrines are based on horizontal escalation and

war-fighting, and do not incorporate any aspects of limited war strat-

egy that were previously thought appropriate to regional confl ict.

The chal ìenges laid before the Nixon administration, both in direct

relation to Vietnam and to generaì security issues as well, were both

numerous and complex. One might argue convincingly that as Vietnam

had come to symbol ize the international position and pol icies of the

United States, by the failure of American policy in Vietnam' it had

a I so come to symboì i ze the bankruptcy of trad i t i onal conta i nment

thinking. New approaches to the containment of the Soviet Union were
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a necessity, and, g¡ven the jaundiced nature of domestic opinion after

Vietnam, these new approaches necessarily required a redefinition of

military posture.

probì em i n the post-Vi etnam era was underwr i tten by an assumpt i on

about what had previousìy

"meansil were real istical ly

ply put, it was assumed that

itself. VJhereas the Kennedy/Johnson administration had assumed that

The Nîxon administration's view of the strategy

American capabi I ities were virtual ly unl imited, Nixon thought the

opposite, and, therefore, commitments ought to be realigned to be com-

mensurate with the means avai ìabìe to support them.

been the "ends" of American poì icy and

trine was underwritten by this I ine of reasoning.t

avai lable for pol icy implementation.

ln July of 1969, whi le hosti I ities sti I 1 raged in Southeast Asia,

N i xon offered a new set of pr i nc i pl es, now known as the N i xon Doc-

the United States had over-extended

trine, that would govern American involvement global ly. The doctrine

cons i sted of three propos i t i ons;

F i rst, the Un i ted States
ments. Second, we sha I ì

threatens the freedom of
nation whose survival we

Third, in cases involving other types of aggression, we
shal I furnish economic and mi ì i tary assistance when request-
ed in accordance with out treaty commitments. But we shall
ìook to the nation directly threatened to assume the primary
responsibility of providing the manpower for its defense.2

what

S im-

wiìl keep all of its treaty commit-
provide a shield if a nuclear power
a nation allied with us or of a

consider vitai to our security.

The Nixon Doc-

r Etzold, Thomas H.,
1983, p" 20.

2 Gadd i s, John Lewi s, Strateq i es
of Postwar American National
Press, 0xford, .l982, p. 298"

Defense or Deìusion?, Harper E Row, New York,

of Containment: A Critical Appraisal
Secur ity Bg!!jJ., Oxf ord Un ivers i ty
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Despite the conviction that the United States was over-extended, the

first two propositions of the doctrine were in real ity a continuation

of previous pol icy. ln a way, the Nixon administrationrs predicament

h/as analogous to that of the Kennedy administration. ln both cases it

was recognized that the United States had committed itself unwisely;

however, once a commitment was made, withdrawing from it was extremely

difficult.

For both administrations, Southeast Asia presented a vivid example

of the probìem. For Kennedy, the Eisenhower administrationrs I ink to

Southeast Asia through SEAT0, and its involvement in the lndochina

confl ict during the French period made it difficult to avoid an

increased role in Vietnam. For NÎxon, the problem still ìay in Viet-

nam, but this time it related to withdrawal from the Kennedy/Johnson

administration's mi I itary commitment. ln both instances the concern

was about a crisis in international stabi I ity; what message would be

taken by aìlies and adversaries in the face of American abrogation of

earl ier commitments? I t was not that the international order would

coì lapse immediately in the wake of American renunciation of some of

its international commitments:, but rather, that such renunciations

wouìd affect the perceived baìance of power between East and West.

The impression would be given that the United States was not the pree-

minent global power, and that it could no longer be relied upon to be

the guarantor of Western security.t

3 Gadd i s, å!rategj sg of Conta i nment, p. 307.
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l rrespective of the unwi l I ingness or inabí l ity to "downsizeil Ameri-

can global commitments, the Nîxon Doctrine was a signal of the desìre

for change, not in objectives, but in method.a The third proposition

was an unmistakable change in the way that the United States would

utilize its armed forces. ln the type of peripheral challenge where

I imited war strategy h,as previously appl ied, the new American response

would be to secure its political and security objectives by the use of

prox i es. 5 Under the terms of th i s strategy of response, i nd i genous

forces wouid have to do the actual fighting and the United States

would supply economic and miìitary assistance. This approach to

peripheral conflict weìl illustrates the argument that the Nixon Doc-

trine h/as a change in methods rather than objectives. Clearly, the

Nixon administration still viewed communist activity in the Third

World as inimical to American security interests, and, therefore, the

traditional objective of seeking to contain such activity remained a

cornerstone of security pol icy. Given the declared desire to adopt a

different method of peripheral containment, it was natural that mi I i-

tary responses were not particularly popular, and, therefore, I imited

war strategy faded from view.

I n a way, the f ate of I im i ted r^Jar strategy hras sea led f or two rea-

sons; first, given the climate of domestic public opinion in the post-

Vietnam period, to advance I imited war ideas would be an extreme

political liability, and secondly, the security by proxy thrust of the

Gurtov, llelvin, in Zacher, llark W., ltl ilne, Stephen R., 'rSecurity by
Proxy: The Nixon Doctrine and Southeast Asia", @|!þ! and Stabili-
!y. in Southeast þj_ê, Anchor Press/Doubìeday, New York, 197\, p.
204.

lbid., p. 20\"
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Nixon Doctrine undermined the rationale behind I imited war strategy.

The concepts that underwrote I imited war strategy were the product of

the assumption that the United States would be directly involved in

peripheraì confl icts. Limited war strategy, as the Americans per-

ceived it, was not a "genericrrstrategy, but rather, a response to the

particuìar security di lemma that faced the United States. For exam-

ple, the idea of using force in a measured fashion to signal

restraint, both for bargaining purposes and to avoid the intervention

of the communist powers, only made sense in the context of direct

American involvement. lf indigenous forces were providing the first

I ine of defence, many, if not most, of the problems associated with

American involvement would not exist, oF, at least be far less

sal ient.

While the Nixon Doctrine represented the expression of a desire to

approach peripheraì security in a new way - specifically in a fashion

that undercut the need for limited war strategy as demonstrated by

Vietnam - there were concrete examples in other aspects of policy that

i I lustrated the abandonment of I imî ted war thinking. Aside from the

elusive but influential constraining role of domestic and internation-

al opinion, new institutionaì restraints in the .|970's affected the

potential to successful ly conduct a I imi ted war on the per iphery. The

institutional restraints were manifested in two ways; fîrst, by the

congress i ona I encroachment on the pres i dentrs war-mak i ng powers, and

secondìy, by force structure and planning within the Pentagon and the

armed forces.6 W¡th respect to presidential war powers, the notable

6 See: Cohen, E I iot A. , rrConstra ints
|,Jars", I nternat iona'l lgljly, vol . 9

of America's Conduct of Smal I

# 2, Fall ,l984, pp. l5l-181.
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landmark of the 1970's was the I'War Powers Actrrwhich put a sixty day

I imit of the deployment of troops abroad without congressionaì approv-

aì. lt was not that the War Powers Act made the conduct of a limited

\^,ar impossible, but highly improbable given the attitudes in Congress

af ter the Vietnam l,Jar. The inst itut iona I restra i nt on the Pres ident¡s

ability to deploy troops overseas was an illustration of the politicaì

inappropriateness of ì imited vrar strategy in the post-Vietnam period.

The second form of institutional restraint related directly to mi l-

itary planning and force structure. The Vietnam experience bJas as

traumatic for the military as it was for the American population as a

whol e. The mi ì i taryu who were never wi I ì i ng proponents of I imi ted war

strategy, abandoned I imited war thinking without any difficulty or

regrets. Conventional force pìanning returned to focus on the Europe-

an theatre of operations in which confl ict was expected to be total

and, consistent with American and NATO strategy, a confIict where con-

ventional forces would be linked to the other avaiìable military

means.? Specifically, it was assumed that the use of conventional

force in Europe would be linked to, and augmented by, American nuclear

forces during a time of crisis.

through the 1970's was one of heavily equipped troops in both the arm-

our and infantry branches. The Special Forces, which had been a high

profile organization in the earìy .l960's when limited war thinking was

7 Coker, Christopher, U.S. 11i I itarv Strateqv ln The l98O's, Hacmi I Ian
Press Ltd., London, 1983, p. 151, Record, Jeffrey, in Clark, Asa 4.,
Chiarelìi, Peter W., l'lcKitrick, Jeffrey S., Reed, James W., The
Defense Reform Debate: lssues and Analysis, The Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity Press, London, ì984, p. .l48; Sarkesian, Sam C., in Sarke-
sian, Sam C., Scully, William W., Potentials For f'lilitarv Struqgles
I n The ì 980r s: g.g. Pol icy and Low- I ntens i ty @||þ!, Transact ion
Books, London, 1981, pp. 8-g.

The emphasis in force structure
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in vogue, decl ined in strength considerably through the i970rs. 0ver-

alìo the 1970's was a period of decline in the conventional capabili-

ties of the United States. The shrinking of conventîonaì capabi I i-

ties, aside from the pol itical inappropriateness of I imited war strat-

egy, made the pursuit of mi I itary containment at the periphery

operational ly unfeasible without substantiaì ly compromising other com-

m i tments .

The repl acement of I imited war th ink ing with nev., methods of manag-

ing problems at the periphery was also demonstrated in the policies of

the Nixon and Ford administrations. Detente, for exampìe, represented

in the broad context the shift from peripheral containment dominated

by military measures to a strategy of diplomatic and economic methods.

The concept of linkage, whereby the Soviets would be induced to alter

their activities in the Third World in order to attain benefits in

other areas, was specifical ly oriented to impose stabi I ity at the

periphery by non-miìitary means.s ln a situation where the Soviets

stood to lose valued trade, technology, and agreements on arms control

for supporting confl ict on the periphery, Nixon and Kissinger reasoned

that the Soviets wouldn in essence, contain themselves. lf this ì ink-

age strategy were successful there wouìd be no need for an American

milítary posture toward peripheral conflict, and hence, little need

for limited hrar strategy.

The linkage concept, as the 1g7}'s amply demonstrated, was not

guaranteed to succeed. Ango'l a provided an exampìe of a peripheraì

conflict situation which went counter to the detente strategy of link-

I Gaddis, !!gþ.gj3g of Containment, Chapter lX 'rNixon, Kissinger, and
Detenterr, pp. 27\-308.
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age. What is significant, however, was the American response to the

crisis. As impl ied by the Nixon Doctrine, the United States viewed

the use of Cuban troops by the Soviets as challenge to American secur-

ity interests. The attempt to affect the outcome of the conflict did

not i nclude di rect mi I i tary i nvoìvement on the part of the Uni ted

States. Aìso, in a manner consistent with the Nixon Doctrine, the

Americans supported proxy forces. Congress acted as a restraint on

these activities, âs they would in subsequent attempts by the execu-

tive to use proxy forces, and thereby demonstrated its profound reluc-

tance to become involved in adventurous policies in the Third World.e

Clearly the intel lectual cl imate had changed since the highpoint of

limited war thinking in the 1960's. A situation is similar to Angoìa

in an earl ier time ì ikely would have el icited a far more forceful

American response. ln al I probabi I ity, one that might have included

mí I itary force. There can be no denying that both the pol itical

impossibi I ity of commiting forces to a peripheral confl ict and the

genuine shift in official thinking had removed I imited war concepts

from the menu of American strategy.

For al I intents and purposes, the Ford administration simply repre-

sented an extension of the trends which began in the Nixon administra-

tion. Ford operated under the same constraints, both domestic and

internationaì, and also operated under the influence of the principal

architect of preceding security pol icy, Henry Kissinger.

cannot be said of the Carter administration. ln some respects Carter

did extend some of the developments of the previous two Republ ican

administrations. As wi th Nixon and Ford, defence poì icy under Carter

e lbid., pp. 331-332"

The same
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continued to focus on the European theatre. Security assistance pro-

grammes to countries of interest to the United States continued, but

Carter took the trends in security assistance of the Nixon Administra-

tion and furthered them. Whereas Nixon had decreased funding, he bat-

tled with a Congress that desired even more restraint. Carter, on the

other hand, made the restraint that Congress was advocating a matter

of executive poìicy.1o As welì,

detente process of arms control and negotiated a second SALT treaty,

although it was subsequently not ratified by the Senate.

respects the Carter administration approached the entire East-West

pol itical relationship in a manner quite at odds with the preceding

administrations.

ln the early period of his presidency, Carter advanced the argument

that for too long American foreign pol icy had rrturned on a Soviet

axis". According to Carterrs argument, this led to a preoccupation

with the Soviet Union and with issues of security and defence at the

expense of issues of human rights and economic development. The Car-

ter administration consciousìy looked to other aspects of American

foreign policy and, much to the confusion of the Soviets and the frus-

tration of the allies, injected the human rights issue into the centre

Carter attempted to continue the

of East-West security negotiations.

fied itself with academics like Klaus Knorr who argued that the utili-

ty of military force was declining rapidly, especially with respect to

peripheral confl icts.rr A differing perception of the proper context

I n other

to Schultz, Richard, "Low lntensity Conflict
the 1980's", þ¡[-!þ! Quarterly, vol . 2 #3,

lbid., pp, lt+-15"1l

The administration also identi-

and American Strategy in
Winter 1982, p. 16.
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of East- West relations, the proper focus of foreign pol icy, and a

disinclínation to view military force as a ìegitimate tool of national

policy, resulted in a less urgent view of traditional national securi-

ty i ssues.

lnternational events, however, overtook the administration's rela-

tively relaxed view of security matters. Two events can be identified

which caused the Carter administration to reverse its attitudes; the

first was the lran hostage crisis, and the second was the Soviet inva-

sion of Afghanistan. The lran hostage crisis was a blow to American

pride, and the fai led rescue attempt seemed to demonstrate the mi I i-

tary impotence of the United States. The perceived miìitary inabiìity

of the United States in the face of a challenge by a far weaker power

had a profound affect on American attitudes. The Soviet invasion of

Afghanistan was even more significant, and the two events combined,

served as a stimulus for greater concern and interest in security mat-

ters in both publ ic and official forums. ln the first instance, the

prevai I ing opinion in the United States was that mi I itary force had

lost its uti I ity. Afghanistan, however, appeared to suggest that the

Soviet Union did not share the same conviction.

Soviet invasion of Afghanistan raised the spectre of the appl ication

of Soviet force outside of the European theatre. Specificaìly, it was

impossible to ignore the prospect of a real Soviet challenge to criti-

cal American interests in the l'1 iddìe East. Carter's benign approach

to security matters that had been typical of his early presidency

shifted to one of increasing stridency. ln a statement that became

known as the Carter Doctrine, the President made it clear that any

Furthermore, the
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attempt by an outside power to gain controì of the Gulf region would

be considered to be an assault on a vital American interest.r2 Presi-

dent Carter had gone from trying to stop American foreign policy from

"turning on a Soviet axis'r to describing the gravest threat to inter-

national security as being embodied in Soviet pol icy.

Carter's response to the apparent increased Soviet threat in the

Gulf region was the creation of the Rapid Deployment Force (RDF). ln

real ity the operational effectiveness of the force, given its mission

of defeating a Soviet ground invasion of the Gulf region, was very

much in doubt. To achieve such a mission would require a substantial

increase in all elements of American conventional forces. The period

of decl ine in the earìy 1970's made the commitment of sizable ground

troops outside of Europe very difficult. The RDF began initial ly with

only .l00,000 troops, but more importantly, all the troop formations

h/ere pr imary-tasked i n the European theatre. Despi te an i ncrease i n

size to 200,000 men, the RDF sti ì 1 faced the probìem of its units

being double tasked and, therefore, the RDF couìd be actívated only at

the expense of American forces in the European theatre.l3 From an

operational point of view, therefore, the RDF was not a particuìarly

effective force for either deterring the Soviets, or in the event of

an invasion, providing any meaningful defence of American interests in

the region. ln spite of alì of its probìems, the creation of the RDF

was significant.because it signaì led the emergence of the United

States from the complete unwi I I ingness to address probìems of periph-

12 U.S. Defense lcljsy., Congressional Quarterly lnc., Washington D.C.,
p. l80 .

Etzol d, DefenseL3 or Delusion?, pp. 205-210.
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becomi ng evident that

Amer i can i nterests outs i

again presenting itself as a security problem. ln ìight of the

changed strateg i c env i ronment of the l ate 1 970' s, new strateg i es of

mi I itary containment that took into account the current mi I itary rela-

tionship of the United States and the Soviet Union would be required.

Whi le the reversal of thinking in the Carter administration represent-

ed the beginnings of America's military resurgance, it is the Reagan

administration that has been most signifìcant in the development of

American security strategy for the future.

A central theme of Ronald Reaganrs eìection campaign had been the

need to address the decline in Americars global status and return the

United States to prominence international ly. A significant component

of Reagan's desire for the global resurgance of the United States was

the reconstruction of American mi I itary strength. Thus, it is not

surprising, therefore, that the Reagan Administration raised the issue

of mil itary strategy to its highest level of discussion since the end

of the Vietnam War. Under Reagan the Services began doctrinal revi-

sion in order to take into account the changes that have occurred in

the mi I itary relationship of the United States and the Soviet Union.

These new service doctrines (AirLand Battle {Armyi flaritime Strategy

{Navy}) have been the source of some controversy, both within the

Uníted States and elsewhere. Both service doctrines are to differing

degrees at odds with elements of American extended deterrence strategy

as it presently has been articulated. These service doctrines have

a product of the trauma of Vietnam.

the Soviet Uníon was capable of threatening

de of Europe and that the periphery was once

138

It was
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become alì the more controversial in light of arms control develop-

ments in Europe. The INF treaty, and its potential ramifications for

the defence of Europe, has provided new impetus to the historical

debate about the role of nuclear weapons in the defence of Europe. A

tendency to de-emphasize nuclear weapons in the extension of deter-

rence beyond American shores has been a notable deveìopment in recent

years.la The current situation is such that a tension exists between

the declared strategy for extended deterrence and the concepts of

force appl ication contained in the new servi"" ao"trines. Before

going into some detail on the concept of force application in the ser-

vice doctrines, and the relevance of I ¡mited þJar strategy in relation

to them, ìt is important to outì ine the changes in the strategic envi-

ronment that have affected the¡r development.

ln the first instance, the most dramatic change in the strategic

environment has been the military decline of the United States in

relation to the Soviet Union. The impl ications of this for American

defence pol icy are substantial. American strategy over the past forty

years has evoìved from a strategic relationship between the United

States and the Soviet Union where the United States was clearly domi-

nant in which it is possibìe to argue that the Soviet Union may be

slightly ahead. Historically, despite the traditional Soviet superi-

ority in conventional forces, the centrality of nuclear v-,eapons in

overall baìance was thought to confer a position of superiority to the

14 See: lkle', Fred C., Wohìstetter, Aìbert, Co-Chairmen, U:criminate
Deterrence: Report of the Commission 0n lnteqrated Long-Term Strat-
gy Gray, Col in, b Haritime Strategy: Geopol îtics and the Defense
of the Þ!, Ramapo Press, New York, 1986; Hanks, Robert J.,
Record, Jeffrey, U.S. Strateqv at the Crossroads: Two Views, lnsti-
tute for Foreign Policy Anaìysis, Cambridge l'lassachusetes, 1982.
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Un ited States. l.J¡ th strateg ic par i ty between the Un ited States and

the Soviet Union institutional ized by the SALT agreements, the corre-

lation of military power between East and West was substantiaìly

altered. lt was felt that by the earìy 1980ts that the balance had

shifted to one of slight Soviet superiority at the strategic level,

coupled with the traditional Soviet superiority at the conventional

ìevel.15 Beyond the generaì correlation of forces, a specific aspect

of the changed balance was the increased abi I ity of the Soviet Union

to project its power global ly. This threat had two components¡ first,

the ability of the Soviet Union to project force on a wider scale due

an enhanced naval capabi ì i ty, and, secondly, the expansion of Soviet

basing facilities throughout the Third World.r6

Although the United States was still a superior navaì power to the

Soviet Union, the advantage had been lessened by the Soviet expansion

of its capabilities.

asymmetry i n the requ i red nava I strateg i es of the tb/o superpowers.

l.lhereas the Un ited States was requ i red to seek a "sea controlil capa-

bi I ity, the Soviet Union, because of her interior I ines of communica-

tion and inherent status as a land power, was onìy required to achieve

a'¡sea denialil capacity.t? Naturally a sea denial capability was less

burdensome to attain and perpetuate than a sea controì navy. The sec-

ond aspect of the geographical ly expanded nature of the Soviet threat

Furthermore, it was argued that there vJas an

'u EgIg! of the Secretary of Defense Caspar !1. Weinberqer to the Con-
qress, Department of Defense, Fiscal Year 1984, p. 3\.

l6 This theme is stressed and repeated in subsequent reports of the
Secretary of Defense to Congress. See: lbid., Fiscal Year .|985, pp.
25-26, Fiscal Year 1986, pp. l9-2O, Fiscal Year 1987, pp. 67-68.

Coker, lvlilitary Strategv in the 1980's, p. 12.L7
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was increased Soviet basing faci I ities. W¡th increased access to base

facilities in the Third World, the Soviet Unionrs capacity to project

power on a global basis was critically enhanced. This changed mili-

tary balance between the United States and the Soviet Union by itself

would, therefore, have dramatic effects and, therefore, necessi tate

some reconsideration of American defence pol icy. What made such a

defence review even more pressing was that the reìative decline of the

United States in relation to the Soviets militariìy was not the only

change in the strategic environment.

A second significant development in the strategic environment was

the increased mi ì itary capacity of peripheral states. Whi le the

insurgencies that had dominated the ì950's and 1960's are still a part

of peripheral conflict in the l98O's, the threat posed by convention-

al ly armed regional powers is a factor of new proportion in the

.l980's. The transfer of mi I itary technology from the developed world,

both East and West, to the Third l{orld has altered the relationship

between these countries and any outside power that might íntervene in

a regional confl ict.18 lf the United States were to enter into a

peripheral conflict in the ì980's there is a reaì possibility it would

not face a militarily weak insurgent movement, but, rather, a smaìì

conventional army of a regional power equipped with sophisticated

u/eaponry.re The impl ication of this possible scenario is that American

projection of superior force would be far more difficult. The United

States, in a confì ict with a relativeìy wel ì armed regional power,

r8 Trager and Scully, in Sarkesian and Scully, Potentials for flil itary
Struoqles in the ì980's, p. i90; Discriminate Deterrence, p.9.

re Cohen,rrConstraints on America's Conduct of Small VJars", p. 162.
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would have to interject with substantial ly greater resources at the

outset of its involvement than had been the necessary in many of its

earì ier endeavors. Furthermore, the resupply and combat support prob-

lem in the context of high technology warfare with a regional power

would be substantiaì.

lf the United States faces increased chalìenges at the periphery by

both the Soviet Union and regional powers, American capacity to sup-

port conventional operations becomes a matter of great significance.

The requ i rements for combat resuppì y and combat support operat i ons,

both air and naval, are secure and contiguous basing facilities and

overflight rights. Another change in the strategic environment of the

1980's however, is the decl ining American access to both basing facil-

ities and overfì ight rights.2o This trend has been operative for a

considerable time as former colonial powers continual ly lost access to

tradi tional forward bases through the post-.l945 per iod. The problem

of basing has been compounded by pol iticaì attitudes in the Third

Worìd that make providing such facilities to the United States a

I iabi I ity to the host country. lt seems unl ikely ín the immediate

future that these atti tudes among Thi rd World nations wi ì I reverse,

and, therefore, American access to forward bases and overfl ight rights

wi I I continue be a substantiaì difficulty. Such a sîtuation wi I I sub-

stantially af fect the abil ity of the United States to project po\^rer at

the periphery, and wilì be a matter of particular concern if security

problems pit the U.S. against wel I armed regional powers.

2 o Trager and Scul I y, i n Sarkes i an
Struqgles in the l98O's, p. 190;

and Scully, Potentiaìs for
D i scr imi nate Deterrence,

È1i I itary
p. .l0.
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A final and critical change to the strategic environment relates to

increased American economic dependence on regions outside of Europe.

While Europe remains an important economic and poìitical focus for the

United States, vastly increased trade with the nations of the greater

Asian region and rel iance on important mineral resources in the Third

World both serve to expand America's security interests in these

regions. hlith respect to international trade, the East Asia-Pacific

reg i on has surpassed Europe as a trad i ng partner for the Un i ted

States.2l With respect to mineral resources, the United States has

experienced expanded security interests as wel l. The most obvious

example is the oil resources of the Persian Gulf. The nations of the

West reìy extensively on oiì f rom the t'l iddle East, and a loss of

access to these resources would auger disaster both economicaì ly and

miìitarily for the West.22 The Carter Doctrine was the expiicit recog-

nition of this problem, and the Reagan administration was equally sen-

sitive to this issue, as American and Allied actívity in the Gulf dur-

i ng the I ran- I raq r^/ar i s powerf u ì test imony.

economic interests unavoidably presents the United States with

i ncreased secur i ty concerns . Econom i c i nterests cannot be separated

from a nationrs security, and as the importance of international t."4"

to economic well-being grows, the need to be able to safeguard those

i nterests grows al so.

" @I Report to the Consress,
lg8g, p. 8i.

22 U.S. Defense Pol icy, Congress
Trager and Scul ìy, Ìn Sarkesian
Confl icts in the l980rs, p. 190

Expanded reg i ona I

Department of Defense, Fiscal Year

i ona I Quarter
and Scully,

ìy lnc", pp.
Potentials for

127 -128;
llil itary
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The substantial changes in the strategic environment have put the

United States in the position of having to readdress its defence poli-

cy. This required assessment has been made even more important due to

the fact that the 1970's was a period of decline in terms of resources

allocated to defence. The generaì situation in which the United

States has found itself was one of reduced capabi I ity, but in which

the real ities of the new strategic environment have imposed expanded

security interests and responsibilities on the United States. One

could argue that the Reagan administration found itself in a situation

that is crudely analogous to the Kennedy adminístration two decades

previousìy. The Eisenhower period was one of mi I itary restraint in

terms of resources. Defence pol icy through the l950rs rel ied on the

deterrent value of nuclear weapons in order to keep control of defence

spending. þJhen Kennedy took office there was considerable concern

that undue emphasis on nuclear weapons at the expense of conventional

capabilities had compromised the miìitary flexibility of the United

States.2t 0wing to the apparent stability in the European theatre, the

likely area of communist chaìlenge was thought to be at the periphery.

ln the case of the Reagan Administration, it too took office after a

period of mi I itary malaise. Furthermore, beyond the urgency of revi-

tal izing American defence capabi I ities in I ight of Soviet advances,

the periphery once again rose to prominence as a significant security

concern. For the Kennedy Administration, ì imited war strategy was

adopted to provide a capacity to deal with peripheral chalìenges.

Given the current sal ience of extra-European regions in American

23 Aliano, Richard 4", American Defence Policy From Eisenhower To Ken-
nedy: The Politics of Chanqinq 14ilitary Resuirements, 1957-19ç1"
0¡rio University Press, Athens 0hio, 1975, See chapter ll pp. 2\-69"
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security policy, it is logical to ask whether limited war thinking has

been of any influence.

The simple answer to this question is that ì imited war concepts

have not played a role in the revision of American mi 1 itary doctrine

that has occurred in the post-Vietnam period, and the reasons are sev-

eral. ln the first place, the strategic environment that currently

faces the United States is markedìy different that that which faced

the Kennedy Administration. The impl ication of this for the formation

of defence strategy is substantial. The particuìars of the strategic

environment of the 1950's and .l960's naturally led to certain assump-

tions wìth respect to the necessary components of strategy.

equal ìy natural, therefore, that the changed strategic envi ronment of

the 1980's has influenced the development of defence policy and deter-

mined the nature of specific mi I itary strategy¡ I imited war concepts

have been muted in thîs process.

The concept of limited war adopted in the early 1960's ìn the wake

of the last major revision of American military doctrine was in part a

result of the structure of the strategic environment and the assump-

tions it generated. The centraì environmental assumptions which

underlay the adoption of I imi ted war strategy u/ere: first, the idea

that the the strategic ilcentreil was made up of the nations of Europe

and, of course, the territory of the United States; second, the Soviet

Union directly threatened only the centren and with respect to this

chal lenge, American mi I ì tary preponderance - resting on the deterrent

value of nuclear weapons - would deter aggressive intentions; final ly,

the peripheryo made up of regions outside of Europe, wouìd be the

It is
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locale of piecemeal aggression and not of direct chaìlenges by the

Sov i et Un i on. llany of these assumpt i ons about the strateg i c env i ron-

ment have been challenged by the developments of the 1970's and 1980's

and, therefore, it seems reasonable that limited ì^Jar strategy, a prod-

uct of a different age, might not be seen to appìy to the security

di lemmas of the current i nternational system.

The changed strateg i c env i ronment wh i ch confronts Amer i can secur i ty

planners has led to several notable developments in U.S. defence pol-

icy. lt will be the purpose of the remainder of this chapter to

describe and anaìyze these aspects of post-Vietnam defence pol icy with

a specific focus on the concept of force appl ication currentìy empha-

sized in American strategy. The first development of importance to be

discussed wi l ì be the "regional ization" of American security inter-

ests. lt will be.argued here that Europe no longer remains in a class

of its own as a strategic interest of the United States. The reali-

ties of the post-Vietnam strategic environment have led to a revisíon

of America's traditionaì centre-periphery view in its containment pol-

icy. This revision has served to elevate what were formerly peripher-

al areas to the centre of American security values. Given the fact

that the current strategic environment has presented new chal lenges to

American security pol icy, there has been a corresponding change in

American strategy as weì l. Since extended deterrence has remained a

cornerstone of Amer i can strateg i c poì i cy the Un i ted States has been

forced to search for a different method of safeguarding its regional

interests. lt wi I I be argued that nuclear weapons have been de-empha-

sized in extended deterrence and that current strategy seeks to raise
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the nuclear threshoìd by emphasizing conventionaì deterrence. The

result of the shift in the type of deterrence appì ied to Americars

extended commitments has been the convergence of what were formerly

two dîstinct levels of deterrence strategy. Although different strat-

eg i es are cur rent I y advocated for the var i ous reg i ons of concern to

the United States, an anaìysis of the concept of force application in

each of them will reveaì that they are underwritten by a common focus

on the strateg i c concept of war-f i ght i ng.

that the emphasîs on war-fighting has had the effect of removing lim-

i ted war concepts from declared strategy. Whi 1e I imi ted war concepts

are not currentìy considered to be appropriate to the task of extend-

ing deterrence to America's regional interests, they wi ì I have consid-

erabìe salience if conflict occurs between East and West. lt remains

to develop and analyze the preceding arguments in greater detaiì.

The first critical development in American security pol icy has been

the regional ization of American security interests. Traditionaì ly,

Europe's status as a security vaìue set it apart from al I other

regions. This was a natural by-product of the Second World War, given

that the genesis of the East-West probìem has been the division of

Europe. The threat of Soviet expansion was ìogical ly thought to be

greater in the .European theatre more than in any other regions As a

result, American containment thinking was characterized by a separa-

t i on of Europe from other geograph i ca ì reg i ons. Europe const i tuted

24 lt will be suggested

24 Simply stated, war-fighting strategy is oriented toward
deterrence not by the threat of punishment but, rather,
threat of denial. As such, forces wi I I be structured and
in a fashion that would allow for the miì itary defeat of
sary in the event that deterrence broke down. war-fighti
egy, therefore, is very different than current NAT0 nuclear
i ng pol i cy and very d i fferent from I imi ted war strategy as

i nvok i ng
by the

dep I oyed
an adver-
ng strat-

esca I at-
wel ì.



148

the strategic centre and the remaining regions made up the periphery.

This traditional centre-periphery view dominated American security

po1 i cy unt i I the I ate 1970's. Amer i can strategy for the greater part

of the post-war period was formuìated on the basis of a fundamental

distinction between the European theatre and the remaining regions.

Th i s was true for the strategy of mass i ve reta I i at i on and for the

strategy of limited war, in spite of the fact that ìimited war was a

reaction to the shortcomings of massive retal iation. Both strategies

separated the globe into centre and periphery.

The strategic environment of the post-Vietnam period presented

chal lenges to the United States which led to the revision of tradi-

tional centre-periphery containment thinking. Gìobal developments

pol itical ly, economical ly, and mi I itari ìy, have had the effect of ele-

vat i ng other reg i ons to the centre of Amer i can secur i ty poì i cy.

short, rêgional ization has reduced Europe to the status of an impor-

tant, but by no means exc I us i ve, reg i on of concern to the Un i ted

States.2s The European theatre remains an area of concern for the

United States simply because of the vast amount of Soviet mílitary

resources that are concentrated in the East European theatre. lt

would be impossible and foolhardy to ignore the European theatre while

such a concentration of potentially hostile forces exists. What has

changed in Europe, in spite of the size of mi I itary forces stationed

there, is the perception of the actual threat of confì ict in Europe.

While conflict in Europe cannot be ruìed out it is not the most likely

contingency in terms of mi I itary pìanning.

25 Buteux, Paul, rrThe Political and Strategic
Treaty f or NAT0", @!3nal !æ.L, The
Stud i es - Un ivers i ty of llan i toba, p. l l .

ln

I mpl i cat i ons of the I NF

Programme in Strategic
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One of the most notable aspects of the current strategic environ-

ment has been the enhanced capacity of the Soviet Union to project

force on a global basis. ln regions formerly thought to be peripher-

âì, such as the l'liddle East, the United States f aces the prospect of

Soviet intervention. Given the endemic instabi ì ity of these regions,

the increased Soviet ability to project force gìobaìly has led to the

feel ing in the United States that there is a greater threat of con-

fl ict in these regions than in Europe.

that regions other than Europe are under

has been the relative enhancement of

Europe in American containment pol icy.

Evidence which supports the argument that Europe has come to play a

reduced role in American calculations can be found in the recent aca-

dem i c debates over the nature of the Amer i can presence i n Europe.

Although official statements currently do not suggest a shift in

American mi ì itary resource al location to address expanding regional

interests, it is difficult not to recognize the "skewed" nature of

U.S. military resources devoted to Europe. Europe contains a grouping

of we I I endowed econom i es when compared w i th other reg i ons where

American security interests exist, yet U.S. mi I itary resources are

concentrated there. ln I ight of the regional ization of Amerîcan

security interests, there has been an academic debate that has focused

2 6 The resul t of the feel i ng

the greatest degree of threat

these reg i ons i n rel at i on to

2 5 See: Annual Report to the ÞgreSg, Department of Def ense, F iscal
Year 1987, p. 55.

It is interesting to note that in the section which assesses the
nature of the Soviet threat the discussion focuses aìmost exclu-
sively on the global aspect of the threat. The specific examples
of Soviet expansionary pressures that are cited are in what were
formerìy peripheraì regions.
that are considered most at risk do not include Europe.

I t i s qu i te ev i dent that the areas
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on rat¡onaì izing the al location of increasingly overtaxed mi I itary

forces.27 At the extreme, there has been the suggestion that American

ground troops be withdrawn from Europe. This option has been suggest-

ed as the logical extension of the Nixon Doctrine to Europe.28 There

have been also less radical proposals, such as European financial

assistance in the maintenance of currently depìoyed American forces.2e

Aìthough these proposals differ considerably in the degree of change

they advocate for American presence in Europe they nonetheless under-

ìine the common belief that change is necessary. ln official circles

such bold statements are not as yet pol i tical ly feasible, but given

the recognition of several regional interests, it I ikely that this

siìence will not last forever.

ln spite of the current attention to regional ization, the identifi-

cation of areas outside of Europe as critical to American security is

traceable to the early pronouncements of George Kennan. ln the late

l9l+0rs when American policy toward the Soviet Union was being formu-

lated, Kennan suggested that the vital interests of the United States

consisted of the major industrial centres of the globe.3o The idea

that regions other than Europe constituted key strategic interests for

the United States was held also by most individuals responsible for

21 For example see: Grayn
J., in Record Jeffrey,
Crossroads, p.50.

28 Record, Jeffrey, in Clark, Asa 4., Chiareìli, Peter W., lçlcKitrick,
Jefferey S., Reed, James W., The !.!. Defense Reform Debate: lssues
and Analysis, The Johns Hopkins University Press, London, 1984, p.
l6t.

2e Huntington, Samuel P., "Coping With The Lippmann Gap",
Af f a i rs, vol . 66 tj, 1988, p. 460.

3 o Gadd i s, Strateq i es of

The
and

Èlar itime Strateqy, p. l5; Hanks, Robert
Hanks, Robert J., U.!. Strateqy At The

Conta i nment, See chapter ll.

Fore i gn
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security planning. The tendency to focus on Europe has its roots in

the fact that East and West face each other in Europe with vast mili-

tary resources. 14i I i tary pl ann i ng has consequent ì y been more or i ented

toward confl ict in the European theatre, and as a result mi ì itary

planners viewed Europe as the strategic centre and the remaining areas

as the periphery. This centre-periphery view has affected the con-

struction of military strategy.

American strategy for extending deterrence traditionally operated in

distinct levels with respect to Europe and the periphery. The impor-

tant point to recognize is that from a pol itical perspective, the

identification of regional interests has always been a part of Ameri-

can containment thinking. What is significant about the recent pro-

cess of regionalization is that it has brought the poìiticaì perspec-

tive and the mi ì itary strategy perspective together. The specifics of

the adjustments in mi ì itary strategy as they relate to regional ization

wi I I be discussed in detai I subsequentìy.

The beginning of the regionalization process in its recent form can

be traced back to the Carter Doctrine. President Carter raised the

Gutf region to the status of a vital interest of the United States.

This trend of recognizing regions outside of Europe as important to

Amer i can secur i ty has conti nued after the Carter admi ni stration. The

increased Soviet military threat is augmented by the fact that regions

outside of Europe, especial ly Asia, have come to be seen as vital ly

As later discussion wi I ì reveal,

important to the Uni ted States economicaì ly.

has been recognized recently that the tast Asia-Pacific region has

surpassed Europe in importance.3r As wel l, Western dependence on Gulf

tt @l Report to the Congress, Department

I n terms of trade, i t

of Defense, Fiscal Year
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oil ís a matter of vital concern for the United States. ln total,

American geostrategic interests away from Europe have risen dramati-

cally in recent years. As a result therrstrategic maprrhas been rear-

ranged significantìy and this has consequently posed a considerable

chal lenge to American containment strategy. The basic tenets of

American security pol icy have remained unchanged in spite of the con-

siderable environmental shifts that have occurred. lt is stiì I con-

sidered critical that the United States possess the capability to pro-

tect al I its vital regionaì interests, and, conseguently, the

maintenance of a credible extended deterrent strategy is paramount.

Throughout the post-war per i od Amer i can conta i nment strategy has,

to use Gaddis's terminology, âlternated between symmetrical and asym-

metrical responses. That is, the American effort to extend deterrence

has on some occasions been dominated by nuclear weapons and at other

times has stressed conventional means. For example, in.the immediate

post-war period, pre-war concepts of mobi I ization and the use of

American industrîal strength reflected a conviction that the next con-

flict would be fought in much the same fashion as the last. Conven-

tional military force was perceived to be the answer to future securi-

ty problems. The American experience with conventional war in Korea,

along with growing Soviet nuclear capabilities, ushered in a period of

rel iance on nucìear weaponry for extended deterrence. This asymmetri-

cal strategy gave way to ì imited war strategy that' given the short-

comings of nuclear weapons in providing deterrence at the periphery,

stressed conventional means and the concept of responding to peripher-

al chal lenges symmetrical ly.

tg8g, p. 8r.

I n turn, the d i saster of Vi etnam d i s-
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credited the strategy of I imited war. As the United States emerged

from its self-imposed silence on matters of strategy to reconsider its

security pol icy the type of containment strategy once again became a

matter of debate. The question of how the United States was to suc-

cessfully extend deterrence was not an open one. The changes in the

strategic environment which dated back to the earìy 1970's inevítably

affected the form that strategy would have to take. one of the most

dramatic changes in the strategic environment has been the decìining

ut¡ I ity of nuclear weapons as credible instruments of extended deter-

rence.

It is, in a way, inaccurate to argue that American misgivings about

the efficacy of nuclear weapons for extended deterrence îs a new phe-

nomenon. Attempts to readjust NATO strategy to a more conventíonal ly

oriented posture dates back to the Kennedy Administration, where Rob-

ert f,lcNamara made a great ef f ort to convince the Europeans to adopt a

strategy that rel ied less on nuclear ureaponry. l'lcNamara failed in his

attempt, and American efforts from the early 1960's to the present to

effect an Al I iance-wide enhancement of conventional forces have not

succeeded. The reasons for thís fai lure are wel I known and do not

require lengthy restatement here. Suffice it to say that the pol iti-

cal and strategic-mi I itary viewpoints of Americans and Europeans with

respect to Western defence are characterized by fundamentaì differenc-

es.

stressed the need to couple American strategic forces to the defence

of Europe. Americans naturally have been uncomfortable with the

I t has cons i stent I y been the case that the Europeans have

arrangement of offering their cities as hostages for the purpose of
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deterring an attack on Europe. l,lhile ef fective extended deterrence

has always been a fundamental goal of American security poì icy, the

role of nuclear weapons in extended deterrence has been an uncomforta-

ble one for the United States.

The historical American anxiety over the use of nuclear weapons as

instruments of extended deterrence has become more pronounced in

recent years. The achievement of strategic parity by the Soviet Union

in the earìy l97O's brought into reality what Bernard Brodie had spec-

ulated about in 1946. At some point the vast nucìear arsenals of the

superpowers would cancel each other out. A caveat to this argument

exists and needs to be stated.

nuclear weapons sti I I have uti I ity, however, it is I imited in nature.

Nuclear weapons can still be used to invoke deterrence, but not in all

i nstances. To threaten to reta I i ate u/i th nuc I ear weapons i f one i s

attacked directly is credible, but to make the same threat if an ally

is assaulted is another matter. Strategic parity has cal led into

question the American extended deterrent to Europe. lt is question-

able if the Soviet Union wouìd take seriously the threat to unleash

American strategic forces if Europe were attacked. This was a problem

for the United States in the .1960's and the result was the adoption of

the strategic concept of flexible response. By the middle of the

.|970's Soviet theatre deployments eroded the vaìue of the concept of

flexible response in the opinion of many American analysts.32 The

recent I NF Treaty has compl etel y removed theatre based i ntermed i ate

systems and has, one could argue, condemned the strategic concept of

ln a situation of strategic parity

3 2 F reedman, Lawrence, rrNAT0 l{ythsrr ,

l98l-1982, pp. 6\,
Foreiqn Policy, #\5, Winter
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the strategic concept of flexible response to the graveyard of outmod-

ed nuclear strategies. lf one accepts this interpretation of the

impì ications of the INF Treaty, American extended deterrence has

returned to the uncomfortable scenario of threatening to escaìate from

a conventional confl ict, where battlefield nuclear weapons may or may

not be used, to the use of strategic systems based in the United

States. lt has become impossible to ignore the role of nuclear weap-

ons in devising a new strategy to deaì with the realities of the cur-

rent strategic environment.

Recent academic I iterature and official documents have refìected an

unmistakabìe disincl ination to view nucìear weapons as profitable

instruments of extended deterrence. 0ne of the most interesting argu-

ments on the academic side has been made by Edward Lutt$/ak. ln a pro-

vocative article Luttwak has suggested that we might be witnessing the

dawn of the post-nuclear era.33 The argument is based on the proposi-

tion that, in spite of their enormous destructive capabi ì ity, nuclear

weapons are no different than any other military innovation. Eventu-

alìy, each miìitary innovation ìoses its utility through circumvention

or countermeasure. For nuclear weapons the idea is not real ly al I

that radicaì; Henry Kissinger, as early as the first Nixon Administra-

tion, was fond of pointing out that since the Cuban missi le crisis

nuclear weapons had not had a significant effect on the outcome of any

East-West crisis. He further suggested that in the future the role of

nuclear ì^,eapons would likely diminish.3a The idea that nuclear weapons

33 Luttwak, Edward N. ,
Quarterly, vol. ll #l

Gadd i s, Strateg i es of

"An Emerg i ng Postnuc I ear Era?r ,

, Wi nter ì 988, pp. 5- 15.
Wash Ì noton
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are beco¡ning less and less relevant in devisíng a mi ì itary strategy

for extend i ng deterrence to Europe and the other reg i ona I i nterests

has become prominent in current I iterature.3s Beyond discussion in the

general I i terature, the report of the Commi ss i on 0n I ntegrated Long

Term Strategy,entitled ¡rDiscriminate Deterrencer', has also underl ined

the diminishing value of nuclear weapons with respect to an extended

Amer i can deter rent;

To heì p defend our a I i i es and to defend our i nterests
abroad, wÊ cannot reìy on threats expected to provoke our
own annihiìation if carried out. ln peacetime, a strategy
based on such threats cou I d underm i ne support for nat i ona I

defense. ln a crisis, rel iance on such threats could fai I

catastrophical I y for ìack of pubì ic support. We must have
mi I itari 1y effective responses that can I imit destruction of
what we are defend i ng. 3 6

Th i s I i ne of reasoni ng compl etel y undermi nes extended deterrence as

wel I as NATO's nuclear escalatory strategy. lt is worth noting that

the Commission's report has not received the bìessing of Washington

and perhaps the affront to Aì I i ance pol i cy pì ays no smal I part i n

official reservations. The time is not yet right to pubìicly call

Al I iance strategy into question in such stark degree. Notwithstanding

the pol itical infeasibi ì ity of suggest¡ng that America's extended

deterrent is no ìonger credible, official statements nonetheless do

reveal some discomfort over Al I iance strategy and its rel iance on

nuclear weapons.

35 For exampìe see: Brzezinski, Zibigniew,
gy", I4!g, Af f a i rs, SPr ing 1988 ' PP.
Strateqy f'luel Ier, John, r'The Essential I

ons: Stab i I i ty i n the Postwar Wor I d", I

13 #2, Fat ì 1988.

g ' D iEdllj DeIe Deter rence, p. 2 "

rrAmer ica's New Geostrate-
688-6gg; Grav, b l'laritime
rrelevance of Nucìear Weap-
nternat i ona I Secur i ty, vol .
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ln annual reports to Congress by the Secretary of Defense the theme

of greater effort in conventional forces in order to lessen NATO's

dependence on nuclear forces is evident.3T With the objective of main-

taining an effective extended deterrent still a major aspect of Ameri-

can defence pol icy, the concept of conventional deterrence has

received some consideration in official circles;

Effective defense using conventional forces has several
advantages over nuclear retal iation.
credible to potential aggressors contempìating nonnuclear
aggression. Second, it is particularly attractive in block-
ing attempts at intimidation by a hosti le nation. ln West-
ern Europe, for example, a stronger conventional defense
posture would provide ci tizens and thei r governments
i ncreased conf i dence to res i st Sov i et threats and attempts
at coerc i on. 3 8

Furthermore, it has been expìicitly recognized that the enhancement of

Soviet nuclear forces has made the early resort to nuclear weapons

that current NAT0 strategy impìies a threat of dubious credibility.3e

ln spite of these officiaì statements, which represent a di ìuted

form of the more extreme arguments found in the academic I iterature,

the United States has not yet officiaìly called for a revision of NAT0

strategy. The report to Congress for fiscal year ì989 reveals this

most strikingìy in its discussion of the effects of the INF Treaty;

el imination of ground-ìaunched baì I istic and cruise missi ìes
with ranges between 500 and 5,500 ki lometers under the INF
Treaty, combined with the potential for deep reductions in
strategîc nuclear systems, underl ine the importance of our
conventional forces¡ contribution to deterring Soviet
aggression, especial ìy i n Europe. Conventional force
improvements wi I I help ensure that negotiated reductions in
nuclear arsenals enhance the Aì ì iance's overal I deterrent

First, it is more
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See: Annua I

Year 19Efpp.

lbid., Fiscal

lb¡d., p. 55"

Report to the
56-57; F i scaì

Year .l989, p.

þ¡gless , Depar tment of Def ense, F i sca I

Year 1986, p. \7.

55.



posture and i ts ab i I i ty to execute NATo's strateg i c concept
of flexible response strategy.4o

It is difficult to imagine how the reductions in nuclear systems envi-

saged in the preceding passage wiìl leave the strategic concept of

fÌexible response intact. Nonetheless, the sal ient point is that it

is evident that the time is not yet right for less guarded statements

with respect to NATO strategy.

ln spite of the fact that the United States has not yet made an

expl icit cal I for the revision of Al I iance strategy, it is certain

that the indirect approach of communicating shifting strategic impera-

tives that the United States currently employs wi I i not last forever.

The two key developments in American defence strategy' namely the

regionaì ization of security interests and the de-emphasis on nuclear

weapons, both demand and guarantee that a revision of defence thinking

wiìl take place. ln fact it can be argued that a shift in American

strategic thinking has aìready occurred, and that only the pol itical

imperatives of the Al I iance have prevented the di rect articulation by

Washington of the need for a new system of security arrangements to

dea I with l.lestern secur i ty. The reg iona I izat ion of secur i ty inter-

ests, coupled with the desire not to use nuclear weapons ¡n extending

deterrence to vital security regions, has led to a convergence of two

previousìy distinct ìevels of American strategy. Evidence of this

convergence can be found i n the new servi ce doctr i nes that have

emerged during the Reagan Administration ( AirLanO Battle and' the

Þlaritime Strategy ). Aìthough these service doctrines are dífferent

in many significani ways, they both stress a concept of force applica-
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tion which clearly testifies to the recent convergence of extended

deterrence strategy. Both serv i ce doctr i nes are based on war-f i ght i ng

concepts and reveal that the United States has shifted to thinking of

extended deterrence in conventionaì terms. Before discussing the ser-

vice doctrines in greater detai I it is necessary to develop the con-

cept of strategy convergence.

Traditional ly American strategy has operated on three levels.

First, deterrence of a direct attack on the United States; secondly'

the deterrence of an attack on Western Europe; and finally, the pre-

vention of Soviet expansion in other regions of importance to the

United States. At one time nuclear weapons were central to al I the

levels of Amerîcan strategy. . As a result of the disi I lusion with a

I imi ted war i n Korea, and a concern over the f i nanc i al costs of

defence in general, the.strategy of massive retaliation was adopted in

order to extend deterrence to a1 I three levels of security interests.

I n essence, massive retal iation was an attempt to have one strategy

cover three separate missions despite the substantial differences in

each. This concept of deterrence eventual ly gave way to primary

deterrence of a direct attack on the United States and extended deter-

rence to Europe by nuclear weapons, and peripheral deterrence through

a I imited war strategy. Through the .l960's, therefore, the extension

of deterrence to Europe and the periphery required two distinct levels

of strategy in American security pol icy. For Europe, strategy was

constructed on a nuclear foundation in which American strategic forces

were coupled to the defence of Europe; such was not the case for

peripheral confI ict where resort to nucìear weapons was not credible'
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or in most cases, profitable. The object of both strategies was to

deter the Soviet Union. The difference between the nuclear-cen'ueric

strategy for Europe and the I imited war strategy for the periphery was

merely a matter of method, but this nonetheless created two levels of

strategy. The first concern of American strategy - that of deterr¡ng

a direct attack on the United States - throughout the post-war period

has been achieved by nuclear weapons.

of nuclear retaliation for an attack on the United States has not suc-

cumbed to the difficultîes assocîated with extended deterrence and

thus has not been the focus of much conÈroversy. Through the decade

of the 1960's the three level nature of American strategy was not sub-

j ected to any substant i a I cha I I enges.

Amer i can strategy came under pressure onl y wi th the ach i evement of

strateg i c par î ty by the Sovi et Un i on.

The convergence of American strategy has occurred between level I I

strategy (Europe) and level I I I strategy (periphery). This conver-

gence has been the resul t of two factors: the reg i onal i zat i on of

secur i ty i nterests and the de-emphas i s on nuc I ear weapons as i nstru-

ments for extending deterrence. Both developments in American securi-

ty pol icy combine to necess¡tate a common approach to containment by

extended deterrence. Regional ization has led to the convergence of

strategy for Europe and the periphery, because the existence of sever-

al regions of vital interest will require fewer, rather than more,

strategies of response to various regional threats. lt is not real is-

tic to suggest that the United States has the resources to support

different strategies for each region it has defined as vital to its

The credibility of the threat

The three level nature of
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security. The most important factor in the convergence of level I I

and level I I I strategy has been the de-emphasis of nucìear weapons in

the extended American deterrent. What had previously separated strat-

egy for Europe and strategy for the periphery was the role that nucle-

ar weapons pìayed in each ìevel.

was centred on nuclear weapons and the threat of nuclear retal iation

for a conventional attack on Western Europe. The deveìopment of I im-

ited war strategy was the result of the beìief that a nucìear strategy

was ent i rel y i nappropr i ate for the deterrence of threat to Amer i can

i nterests at the per i phery.

nuclear weapons had no utîìity in advancing American objectives at the

oeriphery began to dominate American thinking about Europe, the sepa-

ration between what were previously distinct levels of strategy disap-

peared. What American defence policy seeks to do with respect to all

of its regional interests is raise the nuclear threshold and provide

for extended deterrence by conventional means. ln order to substanti-

ate the claim that strategy convergence has occurred, some analysis of

recent developments in service doctrines is necessary.

The genesis of doctrinal discussion has been for the most part the

result of each service engaging in a process of rethinking its mission

i n the context of the real i t i es of the current strateg i c envi ronment.

ln the case of the Army, the apparent re-emphasis on conventional

defence that has been the result of decreasing enthusiasm over the

role of nuclear weapons in extending deterrence to Europe has led to

tactical revisions for the purpose of providing a credible convention-

aì defence for Europe. To this end, the Army rewrote F14 
.l00-5, its

Strategy for the defence of Europe

Consequently, once the opinion that
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doctrinal document, and introduced a concept of operations cal ìed

llAirLand Battle.ar The Navy has capital ized on the regionalization of

Amer i can secur i ty i nterests and has offered a doctr i ne of i ts own

entitìed "The l'laritime Strategy". The l4aritime Strategy, unlike the

Armyrs Fl'l 100-5, is not the revision of a tacticaì approach to an

aì ready def i ned mi ss ion, but, i nstead, i s a statement of naval strat-

egy defined in the context of American global security problems that

have changed over the last decade. This comprises the major differ-

ence between the respective service doctrines. Airland Battle oper-

ates on the tactical ìevel and is oriented purely toward the European

theatre. The t'laritime Strategy, on the other hand, is a doctrine for

the st,rategic level of operations that has appl ications for the Euro-

pean theatre and other regional interests.

There can be no denying that each service doctrine is motivated to

some extent by service interests; for the Army, AirLand Battle is

designed to deal with conventional conflict in Europe, a role the Army

does not wish to see wither away as a result of current misgivings

about the American presence on the continent; for the Navy, the Hari-

time Strategy, i f accepted, would serve to elevate the importance of

the Navy in American defence poì icy and al low for a substantial ship

acquisition programme. Despite the obviousìy divergent service rea-

sons for advancing each programme, important simi larities exist. The

ar The Air Force has retained its mission in the strategic triad and
aìso retains a high profile in NATO under the terms of the Follow
0n Forces Attack strategy (F0FA). As a result, the Air Force has
not engaged in doctrinal revisions as have the Army and the Navy.
Furthermore, the concept of operations in AirLand Battle incorpo-
rates deep strike missíons for the air element, and consequently
the Air Force has lent its support to the Army's new tactical doc-
tr i ne.
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concept of force appì ication that underwrites both AirLand Battle and

the llaritime Strategy is that of war-fighting, which, as subsequent

discussion wiìì reveal, is a significantly different concept for

applying force than that inherent in I imited war strategy. Some con-

ceptual clarification on the difference between the concept of force

appl ication in war-fighting strategy and I imited war strategy is

requ i red at th i s poi nt.

As argued in chapter I I l, The American concept of I imited war can

be described as the use of force in a quasi-diplomatic fashion. The

purpose of I imited war, as understood by the Americans, was to apply

force in a fashion that convinced the enemy to comply with the objec-

tives of the United States. Limited war strategy was designed to allow

the United States to dictate the rules of the conflict and the terms

for its termínation. ln this respect ì imited war reflected the tradi-

tional American styìe of applying force. By dominating the escaìation

ladder, the United States hoped to prevent counter-escalation by the

adversary, and, therefore, ensure that the confl ict was fought under

cond i t i ons chosen by the Uni ted States. L imi ted war strategy, i f suc-

cessfulìy utilized, wouìd lead to the termination of the conflict pri-

or to the actual military defeat of the opponent; this would occur

because the method of applying force was designed to display clearly

to the opponent that the united states wouìd prevail at any level of

violence that the adversary chose. lt.is this concept of force appìi-

cation that gives ì imited war its quasi-diplomatic nature. The pur-

pose of limited war is not to defeat the adversary miìitarily, but, in

essence, to convince the enemy to negotiate a settlement based on the



message that victory in not possible.

communicated to the adversary through

for ce .

The objective of dominating the vertical escalation ladder that is

inherent in the strategy of limited war is centraì to its concept of

force appl ication. Control ìed vertical escalation has two purposes:

first, to increase pressure on the enemy, either in response to his

actions, or simply to exert more pressure on the adversary; and, sec-

ondly, to demonstrate conscious restraint, which is intended to signal

the limited nature of the objectives sought in the confìict. lf force

is successfully applied in this fashion, logically the opponent wíll

seek to terminate the conflict before suffering full military defeat

and unnecessary degrees of physical punishment. I t fol lows from this

that protracted warfare has no pl ace i n proper I y appl i ed I imi ted war

strategy. The domination of the vertical escalation ìadder, coupled

with the application of force with the intention of signalling both

restraint and I imited objectives, wi I I serve to contain the confl ict

to lower levels of violence, and to terminate ¡t before the total mil-
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This message is supposed to be

the specific method of applying

itary defeat of the adversary.

hand, is a significantly different method of applying mi I itary force.

War-fighting strategies are not based on the idea of using force as

a signal I ing instrument, either to communicate pol itical intentions or

to threaten the prospect of vertical escalation. The objective of

war-fighting strategy is simple: it is to defeat the enemy on the bat-

tìefieìd. Whereas in I imited war strategy it is not necessary to

defeat the opponent, a war-fighting strategy is predicated on the very

I,/ar-f i ght i ng strategy, on the other



requirement to defeat

conflict. lt is important to recognize that whi

force appl i cation i nherent i n I imi ted war strategy

strategy is different, the long-range objectives can be exactìy the

same. ln the case of American strategy this assertion is illustrated
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the enemy by any method and at any level of a

in the new service doctrines and their emphasis on war-fighting strat-

egy. Both AirLand Battle and the t'laritime Strategy seek to raise the

nuclear threshold and provide for extended deterrence in a manner that

is less dependent on nuclear forces.

AirLand Battle is

defend i ng Europe wi th

systems. Although Ai rLand Battle envisages the early use of battle-

field nuclear h/eapons as an integral element în the conventional

defence of Europe, the whole purpose of AirLand Battle is to allow the

United States to prevai I in divisional level conventional battles.a2

AirLand Battìe is not predicated on vertical escalation, but rather on

horizontal escalation within the conventional level of confl ict.a3

I e the concept of

the Army's alternative tactical doctrine for

and war-f i ght i ng

I ess rel i ance on the ear I y resort to nuc I ear

Rather than having conventionaì forces as the first component of a

a2 See: Sinnreich, Richard Hart, in Dunn, Kìeht 4., Staudenmaier' Wil-
I iam 0., Colonel, t4i I itary Strateqv ln Transition: Defense ?nd
Deterrence in the l98O'a; Wéstview Press, Boulder Colorado, .l983,

chapter I I I rrStrategic lmpì icatîons of Doctrinal Change:
Analysis", pp. \2-59.

á3 lb¡d., P. 53-5\.

There is room for substantial debate as to whether the early use of
tactical nuclear weapons that AirLand Battle calls for will be seen
by the Soviet Union as horizontal escalation. lt is reasonabìe to
argue that the use of battìefield nucìear weapons might initiate
the opening phase of escalation beyond the conventional level. How-
ever, the architects of Airland Battle appear to have taken the
position that the use of tactical nuclear forces is consistent with
hor izontal escalation.

A Case
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vertical escalation strategy, AirLand Battle appl ied in a theatre wide

manner is designed to raise the nucìear threshold and produce victory

at the conventional leveì.

Although the war-fighting thrust of AirLand Battle necessarily

causes the discussion of confì ict to focus on the operationaì conduct

of battìe, one must not lose sight of the fact that Airland Battle is

about maintaining an effective extended deterrent in Europe. Despite

apprehens i on about the ab i I i ty of current NAT0 strategy to extend

cred i b i I i ty deterrence to the European theatre, given the over-rel i -

ance on nuclear weapons, the United States has never abandoned the

strategic objective of ensuring that an extended deterrent exists.aa

The reason why war-fighting strategy has recently received considera-

ble attention in the doctrinal plans of the services is that deter-

rence at the conventional level requires such an approach to strategy.

Deterrence theory outl ines two methods of deterring an adversary;

first, deterrence by the threat of denial, that is, by convincing the

enemy that the objective he seeks cannot be attained; secondly, an

adversary can be deterred by the threat of punishment, whereby the

objective sought may be attained but onìy at an unbearable cost.

Nuclear weapons with their potentia'l for massive destruction are per-

fectly suited for deterrence by the threat of punishment. Convention-

al weapons, on the other hand, do not lend themselves to deterrence by

the threat of punishment. To deter conventional ìy and not resort to

vertical escalation, the adversary must be convinced that there is no

n* @! Report to
1986, pp. 29-30;
\5"

the Conqress, !-æ.L!.@! of Def ensen
F i sca ì Year I 988, pp. \2-\3; F i sca I

Fiscal Year
Year 1989, p.
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prospect of success. Under these circumstances deterrence is invoked

by the capabilíty to physically deny the enerny the objective that is

sought in the confl ict. Consequently, conventional deterrence hinges

upon the opponent's calculation of the course of battle, and whether,

given the correìation of forces, success is possible. Because such

calculations are based on operational factors, conventional deterrence

has to be related directly to mi litary strategy and the l^ray in which

mi I i tary force is used to achieve battlefield objectives.as The war-

fighting content of AirLand Battle is designed to create a viable tac-

tical doctrine for the defence of Europe, and, in doing so, have an

effect on the calcuìation of the Soviet Union that it can successfully

overrun alìíed forces. lf the concept of operations contained in Air-

Land Battle provides for an adeguate defence, the Soviet Union can be

deterred without NATO resorting to the increasingly ìess credible

threat of vertical escalat¡on.

The tlaritime Strategy differs from AirLand Battle in terms of its

geographical focus and, in terms of the operational level on which it

is constructed. With respect to the latter, the l'lar it ime Strategy is

not a tactical doctrine, but an alternative strategy for deal ing with

American global security interests.

Ai rland Battle and the Har i time Strategy, the concept of force appl í-

cation is simi lar in both strateg¡es. The concepts of war-fighting

and horizontal escalation are evident in both.a6 The generaì argument

as l4earsheimer, John J., Conventional
Press, London, 1983, p. 28.

46 Brooks, Linton, Captain (N), "Naval
The l'lar i t ime Strategy and Deterrence

i¡y., vol. 11 #2, Fall 1186, p. 8l

Desp i te the d i fferences between

Deter r ence,

Power and National Strategy:
i n Europer', I nternat i ona I

Cornell Uníversity
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behind the llaritime Strategy is that the United States is primarily a

maritime power. ln fact, it is not infrequently suggested that the

current global position of the United States is anaìogous to that of

Great Britain prior to Worìd War I l.a? The ttnaval istsil argue that

American înterests are global in nature, and that the protection of

the sea I ines of communication (SLOC) is essential to American securi-

ty. The centra I argument of the I'lar i t ime Strategy regard i ng the g Iob-

al expanse of American interests fits well with the trend toward the

regional ization of American security interests that began with the

Carter Doctr i ne.

American global interests can be protected by ensuring a command of

the seas and by an ability to project power globally. As with AirLand

Battle, the concept of operations is based on war-fighting and hori-

zontal escalation.

Proponents of the iïaritime Strategy suggest that

The I'taritime Strategy, whîch incorporates naval and amphibious

forces, outl ines four essentiaì missions. The first of these is to

deny the Soviet Union its preferred conflict on one front by exerting

pressure on a globaì scale. Secondly, the successful appl ication of

force must incìude the destruction of the Soviet Navy. Thirdìy, naval

forces must influence the land battle in Europe by tying down Soviet

forces in other theatres. Final ly, the confl ict must be terminated on

terms that a;'e acceptable to the United States and her aììies.aB lt is

f elt necessary, by those who advocate the l'lar itime Strategy, that the

47 For example see: Gray, I¡g llaritime @gy., pp. 16-l7i Hanks,
u.!. Strategy at the Crossroads, p. I+3.

a8 Brooks, rrNaval Power and National Strategyr', p. 69; Kaufmann, Wil-
I iam W., A Thoroughly Efficient Navy, The Brookings lnstitution,
Washington D.C., 1987" p. 14.
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four critical maritime missions require the use of horizontaì rather

than verticaì escalation.4e The need to shift to a strategy of hori-

zontal escalation in order that the t'laritime Strategy succeed arises

out of the same pressure to adopt horizontal escalation in AirLand

Battle. lf the United States has lost domination of the vertical

escalation ladder, a strategy that rel ies on vertical escalation wi I ì

not provide for an extended deterrent, or a satisfactory operational

doctrine if confì ict breaks out. Again, although important differenc-

es exist, the simi ìarities of the service doctrines are revealed.

Both AirLand Battle and the lvlar itime Strategy represent atternpts to

devise a credible extended deterrent that centres on raising the

nucìear threshold and adequately coping with the realities of the cur-

rent strategic environment.

Given the new developments in service doctrines in the 1980's, it

is logical to ask whether limited ì^/ar concepts have had any relevance

in the redefinition process. The answer to this question is straight-

forward; limited war concepts have not been a part of the revision of

American thinking about the important objective of maintaining an

effective extended deterrent. The reasons for the iack of attention

paid to limited war concepts are several. From the point of view of

the military, from which the service doctrines emanate, the absence of

limited war ideas in the new doctrina'l postures is hardly surprising.

The mi ì i tary was never an enthus i ast i c supporter of the concept of

operations inherent in I imited war strategy. From the perspective of

the American pol itical leadership the poì itical I iabi I ity of discuss-

ae Dunn, Kieth 4., Staudenmaier, Wi

Surviva'l tr, Foreign Po1 icy, #52,
ìliasm 0., Colonel,
Fal I 1983, p. 25.

I'Strategy For
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ing anything that approximates to the idea of limited war also has to

be taken into account when explaining the current lack of attention to

I imited war concepts. The Vietnam VJar was far too an embitter¡ng

experience for the U.S. leaders to encourage the discussion of any-

thing that resembled I imited war. Final ly' developments in the stra-

tegic envi ronment that transcend i nsti tutionaì biases have also served

to push limited war ideas from the agenda of strategic discussion.

Recent trends in arms control and the regional ìzation of American

security interests have led to the de-emphasis of nuclear weapons in

American extended deterrent strategy. The shifting uti I ity of nuclear

weapons is of enormous significance in terms of the type of strategy

that is required to cope with extended deterrence. lt is important to

remember that ì imited war strategy r^Jas itseì f a product of a strategic

environment in which nuclear weapons were centraì to at least one lev-

el of American extended deterrence pol icy. As the East-West strategic

relationship moved toward a state where nuclear weapons possesed ìess

uti I ity, conventional forces played a ìarger role in extended deter-

rence. Deterrence by conventionaì means, âs previous discussion has

revealed, can be sustained effectively only by maintaining the capaci-

ty to deny the adversary his objective. The mi I itary defeat of the

enemy, a concept foreign to 1 imited war strategy, is the imperative of

any war-fighting strategy, and hence is central to current servÎce

doctrines. Neither service doctrine could provide any deterrence ben-

efits if they fai ìed to provide an operational doctrine that had a

good prospect of defeating Soviet forces in battle.
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The fundamental reason that limited war concepts are not thought to

be relevant with respect to current security di lemmas has to do with

the role of declaratory strategy. Declaratory strategyrs primary

objective is to support deterrence by convincing potential adversaries

that conflict cannot be in their interest. The role of declaratory

strategy has been the same for all the successive doctrines that have

manifested themselves since the dawn of the age of deterrence. lt was

true of massive retaliation as it was for limited war, and in the case

of NATO, the strategic concept of the strategic concept of fìexible

response. lrrespective of the substantial changes that have occurred

in the strategic environment, the necessity for declaratory strategy

to support a deterrent posture remains. The new service doctrines are

simply the successors of previous attempts to give substance to deter-

rence, and as a consequence, the service doctrines must satisfy the

requisites of declared doctrine in the same way. Since the real ities

of the current strategic environment have led to an emphasis on con-

ventional deterrence and the rai sing of the nuclear threshoìd' the

concept of force application inherent in limited war strategy fails to

meet the critical requirements of decìaratory strategy. Conventional

deterrence can be invoked only by the abi I ity to deny the adversary

his stated objectives. ln a way, limited war war was designed to do

this. However, given the pecui iarities of the strategic environment

that molded I imited war thinking, the negation of the adversaryrs aim

in I imìted war strategy was to be achieved without his mi I itary

defeat. Conventional deterrence through war-fighting strategy' on the

other hand, ís predicated on the military defeat of the enemy. The

reason why limited war strategy has not been a factor in recent doc-
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trinal revisíons simply has to due with the fact that, given the

demands of the current strategic environment, it cannot provide for a

credible extended deterrent.

Whiìe it is true to assert that I imited war concepts do not, and

will not, play a role in current declaratory strategy it is not true

to suggest that I i mi ted war concepts are ent i rel y i rrel evant to the

use of force in the current strategic environment. lt is worth recog-

nizing that a key American assumption about the nature of the present

threat to American interests brings U.S. defence poìicy back into line

with one of the central assumptions of the limited war literature of

the 1950's. lt was then assumed by the limited war theorists that the

principal enemy facing the United States was the Soviet Union. The

specific strategy which they advocated was a product of this assump-

tion. The appl ication of I imited.war concepts in Vietnam, interest-

ingly enough, witnessed the use of limited war concepts in a situatíon

in which the rrprincipal adversary" assumption was vioìated.

adversary with which the United States was locked in battle was not

the Soviet Union. Current service doctrines have returned exclusively

to the assumption that the Soviet Union is still the principal adver-

sary. exclusively. The fact that the Soviet Union has returned to

centre-stage in American calculations is significant in terms of the

concept of I imited war.

lf confìict breaks out between East and West it would be an unders-

tatement to suggest that there would be considerable motivation to

find ì imitations to the confl ict. lt is quíte conceivable that during

the course of a confl ict the desire to avoid total destruction, and

The
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therefore to invoke some form of I imitation, would make relevant many

limited war concepts. ln such a situation the use of force to signal

the desire for limitation, and as a method of demonstrating restraint,

couìd readi ly serve pol itical goals. Given the requisites of the cur-

rent strategic environment, the utility of limited war concepts lies

in their operationaì value. Whereas I imited war strategy previously

had utility in extending deterrence, now it can be usefuì only as an

operational doctrine after war has begun. Furthermore, the model of

I imited war which offers the best hope of achieving and maintaining

I imits in future confl ict is the interactive one.

It îs very difficult to speculate in depth beyond the argument that

concepts of limited war may be relevant in a confìict between East and

West. There has been speculat ion that perhaps the l.Jestern secur i ty

arrangements of the post-war period are in their twilight. lt is not

inconceivable that the United States wi I ì revise its role in Europe,

and this would have the effect of significantly altering American

defence priorities. Even if the United States redefines its role in

Europe in the future however, it is not likely that its global inter-

ests would then cease to ex¡st. Unless nuclear weapons or some other

weapon of mass destruction return to dominate America¡s extended

deterrence strategy, I imi ted war concepts are unl i kel y to compr i se a

s i gn i f i cant aspect of dec I aratory strategy .
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