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Forord

Arets sidste nummer af Militaert Tidsskrift star i de strategiske studiers tegn. Takket veere
Forsvarsakademiets Institut for Strategi er det lykkedes at identificere en skare af skriben-
ter, hvis bidrag savel teoretisk som emnemaessigt er ganske bredspektret. De af instituttet
genererede artikler er beskrevet neermere i den introducerende artikel af oberst Jens Garly
og lektor Liselotte Odgaard, begge Forsvarsakademiets Fakultet for Strategi og Militeere
Operationer. For en neermere praesentation af artiklerne henvises derfor til denne artikel,
idet redaktionen dog ikke her vil undlade at takke alle bidragsydere - og i seerdeleshed
temaredaktgrerne - for deres bidrag.

En enkelt artikel er indkommet ad andre veje. Det drejer sig om et bidrag af cand.
Mag. Niels Vistisen, radgiver for udenrigsministeriet i Helmand. Vistisen videregiver en
raekke af de erfaringer og overvejelser, han under en tidligere udstationering i Afghanistan
gjorde sig som Chief Governance Planner i Regional Command South.

Sidst i nummeret fglger anmeldelsessektionen - som altid - redigeret af kommandgr
Poul Grooss. Afslutningsvis vil redaktionen gnske laeserne en rigtig god jul og et godt
2012.

Niels Bo Poulsen, chefredaktar

Militaert Tidsskrift, 140. argang - nr. 4 - december 2011, s. 3



Strategic studies at the
Royal Danish Defence College

Jens H. Garly, Colonel, Director of the Faculty of Strategy and Military Operations, Royal
Danish Defence College, and Liselotte Odgaard, Associate Professor, Institute for Stra-
tegy, Royal Danish Defence College.

This issue of Militeert Tidsskrift [Military Journal], the quarterly journal published by the
Society for War Science in Denmark, is dedicated to presenting the MA-level teaching and
research in strategy that takes place at the Royal Danish Defence College (RDDC). Strategy
in the contemporary context of national defence is not merely a term that encompasses
traditional military strategy which articulates military objectives, concepts and resources
within the domain of military conflict. Strategy is a multi-layered instrument encompassing
political-administrative, military and diplomatic practices of translating political visions into
plans for how to pursue security interests. Strategy in general is based on political visions
such as that of transforming Danish defence from a mobilization force to an expeditionary
force. This involves changing focus from defending national territory from invasion to the
defence of Western values against aggressors that use violence to undermine their im-
pact. Similarly, strategy concerns initiatives such as the plans for reorienting the Danish
armed forces from concentrating on integration into NATO defence structures on the basis
of geostrategic interests towards focusing on integration into NATO, UN and EU security
structures on the basis of political-normative worldviews. Strategies do not belong to the
realm of academic ivory towers or to the detailed series of battles entailed in a campaign
plan. Instead, our theoretical starting point is that they belong to the realm of feasible
paths to enhanced state security.

The teaching and research that takes place at the Royal Danish Defence College aim
at contributing to conceptual development and practical applicability. A close relationship
exists between our research projects and the Senior Joint Staff Course for officers that are
trained to occupy top management positions in the armed forces. The Research Group on
Strategy involves staff from across the RDDC, including the Institute for Strategy, the Insti-
tute for Military Operations, the Institute for Management and Organization and the Center
for Advanced Land Operations. The work of the group is based on ideas developed in the
courses offered to our students and on debates between researchers at the college and
discussions with guests from other institutions. Similarly, seminars, teaching and discus-
sions on military strategy at the college have resulted in research products and in revisions
to our curriculum on strategy, which constitutes one third of the compulsory elements of
the Senior Joint Staff Course. Some of our ideas on strategy have also been presented in
external forums such as the US Pacific Command in Honolulu and the Academy of Military
Science in Beijing. The close interplay between students, staff and external institutions
and partners on strategic studies increases the level at which strategy is taught at the
college and it enhances the usefulness of research for all groups involved in strategic stu-
dies. The articles in this issue reflect some of these efforts.

Conceptual development of strategy is carried out with a view to the needs of national
defence and the usefulness for teaching officers how to formulate and implement strate-
gies. In other words, strategic thinking at RDDC focuses on practical applicability. These
objectives entail a critical and constructive approach to conventional approaches to strat-
egy with a view to developing strategic concepts that are suitable in a Danish security con-
text. Operations in Iraq and Afghanistan have demonstrated that the military and its plan-
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ning processes tend to take over the ends, ways and means adopted in theatres. Some-
times, this is an inherent part of the strategic planning process from the start. At other
times, the military gradually comes to dominate processes of strategic planning because
implementation is mostly left to military personnel. As a consequence, the contributions of
civilian agencies such as diplomatic missions, non-governmental organizations and private
companies tend to be crowded out. In addition, the link between the political visions
agreed at the governmental and alliance level on the one hand and implementation in
theatres on the other hand could be broken.

The risk of decoupling political guidance from on-the-ground strategic planning invests
operations with a life of their own. This is the case in terms of utilizing capabilities and
finding sources of legitimacy that are often unrelated to the mandate originally given to
operations by governments and international society. The upside to these characteristics
of post-Cold War operations is the inherent flexibility that comes with leaving greater au-
thority in the hands of those operating at theatre level. At this level, swift adjustments to
changes in the local context of operations are much easier to make than at higher levels
where divergent political commitments often result in objectives that originate from politi-
cal compromises rather than rational means-ends calculations. The downside could be the
lack of popular consent to alterations in the objectives and instruments of operations.
Equally problematic is the tendency for the detailed planning processes of the military to
dominate processes of strategy formulation and implementation in practice. The conse-
guence could be that strategic planners lose sight of the main objectives and the realities
on the ground and devise strategies that do not take into account the political guidance
and the conditions that apply at the operational level.

Strategy can be defined as a process that translates political visions into attainable ob-
jectives, applying the available instruments by feasible methods.? Strategy is not simply
the result of specific meetings and processes that are presented in key documents access-
ible to those responsible for their implementation. States contain large bureaucracies that
are rarely sufficiently united in their views on objectives of the state that a coherent
process of strategy formulation is feasible.? Instead, strategy formulation and implementa-
tion is a complex process involving numerous actors and variables. These include politi-
cians with different visions, civil servants with vested interests in promoting the institutions
they work for and which secure their promotion, and implementing agencies whose objec-
tives and available means may be affected by concerns to satisfy the interests of local and
regional managers with immediate concerns about individual welfare, rather than general
visions of the state at large.

Strategy can be seen to operate on three different levels: grand strategy, security
strategy and theatre strategy. Grand strategy we define as a state’s vision concerning its
future relative position on the basis of national interests and values. It represents the most
general level of strategy and lies at the intersection between policy making and bureau-
cracy, focusing on the core interests and values pursued by the state. Security strategy can
be defined as the development, application and allocation of methods and instruments to
achieve national security objectives.

1 The definitions of strategy are based on Villiam Kriger-Klausen and Liselotte Odgaard, “Strategy
formulation - issues of legitimacy, coordination and feedback”, Paper, 11 February 2010, presented
at the International Studies Association Annual Convention 2010, New Orleans, USA, 17-20 February
2010.

2 On the complexity of the process of strategic planning, see Harry R. Yarger, Strategy and the Na-
tional Security Professional: Strategic Thinking and Strategy Formulation in the 21st Century, West-
port, Connecticut: Praeger, 2008, pp. 27-37.
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Security strategy is functionally specific in the sense that states can have strategies of
economic development, foreign policy, defense, energy and foreign aid. These translate
the general visions into sector-specific programs for the implementation of these visions.
Compared to grand strategy, security strategy is more practical. It concerns what is possi-
ble in the real world of conflicts of interests and demands. It is the preserve of those
tasked with amending the visions to the behavior of other states with their own interests
and values, to a reality characterized by limited resources for realizing visions, and to issue
areas where individuals and agencies with sector-specific views may affect processes of
strategic planning and implementation. The classical concept of military strategy predomi-
nantly belongs to the realm of security strategy since it entails using military forces as the
primary instrument to outline the planned course of wars.

Theatre strategy involves the coordinated and synchronized application of methods
and instruments within a defined area. It has a geographical focus and is located below
the instrumental level. Compared to security strategy, strategy at this level is very action-
oriented and tailors the available tools to the specific situation. Theatre strategy is where
the rubber meets the road. These realities may include unforeseen crises resulting from
unexpected behavior from opponents or partners, developments on the ground such as
changes in the physical terrain, or new regional organizations that jeopardize the utility of
existing instruments for meeting strategic objectives. It also includes inter-agency disputes
that divert the focus of implementing personnel from the strategic objectives to rivalry with
other actors competing for scarce resources and influence. Such problems occur in al-
liance as well as national contexts.

Below the three strategic levels of grand strategy, security strategy and theatre strate-
gy we find campaigns and operations. This level encompasses tactical doctrines in the
form of standard sets of maneuvers, types of troops and weapons to be employed in the
event of a particular kind of operation.

This issue of Military Journal [Militeert Tidsskrift] aims to assess the qualities and the
problematic aspects of contemporary processes of strategy formulation and implementa-
tion. To this end, the articles focus on the interplay between political, civilian and military
agencies in strategic planning processes in states and alliances at grand strategy, security
strategy and theatre strategy level. In addition, the issue looks at how developments at the
operational level impact on strategic planning at higher levels.

Robert R. Dorff’s contribution, “Understanding and Teaching Strategy at the U.S. Army
War College”, demonstrates the complexity of devising strategies with feasible objectives
in a context of numerous actors with different vested interests in the ends, ways and
means that make up strategies. Strategies are works in progress requiring that top-level
personnel focusing on the core national security interests at grand strategy level adjust the
strategies to changes in political priorities and to theatre level developments that have
moved implementation away from the initial ends, ways and means.

Peter H. Sglling’s contribution, “Military Strategy Is not just Military Strategy? [Mi-
liteerstrategy er ikke bare militeerstrategi?], shows that military strategy is a functionally
specific field of expertise which operates at the junction between power struggles at grand
strategy level about the appropriate definition of state interests on the one hand and the
ends-ways-means processes at security strategy level that ensures that political visions are
translated into attainable defence planning that gives guidance to the use of armed forces
in campaigns.

Thomas Elkjer Nissen and Steen Kjeergaard’s contribution, “The Role of Strategic
Communication in Strategies and Strategy Formulation” [Strategisk kommunikations rolle i
strategier og strategiformulering], argues that strategic communication, which aims to
influence target audiences of importance for strategic objectives, must be a determining
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factor when formulating ends, ways and means. Furthermore, the article posits that stra-
tegic communication must be a purposeful and integrated effort at grand, security as well
as theater strategy level. Used in this way, strategic communication can both support the
use of capacities for specific objectives and be a capacity in itself which promotes for in-
stance the legitimacy of specific strategies in the general public.

James R. Stark’s contribution, “U.S. National Security Strategy: A Global Outlook in
Transition”, argues that the interplay between political visions and the grand strategy defi-
nition of core U.S. national objectives and the ways and means of realizing those objec-
tives is characterized by incremental processes of adjustment that result in considerable
continuity between the national security strategies of Republican and Democratic adminis-
trations.

Nicolai Meulengracht’s contribution, “Nationalism in China’s Security Strategies”, po-
sits that processes of strategic planning in China are heavily influenced by nationalist dy-
namics centering on the protection of China’s cultural unity from internal and external
threats such as Uyghur separatism in the northwestern Xinjiang province and overlapping
claims to territory and maritime space in the East China Sea. The perceived need to ad-
dress nationalist concerns at grand strategy level to preserve Chinese Communist Party
rule heavily influences the definition of threats and the ways and means of addressing
them in the top-echelons of China’s political system.

Mark F. Laity’s contribution, “NATQ’s Strategy for Afghanistan”, demonstrates that in
NATO, commanders are not merely key figures at theatre strategic level, but also end up
defining the ways and means used to pursue core national interests at grand strategy
level. A contributing factor to the key role of the commander in NATO operations is the
relative ineffectiveness of the comprehensive approach. This approach has introduced a
plethora of actors at theatre level which have added to the complexity and detracted from
the efficiency of grand strategic guidance of implementation of strategies. The compara-
tive effectiveness of military commanders in planning processes has allowed successive
commanders in NATOs operations in Afghanistan to dominate strategy formulation from
bottom to top.

Ole Kveaerng’'s contribution, “Governance in Southern Afghanistan - Managerial and
Strategic Challenges”, describes the difficulties in implementing the objectives of the com-
prehensive approach at the regional level in the Afghan theatre. Legitimacy in the Afghan
population and legality in terms of liberal definitions of the rule of law have been defined
as key objectives for the indigenous Afghan political, military and civilian institutions that
NATO have been tasked to assist in establishing. The numerous actors engaged in these
nation-building processes at theatre level have led to the establishment of numerous over-
lapping institutions and the emergence of a plethora of divergent interests that have de-
coupled regional governance processes from the objectives devised at security strategy
level, where specialists have devised the core institutions to be established and the ways
and means by which they are invested with popular legitimacy and are ruled by law.

Carsten Fugleholm’s contribution, “Strategy for Cyber Defence in Denmark” [Strategi
for cyberdefence i Danmark], shows that strategies are not necessarily coherent official
documents, but may be de facto practices that have developed as a result of the need of
functionally specialized agencies for defining ends, ways and means to meet political de-
mands for addressing the proliferation in threats from cyber space. The specialized know-
ledge at security strategy level therefore comes to play a relatively large role in strategic
planning in cyber defence compared to the general core state interests defined at grand
strategy level. As a consequence, sector-specific interests play a large role in addressing
threats in this field in the Danish context.
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As a whole, the contributions to this special issue on strategic studies reveal that prob-
lems of coordination, adjustment and efficiency pervade the field of strategic planning
across functional and geographical issue areas. In particular, it would appear that the
complexity of actors and institutions involved in implementing strategies at security and
theatre strategy levels detract from the ability of the grand strategy level to translate core
national interests into central ends, ways and means that guide strategic planning at the
two other levels.



Understanding and Teaching Strategy
at the U.S. Army War College:

Dr. Robert H. Dorff2 General Douglass MacArthur Chair of Research, and Professor of
National Security Affairs Strategic Studies Institute U.S. Army War College

DISCLAIMER: The views expressed in this article are those of the author and do not nec-
essarily express the official policy or position of the U.S. Army War College, the Depart-
ment of the Army, the Department of Defense, or the U.S. Government.

For nearly three decades now, students at the U.S. Army War College have studied strategy
using the basic conceptual model first introduced by COL (Ret) Arthur F. Lykke, Jr.3 While
Lykke’s initial formulation focused on military strategy, it soon evolved into a framework for
understanding strategy in general, and at all levels and in a variety of different applica-
tions. The model, presented again in this article with some modifications, provides a clear
and simple way of thinking about strategy. It does not, however, imply that doing strategy—
its actual formulation and implementation in practice—is either simple or easy. In fact, the
very nature of strategy leads to quite a different conclusion: Strategy is extraordinarily
difficult.* Whether studied in the Hegelian-like style of the German author Clausewitz or
the almost “bumper sticker” style of the Asian Sun Tzu, strategy emerges as a complex
process, whose many enduring and key characteristics include the persistent operation of
forces nearly impossible to influence let alone control such as uncertainty and chance.5 All
that said, there are still many reasons why a basic understanding of a rather simple model
of strategy better prepares us to engage in strategic thinking, strategy formulation and
implementation, and strategic leadership in highly complex and uncertain situations. Per-

1 This article grew out of presentations made and discussions held by the author while he partici-
pated in a program held at the Royal Danish Defence College on April 12-13, 2010. It draws heavily
on the author’s experience as a faculty member, course director, and Chair of the Department of
National Security and Strategy at the U.S. Army War College, as well as his current research con-
ducted under the auspices of the Strategic Studies Institute of the USAWC.

2 Robert H. “Robin” Dorff is Professor of National Security Affairs in the Strategic Studies Institute of
the U.S. Army War College where he also holds the General Douglass MacArthur Chair of Research.
He previously served on the USAWC faculty as a Visiting Professor (1994-96) and as Professor of
National Security Policy and Strategy in the Department of National Security and Strategy (1997-
2004), where he also held the General Maxwell D. Taylor Chair (1999-2002) and served as Depart-
ment Chairman (2001-2004). His research focuses on strategy and strategic leadership, fragile and
failing states, and integrating civilian and military capabilities. Professor Dorff holds a B.A. in Political
Science from Colorado College and an M.A. and Ph.D. in Political Science from the University of North
Carolina-Chapel Hill.

3 See Arthur F. Lykke, Jr., "Toward an Understanding of Military Strategy,” reproduced in Joseph R.
Cerami and James F. Holcomb, Jr. (eds.), U.S. Army War College Guide to Strategy. Carlisle, PA: Stra-
tegic Studies Institute, February 2001, pp. 179-85.

4 Literally volumes have been written on this one aspect of strategy, but one very useful overview can
also be found in the just-referenced edited volume. See David Jablonsky, “Why is Strategy Difficult?”
in Cerami and Holcomb, Guide to Strategy, pp. 143-55.

5 Carl von Clausewitz, On War, ed. and translated Michael Howard and Peter Paret. Princeton: Prince-
ton Unviveristy Press, 1976. Sun Tzu, The Art of War, trans. Samuel B. Griffith. Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1963.
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haps the most important reason is the value of a common language (terms, concepts, etc.)
and a shared understanding of it in the otherwise quite complex and often confusing world
of formulating and implementing strategy. And that is why it is increasingly important today
to ensure that the education and development of our future leaders occur both for civilian
and military members of the strategy community, and that it also take place jointly and in a
shared environment.

The purpose of this article is twofold. The first is to present the basic foundation used
at the U.S. Army War College (and elsewhere) for the discussion of strategic issues such as
the key characteristics of the contemporary international security environment, the chal-
lenges and opportunities that environment presents to all actors (national and interna-
tional, state and non-state, governmental and non-governmental), and possible strategic
responses to those challenges and opportunities. The second purpose is to lay out some of
the inherent challenges of formulating and implementing strategy not only in the face of an
increasingly complex security environment but also in contemporary democracies. Demo-
cratic institutions, processes, and relationships frequently confound the already compli-
cated challenges of formulating and implementing effective strategy. To accomplish this
twofold purpose the article will once again lay out the basic conceptual model of strategy
and present another conceptual framework for the formulation of strategy. It will then
focus on the critical relationship between policy and strategy, and in turn the special prob-
lematic of that relationship in democratic societies today. Finally, the article concludes
with some observations about what these challenges of strategy formulation and imple-
mentation mean for leadership and especially leadership development in both the military
and civilian communities, and the role of the U.S. Army War College in that leadership
development process.

Strategy: What Is It?
Strategy is several things. The definition of strategy employed at the U.S. Army War College
(USAWC) is the “relationship among ends, ways, and means.” This is a self-described
“conceptual definition,” emphasizing that by design it simplifies a complex process into a
framework for clearer understanding. Ends are the objectives or goals sought. Means are
the resources available to pursue the objectives. And ways or concepts are how one orga-
nizes and applies the resources in pursuit of the objectives. Each of these components
suggests a related question. What do we want to pursue (ends)? With what (means)? How
(ways)? Often we add an important modifier to this definition: The calculated relationship
among ends, ways and means. The point is to emphasize that the relationship is not pre-
existing or a given; it is the result of choices made by individuals or institutions who os-
tensibly make decisions based on what they think or believe that relationship should be.
These choices may or may not be conscious and deliberate. So in answering the question
— what is strategy? — it is first a calculated relationship among these three basic compo-
nents.6
But an understanding of what strategy is must also recognize that it is intrinsically
dynamic. And it is dynamic in two ways. First, the outcomes of strategic engagement —

6 Some argue this definition overstates the rationality of strategy formulation, and presumes a kind
of linearity to strategy that does not conform to reality. See, for example, arguments presented in
Gabriel Marcella (ed.), Teaching Strategy: Challenge and Response. Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies
Institute, March 2010. While time and space limitations preclude an in-depth exploration of these
issues here, some of the subsequent discussion will argue that this definition does not assume such
levels of rationality or linearity. However, in this author’s opinion, some scholars and teachers have
overstated both of those dimensions to the detriment of a sound understanding of what strategy is.
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whether in politics, business, sports, wars or myriad other applications of strategy — are
determined not by the choices made by one of the actors but by the interaction of the
choices made by two or more participants or players. One cannot know the actual result of
a strategic choice — a course of action, for example — until that choice meets its counter-
part (a choice by another actor). So in this first sense, strategy is dynamic because the
results emerge from the interaction of choices made by two or more players. And precisely
because of this dynamic, strategy is dynamic in a second sense: It is a process not an
outcome. Strategy is never truly a product. Although we often hear the term strategic plan,
it is much more accurate to observe that true strategy is an ongoing process of making
choices, seeing how those choices play out in the field, assessing those intermediate re-
sults, and adjusting as necessary to stay on track toward the achievement of the objec-
tive(s). While planning and plans may be important components of doing strategy, strategy
itself should not be confused with a plan, if by the latter ones means something of a fixed
blueprint to be followed. One can build a house according to a blueprint because rarely is
someone or something trying to obstruct the construction of that house while it is being
built. Someone may want to change the blueprint along the way, but it is generally done
within the framework of a shared desire to build the house. But in all things strategic
someone or something is in effect trying to prevent your strategy from succeeding, and
therefore the dynamic process of planning, acting, assessing, reassessing, and adjusting is
in fact not just necessary; it is part of the very essence of strategy. It is, to return to the
phrase in the introduction, part of what makes doing strategy so difficult. The strategy
must be sound in and of itself AND it must survive the dynamic process of interacting with
choices made by others, shifts in the nature and character of the environment in which it
is occurring, and the curveballs thrown up by the indomitable forces of chance and the
unknown.

This complex, dynamic character of strategy also highlights the importance of some
very important principles of strategy which we cover briefly here.” The first is the principle
of balance. A sound strategy must have internal balance. If the objectives are too ambi-
tious, the resources too limited, or the concepts for employing them too inefficient, the
strategy will almost certainly fail. So in formulating and adjusting the strategy, the strateg-
ist must constantly work to ensure that the appropriate balance is maintained. And since
resources are always limited, this means that risk is inherent in any strategy; when one
allocates certain resources in certain ways to pursue certain objectives, risk emerges
somewhere because fewer resources are allocated to those other areas. Managing that
risk is key, making conscious choices about where and how to bear it.

The second key principle is that ends are the most important component of strategy.
This does not mean the other two are unimportant. But if the strategic ends are wrong, no
amount of adjustment of ways and means will fix the strategy. In short, if you are going to
the wrong place you can get there faster and you can get there more efficiently, but neither
will correct for the very serious flaw that the objective of the strategy has been misidenti-
fied.8

A third key principle of strategy is that the objectives must be pursued with the appro-
priate means applied in effective, carefully considered ways. Not all means are appropriate

7 There are many important principles of strategy one can glean from the very rich and broad litera-
ture, ranging perhaps from the ancients like Thucydides to some outstanding modern analyses,
many of which will be touched on elsewhere in this special edition.

8 Of course, this cannot be done if one has not properly identified the nature of the strategic chal-
lenge in the first place. To use a medical analogy, a doctor probably cannot prescribe a course of
treatment that will succeed without first correctly identifying what ails the patient.
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for the pursuit of all objectives. In the past two decades this was evident in the many ef-
forts to find the right balance of military and non-military instruments in peace operations.®
It lies at the heart of the debate about the three D’s (defense, diplomacy, and develop-
ment) and the appropriate strategic mix necessary to address effectively the challenges of
complex international stabilization and reconstruction operations in conflict-riven and post-
conflict environments. For even if one has properly identified the strategic objectives, the
application of the wrong tools will generally lead to strategic failure.10© Moreover, the right
tools but in the wrong combination (the ways in which one applies the means) can also
result in strategic failure. It is necessary but not sufficient to identify and define the ends
properly; finding the appropriate mix of ways and means is crucial, too.

To summarize, then, strategy is all of these things together: Setting the proper objec-
tives, identifying and employing the appropriate resources in the most effective and effi-
cient ways possible given various and multiple constraints and limitations, and assessing
and adapting as situations change, other actors make their choices, and previously un-
known or largely uncontrollable factors come into play. Small wonder, then, that strategy is
a concept relatively simple in theory and yet extraordinarily complex in practice.

Grand Strategy: What Is It?
As Garly and Odgaard observe in the introductory article to this special edition, strategy
also operates at different levels, and they identify three: grand strategy, security strategy,
and theatre strategy.11 For our purposes we concentrate here on grand strategy which we
define as the over-arching strategy of a state as it pursues its interests through the appli-
cation of the instruments of power derived from all the elements of power. Although there
are numerous lists (with accompanying acronyms) of the elements of power, it suffices
here to identify one of the most common and perhaps also simplest, DIME: Diplomatic,
Information, Military, and Economic. Within each of these elements, there are multiple
instruments, i.e., specific tools that can be applied depending on what means a state has
available to use and the ways in which those means can be organized and employed.12
Typically states vary greatly in terms of what and how much of each element of power they
have and can bring to bear in the pursuit of their objectives, and they also vary greatly in

9 See just one example from this author’s work: Robert H. Dorff, "The Future of Peace Support Opera-
tions". Small Wars and Insurgencies, Vol. 9, No. 1, Spring 1998, pp. 160-178.

10 The oft-quoted old maxim is useful here to illustrate the point: If all you have is a hammer, every
problem looks like a nail. Wikipedia identifies this as “[T]he concept known as the law of the in-
strument, Maslow's hammer, or a golden hammer....” and cites the source as Abraham Maslow
with this quote: "It is tempting, if the only tool you have is a hammer, to treat everything as if it were
a nail." Abraham H. Maslow, The Psychology of Science. Chapel Hill, NC: Maurice Bassett Publishing,
2002, p. 15. Wikipedia source available at: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Law_of the_instrument;
accessed most recently 27 Aug 2011.

11 Jens Garly and Liselotte Odgaard, “Strategic Studies at the Royal Danish Defence College”. Mi-
liteert Tidsskrift, nr. 4, 2011 p. 3. To be clear there is often disagreement on this terminology. Some
use grand strategy, national security strategy, and security strategy synonymously while others draw
carefully and finely nuanced distinctions among them. For the purposes of this article we do not
need to enter this debate. We use the distinction drawn by Garly and Odgaard which is more than
appropriate for the arguments presented here.

12 Some other acronyms and lists of the elements of power include DIMEFIL (adding finance, intelli-
gence and law enforcement) and MIDLIFE (adding legal, intelligence, finance). For the DIMEFIL chart
showing both the elements and some of the tools of each element, see Harry R. Yarger, Strategy and
the National Security Professional: Strategic Thinking and Strategy Formulation in the 21st Century.
Westport, Connecticut: Praeger, 2008, p. 72.
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terms of the variety and effectiveness of the many possible instruments that translate
those elements into useful, practical applications of that power. But in all cases a sound
grand strategy integrates the elements of power through the coordinated and synchro-
nized application of specific instruments or tools of power in the pursuit of identified stra-
tegic objectives. At the level of grand strategy this integration of the elements of power is
arguably the most important because the goals or objectives are quite broad, and there
can be a vast array of choices and decisions to make about how best to pursue those
broad goals and the most appropriate and feasible mix of the elements of power with their
related tools or instruments. A grand strategy also has the other key characteristics of
strategy generally: It is dynamic, involving an ongoing assessment of and adaptation to
shifting conditions and circumstances in the strategic environment and to strategic choic-
es made by other actors in the international system, and it is a process, not a singular
outcome.

Grand Strategy and Policy
Earlier we noted that the relationship between the ends pursued and the means and ways
chosen to pursue those ends is an essential component of “getting strategy right.” But
there is another critical relationship in strategy and it also leads us into the process of
strategy formulation: the relationship between policy and strategy. Simply stated, policy is
what should and indeed must guide strategy, not only at the level of grand strategy but at
all levels. This is the basic yet fundamental point of the oft-quoted phrase from Clausewitz,
paraphrased here, that war is the extension of politics by other means—it is in fact the
extension of “policy by other means”, meaning that the use of the military must be guided
by the strategic objectives and apply the military instruments of power in ways that are
consistent with the policy that underlies and therefore must guide it. Policy in this context
is the broad goal-setting function of strategy, but not simply in the sense of setting strateg-
ic objectives, which it clearly does, but also in the guidance it provides about what ele-
ments of state power should be employed and in what ways. In some cases the policy
constraints will also substantially narrow the range of tools that can be used within any
one or more of those elements. In democracies the responsibility for formulating the policy
that in turn guides strategy remains in the domain of the public, i.e., it is a public policy
function. This does not mean that all public institutions and officials, including the public
itself, play equally in the process of formulating policy and policy guidance; rather, it
means only that the ultimate authority for determining that policy is the constituted public
policy process. One example of that as applied to military strategy is embodied in the
democratic principle of civilian control. We will explore several other aspects of the policy-
strategy relationship in the subsequent section on the formulation of strategy in practice.
But first we consider how all of this is supposed to come together theoretically in the for-
mulation of strategy.

Formulation and Implementation of Strategy in Theory
To illustrate the formulation of strategy in theory we have reproduced a variation of a dia-
gram frequently used at the US Army War College in its professional military education
(PME) curriculum for senior-level military officers and including international officers and
some US security-sector civilians.13

13 For additional information on the US Army War College specifically and PME generally, see Linda P.
Brady, Robert H. Dorff, Daniel J. Kaufman, and James M. Smith, Educating International Security
Practitioners: Preparing to Face the Demands of the 21st Century International Security Environ-
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Figure 1

Figure 1 presents in flow-chart form a suggested process for formulating national or
grand strategy. We will not walk through each step of the process as presented; instead we
use this diagram to make some observations that bear on the remainder of our arguments
in this article. First, strategy formulation should begin with a careful consideration of the
national values of the country, and those core values must be reflected in the policy and
its resulting guidance for strategy lest the resulting strategy be at odds with those same
values. When that happens, strategy is almost certain to fail. Those same values underlie
the national interests of the country and its citizens, and those interests become the focal
point of what the grand strategy is designed to protect and promote. The next step in this
process—the strategic appraisal—involves a number of critical tasks such as the identifica-
tion of potential threats and challenges to those interests, as well as opportunities for their
promotion and advancement. It entails an assessment of the strategic environment, in-
cluding both its external and internal dimensions. The external environment consists of
other actors in the international system (e.g., state and non-state, governmental and non-
governmental, international organizations, etc.), important characteristics such as the
distribution of power and resources, including people, and overall trends and forces at
work. There may be elements of continuity from the past co-existing with elements of

ment. Carlisle, PA: U.S. Army War College, Strategic Studies Institute, 2001. Available online at:
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?PublD=280.
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strong and rapid change in the present and future, making the challenge of accurate as-
sessment all the more difficult. The internal environment consists of those things within
the country that bear on identifying the proper objectives for the strategy as well as its
formulation and implementation. They include, for example, the institutions of government,
the economic climate, the mood and preferences of the public, proclivities of individual
leaders, and so on.14 This is a highly complex and complicated component of strategy
formulation, and often presents the strategist with a confounding array of variables, fre-
quently very difficult to measure, and including unknowns and even unknowable’s.15 And
there is usually a large number of domestic participants in the strategic appraisal process.

Once the overall strategic appraisal is complete, the next step is the formulation of
broad policy and the accompanying policy guidance. This consists first and foremost of
identifying and articulating the core strategic objectives, and any additional policy guide-
lines concerning how, with what, and at what level of intensity they will be pursued. From
that the national strategy is formulated, and in the diagram we show only the formulation
of the military strategy to support that national strategy, but in reality there will be several
supporting (sometimes called subordinate) strategies that should be aligned in pursuit of
the overall national objectives. Creating and maintaining that alignment is yet another
challenge we will identify in the next section on strategy formulation in practice. Finally, the
emerging strategy is evaluated in terms of risk and risk management, and reassessed and
adjusted as necessary—all the way back up to the identification and statement of national
interests if need be. And this is the critical point: The strategy formulation process, even
when presented in this flow-chart format, should not be viewed as a linear, step-by-step,
purely rational exercise. It will loop back on itself as contradictions and stresses on re-
sources force a reexamination of objectives as well as the ways and means to pursue
them. Some objectives may even be in competition with each other, creating an internal
tension in the strategy that must be addressed and mitigated if not resolved. In this much-
abbreviated treatment of strategy formulation in theory, we should see there is nothing
simple about it. But we should also see that the three component parts of strategy and
their relationship to each other, and the various steps of the strategy formulation process
and their relationship to each other and to the resultant strategy, are useful in helping the
strategist ask the right questions. They do not comprise a tight, rational, linear formula for
getting to the correct answers to those questions. In fact, as taught at the US Army War
College and elsewhere, the strategy and strategy formulation models provide a framework
for thinking and analysis, not a formula for successfully doing strategy. Creativity and criti-
cal thinking play heavily in the final product; in the end, nearly all strategy is a combination
of both art and science, and often more art than science.

Similarly, once formulated the strategy requires effective implementation in order to
achieve success. Effective implementation includes many of the same principles of, and is
closely related to, strategy formulation. For one thing, the various tools identified in formu-
lation must be organized and activated. They must also be coordinated and focused so as
not to be in conflict with one another or impede the progress of other key components of
the strategy. Just as the strategy needs continual assessment and adjustment as required,
so too does its implementation. And just as the strategy requires balance, there are critical
issues of balance and timing in implementation, too. And for grand strategy especially, the
time frame for implementation will be quite long, requiring patience and sustainability. In
theory, one can identify these and other discrete parts of strategy implementation and line

14 For a more detailed discussion of the strategic environment, see Yarger, op.cit., pp. 27-37.
15 At the US Army War College we refer to this as the VUCA environment which stands for volatile,
uncertain, complex and ambiguous.
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them up in a logical array for execution. But as with its formulation the implementation of
strategy almost always requires an artful application of adjustments and fixes to problems
as they arise. It, too, is anything but simple.16

Formulation and Implementation of Strategy in Practice
At the end of the last section we highlighted some of the factors that already point to the
myriad challenges of turning the theory of strategy formulation and implementation into
practice. They include the complexity and uncertainty of the many dimensions of the stra-
tegic appraisal, and the fact that important strategic objectives may be in conflict with one
another. No less important is the nature of the process that flows directly from the policy-
strategy relationship discussed in the section preceding the last: The process of strategy
formulation is inherently political. Although some students are frequently put off by this
notion, it is not a negative editorial comment; it is both a statement of fact and a reality
about what strategy is. There is no single correct answer for what is a good strategy in
almost all situations we would confront under this heading of grand strategy; there may be
some strategic alternatives that are better than others, but there is no such thing as the
right answer. Because policy must ultimately guide strategy, the process of formulating
that strategy must be political. But that also means that the policy itself is subject to the
give and take of all things political. So more importantly, the issue is not that it is political;
the issue is whether the underlying politics of the process are, for lack of a better word,
healthy in terms of strategy formulation and implementation. That is why Clausewitz, for
example, devotes so much thought and space to concepts like the “trinity” (the relation-
ship between the government, the people, and the military) and qualities of leadership.1?
The move from theory to practice in strategy formulation and implementation is a hugely
complicated and very difficult step because of the uncertain and often vague nature of the
core concepts, the dynamic underlying all strategy, and the fact that the dynamic is magni-
fied by the internal dynamics of the political process.

Consider a second diagram which has also been used at the US Army War College to
help illustrate this important aspect of strategy formulation and implementation in prac-
tice. In this diagram the focus is on “national security policy and strategy” but it applies
equally to grand strategy since in the terminology adopted in this special issue, security
strategy is a subset of grand strategy.

The Interlocking Structure
of National Security

National
Domestic Security International
Political Policy System
System and

Strategy

Figure 2

16 We are reminded of the loosely translated, slightly reinterpreted, and oft-quoted statement of von
Moltke’s that “no battle plan survives the first encounter with the enemy”.
17 We will return to these points in the next section.
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As this figure illustrates, the definition, formulation, and of course implementation of
broad national strategy occur at the nexus of the international and domestic systems, that
is, where the two systems overlap. And that means that both the understanding of the
international system (the external dimension of the strategic appraisal) and the formula-
tion of a grand strategy based on that understanding will be forged as a matter of domes-
tic political processes. The implementation of grand strategy will also be subject to those
same domestic political processes. At this level of strategy, successful implementation
almost always requires sustained effort over a long period of time, frequently without im-
mediately observable results.

Strategy Formulation and Implementation in a Democracy:
The Need for Leadership
Democracies pose specific challenges to these key components of doing strategy.'® And
while time and space constraints do not allow for a consideration of them here, what we
can highlight is the critical role of leadership in strategy formulation and implementation.
In all open political systems, successful grand strategy typically results when political lead-
ers rise to the challenge of their roles in strategy. Simply stated, leaders must do the fol-
lowing: 1) devise the strategy based on a strong vision for the country and consistent with
its core values; 2) articulate the strategy effectively to others; 3) induce and inspire others
to follow; 4) assess, reassess and adjust as necessary; and 5) maintain a laser-like focus
on the strategic objectives. There is insufficient authority in most democratic political sys-
tems to achieve these things by dint of political power alone; ultimately the power of per-
suasion and the effective use of leadership skills determine these outcomes.

The Role of the U.S. Army War College: Developing Strategic Leaders
We have argued that grand strategy formulation and implementation, while relatively easy
to grasp in theory, are in fact quite difficult in practice; that difficulty is a function both of
what strategy is and the political context within which it is formulated and implemented.
Both because of its inherent complexity and the additional complexity of the contemporary
international system, the kind of strategic coherence and constancy we need are often
lacking. This frequently results in 1) strategic lurches from one so-called “strategy” to
another or 2) strategic ambiguity and vagueness, or 3) some combination of the two. Given
the different levels of strategy, this uncertainty at the top often leads to the kind of theater-
level strategy adaptation by implementers identified by Garly and Odgaard.’® And while
recent U.S. experience with “on-the-ground strategy development” has shown that good
things can result from it, the problem is that in the absence of strategic coherence in
Washington, the strategy in the field is not sustainable: Neither the political leadership nor
the public will provide the long-term support that strategic success requires.20 Democratic

18 Entire books have been written on this topic, and we do not purport to offer anything like a full
treatment here. The brief excursion is intended to return us to the teaching and research that occurs
at institutions such as the Royal Danish Defence College and the US Army War College, and how that
contributes to challenges we face in doing strategy. For one example of the practice of security strat-
egy in the U.S., see Harvey M. Sapolsky, Eugene Gholz, and Caitlin Talmadge, US Defense Politics:
The Origins of Security Policy. New York: Routledge, 2009.

19 Garly and Odgaard, op. cit., p. 2.

20 We mention here the way in which U.S. military and civilian implementers essentially “invented”
Provisional Reconstruction Teams (PRT’s) in response to a rapidly changing security environment on
the ground and the lack of appropriate resources (reconstruction and stabilization tools) immediately
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institutions and processes often stress divided and shared powers. This in turn frequently
leads to intended inefficiencies and slow-to-develop outcomes. And when these combine,
as they often do in the U.S. with a public that frequently wants immediate results, the chal-
lenges for successful strategy formulation and implementation are huge. And this demo-
cratic problematic, at least in the U.S. but almost certainly elsewhere, means that in the
absence of senior-level leadership and the attendant public support over time, strategy
formulation and implementation will either continue to occur on the ground or will break
down. In either case, effective strategic-level success is highly unlikely.

And so we conclude this article with some observations about the role of the USAWC,
and specifically its mission in regard to the difficulties of formulating and implementing
strategy as identified in the preceding sections.?! The two primary functions that the
USAWC performs are teaching and research. Obviously, we teach a broad and comprehen-
sive curriculum, but it is clearly focused on two key elements described in this article. The
first is the framework for understanding what strategy is and how it might be formulated
and implemented in theory. As we observed earlier, having a common language and a
shared understanding of it for thinking and talking about strategy is a necessary first-step
in making it work in practice. But we also teach and work with our students to develop
their skills and equip them to understand and deal with the VUCA world, where complexity
and uncertainty reign, and the realm of real strategy where the application of theory meets
the reality of practice. That in turn means they must develop and hone their leadership
skills for an arena in which traditional military or civilian rank is likely to mean little or noth-
ing at all, and the ability to discuss, debate and persuade will mean a great deal. So lea-
dership development is the second key component of what we teach. But it is leadership in
the broadest sense, to include not just the responsibility to make decisions but to provide
effective, high quality advice, to interact effectively with both military and civilian counter-
parts in the U.S. and globally, and to be effective participants in and contributors to the
policy and strategy formulation processes. To do all of this these future leaders must learn
more about themselves, about others, and about strategy. Our curriculum strives to help
them learn and grow in these areas.

Our research, not surprisingly, typically serves to support the teaching mission al-
though the audience is often broader than just our own students. Among all faculty but
especially those working in our Institutes, such as the Strategic Studies Institute (SSI) and
the Peacekeeping and Stabilization Operations Institute (PKSOI), and the Center for Stra-
tegic Leadership (CSL), we strive to probe the VUCA environment to increase awareness of
issues, trends, and challenges not only among our leaders but among senior military and
civilian leaders and the attentive public generally, in the U.S. and abroad. We scrutinize
existing policy and strategy, and we examine the qualities and skills of effective leaders,
seeking to identify those that adaptive strategic leaders will need to help a country chart a
course and steer through the challenging times that lie ahead. It is not that all of our gra-
duates will be strategic leaders at the highest levels of either the military or civilian com-
munities in the U.S. or their home countries, because we know that is not true. It is be-
cause we need individuals at all levels in all of the organizations who can think, act and

available to address it. While PRT’s have subsequently become part of the common lexicon in Iraq
and Afghanistan, they have yet to achieve the kind of sustained strategic commitment such as joint
(military and civilian) doctrine, training and deployment that a national-level strategy would entail.

21 We always hesitate to over-generalize, but this is a shared mission of all the Senior Service Colleg-
es in the U.S. and probably quite similar to those of institutions such as the Royal Danish Defence
College.
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lead strategically. As the example of adaptive strategy “on the ground” demonstrates, we
need high quality strategic ideas at all levels and those ideas come from people.

The need for educating and developing strategic leaders—military and civilian—has
never been greater than it is today. The nature of the international security environment
calls for a more nuanced and incisive understanding in order to identify more accurately
the strategic imperatives of the 21st century. It calls for more flexible and adaptive strate-
gies for addressing those imperatives and shaping the future security environment rather
than constantly being forced to react to it. We need more effective and efficient strategy
formulation and implementation, both within the U.S. and internationally in concert with
others. And increasingly, our strategies must be capable of integrating multi-tool, cross-
agency, and cross-national approaches. It has become de rigueur lately to call for Whole of
Government (WOG) approaches as we seek better strategy, but that may not be how we
should think about the problem.22 After all, WOG is a strategic way or concept; and it is
only one way in which we might employ the possible tools in our strategic attempts to ad-
dress the challenges and make the most of opportunities. What we need in order to
achieve desired strategic outcomes or objectives are appropriately placed individuals with
the ability to think, act, and lead strategically whether in WOG or more traditional ap-
proaches. The goal is not to use a new approach; the goal is to get the strategic ends as
close to “right” as we can, build a sound strategy around the achievement of those ends
(which should include the most appropriate ways to employ the means), and design and
lead the implementation to achieve strategic success. Toward that “end” | am confident
that the USAWC and the RDDC are making key contributions. We need more.

22 This point surfaced clearly in a recent Symposium conducted under the SSI Academic Engagement
Program and run by Kennesaw State University, February 25, 2001. See Mackenzie Duelge and
Volker Franke, “Conflict Management: A Tool for U.S. National Security Strategy”. Colloquium Brief,
Strategic Studies Institute, July 2011. Available at:
http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/index.cfm/articles/Colloquium-Brief-Conflict-
Management-A-Tool-for-US-National-Security-Strategy/2011/7/6.

19



Militaerstrategi er ikke bare militeerstrategi

Peter H. Solling, Major & MA International Relations, Forsvarsakademiet!

Neerveerende artikel sgger at kvalificere forstaelsen af begrebet militaerstrategi; hvad for-
star vi i dag ved begrebet og hvorledes kommer det til udtryk rent funktionelt? Udover en
reekke generelle betragtninger, preesenteres to aktuelle definitioner af militeerstrategi.
Konklusionen er, at der til militeerstrategi knytter sig forskellige facetter/feenomener, som
samlet set tiener dels bestemte politiske formal, dels udgar grundlaget for den overordne-
de styring og anvendelse af militeere virkemidler. Det er netop spaendingsforholdet mellem
disse to hensyn, der gar militeerstrategi til et vedkommende begreb at studere for den
professionelle soldat.

Indledning
Hvad forstads der ved begrebet militeerstrategi, og hvilke feenomener knytter sig dertil?
Umiddelbart et simpelt og overkommeligt spargsmal, vil de fleste fagfolk formentlig mene.
Ikke desto mindre ggres spagrgsmalet ofte til genstand for dreftelse blandt sikkerhedspoli-
tiske iagttagere og militeereksperter. Debatten repraesenterer i sig selv ikke et historisk
nybrud, men har af gode grunde faet fornyet aktualitet som fglge af de seneste artiers
internationale omveeltninger og informationsteknologiske fremskridt. Hensigten med neer-
vaerende artikel er gennem en dekonstruktiv metode? at kvalificere forstaelsen af militeer-
strategi som faeanomen og funktionelt begreb.

Artiklen arbejder med den grundleeggende antagelse, at fortolkning af ord/begreber
varierer over tid og afheenger af kontekstuelle faktorer (etymologi). Sagt pa en anden og
mere simpel made: Hvad vi forstar ved demokrati i dag, adskiller sig fra maden, hvorpa
f.eks. oldtidens graekere opfattede demokrati, om end de to tidsforskudte anskuelser deler
visse feellestraek (tidsperspektivet). Pa tilsvarende vis - det skal i hvert fald veere pastan-
den - bygger de skandinaviske samfund i dag pa en anderledes demokratisk tradition end
den, som man bl.a. finder i ltalien. Det vel at maerke til trods for, at de pagaeldende sam-
fund alle betragter sig som moderne europeeiske demokratier (kontekstperspektivet).
Pointen er, at menneskers perception af bestemte ord/begreber formes af de eksplicitte
konditioner/karakteristika, som kendetegner deres kultur og omgivende miljg.

Indledningsvis foretages en afklaring af strategi som teoretisk og funktionelt begreb;
hvordan kan man gagre brug af begrebet? Hermed tilvejebringes rammen for den efterfgl-
gende undersggelse af det militeerstrategiske genstandsfelt. Til det formal analyseres to
definitioner af militeerstrategi, der anses for autoritative (NATO & Colin Gray). NATO har i
mere end et halvt arhundrede udgjort krumtappen i det transatlantiske sikkerhedssamar-
bejde og folgelig veeret dimensionerende for dansk forsvarspolitik i nyere tid. Organisatio-

1 Major Peter H. Sglling received his commission as an officer in the Royal Danish Air Force in June
2000. A combat support soldier by trade, Major Sglling has served in various positions within his
service. In 2007 he did a six-month tour in Iraq as part of the Coalition Military Assistance Training
Team (CMATT). He subsequently went to work in the Tactical Air Command and the Defence Com-
mand. Major Sglling graduated from the UK Advanced Command & Staff Course in 2010 and cur-
rently serves in the Department of Joint Operations at the Royal Danish Defence College. Apart from
his military education Major Sglling holds a master's degree in International Relations from The
Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University.

2 Dekonstruktivismen blev formuleret af Jacques Derrida i 1967. Repraesenterer kritisk stillingtagen
til fremtreedende tradition i vestlig tankegang i form af logocentrismen og strukturalismen. Lees
eventuelt Derridas veerk "Om Grammatologi” udgivet af forlaget Arena, 1970.
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nen danner i dag grundlag for sikkerhedspolitisk samarbejde mellem 28 stater i den vest-
lige verden, hvorfor Alliancens forstaelse af militeerstrategi anses for at have en vis veegt
internationalt. Professor Colin Gray3 har gennem det meste af sin professionelle forsker-
karriere beskeeftiget sig med emnet strategi. Han har udgivet talrige artikler om emnet og
er desuden forfatter til en reekke bgger, der specifikt omhandler sikkerheds- og militeer-
strategi og som har hgstet international anerkendelse. | lyset heraf er Colin Grays definiti-
on af militeerstrategi valgt m.h.p. at kvalificere problembehandlingen.* Som led i analysen
af Colin Grays definition introduceres en mindre case (sendring af USAs strategi for Afgha-
nistan i 2009), der medvirker til at underbygge en reekke centrale pointer. Afslutningsvis
fortages en sammenfatning af de vaesentligste konklusioner.

Strategi - teori kontra funktion
Militeerstrategi knytter sig overordnet til studiet af strategi. Strategi(er) kan i udgangspunk-
tet anskues og applikeres pa forskellig vis. Det er imidlertid i udgangspunktet vigtigt at
skelne mellem pa den ene side strategi, som generel teori (universelle maksimer), og pa
den anden side deciderede strategier, der er et resultat af bestemte politiske praeferencer
(afheengig af kontekst). | forskningsgjemed foretager man sondringen mellem betegnel-
serne "the nature of strategy” og "the character of strategy”. Farstneevnte relaterer sig til
de elementer ved strategi, der er almengyldige og som billedligt talt konstituerer begrebets
fundament (hvorfor strategi?). Begrebet "strategi” har pa det generelle teoretiske plan en
iboende logik/rationalitet, som er uafhaengig af konkrete omsteendigheder (strategi er
udtryk for en instrumentel funktion, der sigter pa at bygge bro mellem malssetninger og
ibrugtagning af forskelligartede virkemidler; "ends - ways - means”).5

Den anden side af strategibegrebet "the character of” bygger omvendt pa en raekke
variable, der er dynamiske og som antager form/betydning alt efter hvilken kontekst, der
er tale om (hvordan strategi). Af variable kan eksempelvis naevnes kultur, perception,
magtrelationer, normer, veerdier, trusler, strukturer, tid, love, geografi, teknologi og doktri-
ner. Her er der altsa tale om konditioner/faktorer, som er udslagsgivende i forbindelse
med selve operationaliseringen af begrebet (studiet af konkrete strategier, herunder for-
mulering/udformning, udmegntning samt falgevirkninger). Strategier er fglgelig funktionelle
i den forstand at de udggr et produkt af en konstant vekselvirkning mellem strategens
dannelsesperspektiv og dennes perception af konkrete haendelser/begivenheder.

Den ovenfor skitserede distinktion mellem strategi og strategier vurderes at veere af
signifikant betydning for kernen i naerveerende udredning. Et er, hvad man ud fra en teore-
tisk synsvinkel forstar ved begrebet militeerstrategi, herunder dets funktion i relation til
f.eks. "grand strategy”, "national strategy” og "theatre strategy” (etablering af paradigme,
der medvirker til at ordne og kategorisere strategiens makro-, meso- og mikro-niveau).
Noget andet er forstaelsen af strategi som funktionelt instrument i forhold til en bestemt
kontekst - de seerlige vilkar, omsteendigheder og betingelser, som matte veere kendeteg-
nende for en given situation.

3 Colin S. Gray (fadt i 1943) er professor i Internationale Relationer & Strategiske Studier og er p.t.
leder af Center for Strategiske Studier ved "University of Reading”, Storbritannien. Colin Gray har i
tilleeg til sit akademiske virke fungeret som radgiver for skiftende regeringer i bade USA og Storbri-
tannien.

4 Af andre forskere kan bl.a. naevnes Basil H. Liddell Hart, Eliot A. Cohen & Edward N. Luttwak.

5 Colin S. Gray, The Strategy Bridge: Theory for Practice. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010, pp.
15-53.
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Genstandsfelt - diskussion af to autoritative definitioner
| fortsaettelse af ovenstdende draftes to definitioner af militeerstrategi m.h.p. at adressere
spargsmalet: Hvilken betydning tilleegges strategibegrebet aktuelt?

NATOs definition af militeerstrategi
| kraft af Danmarks internationale aktgrstatus, herunder seerligt de seneste ars profilering
af dansk forsvar i NATO, vil det vaere neerliggende at indlede med at se pd, hvorledes mili-
teerstrategi defineres indenfor alliancen. Fglgende definition udger p.t. grundlaget for NA-
TOs indsats: "Military strategy is that component of national or multinational strategy,
presenting the manner in which military power should be developed and applied to
achieve national objectives or those of a group of nations”®

NATOs formulering af militeerstrategi indbefatter derfor tre centrale elementer: Farst
og fremmest slds det fast, at militeerstrategi er underordnet det nationalstrategiske ni-
veau; subsidizert multinationale. Hermed cementeres den klassiske opfattelse af de vaeb-
nede styrker som ét af flere magtinstrumenter, som en stat eller gruppe af stater kan ggre
brug af i forhold til at fremme egen-/feellesinteresser.

Derneest fremhaeves militeerstrategi som det overordnede grundlag, hvorpd beslutnin-
ger om udvikling og anvendelse af militeermagt treeffes. Til netop dette aspekt synes
umiddelbart at knytte sig to vaesensforskellige perspektiver. Dels et langsigtet perspektiv,
der sigter pa at alliancen til stadighed er pa forkant med den generelle udvikling (henviser
til ordet "develop”). In casu er forventninger til karakteren af fremtidens konflikter af afga-
rende betydning, idet disse vil veere dimensionerende for kapacitetsudvikling og materiel-
anskaffelser pa lang sigt (balancen mellem organisation, teknologi, doktrin og uddannel-
se). Det kan ikke afvises, at ordet "develop” rettelig burde tilskrives en anden betydning
end den netop beskrevne. Ordet kunne eksempelvis rette sig mod den Igbende tilpasning
og dimensionering af militeerstyrker, som finder sted i lgbet af enhver kampagne. Fortolk-
ningen, der indledningsvis blev drgftet, skgnnes imidlertid mest sandsynlig, hvorfor den vil
danne forudseetning for den videre emnebehandling.

Til det anfgrte skal tilfgjes det andet perspektiv, der drejer sig om den egentlige an-
vendelse af militeermagt (henviser til ordet "applied”). NATOs definition af militeerstrategi
omfatter ikke en forklaring pa, hvad der preecist menes med anvendelse af militeermagt. |
medfgr af NATOs samlede doktrinkompleks samt alliancens nye Strategiske Koncept? vil
det imidlertid veere rimeligt at forudsaette, at anvendelse af militeermagt skal ses i en star-
re sammenhaeng end blot den fysiske indseettelse af veebnede styrker i en given konflikt.
De vaebnede styrker, som NATO rader over, spiller ved deres blotte eksistens en overord-
net og afgagrende rolle (fredstid). NATOs profilering, herunder opbygning og udvikling af
militeerkapaciteter, bgr derfor betragtes som anvendelse af militeermagt pa linje med gen-
nemfgrelse af egentlige militeeroperationer ("the element of deterrence”).

Det tredje element, som er indbygget i NATOs definition, vedrgrer formalet med mili-
teerstrategi. Det understreges, at militeerstrategi skal tjene til opnaelse af nationa-
le/multinationale malsaetninger, som fastleegges pa politisk niveau. Preemissen er ulgse-
ligt forbundet med den indledende pointe.

NATOs definition af militeerstrategi peger pa en reekke grundleeggende parametre, der
er veesentlige i relation til vurderingen af begrebets genstandsfelt. Med baggrund i oven-

6 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Allied Joint Publications 01 (D). October 2010 version 2, p. 4-1.
7 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Active Engagement, Modern Defence: NATO New Strategic
Concept. NATO: November 2010, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/news_68172.htm
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stdende afvejning/fortolkning af NATOs doktrinaere grundlag kan falgende tre perspektiver

pa militeerstrategi opstilles:

1. Preecisering af de veebnede styrkers overordnede formal (ét blandt en reekke af natio-
nale magtinstrumenter - indvirkning pa kontinuummet fred/konflikt/krise/krig).

2. Plan/koncept for den langsigtede udvikling af en given militeerorganisation (anticiperet
trusselsbhillede vs. det militeere instruments rolle/formaen; fra koncept til kapacitet).

3. Overordnede principper for disponering og anvendelse af militeere virkemidler til stgtte
for opnaelse af pa forhand fastlagt strategisk malsaetning (politisk fastlagt "end-
state”).

De tre opstillede perspektiver vil i artiklens afsluttende del blive sammenholdt med de
observationer, som udledes i efterfglgende afsnit.

Colin Grays definition af militeerstrategi
| sin seneste bog definerer Colin Gray militeerstrategi pa felgende vis:® "Military strategy is
the direction and use made of force and the threat of force for the purpose of policy as
decided by politics.”

Colin Grays definition adskiller sig ikke veesentligt fra maden, hvorpa militeerstrategi
opfattes i NATO. Ved naermere iagttagelse synes enkelte nuanceforskelle imidlertid at
fremsta. Disse vil blive anskueliggjort nedenfor.

Definitionen understreger, at militeerstrategi hviler pa to grundlaeggende sgjler. Pa den
ene side indebaerer militeerstrategi den dynamik, som sgges opnaet i form af egentlig
magtanvendelse (fysisk vold). Militeerstrategi tjener imidlertid ogsd som grundlag for, hvor-
ledes det militeere instrument forestilles anvendt som led i forsgget pa - enten gennem
direkte trusler eller i form af sin eksistens/tilstedeveerelse - at patvinge en modstander en
bestemt adfeerd. F.s.v.a. sidstnaevnte er det veerd at bemaerke, at forholdet har en dob-
beltsidig funktion, idet trusselsdimensionen kan veere af savel implicit som eksplicit karak-
ter. Heraf ma udledes at der til militaerstrategi knytter sig attributter, som influerer pa
samtlige tilstande i konfliktkontinuummet (fred/konflikt/krise/krig)

Den uden tvivl mest vedkommende del af Colin Grays definition af militeerstrategi
vedrgrer ordvalget “for the purpose of policy as decided by politics”. Formuleringen ram-
mer durk ned i en historisk diskurs blandt forskere i militeerstrategi; en debat der har sit
udspring i Carl von Clausewitz’ navnkundige aforisme "War is a mere continuation of policy
by other means”.® Det spgrgsmal, som har vakt flest kontroverser blandt forskere kyndige i
Clausewitz’ forfatterskab, knytter sig til forstaelsen af ordet "policy”. For hvad mente den
preussiske general egentlig? Kilden til den gordiske knude findes farst og fremmest i for-
skellene mellem forskellige sprogstammer. | den angelsaksiske tradition har man f.eks.
historisk benyttet ordene "politics” og "policy”. Ordet "politics” indgar ligeledes i den ger-
manske vokabularium, men tilleegges en betydning, der ret beset er anderledes end den
angelsaksiske. | germansk sammenhaeng, i gvrigt ligesom pa dansk, opererer man ikke
med et saerskilt udtryk for "policy”, men anvender derimod ”"politik” som udtryk for sum-
men af det angelsaksiske "politics” og "policy”.10

Men hvad er da det interessante ved al denne polemik om nogle fa ord, og hvorfor
finder Colin Gray det formalstjenstlig at praecisere adskillelsen mellem de to begreber? Det

8 Colin S. Gray, The Strategy Bridge: Theory for Practice. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010, p. 29.
9 Charles Keller, “On War”. Project Guttenberg: oversat fra tysk til engelsk af Colonel J.J. Graham,
Book I, Chapter |, article 24.

10 Colin S. Gray, The Strategy Bridge: Theory for Practice. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010, p.
48 (23).
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er der en ganske fornuftig arsag til, idet betoning af begreberne forteeller en hel del om
militeerstrategiens overordnede funktion samt dens snitfalder/afgreensning i forhold til det
politisk-strategiske niveau. | modsaetning til "politics”, der er udtryk for kampen om magt
og indflydelse mellem toneangivende eliter, manifesterer "policy” den enighed (politisk),
der danner forudseetning for strategiens tilblivelse i form af "ends-ways-means”. "Policy”-
delen er i s henseende et produkt af en universel rivalisering om magt/indflydelse (poli-
tics) og udger - ifelge logikken - saledes et forhandlingsobjekt, der Igbende indgar i det
politiske samkvem. "Policy” orienterer sig omvendt mod det rent processuelle, der farer
frem til identificering af "ends-ways-means”. Hermed opstar en latent indre systemisk
speending (divergerende incitamenter), der i starre eller mindre omfang kan indvirke pa
militeerstrategiske overvejelser. At lade "policy” veere den eneste malestok for forstaelsen
af militeerstrategi vil derfor veere et eklatant fejlskud. Militeerhistorien leverer utallige ek-
sempler pd, hvor fatale konsekvenser det kan fa, nar militeerstrategi har et ensidigt fokus
pa "policy” eller er helt eller delvist Igsrevet for den politiske virkelighed. "Politics” og "poli-
cy” er som siamesiske tvillinger: Den ene lader sig ikke forklare uden den anden. | den
forstand er det bydende ngdvendigt at militeerstrategi betragtes som en funktion af spaen-
dingsfeltet mellem "politics” og "policy”. Kort sagt: militeerstrategi er naert forbundet med
bade "politics” og "policy”.11

USA’s engagement i Vietnam-krigen (1954 - 1973) er et klassisk eksempel pa, hvor
galt det kan ga, nar militeerstrategien (policy-delen) ikke i tilstreekkelig omfang er afstemt i
forhold til "politics”. Skiftende amerikanske regeringer - fra John F. Kennedy over Lyndon
B. Johnson til Richard Nixon - valgte beviseligt i stgrre og mindre grad at fortie kontrover-
sielle oplysninger om udviklingen i Vietnam for bade Kongressen og den amerikanske
befolkning. USAs indblanding i Vietnam-krigen endte med at blive et langstrakt og omkost-
ningsfuldt militeert engagement, der skortede pa politisk legitimitet og folkelig opbakning.
Omsteendighederne affgdte stigende social polarisering, svigtende opbakning til de politi-
ske magthavere, kuldsejling af nationale reformprogrammer, tab af international prestige
og ikke mindst et desillusioneret amerikansk militeert system. Et nationalt traume, der
fortsat praeger amerikansk selvbevished og politisk kultur i dag.12

Et mere aktuelt eksempel pa dilemmaet mellem "politics” og "policy” er udformningen
af en ny strategi for Afghanistan i 2009. Umiddelbart efter sin tiltreeden som praesident
iveerksatte Barack Obama en stgrre analyse af den internationale indsats i Afghanistan.
Der var blandt Obamas topradgivere enighed om, at den eksisterende strategi havde spil-
let fallit. Noget matte gares for at bringe den sikkerhedspolitiske udvikling i Afghanistan pa
ret kurs. At opna enighed om en ny strategi internt i den amerikanske regering viste sig
imidlertid at veere behaeftet med betydelige vanskeligheder. De militaere radgivere pleede-
rede for en langt mere robust indsats, der i hgjere grad fokuserede pa at beskytte den
afghanske civilbefolkning. Til det formal havde de brug for en markant stgrre militeerstyrke.
Praesident Obama var imidlertid skeptisk over for ideen. En gget militeer tilstedeveerelse
ville rigtignok medvirke til at forbedre den generelle sikkerhedssituation pa kort sigt, men
det kunne pa ingen made garantere en langsigtet lgsning. Opnaelse af succes afhang i hgj
grad af en raekke ikke-militeere aspekter, herunder bl.a. den afghanske befolknings til-
lid/opbakning til regeringen i Kabul (legitimitet), bekeempelse af magtmisbrug og korrupti-
on (lov & orden), kapacitetsopbygning (civilsamfund & statslige institutioner) samt ikke
mindst Pakistans rolle. Fremskridt indenfor disse omrader var imidlertid meget sparsom-

11 Colin S. Gray, The Strategy Bridge: Theory for Practice. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010, pp.
107-114.

12 David Maraniss, They Marched into Sunlight: War & Peace Vietnam and America October 1967.
Washington: Simon & Schuster Ltd, 2004.
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me, i nogle tilfeelde helt fraveerende. Preesidenten stillede fglgelig spgrgsmal ved selve
ambitionsniveauet for den NATO-ledede operation, ISAF (International Security Assistance
Force).13

Forlgbet forud for den endelig beslutning om en ny strategi for Afghanistan tegnede
billedet af en amerikansk praesident, der ngje afvejede den militeerfaglige radgivning, han
modtog, i forhold til de politiske vilkdr, som udgjorde hans politiske mangvrerum. Den
folkelige opbakning bag USA’s engagement i Afghanistan var steerkt faldende. USA’s invol-
vering i Irak havde kostet enorme ressourcer og medvirket til at polarisere det amerikan-
ske samfund. Den internationale finansielle krise havde ramt den amerikanske gkonomi
hardt. Obama-regeringen havde investeret megen prestige og politisk kapital i forsgget pa
at fa kongressen til at godkende en kontroversiel reform af det amerikanske sundhedssy-
stem. USA stod samtidig overfor et midtvejsvalg, hvor Demokraterne efter alt at demme
ville fa sveert ved at fastholde deres flertal i b