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Publisher’s Note

In today’s world, science and technology are advancing with great speed, the knowledge economy is beginning to emerge, international competition is growing increasingly complex, and the forms of war are changing — all of this poses severe challenges to the building of the armed forces as we cross into a new century. Chairman Jiang Zemin has pointed out: “The key to meeting the challenges of new military development lies in talented people,” and “talented people are the foundation for a flourishing military; the cultivation of large numbers of high-quality talented people must be grasped as a fundamental, long-term task in the modernization of the armed forces.” Whether military education — and especially graduate education within the armed forces — can cultivate and produce large numbers of high-quality talented people bears directly on the development of the armed forces and on victory in war. In order to meet the needs of the modernization of the armed forces and of future high-technology warfare, and to train qualified master’s-degree graduate students, the Academy decided to compile and publish a series of textbooks for master’s-degree graduate students. The 51 textbooks planned for this publication cover 6 first-level disciplines and 13 second-level disciplines within military science, and are marked by strong contemporary relevance, systematicity, standardization, and practicality. The compilation and publication of this series of textbooks marks a new stage in the graduate education of our Academy, and will play a positive role in strengthening our Academy’s graduate education and in raising the quality of talent cultivation.

The Academy’s Party Committee and the Academy’s leadership have attached great importance to the compilation and publication of these textbooks, repeatedly stressing the need to deepen teaching reform, one focus of which is adjusting and enriching teaching content and compiling and publishing a high-quality series of textbooks. In June 1998, the Academy’s Graduate Student Work Leading Group convened a special meeting to study and discuss the question of building the Academy’s graduate-student textbooks. The meeting determined that the Academy should strive, over a period of roughly a year and a half, to compile and publish a set of master’s-degree graduate student textbooks. Subsequently, the Academy forwarded the Scientific Research Guidance Department’s “Implementation Plan for the Compilation of Master’s-Degree Graduate Student Textbooks,” which clearly set out the number, scope, and completion schedule for the textbooks to be compiled. In order to do a good job on the topic selection for the textbooks, the Academy convened an expert panel on master’s-degree graduate student textbooks, at which the proposed textbook plans submitted by the various research departments and institutes were carefully discussed; on this basis, some adjustments were made to the number and titles of the textbooks. At the Academy leadership’s office meeting held on October 29, the Academy leadership heard a report from the Scientific Research Guidance Department on “The Situation Regarding the Plan for Compiling Master’s-Degree Graduate Student Textbooks.” The meeting fully affirmed the necessity of compiling and publishing this series of textbooks, set out requirements for compiling and publishing them well, and adopted the “Plan for the Compilation of Master’s-Degree Graduate Student Textbooks.” Taking the “Plan for the Compilation of Master’s-Degree Graduate Student Textbooks” issued by the Academy as their basis, the various research departments and institutes moved quickly and effectively on the compilation and publication work, accomplishing a great deal of highly effective work.

In order to strengthen guidance over the compilation and publication of the textbooks, the Academy established a Graduate Student Textbook Editorial and Review Committee, and the various research departments and institutes established Graduate Student Textbook Editorial and Review Sub-Committees. The Academy’s Editorial and Review Committee and the sub-committees of the various departments and institutes placed emphasis on guiding the compilation and publication of the textbooks, and stressed the following points in the compilation work. First, scientific rigor. The structure of the compiled textbooks must be reasonable; topic selection must meet the needs of teaching while also conforming to the cognitive patterns of the students being educated, reflecting a step-by-step progression. At the same time, the content of the textbooks must reflect the laws of teaching, must be built primarily around the discipline’s foundational and specialized theory, and must achieve accuracy of content, clarity of structure, orderliness of exposition, concision of language, and appropriateness of accompanying diagrams and examples. Second, being at the cutting edge. In compiling the textbooks, the current state of world political, economic, and military development must be carefully analyzed and studied; the advanced military thought and views of certain developed countries must be boldly drawn upon; the outstanding achievements of contemporary society, the natural sciences, and management science must be humbly absorbed; the difficult and pressing problems of the discipline in question must be reflected; the cutting-edge nature of the discipline must be embodied, so that graduate students are able to grasp the most mature and up-to-date academic achievements and theoretical developments at home and abroad. Third, stability. The compiled textbooks must maintain relative stability in their thinking and viewpoints, fully reflecting the abundant research and teaching achievements our Academy has accumulated over a number of years, and providing a basis for graduate teaching in the period ahead. Fourth, systematicity. The content of the textbooks must be consistent with the training objectives; it must scientifically and systematically embody the knowledge structure and capability structure called for by the training objectives; it must properly handle the relationship with textbooks in adjacent disciplines, and must preserve the textbook’s own systematicity and completeness. Fifth, standardization. The titles, format, and content of the newly compiled textbooks must conform to the requirements of textbook-compilation standards.

The compilation and publication of textbooks is arduous labor. In the more than ten years since our Academy’s graduate education work began, through the painstaking efforts of advisors and teaching staff, a great deal of teaching experience and teaching achievement has been accumulated, laying a solid foundation for the compilation of these textbooks. The compilation and publication of this series of textbooks embodies the painstaking effort and hard work of leaders at every level, of the compiling staff, and of the editorial and publishing staff, and for this we extend our thanks to them. Owing to the limited time and level of the compilation, this series of textbooks inevitably has shortcomings; we sincerely ask experts and graduate students to offer their suggestions for revision, so that it may be continually improved.

Military Science Academy Master’s-Degree Graduate Student Textbook Editorial and Review Committee December 1998
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Lecture 1 — Overview

The things of this world are intricate, complex, and endlessly varied. Marxism holds that everything in the universe is at once interconnected and mutually distinct. Analyzing and studying things in a comparative way, and grasping the differing developments, changes, and forms things take under different conditions, allows for a deeper understanding of the inner essence and laws of motion of those things. Marx once pointed out that science “can achieve great results only by relying on comparison, and by identifying points of difference within the scope of that comparison,” and that “for modern science, comparison has universal significance.” In the present age, human civilization is developing at great speed; the cultural traditions of every country and people are constantly interacting with one another; every kind of thought and ideology is constantly interpenetrating; and science and technology, through ceaseless processes of synthesis and differentiation, are giving rise to many new disciplines. In this vast and intricate world, comparison plays an extremely important role in enabling people to understand the similarities, differences, characteristics, connections, motion, and development of things. For this reason, sciences of comparison have emerged one after another in many fields of scholarship, such as comparative education, comparative law, comparative sociology, comparative philosophy, comparative historiography, comparative economics, comparative religious studies, comparative literature, and so on.

Military science is naturally no exception, and began employing comparative methods very early on. However, comparative military science — including the formation and development of comparative military thought — is a matter belonging only to the period after the Second World War, that is, after the 1940s.


I. The Application of Comparative Methods in Military Theory Research

Military affairs are a field full of competition, confrontation, and contest, possessing an evidently comparative character, and are more suited to comparative analysis than other things; for this reason military affairs are also among the earliest fields in which comparative methods were applied.

Ancient Chinese military strategists, very early on, applied comparative methods in the practice of military struggle to study military questions, and expounded the idea of comparative research in their works of military theory. Famous military strategists of the ancient West likewise understood very early how to use comparative methods to study military questions and record wars. Herodotus’s Histories, Caesar’s Commentaries on the Gallic War, Arrian’s Anabasis of Alexander, and Thucydides’s History of the Peloponnesian War all contain comparative accounts of the military conditions of different peoples, factions, and states of their time.

The use of comparative methods to study problems has always been valued by military strategists past and present, in China and abroad, and many celebrated works of military theory touch upon it. However, owing to the limitations of their historical conditions, the comparative research that the ancients carried out on military questions was rather narrow in scope and rather uniform in form, being confined largely to individual military questions concerning one’s own country and neighboring countries; moreover, their methods were simple, their means primitive, their records scattered, and their discussions shallow — they had not yet formed a systematic body of specialized knowledge.

Systematic comparative research on military questions is, in fact, a modern development. Jomini, in Summary of the Art of War, and Clausewitz, in On War, both attempted to use comparative methods to systematically study several wars of their era, and to comparatively analyze, on a theoretical level, subjects such as the two forms of offensive and defensive operations, arriving at a number of important military conclusions.

The founders of Marxism made outstanding contributions in this regard. Marx and Engels not only enriched the theoretical foundations of comparative science with the epistemology of dialectical materialism, but also, through their military writings, did pioneering work toward the formation of comparative military science. Engels’s The Armies of Europe may be said to be one of the exemplary works of early comparative military science. In this work he carried out a comparatively comprehensive, systematic, and thorough comparative study of the uniforms, weapons, organization, training, level of tactics, and quality of officers and men of the armies of France, Britain, Prussia, Russia, Sardinia, and other countries, thereby identifying their commonalities and particularities, as well as the causes of their differences, and going on to arrive at an understanding of their essential nature and of the general laws of military development. After analyzing the Napoleonic Wars, the Franco-Prussian War, the Paris Commune uprising, and the Indian uprising, Engels arrived at a series of celebrated military conclusions, such as that “the secret of strategy lies in the concentration of forces.”

An evident characteristic of Lenin’s leadership of proletarian military activity is that he was able to comparatively analyze and study the military, political, and economic conditions of various countries, “absorbing all that was good in the old culture,” and on this basis formulate revolutionary strategies and military strategies suited to national conditions, guiding the revolution to victory. Through his comparative analysis of the Russo-Japanese War, the First World War, and the Russian Civil War, Lenin revealed the roots of war in the age of imperialism, the conditions and characteristics of its outbreak, and the laws governing imperialist wars.

Mao Zedong’s military thought of the contemporary era shines brilliantly within the theoretical treasure-house of Marxism-Leninism. Mao Zedong’s military writings are precisely the conclusive achievements of comparative research carried out on military theory and practice, ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign. A series of military writings such as Strategic Problems of China’s Revolutionary War and On Protracted War are classic examples of his comparative research. Comrade Mao Zedong not only clearly put forward the view that “only through comparison can one discriminate,” but also explicitly set out a scientific method of comparative research. On March 30, 1942, in the important talk “How to Study the History of the Chinese Communist Party,” delivered to the Central Study Group of the CPC Central Committee, the “ancient and modern, Chinese and foreign” method that he proposed may be called a highly condensed generalization and summary of experience regarding the method of comparative research. In his later military activities he continued to adhere to this research method — studying ancient military thought, studying bourgeois military thought, learning from Soviet wartime experience — and in doing so summarized and formed our army’s entire body of theory on the people’s army and people’s war strategy and tactics, laying the foundation for China’s proletarian military theory.



II. Basic Methods of Comparative Research

Comparative methods cannot be applied to the study of every phenomenon in the military field; they are chiefly used to study things in the military field that bear a certain relationship to one another and are similar in nature and level — for example, the military systems, military thought, army systems, military technology, strategy and tactics, forms of warfare, military history, and military figures of different regions, different countries, different time periods, and different stages of development, and so on. Through systematic comparison of phenomena in the military field that share the same nature, the same level, the same category, or the same stage of development, one can explore the identical or differing outcomes that these phenomena produce under similar conditions, and thereby reveal and grasp the common laws and the differing laws of military development.

Military affairs, as a historical phenomenon, move within given conditions of time and space; internally they have different levels, and externally they possess all manner of connections and relationships. Comparative research methods can therefore be divided, according to differences of time, space, and object, into the following main types:


	Longitudinal comparison — that is, taking content from different periods and different stages of development across the long river of history and comparing it, in order to study the origins and laws of military development. This can enable us to gain a broad understanding of history, to study tradition, to critically inherit the military-theoretical legacy of our forebears, and to carry forward and develop Marxist military theory and Mao Zedong’s military thought.


	Horizontal comparison — that is, comparing military phenomena in different places under the same time conditions, in order to study their respective characteristics and paths of development. This can broaden our horizons, help us understand the world, allow us to compare and select among a variety of plans and models, choosing the best and discarding the inferior, and help us determine our own path of military development.


	Macro comparison — that is, comparing overall, systemic questions in the military field across different regions, blocs, and countries (peoples). This can allow us to grasp the changes in military development as a whole, providing a theoretical basis for formulating military strategy and national-defense development policy.


	Micro comparison — that is, comparative research on certain details within the military field. This plays a certain role in helping commanders arrive at correct combat decisions, and can offer some points of reference for military education and training in peacetime.


	Comparison of sameness and difference — that is, comparing identical developments or differing developments under identical conditions or differing conditions, in order to seek out the common laws of military development or the causes of divergence, and so on.




It should be pointed out that the methods of comparative research are themselves many and varied — for example, there are qualitative comparison, quantitative comparison, problem-based comparison, rank-based comparison, level-based comparison, and so on. These methods are at once independent of one another and mutually interpenetrating and jointly applied. At the same time, comparative research methods are inseparably linked with other research methods of military science, such as descriptive methods, statistical methods, analysis-and-synthesis methods, observation-and-experiment methods, logical-inference methods, induction-and-deduction methods, and mathematical methods.

Scientific epistemology tells us that the various things of human society, being constrained by conditions such as politics, economics, ethnicity, and geography, and influenced by other external things, display endless variation and difference in their outward forms. Only through comparative analysis of different conditions can these variations be understood and clarified. To analyze a social problem, or a country, one must place it within a given historical scope for examination, and must take into account the concrete circumstances that distinguish this country from other countries within the same historical era. The same holds true for the study of war, of military affairs, and of national-defense questions. Only through comparison can one discriminate; only through discrimination can one know superior from inferior; only by knowing superior from inferior can one choose; and only through choice can there be development.



III. The Significance of Comparative Research on Foreign Military Thought

Comparative research, as a method of research, can be traced back a very long time. However, as a science, comparative military science — including comparative military thought — has taken shape and developed only over the past several decades.

With the rapid development of science and technology, the increasingly complex international military and political situation, and the ever-tightening interconnection among nations, military-theoretical circles around the world have placed increasing emphasis on carrying out comparative research, and comparative research on military thought in particular. American military-theoretical circles were relatively early in carrying out comparative research on the defense policies of various countries, publishing specialized works and periodicals such as Comparative Defense Policy, A Comparison of the Defense Policies of the United States, the Soviet Union, China, Britain, and France, Comparative Military-Political Sociology, Comparative Research on the Defense Policies of Various Countries, and Comparative Strategy, and specially convening a series of academic conferences on comparative military science. Britain, France, Germany, and other countries have likewise been actively pursuing comparative military-theoretical research, publishing a number of specialized works and periodicals.

Comparative research on military thought is not the same as the simple analogy found in ordinary research work; it is a systematic comparison carried out at multiple levels, from multiple facets, and from multiple angles, and can therefore more comprehensively and more profoundly reveal the internal connections and logical development of military movement, opening up the depth and breadth of military-scientific research from the standpoints of the continuity, unity, diversity, and mutual influence of military movement.

The basic functions of comparative research on military thought lie in the following: (1) Exploring laws — that is, by comparing the differing developmental trajectories of military thought, and the differing military thought and practice of different countries, exploring their common laws, and thereby grasping the developmental trends of military thought. (2) Influencing process — that is, by comparing the differences among various strains of military thought, coming to understand the conditions and variable factors that give rise to those differences, and then, by changing these conditions and factors, influencing the developmental process of military thought. (3) Selecting a course of action — that is, by comparing and discriminating the relative merits of different strains of military thought, producing an awareness of choice, so as to provide a basis for selecting the best strategic measures and path of military development. (4) Indirect experimentation — that is, comparison of military thought is itself also a form of indirect experiment; through comparative research one can “reveal” the differing manifestations — in terms of advantages and disadvantages, success and failure, efficiency, and so on — that military reform measures produce in military activity, manifestations that in peacetime sometimes cannot otherwise be tested, and can thereby explore and sum up certain matters of a law-governed nature, avoiding repeating the failures of others in military reform.

The purpose of comparative research on military thought lies in providing an objective basis for the development of our country’s military thought, and a reliable frame of reference for the modernization of our country’s armed forces in the new period. The military thought of the countries of the world differs considerably owing to the constraints of various factors, and the laws of war and the laws governing the conduct of war differ according to the differing time, place, and nature of the war in question. In order to learn from and absorb advanced military thought and successful experience, and to grasp common military laws, one must first carry out a comprehensive comparison of these differing strains of military thought, strategic theory, and practical experience — discarding the crude and retaining the refined, discarding the false and retaining the true, taking the essence and discarding the dross, making the past serve the present and the foreign serve China. Only in this way can our country’s military thought be enriched and developed. Military theory cannot be monopolized; it can be at once a rival and a source of mutual learning. Comparison is the bridge to such learning.

The broad exchange of theory, thought, culture, and economic technology among different countries and peoples is a common trend of contemporary social development. With the advance and development of science and technology, the mutual use and mutual interpenetration of the economy, trade, politics, and ideology of various countries deepen continually; the mutual exchange, mutual research, and mutual borrowing among military-theoretical circles are also constantly strengthening, and military-scientific research, especially military-theoretical research, is showing an increasingly international trend.

The trends in military development are forcing people to change their old fixed patterns of thought, to reflect deeply on traditional military thought, and to establish brand-new military theory. If one cannot see this trend, and remains satisfied with empirical speculation within the traditional framework, intoxicated by the closed state of “comparing oneself only with oneself” and “comparing the present only with the past,” one will find it difficult to transcend oneself, and difficult to produce an extraordinary “regenerative capacity.” Comparative research on military thought is precisely the product of breaking down traditional patterns of thought and closed conditions; it is something that has arisen in response to this great trend of reform and opening.

Comparative research on military thought is itself an open system, requiring analysis of the international economic, political, and military situation, “knowing oneself and knowing the other,” understanding the various real and potential threats and enemies, and formulating countermeasures. At the same time, one must also understand the experience of developed countries in building their armed forces, as a good source of reference for one’s own development. Without a good understanding of the world, one cannot, in fact, truly understand oneself. Without knowing one’s own position on the great chessboard of the world, one cannot properly manage one’s own development, nor determine the direction of one’s own development. A policy of closing the country off can only result in knowing neither oneself nor the other, or knowing the “what” without knowing the “why,” leading to a passive position strategically. The hundred years of history before the founding of New China fully demonstrate this point. In today’s and tomorrow’s highly developed information society, to close oneself off would bring greater harm than the closure of the old feudal society, and would make it far easier to fall into a state of ignorance, poverty, backwardness, and passive suffering.

Comparative research on military thought is precisely open-type research; it means actively observing the external environment, understanding the world, comparatively studying the successful experience and the lessons of failure of various countries, taking the pulse of the world’s beating heart, and grasping the direction and trends of world military development, in order to provide a correct choice for one’s own development. Any country that wishes to stand in the front rank of the world, in the front rank of historical development, must draw nourishment from the crystallized achievements of human wisdom and civilization.

Comparative military thought is a field of research with an extremely broad range of content; it can involve longitudinal historical comparison as well as horizontal, present-day comparison; it can involve comparison across the different processes and stages of development of a single country as well as comparison among different countries. The purpose of comparison lies precisely in understanding characteristics, revealing laws, and exploring paths forward. This is the starting point and the ultimate aim of carrying out comparative research on military thought.

This course will chiefly study the military thought of a number of representative countries, including the United States, Russia (the former Soviet Union), Britain, France, Germany, Japan, India, Israel, Sweden, and others — not by conducting a comprehensive, systematic study and introduction of their military thought, but rather by attempting, through comparative methods, to come to understand and grasp the common points and points of difference among the military thought of various countries, and thereby to reveal the general laws of their developmental change, and to draw certain useful lessons from them.

Discussion Questions: 1. What is the significance of comparative research? 2. What are the basic methods of comparative research? 3. What is the main purpose of conducting comparative research on foreign military thought?







Lecture 2 — Comparison of Views on War

A view of war is a person’s fundamental outlook on questions of war, encompassing basic viewpoints on the origins of war, the nature of war, the purpose and value of war, and the internal connections among factors related to war. A view of war embodies the methods and angles by which a given country or people, in a given period, understands war, thinks about military questions, and even guides military practice, and reflects the level of development of people’s understanding under given historical conditions. As people’s most abstract, rational understanding of military questions, a view of war is always closely bound up with the historical period of social development, the culture of the country or people in question, the class character of the understanding subject, and the level of that understanding.

This lecture will make a historical and comprehensive comparison of the views of war held by a number of countries, examined from various angles.


I. Similarities and Differences in Understanding the Origins of War

Here we define the origins of war as the fundamental social causes giving rise to the phenomenon of war. This includes two aspects: first, the fundamental social reasons for the emergence of the phenomenon of war as such — that is, the question of the origin of war; and second, the profound social causes, under given historical conditions specifically, that give rise to war.

Ever since this monster called war first appeared, people have pursued an inquiry into its origins. Ancient Greece produced many rational understandings of the origins of war — Plato, for instance, said that war and revolution both stem from human beings and human desire; Aristotle said that war originates in hunting. In the Middle Ages, the view of war that dominated people’s thinking was the religious-theological view of war. This view of war invested every secular activity connected with war with religious significance, regarding war as a form of scourging visited by a supra-volitional God upon those who profaned the sacred. It was not until the Renaissance that the modern view of war began to sprout.

Machiavelli, a thinker of the Italian Renaissance, was the first to break through the confines of medieval religious thinking. Through his critique of the religious-theological view of war, he came to understand that war is determined not by divinity but by human nature; he explained the origins of war in terms of the clash of material interests, essentially freeing himself from the shackles of the religious-theological view of war, and opening the way for the modern understanding of the origins of war, exerting great influence on the development of the view of war throughout Europe in the modern and contemporary eras.


(1) The Main Views of the British

In the 17th century, Britain underwent a bourgeois revolution that destroyed the feudal system. The British bourgeoisie also arrived at a clear understanding of the origins of war. Their basic views may be summarized into two schools: first, a view of origins based on human-nature theory; second, a view of origins based on population theory.

Hobbes, a 17th-century British thinker, was a representative figure in propounding the bourgeois theory of human nature. He held that, before the establishment of the state, humankind existed in a “state of nature,” in which every person sought only to satisfy his own needs, and anything needed to satisfy one’s personal survival could be seized as one’s own — this was called “natural right.” And the exercise of this “natural right” would inevitably cause the state of nature to become a war “of every man against every man,” such that humankind existed in a state of war. As he put it: “…as long as every man retains the right to do anything he pleases, men remain forever in a state of war.” Humankind, in order to secure its survival, had to change this condition, and thus a “contract” was formed among people. Here, Hobbes explained the origin of war by proceeding from an abstract theory of human nature.

In the 18th century, Britain saw the emergence of the view that war is caused by overpopulation, a view put forward by the British economist Malthus. He held that population grows in geometric progression, while the means of subsistence grow only in arithmetic progression; the latter being unable to satisfy the needs of the former, war results, along with plague and famine. This view exerted considerable influence on the understanding of the origins of war throughout Europe.

From the end of the 19th century to the middle of the 20th century, a Neo-Malthusian theory of war emerged in Britain, inheriting and applying Malthusian population theory to explain the origins of war, holding that war originates in the rapid multiplication and overpopulation of humankind and the hunger and unemployment thereby produced, such that war necessarily becomes a regulator reducing surplus population and balancing population against the means of subsistence. The British military theorist Fuller was an adherent of this theory; he said, “The fundamental causes of war are always biological and economic…. Since ancient times, ‘living space’ has always been a great problem in the struggle for survival.” He also quoted others in explaining that “when the whole world becomes crowded with inhabitants, then war becomes the final remedy, for it allows every person to obtain either victory or death.”

Around the time of the Second World War, Churchill’s pronouncements on the origins of war were rather representative in Britain. He held that history proves that war is the fate of humankind, and that, apart from brief and accidental pauses, the world has never known peace. Since before history began, the world has been filled with bloody strife. In March 1946, British Prime Minister Churchill’s speech at Fulton opened the prelude to the “Cold War,” and official British understanding of the origins of war also underwent a change. Britain came to hold that the principal danger of world war came from the Soviet Union; that conflict between the two great blocs of Europe might give rise to full-scale war; that US-Soviet confrontation arising from sudden incidents in sensitive regions of the world might, if mishandled, likewise lead to full-scale war; and that narrow nationalism in certain countries, and contradictions within or between certain countries, might all give rise to war. After the end of the Cold War in 1991, official British judgments on the origins of war changed again, holding that ethnic contradictions, contradictions of religious belief, and problems such as the proliferation of weapons might become the origins of war.



(2) The Main Views of the French

In the first half of the 20th century, in the understanding of the origins of war, the renowned French philosopher Bergson put forward the theory of irrationalism, becoming a principal representative figure of the irrationalist theory of war. Bergson proposed that the essence of the world is “the élan vital” (life impulse), and that everything in the universe, whether possessed of life or not, is derived from this life impulse; naturally, all human emotion and activity are likewise the results of the life impulse. He held that the life impulse is absolutely free, proceeding blindly according to instinct, such that human war becomes unavoidable — war is the product of the irrational, and human reason cannot comprehend war. Foch was one of the most influential French military thinkers after Napoleon. He held that war, like other human activities, is subject to constant change, and that certain accidental causes may give rise to war. In effect, he adopted an agnostic stance on the question of the origins of war, his thought bearing the imprint of Bergson.

In the 1960s, France began pursuing a policy of independence and self-reliance, striving to re-establish its position of leadership on the European continent, and its thinking showed a tendency to place importance on military strength and war. President Charles de Gaulle held that war is an unavoidable social phenomenon, precisely because war is a manifestation of a force that forms a principal component of life, of the natural world, and of human beings themselves — the fundamental cause of war lies in human nature. Since the end of the Cold War, French understanding of the origins of war has undergone considerable change, holding that, since the end of the Cold War, the world has entered a new period of greater instability and uncertainty, and that ethnic contradictions, territorial disputes, and religious conflict will be the main sources of regional conflict.



(3) The Main Views of the Germans

From Bülow and Clausewitz, who are hailed as the founders of German bourgeois military science, down to Marx and Engels, the founders of proletarian military theory, all observed the origins of war from a political standpoint — differing only in their understanding of politics itself. Clausewitz said, “The war of a social community — of an entire people, and especially of a civilized people — always arises out of some political situation, and is provoked only by some political motive.” He also put it vividly: politics “is the womb in which war is conceived, where the outlines of war already lie hidden in embryonic form, just as the characteristics of a living being are already formed within the embryo.” It is evident that in explicitly attributing the origins of war to politics, he brought about a great advance in military theory, opening the way for the development of modern and contemporary military theory.

Marx and Engels held that war, as a social-historical phenomenon, emerged gradually, over a long historical process, alongside private property, class, and the state. The historical emergence of private property was by no means the result of plunder and violence — property must first be created by labor before it can be plundered; violence can alter the circumstances of the possession of property, but can never create private property itself; it is not violence that governs the economy, but violence that serves the economy. In class society, the exploitation of man by man, the oppression of nation by nation, and the antagonism of class against class are the origins of war. The account that Marx and Engels gave of the origins of war enabled humankind, for the first time, to find the true cause of war.

The German bourgeoisie, following a different line of thought, regarded war as a social phenomenon as ancient as human history itself. Moltke held that the origin of war lies in humankind’s pugnacious nature, that war is a means by which God maintains world order, and that it is unavoidable. Hitler put it more nakedly still: war is perpetual, war is universal, there is no beginning and no peace, war is life itself, war is the primal state of things. These lines of thought of theirs were precisely the breeding ground for the wars of aggression launched by Germany in the first half of the 20th century.



(4) The Basic Views of the Americans

Although modern America did not, like Britain, France, and Germany, produce a great cohort of military theorists, it nevertheless produced no small number of representative figures, some of whom gave deep thought to the origins of war. A. Hamilton was one representative figure — a famous political activist of the American War of Independence era. He pointed out that the wars of the capitalist era arose mostly from commercial causes. War, he said, arises chiefly from commercial motives — that is, from the desire to squeeze out other countries in the pursuit of overall trade advantage, and from the fear of being squeezed out by other countries.

After the two World Wars, the United States leapt to become the world’s foremost power, and a relatively systematic body of thought also emerged in its understanding of the origins of war, its main representative figures being Kenneth Waltz and Quincy Wright. Waltz attributed the origins of modern war to three points: first, war originates in human selfishness, excessive impulse, and folly; second, war originates in the internal needs of the state; third, war originates in the anarchic state of international affairs. Wright, meanwhile, attributed the origins of war to the following points: ideological antagonism between states; long-standing enmity between two countries; reaction to a perceived threat; economic poverty and political instability; the danger factors of polarization of forces caused by hostile alliances; and so on.

After the end of the Cold War, American scholars’ understanding of the origins of war underwent new changes yet again. The mainstream line of thought became the theory of the clash of civilizations, whose representative figure is the futurist Alvin Toffler. He held that the clash of civilizations is the principal origin of future war, stating: “The transformations of history are always accompanied by clashes…. Every civilization has its own political, economic, and military needs, and conflict is unavoidable; this ‘clash of civilizations’ is the principal origin of war.” The American political scientist S. P. Huntington, for his part, proposed that present-day culture divides into “Western culture” and “non-Western culture,” and that the origins of conflict in the new world will no longer center on ideology or economics, but rather that culture will be the principal factor sharply dividing humankind and giving rise to conflict — the clash of civilizations will govern global politics, and the fault lines between civilizations will become the battle lines of the future.



(5) The Basic Views of the Russians

From the 19th century to the early 20th century, Russian military thought was relatively backward; it was not until the period leading up to the Russo-Japanese War that Russian military thought began to produce views reflecting the trends of the age, the most celebrated military figure of the time, Leer, being one representative figure. He explained war from the standpoint of social Darwinism, holding that war is a social phenomenon governed by special laws, a necessary phenomenon of humankind’s struggle for survival, and one that plays a progressive role in the development of human society. It is evident that he regarded the origin of war as the need for human survival.

The Soviet Union’s understanding of the origins of war was represented by the doctrine of Lenin. Lenin pointed out: “Under the capitalist system, there is no way to restore an equilibrium that is constantly being disrupted, other than through industrial crises and through war in politics.” He therefore said, “Under these circumstances, imperialist wars — that is, wars to contend for world hegemony, to contend for markets for finance capital, and to strangle small and weak nations — are unavoidable.” On the basis of this analysis, Lenin arrived at a clear conclusion: “The wars of the present era arise out of imperialism.” Not only that, but Lenin also pointed out that war, as a means by which the exploiting classes seize wealth, and as a tool for oppressing and plundering other countries and peoples, has its true origin hidden precisely within the economic system of a class-antagonistic society, hidden within the ceaselessly developing contradictions of the productive forces and relations of production of that social structure. He stated clearly that “private property gave rise to war, and will forever continue to give rise to war.” Stalin, and the Soviet government thereafter, essentially inherited Lenin’s thought.

After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Russia became the principal successor state to the former Soviet Union. In its understanding of the origins of war, it abandoned the traditional views of the former Soviet Union, holding instead that the motive forces of war are social, economic, territorial, religious, and ethnic contradictions, together with the attempts of certain countries and political forces to use force to resolve these contradictions. Among these, the greatest danger originates in armed conflict arising from provocative nationalism and religious fanaticism.




II. Similarities and Differences in Understanding the Nature of War

The nature of war is, in other words, the political character of war — war is the continuation of politics; in this sense, war is itself politics, war is itself an act of a political character, but war is not an ordinary political act — it is a political act involving bloodshed. Since modern times, the countries of the West have each developed their own systematic views on the nature of war.


(1) The Basic Views of the British

Lloyd (c. 1720–1783), an early British military theorist, offered a profound account of the influence of political factors upon war. Through the influence of state institutions upon the army, he demonstrated the inseparable relationship between war and politics. After the First World War, British military thought underwent considerable change, producing the celebrated military theorists Fuller and Liddell Hart, whose accounts of the nature of war likewise represented the main currents of British thought. Fuller grasped the nature of war through its connections with politics, economics, and modern science and technology. He held that: war is not merely a military matter, but is closely bound up with politics, economics, society, science and technology, culture, religion, and so forth. There is no essential distinction between war and peace — peace is war without fighting, without bloodshed, while war is peace with fighting, with bloodshed. War is the tool of politics, and armaments are the tool of war. The political aims of war ought to be limited, and ought to be attainable at the strategic level. Economic factors are one of the origins of war, and war is therefore the continuation, in another form, of economic policy. He further held that science and technology are the foundation of war; since the Industrial Revolution, the mechanization of the tools of production and other achievements of science and technology have advanced the development of weapons and equipment, changing the nature of war. As science and technology have developed, the degree of mechanization of weapons and equipment has continually risen, and the technical character of war has become increasingly pronounced. Hart held that strategy and politics are inseparable, that strategy is subordinate to politics; he said: “Strategy is the art of distributing and employing military means in order to achieve political ends.”

After the advent of nuclear weapons, some British theorists came to question the political nature of war. Air Marshal Kingston McCloskey, in his book Global Strategy, pointed out: viewed from modern conditions, Clausewitz’s celebrated proposition — that “war is the continuation of politics by other means” — is not hard to see, once a nuclear war breaks out, as an idea further from the truth than any other. Should such a nuclear war erupt, it would mean the end of all politics and utter mutual annihilation. His line of thought represented a certain tendency within British theoretical circles, but it was not the mainstream.



(2) The Main Views of the French

French bourgeois military thought first sprouted in the Enlightenment movement of thought in the 18th century [sic]. Montesquieu, a thinker of that time, in analyzing the intentions of the ancient Roman conquerors, said: “There are only two kinds of people: those who are enslaved, and those who, for the sake of their own private interest, seek to enslave the people.” It was precisely this latter kind of person who kept Rome in a state of ceaseless war; for the sake of private gain, “they never for a moment relax in displaying their ambition; they persuade the Senate to propose war to the people, and every day they point the people toward some new enemy.” Montesquieu thereby revealed that the wars of aggression launched by Rome were bound up with the politics of Rome’s slave-owning class.

Napoleon was an outstanding representative figure of modern French military thought; he always regarded war as an important tool for realizing his own political aims. He held that “victories that bring no direct political benefit are never worth the futile expenditure of effort.” Napoleon always treated war as a political tool for defending the achievements of the bourgeoisie and opposing feudal despotism, and this was precisely the main reason for Napoleon’s success. “The reason he was able to maintain his position as leader of the French people was precisely that he respected the achievements of the social legislation enacted under the constitution (the most important of which was the ‘Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen,’ passed on August 26, 1789); his military victories guaranteed that these achievements could be preserved, and enabled these achievements to become permanently rooted in France.” On the eve of the War of the Second Coalition against France, he analyzed: the new heirs of Tsarist Russia harbored evident hostility toward the various principles of the French Revolution… everything foreshadowed that war was about to occur. Here, Napoleon predicted war on the basis of the fundamental contradictions of the political system.

Modern France still holds that war is a tool of politics; the theorist Beaufre (1902–1975), in his book An Introduction to Strategy, said that all struggle ought to be guided by overall strategy, that overall strategy consists of decisions made under the direct control of the government to guide the overall struggle, and that military strategy is subordinate to overall strategy. It is thus evident that strategy concerning war is determined by state politics.



(3) The Basic Views of the Germans

Bülow (1757–1808) was the first to connect politics with strategy, attending to the study of military questions from the standpoint of politics; he divided strategy into political strategy and military strategy, saying: “The relationship between political strategy and military strategy is like the relationship between military strategy and tactics — political strategy is the highest level.”

Clausewitz’s understanding of the nature of war was of epoch-making significance, profoundly revealing the political nature of war. He pointed out that war is subordinate to politics, is a tool of politics, and that for this reason a commander must possess a political mind, must correctly understand the war in which he is engaged, and must correctly employ this tool. Because the motives that give rise to war differ, and the conditions that produce war differ, wars must necessarily differ from one another. But “under no circumstances should we regard war as something independent; rather we should regard it as a tool of politics — only by proceeding from this standpoint is it possible to avoid contradicting the whole of the history of war, and only thus is it possible to arrive at a profound understanding of it.” In employing this tool, one must understand its characteristics, so that the course of the war accords with political intentions, and political demands are matched to the means of war. He repeatedly stressed that war serves politics, that military viewpoints must be subordinate to political viewpoints, and that any attempt to subordinate political viewpoints to military viewpoints is absurd. Once war has broken out, it does not thereby depart from politics. He said: “Political intercourse does not cease because of war, nor does it turn into something entirely different; whatever means are employed, political intercourse essentially continues to exist; and the principal line that the events of war follow, and by which they are bound, can only be the outline of the political intercourse that runs through the entire war until the conclusion of peace.” He therefore arrived at the conclusion that “war is nothing but the continuation of politics by other means.”

Ludendorff was the chief representative figure of German military thought around the time of the First World War; he held that Clausewitz’s theory regarding the relationship between war and politics had already become outdated. He pointed out: modern war is a total war, its battlefield having expanded to encompass the entire territory of every belligerent state; modern war is also an all-embracing war, in which not only do the armies of both sides slaughter one another, but the people likewise suffer hardship and are directly mobilized in service of the war. He therefore held that “the nature of war has changed, the nature of politics has changed, and the relationship between politics and war must necessarily change accordingly” — Clausewitz’s theory in this regard could no longer stand. He said: “War and politics both serve the survival of the nation, but war is the highest expression of a nation’s will to survive; therefore politics ought to serve operations” — the supreme military commander ought to issue directives to the political leadership, instructing them in how to carry out their work, and the latter must abide by his directives, fulfilling their duties and contributing to the war effort.

Marx and Engels, in examining war, fixed their attention not only on politics, attending to the study and revelation of the political causes leading to war, but also profoundly revealed the class nature of politics itself. In studying the causes of the American Civil War, Marx said: “The military causes of the crisis are, to a certain extent, bound up with its political causes.” Engels held that war is precisely political struggle intensified to a certain degree, taking the form of violent struggle; to understand the laws of war one must also grasp the inner connection between war and politics, and must recognize the constraining role that politics plays upon war. Marx and Engels did not discuss politics in the abstract, but rather regarded politics as the concentrated expression of the economic interests of a given class.



(4) The Main Views of the Americans

Regarding the relationship between war and politics, American military thought has essentially accepted Clausewitz’s proposition that war is the continuation of politics by other means, holding that among the political, military, economic, and spiritual factors that influence war, it is the political factor that plays the principal role, because it is the highest expression of the vital interests of the state or the alliance of states, and determines the nature of the war, its strategy, and its operational plans. American official sources hold: “Only by clearly understanding the close relationship between politics and strategy can one formulate correct policy and the strategy that supports that policy.” The American military theorist George Lincoln Hart wrote, in his book American Strategy in the Atomic Age: “Strategy is subordinate to politics; politics always plays the principal role.”

Since the latter half of the 1950s, with the development of missiles and nuclear weapons, the world has existed in a state of “balance of nuclear terror.” Against this background, a view emerged within American military-theoretical circles denying that nuclear war remains the continuation of politics. Certain American thinkers asserted that total nuclear war could no longer serve as a tool of politics. The American strategic expert Henry Kissinger pointed out: “With the end of our nuclear monopoly, total war, except as a last resort, is no longer a tool for carrying out policy.” In the late 1970s, US President Carter, addressing the 32nd Session of the UN General Assembly, declared: “If in the past war was thought to be the final means of resolving disputes between nations, then, in the nuclear age, war can no longer be regarded merely as the continuation of diplomacy by other means.”

Modern America places emphasis on the relationship between war and economics and science and technology, holding that economic factors bear an ever-closer relationship to war, that the influence of science and technology upon war is ever greater, and that science and technology can change the face of the battlefield, its course, and even the outcome of a war.



(5) The Basic Views of the Russians

Regarding the relationship between war and politics, Russian military figures of the modern era — Rumyantsev, Milyutin, Leer, and others — held that the military and politics are directly connected, that politics provides the rules for military affairs, and explicitly held that politics determines strategy.

Lenin’s account of the nature of war was the most authoritative view within the former Soviet Union; he held that war and politics are internally connected, and that every war is the continuation of the politics pursued, before the war, by the belligerent states or political blocs concerned. He affirmed Clausewitz’s thought, saying that it too was the theoretical basis on which Marxists examine every war. But he stressed that the politics that give rise to war are not abstract, but have class content; in studying the politics that give rise to war, one must see whose politics — that is, which class’s politics — are in question. Stalin fully inherited Lenin’s views.

After Stalin’s death, the Soviet Union engaged in discussion of questions such as whether nuclear war remains the continuation of politics, whether it is no longer the means or tool of politics, and whether there could be any victor in a nuclear war. At the 20th Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, held in February 1956, First Secretary Khrushchev, in his summary report, put forward the proposition that “there will be no victor in a war fought with nuclear weapons.” As soon as this view was raised, it immediately gave rise to controversy within the Soviet military. The 23rd Party Congress formally repudiated the conclusion of “no victor in nuclear war”; and in 1984, one volume of a Soviet military officers’ series, The Marxist-Leninist Doctrine of War and the Army, stated: “It ought to be affirmed with full confidence that missile-nuclear war, in terms of the basis on which it arises, entirely retains the general social nature of war: the continuation of politics by other, that is, violent, means.” In the late 1980s, Gorbachev put forward the “three theses” on nuclear war — namely, the thesis of no victor in nuclear war, the thesis that nuclear war is not a means of politics, and the thesis that nuclear war is not the continuation of politics.

Russian military circles hold that future war remains the continuation of politics, but they stress that the “political basis” is “the supremacy of the interests of the Russian Federation” — here they have replaced the former Soviet Union’s tradition of analyzing war in terms of class interest with the national interest of Russia.




III. Similarities and Differences in Understanding the Factors That Determine Victory

Victory or defeat in war is the result of the mutual interaction of the various opposing factors on both sides of a conflict. From different angles, the factors determining victory in war can be divided up in different ways — for example, dividing factors determining victory into accidental factors and constant factors; into human factors and factors of weaponry; into material factors and spiritual factors; and so on. The discussion below proceeds in connection with the understanding of this question found among the countries of the West.


(1) The Main Views of the British

As early as the 18th century, the British bourgeois military theorist Lloyd offered a relatively systematic account of this question. He said that victory in war is chiefly determined by four factors: first, speed — he said, “speed is of especially great significance for an army in war,” “the question of speed is the most important question; therefore, other conditions being equal, victory will belong to the army that most excellently accomplishes its marching tasks.” Second, calculation — he held that “the calculation of space and time is of great significance in military science,” and that “an officer’s experience, combined with theory (mathematics), enables him to rapidly judge the time and space required to complete any maneuver in war.” Third, geographical factors — he said, “geographical factors determine the physical constitution and spiritual disposition of the inhabitants of a country, and thereby determine the physical constitution and spiritual disposition of the members of the army.” Fourth, political factors — he held that “the influence exerted by a country’s political structure and its form of government upon the character of its people is no less than that of geographical factors.”

At the beginning of the 20th century, Britain saw the emergence of the theory of mechanized warfare, represented by Fuller — this line of thought was likewise one of the fairly representative doctrines of the modern and contemporary bourgeoisie. Fuller held that war has, since ancient times, been a contest of weapons, and that 99 percent of victory lies in weaponry; the appearance of the tank was a revolution in the history of weapons and equipment — the tank being a mobile fortress, possessing both the protective strength needed for positional defense and the offensive power and mobility needed for positional attack, and thus destined to become the principal weapon of future war. Fuller’s thought, to a certain degree, reflected the trends of change in the army and in war at the time, but it exaggerated the role of weaponry and neglected human subjective initiative. Nevertheless, his thought on mechanized warfare, centered on the tank, exerted a far-reaching influence on military doctrine around the time of the Second World War.

Differing from Fuller’s understanding, but likewise emphasizing the role of weaponry, was the advocate of air-power supremacy, Trenchard, who, together with Italy’s Douhet and America’s Mitchell, was one of the three pioneers of the theory of air warfare. He held that in future war, air power would be the force that determines victory, that the air force is the main body of the forces of war, and that the air battlefield determines the final outcome of war. Likewise, his view reflected the direction in which war was evolving, but it too relied excessively upon weaponry, falling into the quagmire of weapons-determinism.



(2) The Main Views of the French

Napoleon held that the factors determining victory or defeat in war depend not on quantity alone, but also on quality — and above all on the spiritual strength of the army. He said: “The force that determines victory is spirit, not numbers”; “it is not the numbers of the troops that bring strength to an army, but loyalty and ardor that add to the army’s fighting spirit.” He held that “the ratio of spiritual force to material force is three to one” — the loyalty and ardor of officers and men are the wellspring that makes an army powerful. He therefore employed every kind of means to raise the morale of his troops. Napoleon’s understanding of the importance of spirit for victory in war — and especially his practice in this regard — exerted a tremendous influence on later understanding of the spiritual factor in war.

Foch was the most influential French military figure after Napoleon; his thought had considerable influence on French military circles on the eve of the First World War. In many of his works he sharply criticized the outdated theories of war that took account only of material factors such as weaponry, supply, terrain conditions, and numerical superiority, saying that they “cast aside the most important factor of all — the factor capable of inspiring everything, of giving life to everything; that factor is man, possessed of spiritual strength, intelligence, and physical strength. These theories strive to turn war into a precise science, yet in doing so forget the nature of war as a terrifying yet stirring tragedy.” He held that the spiritual factor plays a decisive role in war. He wrote: “War = the manifestation of spiritual force. Victory = the spiritual exaltation of the victor, the spiritual dejection of the defeated. Combat = a struggle of will between the two sides. In order for our army to win every battle, it must possess spiritual superiority over the enemy, and the commanding officers must likewise produce this spiritual superiority. To achieve victory, one must fully rouse the morale of one’s own side, so as to overwhelm the morale of the enemy.” He also said: “The desire for victory is the primary condition for winning a battle, and is therefore also the primary duty of every soldier. Unyielding resolve is likewise of great significance; when necessary, commanding officers should instill this spirit in their soldiers.”



(3) The Main Views of the Germans

Clausewitz carried out a relatively comprehensive and thorough study of the material and spiritual factors in war. He placed the spiritual element first among the five elements of strategy. He held that the spiritual element “is one of the most important questions in war,” that it “runs through the entire domain of war,” that the spiritual element has “a decisive influence upon military strength,” and that, in the course of combat, “the loss of spiritual strength is the main cause determining victory or defeat” — especially where the material losses on both sides are equal, in which case it is spiritual force alone that plays the decisive role. He further summarized the principal spiritual elements, or spiritual forces, as the talent of the commander, the martial virtue of the army, and the national spirit of the army. He further said that these three principal spiritual elements, or spiritual forces, all play an important role in war, and that one should not indiscriminately determine which among them is of greater value — “the best approach is to neglect none of them.” He held that material factors likewise play an important role in war, saying that “war is a contest, waged through material force, of the spiritual force and material force of the two contending sides.” “Only the advantage gained in destroying the opponent’s material force is truly reliable.” What is valuable is that he examined the spiritual element and the material element in connection with one another, further revealing their mutual relationship. He held that the roles of the spiritual element and the material element in war are entirely fused, and cannot be separated — that is, “the effect of material force and the effect of spiritual force are entirely fused together, and cannot be broken apart the way a chemical method can be used to analyze an alloy.” What “plays a decisive role” in the victory or defeat of a war “is naturally the sum of material force and spiritual force”; “victory generally arises from the overall superiority of the various material forces and spiritual forces” — the two act upon and reinforce one another.

Moltke likewise attached importance to the role of the spiritual factor in war, holding that the spiritual factor plays a relatively small role in peacetime, but that in wartime it is precisely wherein a unit’s combat power resides, and is the prerequisite for achieving results in battle. Discipline is one important content of the spiritual factor, being the soul and pillar of the army.

Ludendorff, in his theory of “total war,” treated national spirit as the pillar of total war. He said, “The military is rooted in the people; the army is an inseparable component part of the people; in total war, the condition of the army is determined by the physical strength, economic strength, and spiritual disposition of the people. Spiritual bonds ultimately determine the outcome of the struggle for survival.” He explicitly proposed: “Spirit creates victory.”

Guderian looked at the factors determining victory in war from the standpoint of the relationship between man and weaponry. On the eve of the Second World War, Guderian, drawing on the theories of Britain’s Fuller and France’s de Gaulle, stressed the role of armored forces. On this basis he put forward the theory of blitzkrieg (lightning war). His views reflected the objective requirements of army building and combat operations following the appearance of new weapons such as the tank and the airplane, but they too one-sidedly touted the role of armored forces, falling into the quagmire of weapons-determinism.

Marx used the materialist conception of history to examine the factors determining victory in war, pointing out that in judging the fate of a war, one must attend not only to the military aspect, but still more to the role of the masses of the people in war — to whether or not the masses of the people support the war in question. Whether or not the masses of the people give their support fundamentally determines the fate of the war. In sum, the fate of a war is determined not by any individual commander, but by the broad mass of soldiers and people who take part in the war. Engels held that weaponry is an important factor in victory or defeat in war, but not the decisive factor — the decisive factor is man. Weapons themselves cannot move; they require a brave heart and a strong hand to wield them. Without courage and spirit, and lacking correct subjective guidance, even good weaponry will inevitably lead to defeat. In war, courage and the conviction of certain victory, and other such spiritual factors, can be converted into material force, capable of making up for deficiencies such as inadequate equipment, and enabling war to be brought to a victorious conclusion.



(4) The Main Views of the Americans

American views on the factors determining victory in war are comparatively complex; broadly speaking, the representative doctrines generally grasp this question from two angles.

First, economic factors are the fundamental factor in achieving victory in modern war. Victory or defeat in modern war is determined not only by the strength or weakness of armed force, but also by the quantity of manpower and material resources committed to the war. Science and technology have a direct influence upon the economy. Modern scientific and technological achievements are being applied ever more extensively to the preparation for and conduct of war, thereby making the relationship between war and the economy ever closer. With the development of modern science and technology — guided missiles and nuclear weapons, electronic technology, space technology, directed-energy technology, and so forth — and their application in the military sphere, the influence of science and technology upon war grows ever greater. Science and technology can change the face of the battlefield, the course of the war, and the manner in which it is fought, and can even determine the outcome of the war.

Second, the factors determining victory in war are understood from the standpoint of the relationship between man and weaponry. On this question there exist two opposing views: the first is weapons-determinism. William Mitchell (1879–1936) was one of the founders of the theory of air-power supremacy; he held that “air power, in future international competition, will be a decisive factor, whether in the military or the civilian sphere,” and that “when one country enters into armed conflict with another, in the capacity to impose one’s will upon the other side, the influence of air power is decisive.” In similar vein, when nuclear weapons appeared in the 1940s, the United States likewise saw the emergence of the theory of nuclear-weapons supremacy, whose main representative figures included Secretary of State Dulles, President Eisenhower, Air Force Secretary Finletter, Strategic Air Command chief LeMay, and others; they held that future war will be won by relying on nuclear weapons — nuclear weapons possess enormous destructive killing power, are the most powerful weapons of the modern age, and can be employed by nearly every branch of the armed forces; nuclear weapons should therefore be developed as a priority, and the final outcome of a war will be determined by nuclear weapons.

Second [as numbered in the original], the decisive factor is the quality of the people themselves. Since the 1980s, American military and theoretical circles have gradually arrived at a consensus, stressing that people’s spiritual condition and the quality of personnel determine the course and outcome of war. In summing up the experience of the Gulf War, the American military said: “In the end, it is people who win the victory in this war, not machinery or technology. If a unit lacks fighting spirit, if a unit lacks basic combat training, then equipping such a poorly trained unit with the most modern missiles and laser-guided weapons is meaningless.” In its reports, the American military also stressed the combination of high-technology weaponry with high-quality personnel: “It takes brave warriors to win a war; smart weapons must be operated by smart people according to correct doctrine before they can bring their combat effectiveness into full play.”



(5) The Views of the Russians

Russian understanding of the factors determining victory in war is chiefly expressed in the relationship between man and weaponry; Russian military thinkers have generally stressed the role of the spiritual factor in war, and have attached importance to the initiative of officers and men. Suvorov and Kutuzov are the principal representative figures. Suvorov, in response to the “cudgel discipline” then prevalent in the Russian army, resolutely placed the human being in a position of priority, holding that people are precious, that talented people matter more — “four first-rate soldiers make one general” is one of his famous sayings. He attended to educating soldiers through national sentiment, so that they would be conscious of the duty of the soldier, and strove to cultivate in soldiers and subordinate officers such qualities as initiative, resourcefulness, flexibility, and personal creativity. Kutuzov was deeply convinced that the principal strength of the Russian army lay precisely in the Russian soldier, holding that only by cherishing the soldiers and winning their trust and devotion could the army fight with the utmost effort and thereby vanquish the enemy.

The Soviet Union’s understanding of the factors determining victory in war is best represented by the views of Stalin; in analyzing the various factors bearing on the fate of the Soviet-German war, he pointed out: “The fate of a war today will not be decided by an accidental factor such as surprise, but will be decided by those factors that constantly exert their effect — the stability of the rear, the morale of the army, the number and quality of divisions, the equipment of the army, and the organizational ability of the army’s commanding personnel.” He divided the decisive factors in the victory or defeat of a war into accidental factors and constant factors, and said that constant factors play the decisive role. He also said: “It would be an even greater mistake to imagine that our victory is due only to the courage of our army…. Beyond our army’s incomparable courage and spirit, there must also be weaponry that is fully modernized and sufficient in quantity, and a well-organized supply likewise sufficient in quantity.” It should be pointed out here that after the war, a tendency toward the theory of nuclear-weapons supremacy likewise emerged in the Soviet Union, its representative figures including Khrushchev and Marshal Sokolovsky, among others; they held that future war will be a total rocket-nuclear war, that the method of conducting war will be rocket-nuclear strikes, and that nuclear weapons will determine the final outcome.

Discussion Questions: 1. What similarities and differences exist among the countries in their understanding of the question of the origins of war? 2. What similarities and differences exist among the countries in their understanding of the question of the nature of war? 3. What similarities and differences exist among the countries in their understanding of the question of the factors determining victory?








Lecture 3 — Comparison of Military Strategic Thought

Military strategic thought is an important component part of military thought; it is a rational understanding of questions of military strategy, and consists of the basic views and outlooks, within the military field, on the preparation and conduct of war in peacetime and wartime. Deep research into the dominant, authoritative, official military strategic thought of a number of representative countries, and comparative analysis of that thought, allows one to come to understand the developmental thread, basic characteristics, and main differences of their military strategic thought, to grasp the laws governing the development and change of military strategic thought and indeed of military strategy and military policy, and thereby to grasp the developmental trends of military strategic thought. This is of great significance for developing our country’s own military strategic thought.


I. Common Features of Major Powers’ Military Strategic Thought

The military strategic thought of each country is put forward chiefly on the basis of that country’s own national interests, international standing, foreign policy, and national goals. Although the historical development, social system, cultural tradition, geographical position, and international standing of each country differ, their military strategic thought to a great degree possesses mutual interdependence and interpenetration, and on certain strategic questions there are many similar views and common points.

The military strategic thought of the United States, Russia, Britain, France, Germany, Japan, and other countries chiefly shares the following common points:


(1) Globality

“Globality” in strategic thought refers to seeking relatively broad interests on a worldwide scale, and contending for a position of strategic advantage. “Globality” has become one main thread within the military strategic thought of the major powers since the war, and may thus be said to be one of the most fundamental common characteristics of the military strategic thought of the major powers.

As the world’s sole superpower today, the United States has, ever since the war, continually sought a position of world hegemony, eager to dominate the globe and to act as the world’s policeman, and has for this purpose consistently pursued its global strategy. For a long period after the war, the Soviet Union likewise continually pursued its strategy of global expansion, attempting to contend with the United States for world hegemony, becoming one of the two superpowers of the Cold War era. Russia has, to a great degree, inherited the strategic-thought legacy of the former Soviet Union; although its current standing in terms of strength has declined, and its strategic advantages have very nearly all been lost, its strategic thought still retains certain global elements. Britain and France, as former great colonial powers, seek their own interests in many regions of the world, and their military strategic thought likewise retains a fairly substantial global element. Germany and Japan, as defeated powers, have seen rapid economic development in the several decades since the war, and in recent years have also begun to consider developing from economic powers into political and military powers as well; their military strategic thought has accordingly also begun to display certain global overtones. Of course, there are also certain differences within the global character of the strategic thought of the various countries, reflecting differing points of emphasis, differing strategic goals, and differing directions of development within their global strategic thought.

1. “Globalism” in postwar American strategic thought. “Globalism” is a form of global strategic thought unique to the postwar United States. As Kissinger pointed out in Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy — the book said to have “changed American strategic thought” — “the Second World War marked the beginning of the globalization of American foreign policy,” and, in American history, marked the point at which the country “for the first time entered a new period of global foreign policy.” American strategic thought likewise, together with the transformation of its foreign policy, entered the era of global strategy.

From the end of the 19th century to the beginning of the 20th, the United States developed from free capitalism into imperialism, its national strength developing to a degree sufficient to contend with old established colonial empires such as Britain and France for spheres of influence on a global scale. At this time, the strategic thought of isolationism and the Monroe Doctrine could no longer satisfy the demands of the ruling class and of monopoly capitalism for global expansion, and there thus emerged a globalist strategic thought of expansion, represented by Mahan’s “sea-power theory.” This strategic proposition was wholly accepted by the Theodore Roosevelt administration of the time, and by the later Wilson administration, thereby marking the beginning of the transformation of American strategic thought from Western Hemisphere-ism to globalism. However, up until the outbreak of the Second World War, this globally expansionist foreign policy and strategy of the United States made little headway.

During the Cold War, American global strategic thought chiefly comprised the following aspects: (1) Containing communism. After the war, the international communist and socialist movement enjoyed, for a time, considerable development — more than a dozen countries established Communist Party governments, and several dozen countries that had achieved national liberation and independence set out on the socialist road. Communism greatly shook the foundations of capitalist society, and was regarded by the ruling circles of the West as a flood or a ferocious beast, provoking their fear. For this reason, the Western countries, led by the United States, began pursuing a foreign policy and strategy of containing communism. (2) Acting as the leader of the “Free World.” After the war, certain old-established imperialist powers — Britain, France, Germany, and others — declined rapidly, and were no longer sufficient, economically, politically, or militarily, to influence the world, while the United States became the new imperialist power, and naturally sought to claim the crown of leadership of the Western world. (3) Playing the role of “world policeman” and “international gendarme,” protecting the interests of the United States and the developed countries of the West, oppressing and exploiting developing countries, even launching wars under the banner of “United Nations forces” and “multinational forces.” (4) Contending with the Soviet Union for world hegemony. After the war, as the Soviet Union’s military and economic strength and political influence continually grew, the United States consistently treated the Soviet Union as its principal adversary in the contest for world hegemony, waging an intense contest on a worldwide scale.

After the end of the Cold War, the United States became the world’s sole superpower, and pursued its global strategy still more unrestrainedly. Many figures within American strategic-theoretical circles hold that, with the advance of modern science and technology, geographical distance has been greatly shortened. In today’s world, which has become a “small global village,” the relationship between America’s national security interests and every corner of the globe has never been so close. Wherever American economic interests extend, American strategic borders ought to be drawn; the United States ought to maintain a military presence and necessary forward deployment in every part of the world, in order to protect America’s global interests; wherever in the world, in whatever country or region, an event occurs that is deemed to harm American interests in that region, the United States ought to intervene, including through military intervention. It is thus evident that globalism has become deeply rooted in American strategic thought. The Kosovo War of 1999, launched by NATO under American leadership, fully embodied America’s global strategic thought.

2. The globality of Soviet and Russian strategic thought. Before the war and in the early postwar period, under the international conditions of the time, the Soviet Union essentially pursued a self-defensive, active-defense strategy, chiefly in order to protect the achievements of the October Revolution and the Great Patriotic War, although even then it carried, to a greater or lesser degree, tendencies toward great-power chauvinism and national egoism. Later, as its economic and military strength continually grew, compounded by errors in theoretical guidance, the Soviet Union began flying the banner of “internationalism” while in fact seeking its own national interests on a worldwide scale at the expense of the interests of other countries, gradually setting out on the road of hegemonism and comprehensively pursuing its global strategic line.

The Soviet Union’s global strategic objectives chiefly were: (1) Contending with the United States for world hegemony. In the early postwar period, the Soviet Union for a time pursued an active-defense strategy, with emphasis on protecting the fruits of victory. As its standing in terms of strength changed, it began to shift toward pursuing an offensive military strategy, expanding its own influence outward and contending with the United States for world hegemony. (2) Establishing a “security network” around the Soviet Union, to protect its own security and interests. After the war, in order to deepen its own strategic defensive depth, the Soviet Union successively annexed the territory of a series of other countries, such as the three Baltic states and Japan’s Northern Territories (the four northern islands); at the same time it also did its utmost to control a number of newly established socialist countries in Eastern Europe, using these countries as a buffer zone, and even directly to resist the aggression of American imperialism, thereby sacrificing their interests in order to protect its own interests and security. (3) Expanding its sphere of influence into Third World countries, completing its global strategic deployment. The Soviet Union took advantage of the American strategic contraction after the Vietnam War, and of the internally chaotic conditions in Third World countries, to launch an offensive of peaceful infiltration, using economic and military aid as bait, interfering in the internal affairs of Third World countries, cultivating proxies, and waging proxy wars, thereby advancing Soviet influence into every corner of the world, essentially completing its global strategic deployment, and forcing the United States to acknowledge it as its strongest adversary and as a global superpower.

After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Russia inherited the greater part of its strategic legacy. It is held that present-day Russia differs both from the Russia that existed before 1917 and from the former Soviet Union — its standing in terms of strength, geographical circumstances, ideology, and the national strategic environment and geo-strategic position in which it finds itself have all undergone enormous change. Russia can no longer seek to restore the geo-economic position and global political position once held by the former Soviet Union, but neither can it lightly lower its own strategic security standing, nor cede its own strategic interests to other great powers; it must make its utmost effort to preserve its status as a world power, and ought still to uphold its global strategy, or at least preserve the global character of its own military strategy. “As one of the world’s great powers, Russia possesses global interests, regional interests, and national interests.”

Driven by this strategic thought, Russia’s strategic objectives remain as follows: to strive, on a global scale, to create a security environment favorable to Russia, to form a world order not monopolized by any single country, to smash any attempt to isolate or weaken Russia’s strength, or to form a military-political alliance directed against Russia, so as to guarantee that Russia, as a world power, plays its role in international affairs; within the regional sphere, to strive to create a geopolitical and economic space favorable to Russia, to protect Russia’s strategic position and interests within its own region, and to protect the interests of the 25 million Russian-speaking residents living outside its borders. In sum, Russian military strategic thought, and the foreign policy and strategic line established under the guidance of this thought, both contain many elements of global strategy.

3. Globality in the strategic thought of other major powers. France is a former great colonial power; at present it still has, overseas, a population of 1.5 million, 120,000 square kilometers of territory, and 22,000 stationed troops, and maintains defense-cooperation relationships with most of its former colonial countries, along with broad political and economic ties with French-speaking countries and regions; it therefore possesses considerable global interests and influence. During the Cold War, owing to the confrontation between the two great military blocs and the worldwide contest between the two superpowers, France pursued a strategic thought centered on the defense of its own national territory, its strategic sphere of activity being relatively small, and its global strategic thought being correspondingly suppressed. After the end of the Cold War, many new strategic vacuums appeared in various parts of the world, especially in Africa and the Middle East; France’s own security environment likewise underwent great change. For this reason, French global strategic thought again developed in new directions. Figures in French strategic-theoretical circles hold that France no longer has any potential enemy of external invasion — “for the first time it feels that there is no longer any threat near its borders,” and “the first line of defense is no longer within national territory, but in Europe and beyond.” “The new conditions of our own security, and our commitment to world peace, increasingly and constantly require us to use military force in places beyond our national territory” — “France must move toward a new defense posture.” President Chirac stressed that France’s defense strategy “must better guarantee the nation’s security, must better shoulder responsibilities in Europe and beyond, and must establish a mobile force capable, when necessary, of being rapidly dispatched abroad to defend France’s fundamental security interests.” Former French Defense Minister Paul Quilès once explicitly pointed out: “The special character of French strategy lies precisely in the role it plays as a nuclear power and continental power possessed of global interests.” It is thus evident that the global character of French strategic thought is quite pronounced.

Britain is a country that, over a fairly long period of its past history, exerted important influence on international affairs. After the war, Britain for a time hoped to maintain its status as a world power, but owing to the decline of its national strength, it was forced to pursue strategic contraction, concentrating its strength on the defense of the European continent. Nevertheless, Britain’s overseas interests still remain, and its dream of once again being a world power is not extinguished; it has never given up the capacity for independent action outside the NATO area. The victory of the Falklands War and the end of the Cold War once gave rise, within British military strategic-theoretical circles, to a debate between “continental strategy” and “maritime strategy.” Authoritative figures hold that Britain is a European power possessed of a special relationship with the United States, and is the geographical bridge linking Europe and America; Britain is a permanent member of the UN Security Council, and the leader of the Commonwealth; Britain, to this day, still retains a number of overseas territories worldwide, and stations tens of thousands of troops overseas — these and other factors determine that Britain is not merely a regional power, but a power possessed of global interests and a global outlook. Under the guidance of this thought, British strategic thought still retains a considerable global element. For this reason, in Britain’s current defense policy and strategy, great emphasis is continually placed on its global strategic interests, and it is even willing to resort to the use of force, launching wars, in order to preserve its overseas territories and interests. In recent years, Britain’s defense white papers have consistently listed “preserving the freedom and territorial integrity of the United Kingdom and its dependent territories, and preserving Britain’s capacity to pursue broad interests and engage in various activities at home and abroad,” as the basic objectives of its national security policy and military strategy.



(2) Deterrence

Deterrence is one of the basic characteristics of the military strategy of the major powers since the war, and is likewise a phenomenon widely present in the strategic practice of the major powers since the war.

1. Deterrence is the core of American strategic thought. “Before the war, the element of deterrence strategy within American military policy had always been secondary; but after 1945, deterrence strategy was no longer secondary within American military policy — it became of the utmost importance.”

In the early postwar period, American strategic-theoretical circles began to place emphasis on research into deterrence strategy, and official and unofficial strategic experts carried out extensive and profound discussion on this subject. The “pioneer of unofficial strategists,” Yale University Professor Bernard Brodie, was the earliest to put forward the characteristics of the nuclear age and the concept of deterrence strategy. The American career diplomat George Kennan put forward the theory of “containment” strategy, whose core idea was “to continuously rely on American military strength as a tool for restraining Soviet expansionism, but not to use this military force in actual combat, hoping instead that, without resort to combat, it could nevertheless support American policy objectives.” The proposal of this strategic thought “changed the definition of American strategy from the use of combat to achieve the objectives of war, into the use of military force to achieve the deterrence of war,” and it marked “a revolution in the history of American military policy.” Kennan’s proposed containment-strategy theory provided concrete means and pathways by which the American government of the time, in seeking to preserve its position of strength and adapt to the demands of the struggle within the postwar world strategic pattern, could achieve its global strategic interests without resort to combat, and at the same time it sketched, in preliminary form, the “prototype” of America’s modern deterrence strategy.

The Truman administration began by accepting Kennan’s theory, and on this basis formulated National Security Council Document No. 68 (NSC-68), deciding to greatly expand American nuclear strength, so as to create a military balance, using military strength to deter combat, and thereby achieve America’s strategic objectives. However, the outbreak of the Korean War caused the United States once again to return to a strategy centered on actual combat — what is called “the return to the old strategy” — but owing to the setback of the Korean War and the rapid growth of Soviet nuclear strength, the Truman administration ultimately fully accepted the strategic theory of deterrence and containment, abandoning the military strategy centered on actual combat, and re-establishing the important strategic status of nuclear deterrence.

After the Eisenhower administration came to power, it became still more enamored of the concept of deterrence, putting forward the “massive retaliation” strategy, which fully exploited the deterrent role of nuclear weapons, holding that the method of deterring war lay chiefly in relying on the enormous retaliatory capability of nuclear weapons, responding powerfully at a place of its own choosing and by means of its own choosing — its essential aim being “to exchange a bearable cost for the maximum degree of deterrence.” The establishment of the “massive retaliation” strategy produced America’s first deterrence strategy in the full sense of the term.

Thereafter, the development of American strategic thought went on to pass through the Kennedy and Johnson administrations (1961–1968), the Nixon, Ford, and Carter administrations (1969–1980), and the Bush, Reagan, and Clinton administrations; although American strategy changed to some degree in each period, whether it was the “flexible response strategy,” the “realistic deterrence strategy,” or the “new flexible response strategy” and the “strategy of transcending containment,” the guiding strategic thought of pursuing deterrence ran through all of them, in unbroken continuity. After Reagan came to power, he still more explicitly made deterrence strategy the core of American defense policy, turning it into a systematic and complete strategic thought. In 1987, the U.S. Commission on Integrated Long-Term Strategy again put forward a strategic conception for the next 20 years, named “Discriminate Deterrence,” offering a new outlook and design for future deterrence strategy. President George H. W. Bush, upon taking office, likewise explicitly stated his intention to uphold the deterrence strategy of “seeking peace through strength.” The Clinton administration formulated a new military strategy — the strategy of “flexible and selective engagement” — explicitly putting forward the three principles of “prevent, deter, defeat,” making deterrence one of the basic tasks of its military strategy. It is thus evident that American strategy-makers have maintained considerable continuity and consistency in their deterrence strategic thought.

2. The Soviet Union and Russia likewise attached importance to strategic deterrence. Soviet strategic theory’s understanding of the concept of deterrence passed through a process from non-acknowledgment to acknowledgment, from initial acceptance to gradual emphasis, which may roughly be divided into four periods.

During the Stalin period, the Soviet Union fundamentally refused to acknowledge the concept of strategic deterrence, treating American deterrence strategy as imperialist “nuclear blackmail.” Stalin, on the basis of the international political and military situation and the state of scientific and technological development at the time, pointed out that the atomic bomb did not constitute a serious threat — it was merely a weapon aimed at psychological and political effect, insufficient to determine the fate of a war. The Soviet Union continued to adhere to the view Stalin put forward in 1942 regarding the “five constantly-operating factors” determining victory or defeat in war, preparing to resist American “nuclear blackmail” with conventional strength. At the same time, although the Soviet Union avoided discussing strategic deterrence in theory, in actual military construction it, on the one hand, vigorously strengthened its conventional forces, perfecting its army organizational structure and improving its weapons and equipment, while, on the other hand, actively developing nuclear technology and nuclear weapons, striving to break America’s nuclear monopoly — these measures, without doubt, also objectively played a deterrent role. Even the Americans themselves had to acknowledge: “In the late 1940s and the 1950s, the Soviet ground forces stationed in Eastern Europe constituted, vis-à-vis the West’s strategic advantage, an effective counter-deterrent force; it was a threat to Western Europe, and it also greatly restricted America’s freedom of action in other parts of the world.”

Beginning in the latter half of the 1950s, the Soviet Union began, in preliminary fashion, to recognize and gradually accept the viewpoint of strategic deterrence, and to make conscious use of deterrence strategy, although it still did not publicly acknowledge the concept of deterrence. During the Khrushchev period, the Soviet Union engaged in a great debate over the questions of nuclear weapons and nuclear war, putting forward deterrence-strategy viewpoints such as “there is no victor in nuclear war,” “war is not inevitably fated to occur,” and “the extreme importance of the nuclear surprise attack in modern war.” Although these views were not wholly accepted, the Soviet Union nevertheless adopted a number of corresponding measures in military construction — for example, vigorously promoting, in theory, the thought of developing modernized weapons centered on nuclear weapons, putting forward the strategic theory of rocket-nuclear war, establishing the Strategic Rocket Forces, and preparing to reduce conventional forces. During this period, the “rocket-nuclear war” strategy that the Soviet Union put forward, in counterpoise to the American “massive retaliation” strategy, played a role of mutual deterrence.

During the Brezhnev period, the Soviet Union still did not publicly acknowledge the concept of deterrence, but in strategic theory and practice it had already begun to accept and apply deterrence strategy. In this period, relying on the rapid growth of its economic strength, the Soviet Union, on the one hand, pursued a policy of détente with the United States and the West, while, on the other hand, intensifying its arms race with the United States, pursuing unilateral military advantage, pursuing an active offensive strategy on a worldwide scale, and expanding its sphere of influence, thereby raising the Soviet Union’s standing in terms of strength, achieving strategic balance and equilibrium vis-à-vis the United States, and restraining and containing American strategic ambitions. At the same time, the Soviet Union also gradually changed its strategic viewpoint that treated rocket-nuclear war as the sole form of warfare and denied the possibility of conventional war and limited war, explicitly putting forward the view that the form of war might be either nuclear war or conventional war; might be either world war or limited war; might be either short-term nuclear war or protracted war — requiring the armed forces, in peacetime, to be fully prepared to win a nuclear war, resolved to fight a great nuclear war and to achieve victory in that nuclear war. All of this reflected the formation of Soviet strategic thought and the flexibility and resolve of its deterrence strategy.

Since the 1980s, and especially since Gorbachev came to power, the Soviet Union began to place importance on research into deterrence-strategy theory, explicitly endorsing the Western-proposed view that there is no victor in nuclear war and that both sides must accept this situation of mutual deterrence, and put forward a “purely defensive national-defense strategy.” The 1986 edition of the Soviet Military Encyclopedic Dictionary pointed out: “Under modern conditions, the most important task of Soviet military strategy is to study and formulate the question of preventing war.” Gorbachev likewise stressed: “Military doctrine will genuinely be subordinated to the task of preventing war — preventing both nuclear war and conventional war.” Senior Soviet military leaders also published article after article, and gave talk after talk, expounding “the prevention of war” as a form of “new political thinking.” All of this prominently reflected the Soviet Union’s full acceptance of deterrence-strategy theory.

Since the 1990s, Russian military strategic thought has undergone fundamental change compared with Soviet military strategic thought, abandoning many of the views found in Soviet strategic thought, while its deterrence strategic thought concerning war has, far from being abandoned, instead been further strengthened.

In the mere few years since Russia’s founding as a state, its military strategic thought has already passed through three stages of development: “pure defense strategy,” “active defense strategy,” and “realistic containment strategy.” In particular, since it began pursuing an active-defense strategy in the latter half of 1993, Russia has come to recognize anew the threats coming from outside, abandoning its political pledge of no first use of nuclear weapons, and once again stressing the role of strategic deterrence. In the latter half of 1995, Russia put forward its “realistic containment” strategy, explicitly proposing nuclear weapons as a trump card for containing NATO expansion. Former Defense Minister Rodionov held that “containing possible aggression against Russia is a very important strategic concept. Russia’s conventional forces are hard-pressed to contend with the United States and its allied countries; what remains is only strategic nuclear forces, above all the Strategic Rocket Forces.” “For the foreseeable future, nuclear weapons remain the principal weapon for containing possible aggression, and may also be said to be a weapon for preventing war.” President Yeltsin likewise held that “Russia will unswervingly pursue a policy of nuclear containment; the key to realizing this policy is to keep Russia’s nuclear potential at a sufficient level — on a global scale, the means of containment is strategic nuclear force; at the regional level, it is theater and tactical nuclear forces.” It is thus evident that deterrence has become a principal content of Russian military strategic thought.

3. Strategic deterrence thought in other countries. British military-theoretical circles began research into the question of strategic deterrence quite early. Before the war, military theorists such as Liddell Hart and Fuller had already written on this subject. But at that time, deterrence strategy could only give way to strategies centered on actual combat. After the war, deterrence thought began to become active. It was held that “the advent of atomic weapons would profoundly influence the preparation and conduct of war,” and that “in the nuclear age, the army is chiefly a deterrent force.” Fuller held that, after the war, the world divided into two great camps, forming a state of confrontation, in which both sides feared that the other might unilaterally break the deadlock, and therefore both frantically expanded their armaments, in the hope of indefinitely postponing a great war. After the 1950s, General Slessor and others put forward the theory of “the conditional demise of great war,” expounding the relationship among deterrence, strength, and defense. Subsequently, the military further put forward the policy of “massive deterrence,” and divided deterrence into passive deterrence and active deterrence, partial passive deterrence and partial active deterrence. Later still, a strategy of “graduated war and graduated deterrence” gradually took shape, holding that future war would consist of “graduated actions” — that is, the gradual escalation of military action — and that, accordingly, differing forces should be used to implement deterrence against differing targets and regions. After the 1960s, Britain, while continuing to stress massive deterrent force, also developed its own independent nuclear force, and steadfastly pursued a “minimum deterrence” strategy. But, taken as a whole, right up until the 1980s British military strategy was fundamentally grounded in reliance on the American nuclear umbrella; it was fairly deeply influenced by American deterrence strategic thought, and its deterrence thought with characteristics of its own did not change greatly.

After the end of the Cold War, British military strategy underwent considerable change, and, accordingly, its strategic deterrence thought likewise changed correspondingly. Britain began adjusting the “minimum deterrence” strategy it had pursued over the long term. The changes in its deterrence thought chiefly included: beginning to shift from pure nuclear retaliation toward a combination of nuclear retaliation and nuclear defense, so as more effectively to deter an adversary from using nuclear weapons, so that the means of deterrence, in addition to nuclear-strike capability, would also possess the capability to defend against limited nuclear strikes; broadening the scope of nuclear deterrence, changing from the original unidirectional defense aimed at containing the former Soviet Union to, while continuing to guard against the potential threat from Russia, also stressing deterrence against Third World countries in regions such as the Middle East and the Mediterranean, pursuing a “multi-directional defense strategy” — that is, guarding against threats from multiple directions by means of an independent, minimal, and effective nuclear deterrent force; no longer stressing nuclear weapons as the principal means of deterrence, shifting from formerly stressing nuclear weapons as the principal deterrent means to make up for the inadequacy of conventional forces, to nuclear weapons as the final guarantee of national security, striving to reduce military reliance on nuclear weapons, while at the same time employing high-technology conventional weapons as a deterrent force, to supplement and reinforce strategic deterrent force. It is thus evident that British military strategic thought is replete with views reflecting limited-deterrence thinking.

French strategic deterrence thought was once, before and after the war, mired in stagnation. It was not until de Gaulle returned to power in the latter half of the 1950s that French strategic thought underwent a major turning point, forming a unique deterrence strategy — namely, the deterrence strategy of “the weak controlling the strong,” also called “the deterrence strategy of the poor man.” The essence of this deterrence strategic thought is that the weaker side, possessing certain conditions — that is, maintaining a nuclear strike capability of appropriate quantity, reliable survivability, and penetration capability — can cause an aspiring aggressor, however strong, to suffer consequences not worth the cost, and can thereby constitute effective deterrence against the strong. De Gaulle pointed out: “Our throw-weight is smaller than that of the United States and the Soviet Union, but once one possesses a certain nuclear force, whether the scale of forces on each side is balanced is no longer of decisive importance. In fact, so long as you are able to place a potential enemy in mortal danger, and have full resolve to do so, then you possess deterrence, because a person’s life is lived only once, and a nation’s survival, too, is had only once.” Figures in French military-theoretical circles stressed that the fundamental distinction between nuclear weapons and conventional weapons lies in the enormous destructive power of nuclear weapons — a destructive power such that even an incomparably powerful superpower dare not gamble the lives of its nation and people on waging a nuclear war. In this sense, a medium-sized nuclear power possessing a certain quantity of nuclear weapons can likewise inflict unbearably great losses upon a powerful enemy, and can thereby deter the aggression of a strong power. This deterrence theory was subsequently accepted by successive French governments, and formed a comparatively complete and unique body of limited-deterrence theory and strategic system.

After the war, Germany pursued a form of indirect deterrence strategy. The Germans held that, owing to the unfavorable strategic environment and historical conditions of the postwar period, Germany could not possibly construct, by relying on its own strength alone, deterrence against an enemy state, and had to adopt an indirect deterrence strategy backed by American strategic deterrence and dependent on the combined military strength of NATO. The “forward defense” strategy that formed the core of German strategy contained, within it, the main content of indirect deterrence strategic thought.

Since the war, Japan’s economy has developed rather rapidly, and it has become a great economic power in the world, and is now attempting to develop in the direction of becoming a great political and military power as well. Since the latter half of the 1970s, Japan’s military strategy has gradually undergone change, putting forward the strategy of “comprehensive security,” advocating “using the comprehensive strength of economics, politics, diplomacy, culture, and the military to contain military and non-military threats, and establishing and maintaining a defense force possessing deterrent strength.” In recent years, Japan has further proposed establishing an all-directional defense system, strengthening the Japan-US security system, gradually breaking through the strategic principle of “exclusively defense-oriented defense,” and beginning to pursue a strategic policy of “initiative, multilateralism, and national defense.” These strategic ideas contain, to a great degree, the concept of strategic deterrence.

In sum, since the war, a number of countries have each established their own deterrence strategies, and have actively applied deterrent means in strategic practice, thereby enabling deterrence thought to develop comparatively rapidly, forming a relatively mature deterrence theory. Deterrence theory has become an important component part of the strategic theory and strategic thought of the major countries.



(3) Alliance Character

“The United States has historically always detested forming alliances with foreign countries — this attitude changed only slightly during the First World War.” Thereafter, in the 1920s and 1930s, the United States once again retreated into the fortress of isolationism. However, during the Second World War and ever since the war, collective security has consistently been a pillar of American grand strategy.

The United States stresses that it should provide its allied countries with a solid foundation of collective security, built on the shared values of the Western countries and their combined economic strength; it demands the establishment of common strategy, the formulation of common plans, and the joint conduct of war-preparation work, taking coordinated action against a common enemy. To this end, the United States has concluded military treaties with 48 countries, and has, at times, stationed more than a million troops overseas, spread across nearly 200 countries and regions. In order to carry out its alliance strategy, the United States has consistently implemented enormous economic and military assistance programs, “to support the military capability of its allies.” “America’s security-assistance program meets the defense needs of its allies and friends through assistance, and contributes to America’s own national security objectives through support for collective-security efforts.”

Nixon gave a clear account of American collective-security policy: “First, the United States will continue to bear all its treaty obligations”; “second, if a nuclear power threatens the freedom of a nation allied with us, or threatens the freedom of a nation whose survival we consider closely related to our own security, we will provide it with a nuclear shield”; “third, in the event of other forms of aggression, we will, in accordance with the treaty obligations we bear, provide military and economic assistance when the other party makes such a request. But we will strive to see that the nation directly under threat bears the primary responsibility for providing the manpower for its own defense.”

The purposes behind America’s pursuit of alliance strategy and collective-security policy lie in: (1) uniting the strength of the Western countries to jointly confront the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact bloc; (2) preserving America’s “position of alliance leadership” within the Western world, and controlling its allied countries; (3) completing its global strategic deployment, so as to place American forces in a favorable strategic posture; (4) making up for the weaknesses of insufficient American troop strength and overextended battle lines, facilitating global mobility for American forces; and so on.

Soviet military-theoretical circles likewise placed great importance on questions of alliance strategy. The former Soviet Defense Minister Marshal Sokolovsky held that “the present era is an era of alliance warfare.” Alliance strategy was one component part of Soviet global strategy. For a long time, the Soviet Union consistently incorporated the countries of Eastern Europe into its global strategy, holding that the countries of Eastern Europe were not only a natural barrier protecting the Soviet Union against a Western attack, but also a forward base from which the Soviet Union could attack Western Europe. In order to counterbalance NATO, the Soviet Union, on May 14, 1955, together with Albania (which withdrew in 1968), Hungary, Bulgaria, East Germany, Poland, Romania, and Czechoslovakia — seven countries in all — signed the Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance in Warsaw, the capital of Poland — that is, the Warsaw Pact. Article 4 of the treaty provided: should any country or group of countries in Europe launch an armed attack against one or several of the contracting parties, each contracting party shall, in accordance with Article 51 of the UN Charter, exercise its right of individual or collective self-defense, and shall, individually or through agreement with the other contracting parties, immediately render assistance, by all means it deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to the country or countries subjected to such attack. Subsequently, the Soviet Union went on to establish military cooperation relationships of varying degrees with Mongolia, North Korea, Vietnam, India, Syria, Egypt (relationship terminated in 1973), Libya, Ethiopia, Cuba, and other countries. In addition, the Soviet Union also exerted influence over Yemen, Nicaragua, Zaire, Angola, and other countries through forms such as “economic assistance,” “military assistance,” and the dispatch of technical personnel and military advisers. It is thus evident that alliance strategic thought occupied an important place in Soviet military strategy and foreign policy. However, Soviet alliance strategy likewise vanished into smoke together with the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact organization and of the Soviet Union itself.

At the time of its founding as a state, Russia did not establish an alliance strategy of its own. At that time, Russia was eager to build so-called “strategic partnership” relations with the United States and the other countries of NATO, hoping to exchange the sacrifice of certain of its own strategic interests and military strength for Western economic assistance and guarantees of its security interests; far from building its own alliance to oppose the West, it instead regarded the surrounding CIS countries as the primary realistic threat. As time went on, and as the West’s attitude and position on the questions of NATO expansion and Chechnya became increasingly clear, Russian military-strategic circles began to reflect on the major guiding question of where the principal military threat came from, coming to recognize that the United States and NATO were not only the strongest military force threatening Russia’s national security, but also the largest military bloc containing the revival and development of the Russian nation. For this reason, Russian strategic-theoretical circles explicitly put forward an alliance strategic thought, demanding the strengthening of the CIS collective-security mechanism, the establishment of a CIS military-political alliance, the acceleration of the process of political and economic — and especially military — integration among the CIS countries, ensuring Russian control over the CIS countries, so as to increase the strategic depth and buffer zone between Russia and NATO, and to oppose the eastward-expansion ambitions of the United States and NATO. Guided by this alliance strategic thought, Russia formulated the “Strategic Guidelines for Russia’s Relations with the CIS Countries,” signed the “Collective Security Treaty” with 9 CIS countries, and signed a union treaty and concluded a military alliance with Belarus. It is thus evident that, in order to resist the real threat posed by NATO expansion, Russia has begun actively pursuing an alliance strategy, attempting to make the CIS countries the first line of defense protecting Russia’s security interests.

Britain has consistently made the preservation of its own national security through alliance a tradition of its foreign policy and strategy. It is held that alliance can not only make up for the inadequacy of British military strength, but can also provide Britain with an opportunity to raise its international standing. For this reason, after the war Britain actively promoted the establishment of NATO, relying on NATO and the United States to safeguard its own security and to maintain its influence over European and global affairs. After the Cold War, Britain still treats the maintenance of NATO and the European collective-security mechanism as an important foundation of its strategy. Germany is a member state of NATO, and its strategic practice has consistently been guided by NATO alliance strategy and American alliance strategy. Although France withdrew from NATO’s military-integration process in the latter half of the 1960s, attempting to use the Western European Union as a substitute for NATO, its national security still, to a great degree, depends on NATO, and it has in fact continually participated in NATO’s military actions, especially in recent years, when it has continually prepared to return to NATO’s military-integration process. Japan has signed the Japan-US Security Treaty with the United States, and its strategic thought has consistently depended on American alliance strategy; for a long time, its national security has continually relied on the protection of American alliance strategy and nuclear strategy. In sum, the military strategy of these countries contains a great many elements of alliance character.



(4) Equilibrium

The United States holds that equilibrium strategy is grounded in strength, and for this reason equilibrium is also called “the balance of power based on strength.” In the words of Morgenthau, “only strength can restrain strength.” Arnold Wolfers said: “The balance of power has direct, realistic significance for the United States and its allied countries”; “the United States ought to establish its own advantage in international affairs through the balance of power.” Inis Claude held that the balance of power requires a country to form alliances with different countries, in order to achieve a favorable position in the distribution of international power, to protect its own interests, and to prevent other countries from achieving hegemony. Randomly shifting alliances is an important means of implementing the balance of power. Hans Morgenthau, the American thinker who first extolled balance-of-power theory, held that the struggle waged by a number of countries in pursuit of power will ultimately and necessarily lead to a pattern called “the balance of power”; the pattern of balance of power chiefly manifests itself in two modes — direct confrontation and mutual competition; the balance of power is a means of maintaining peace, and an indispensable stabilizing factor among sovereign states.

After the end of the Cold War, and especially as can be seen from the Kosovo War, the balance of power within the international strategic pattern had already been broken; the United States, as the sole superpower, more unrestrainedly disrupted world peace and regional stability. On the one hand, the United States has done its utmost to obstruct the trend toward a multipolar world, striving with all its might to preserve its own strategic advantage; on the other hand, it still attempts to maintain a strategic balance among the other great powers, and pursues its own great-power balance-of-power strategy. The essence of this strategy is to prevent the emergence of another great power that threatens American interests and holds a dominant position in the world or a region. American strategic thinkers hold that, within a great-power balance-of-power system, the United States, relative to the other great powers, will occupy a comparatively advantageous position. Because it is relatively distant from these centers of power, the United States can play the role of an “offshore balancer,” carrying out military intervention when necessary, in order to prevent the emergence of a dominant power. It is held that the United States will rely on the military forces it deploys at home and in the region in question to play a balancing role, preventing the emergence of regional powers by adjusting its alliances — for example, in Europe it may seek alliance with several other great powers in order to restrain Germany’s ambition to increase its military strength and control Europe. In the Persian Gulf region, it can prevent the emergence of regional hegemony by maintaining a balance between Iran and Iraq. Americans hold that a great-power balance-of-power strategic pattern brings the United States many benefits: first, it can reduce defense expenditure and conserve troop strength, letting each great power take the lead in the affairs of its own region, while the United States can focus its defense planning on preventing the emergence of a dominant power, using its military strength chiefly to handle confrontation among the great powers. Second, the United States can more freely pursue its economic interests, without having to give excessive consideration to relations with political allies. In sum, America’s recent “regional defense strategy” and “strategy of flexible and selective engagement” have, to a great degree, accepted the views of balance-of-power strategic thought.

Soviet military strategy likewise pursued a form of strategic balance. It was held that “socialism and capitalism ought to exist in a state of military balance; this military balance is one factor preventing imperialist aggressive ambitions, and at the same time accords with the fundamental interests of the peoples of the world.” It was also held that the existence of a balance objectively helps maintain world peace; balance prevents the United States from using nuclear threats to blackmail the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries; balance strengthens the sense of responsibility of the governments on both sides for resolving questions of war and peace, and raises the role of subjective factors in the cause of preventing world nuclear war.

The Soviets held that balance, as a state of comparison of military strength, cannot in itself provide a sufficient guarantee of peace. But it can reduce to a minimum the possibility that the launching of nuclear aggression would go unpunished, and it is therefore the only mutually acceptable starting point for the further improvement of arms limitation and reduction, and of limits on the quality of weapons. “Today, what can truly guarantee equal security for both sides is not maintaining the strategic balance at an extremely high level, but rather maintaining it at an extremely low level.” Gorbachev pointed out: “On the road toward the historical goal of world demilitarization, there will naturally be stages. At every stage, mutual interests and a balance at an appropriate level must be observed, while at the same time a continually decreasing trend must be maintained.” It is thus evident that, at the time, Soviet military strategy strove with all its might to maintain a low-level strategic balance with the United States.

Russian military strategy likewise attaches great importance to strategic-balance thought. It is held that military strategic balance chiefly refers to “the balance of forces,” the criteria for comparing the balance of forces including the comparison of nuclear forces, the comparison of air and space forces, the comparison of high-precision weapons, the comparison of information weapons, the comparison of air-defense weapons, and the comparison of reconnaissance and early-warning systems, among others. Military strategic thought ought to examine strategic stability from the standpoint of the fate of the globe as a whole, and the balance of the various forces and of the interests of the various countries. Because of the comprehensive mutual dependence and integration among nations, no single country can possibly obtain security apart from the world community and the global strategic balance. Strategic stability means precisely a balance of forces and interests, and Russia ought not to abandon this strategic balance. It is precisely under the guidance of this strategic-balance thought that Russia formulated its “realistic containment strategy.” It is held that NATO’s eastward expansion and America’s development of a National Missile Defense system (NMD) have disrupted the existing strategic stability, creating a great imbalance of forces and interests, and constituting a realistic threat to Russia. For this reason, Russia has done its utmost to oppose NATO’s eastward expansion and to oppose America’s research, development, and deployment of NMD, and has adopted measures to do everything possible to redress this imbalance. In his 1996 “Presidential National Security Address,” Yeltsin stressed: “Russia does not seek equality with other great powers in the quantity of weapons and armed forces, but rather pursues a realistic-containment principle grounded in the resolute use of its own armed forces to repel aggression.” Although this stresses not pursuing numerical equality, its true meaning lies in the fact that Russia has perceived a strategic imbalance, has sensed a realistic threat to its national security interests, and wishes, through containment, to alter this unbalanced strategic posture.

German military-strategic-theoretical circles recognized the importance of strategic balance quite early on. It was held, at the time, that Germany stood at the very forefront of the two opposing blocs, and that, should the balance of forces among the great powers be lost, large-scale war might erupt, with Germany the first to suffer. For this reason, maintaining a balance of neither war nor peace best accorded with Germany’s fundamental interests. Former German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt, as early as the 1960s, published a book titled Strategy of Balance, in which he held that maintaining a political, economic, military, and psychological balance among the various forces influencing Europe was the guiding principle of German foreign policy and strategy. The more solidly the balance is established, the more firmly each side can hold on to what it presently possesses, and the more each side can strengthen its own respective sphere of influence. Balance-of-power strategy is generally a strategy for maintaining the status quo; whoever wishes to change the status quo must bear the responsibility for disrupting the balance. Balance-of-power strategy is a strategy for avoiding war. This balance-of-power strategic thought exerted great influence on successive German governments thereafter. After German reunification and the end of the Cold War, Germany’s strategic environment and standing underwent enormous transformation; while contending for a leading role in European affairs, Germany still carefully and prudently maintains strategic balance, because, should Germany once break this balance and reveal an intention to control Europe, it would inevitably meet with opposition, or even attack, from the other great powers of Europe and even from the United States.

In sum, strategic balance is both a principal content of the military strategic thought of the great powers, and a strategic goal and strategic practice that they pursue in order to avoid world war. Strategic-balance thought is a product of the Cold War era, and, in the new historical period after the end of the Cold War in which the world is developing toward multipolarity, it will still possess important practical significance.

The above are the basic common characteristics of the strategic thought of the great powers. Although these basic characteristics are common points shared by the strategic thought of these countries, there still exist, within these common points, differences of varying degree. In addition, there are many other common points among the strategic thought of the various countries, such as an emphasis on actual combat, a combination of offense and defense, mutual targeting, mutual permeation, forward-looking character, and flexible responsiveness, among others; these will not be elaborated one by one here.




II. Differences Among Major Powers’ Military Strategic Thought

The strategic thought and strategic theory of the various countries each has a different foundation, tracing its origins to different theories, different practices of war, different traditional cultures, and different geopolitical regions, as well as different social and political systems and backgrounds; there exist great differences among them in the structure, level, and elements of their strategic thought, as well as in its basic content.


(1) Differing Strategic Objectives

American military-theoretical circles hold that strategic objectives — that is, national security objectives — may be short-term, medium-term, or long-term, lasting anywhere from a few weeks or months to ten years or more. National security objectives, like national security interests, may be subdivided into political, military, economic, and other types of objectives. The ultimate objective of military strategy is precisely the national security objective. “Purely military” or “purely political” objectives almost never exist. National leaders may choose to use the military component of national power to achieve a political or economic national objective. A military commander may find it difficult to locate an appropriate military objective among the various national objectives, but an objective such as “protecting the route by which Middle Eastern oil resources are transported,” which is fundamentally economic in character, is nevertheless contained within military strategy. Military strategic objectives may be worldwide in scope, or may involve certain regions or certain alliances of countries, or may involve only certain specific countries.

American military strategy is global in character, and its military strategic thought serves directly America’s global strategic objectives. After the war, the United States, relying on its economic and military strength, supplanted the old-established imperialist powers, leaping to become the hegemon of the capitalist world, and began pursuing its strategic objective of contending for global supremacy. American military-theoretical circles held that the Soviet Union was, at the time, a powerful socialist state, constituting the principal obstacle to American world domination, and that it was necessary to use its own economic and military strength to contain and eliminate the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries, to control the intermediate zone between the two great systems of East and West, and to place the entire world, including its allied countries, under American control, so as to achieve its strategic objective of world domination. At the time, America’s strategic objectives chiefly were: (1) contending with the Soviet Union for military superiority, containing the Warsaw Pact bloc; (2) forming a Western military bloc led by the United States, exercising control over its allies; (3) obstructing the national-liberation movements of the Third World, waging proxy wars, expanding its sphere of influence in the Third World. Its essence lay in realizing this fundamental strategic objective of world domination.

After the end of the Cold War, although successive American administrations one after another carried out major adjustments to military strategy, one thing has never changed throughout: the basic strategic objective of world domination has not changed. Not only that, but its hegemonic ambitions, no longer needing to “contend for supremacy” with a rival, have become still more brazenly outspoken and aggressively overbearing. Bush declared that, following the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the United States had become the world’s sole great power, and must exercise a unique and unparalleled role of leadership in the world. Clinton explicitly proposed that America’s strategic objectives were, first, that it must exercise leadership over the entire world, establishing a new international order led by the United States; and second, that it must guarantee that the United States would, in the coming century, remain the world’s most powerful and prosperous nation. American military-theoretical circles hold that the core of America’s current strategic objectives is precisely to maintain and expand the “peace dividend” brought about by the end of the Cold War, to establish America’s leadership position within the future new world order and new strategic pattern, to prevent the emergence of any adversary posing a global challenge to the United States, to permit no region to fall under the control of a hostile power or alliance, and ultimately to remake the world in the image of America’s own social system and values. These ideas are directly reflected in America’s newest military strategy — the “strategy of flexible and selective engagement.” The concrete objectives put forward by this strategy are: (1) easing tensions and eliminating crises through preventive diplomacy, expanding American influence among non-traditional allied countries, establishing America’s image of leadership; (2) promoting economic development, maintaining its status as a great economic power; (3) strengthening military strength, maintaining its status as a great military power; (4) strengthening relations with its allied countries, strengthening its overseas troop presence, jointly confronting any threat to America’s global interests.

Compared with the Soviet Union, Russia’s comprehensive national strength and geopolitical environment have undergone great change, and it faces great difficulty in fully restoring the global political standing once held by the Soviet Union. For this reason, Russia, in its new military doctrine, has explicitly stated that it abandons the strategic objective of contending with the United States for global hegemony, but still treats the creation of an international environment favorable to itself as its strategic objective, shifting its strategic center of gravity toward securing its traditional sphere of influence and safeguarding national security and stability, while, on a worldwide scale, still attempting to continue playing an active role as a world power, and, at the regional level, seeking at minimum to establish its leading position over the CIS, thereby creating a geopolitical and economic environment favorable to Russia. Russian military-strategic-theoretical circles hold that the CIS countries are all bound up with Russia’s major interests; Russia, as a great European power, possesses extremely important interests in the former Warsaw Pact countries and the CIS countries — should these countries join other military blocs, it would gravely affect Russia’s security, greatly harm its strategic interests, and might even cause Russia’s access to the Baltic and Black Seas, and thence to the Atlantic, to be blocked, leaving it suffocated in the continental interior. For this reason, Russia ought to make securing its traditional sphere of influence and safeguarding national security and stability, and reviving its status as a great power, the basic objectives of Russian military strategy, treating “the use of military force to oppose NATO’s eastward expansion as an urgent task.” Russia holds that, as a great power straddling Europe and Asia, its political, economic, and military center of gravity has, for several hundred years, always lain in Europe, and the center of gravity of its fundamental national interests lies in Europe; NATO’s eastward expansion conflicts with Russia’s strategic objective of reviving Great Russia and restoring its status as a great power, and for this reason containing NATO’s eastward expansion has naturally become an important objective of its military strategy.

As a great economic power, Japan, as its economic strength has grown and the threat to its territory has receded, has abandoned the banner of “one-nation pacifism,” doing its utmost to expand the scope of its military strategy, scheming to continually raise its international political standing, and to set out on the road of becoming a great military power, ultimately realizing the strategic objective of having Japan, the United States, and Western Europe jointly dominate the entire world.

Britain’s principal current strategic objectives are: to continue participating in and strengthening the NATO collective-security mechanism, to expand its influence in Europe and the world through special contributions to NATO, to seek to play a leading role in post-Cold-War Europe, to more effectively safeguard its national security and its status as a great power, while at the same time maintaining an independent overseas-intervention capability, safeguarding and expanding Britain’s global interests.

France has consistently pursued its own independent security policy; after the Cold War its strategic objectives underwent some adjustment, chiefly being: to seek global influence and a position of leadership in Europe, to expand Europe’s independent standing vis-à-vis the United States; to establish a European defense system, excluding American influence; to develop its military strength and nuclear force, seeking the status of a world power; to expand its overseas influence, maintaining and developing defense cooperation with French-speaking countries, safeguarding its overseas interests.

It is thus evident that there exist great differences among the strategic objectives of the great powers: first, the United States strives with all its might to maintain its status as a superpower, obstructing the trend toward a multipolar world, preventing the emergence of a world power constituting a threat to itself; the other countries, by contrast, seek the status of a world power, striving for greater influence over international affairs. Second, the United States seeks regional stability and a balance of forces, preventing the emergence of a rival contending with it for supremacy; the other countries, by contrast, chiefly contend for a leading role in the affairs of their own regions. Third, sharp contradictions exist among the great powers over overseas interests, and they contend with one another for regional spheres of influence, among other things.



(2) Differing Judgments of Threat

American military-strategic-theoretical circles hold that a nation’s security interests, objectives, and policy are meaningful only when considered in connection with the various threats, domestic and foreign. The basic threats ought to be political threats, economic threats, and military threats. Military threats are the easiest to identify and judge, and also the easiest to deal with, because military threats are direct and open, and all parties concerned are relatively able to grasp one another’s circumstances. Political and economic threats, by contrast, may be indirect, and are also difficult to deal with.

Threat judgment must take into account three basic factors, namely: capability (what action the enemy is able to take), intention (what action the enemy will take), and weakness (what the enemy’s salient weaknesses are).

During the Cold War, although the United States revised its military strategy many times, the strategic judgment that the Soviet Union was the principal threat and the principal adversary in war never changed. It was held that the principal threat facing American security came from Soviet expansion and the world war that might thereby result. This was because, at the time, the Soviet Union alone in the world could stand as an equal rival to the United States: economically, the Soviet Union was America’s principal competitor, its gross national product having already reached two-thirds that of the United States; militarily, the Soviet Union was the sole superpower able to threaten the very survival of the United States; in terms of nuclear strength, the Soviet Union possessed both a powerful strategic nuclear offensive force and anti-satellite and ballistic-missile-defense weapons; in terms of conventional strength, the Soviet Union held an absolute numerical superiority. The US-Soviet contest had already developed from land, sea, and air into outer space. For this reason, American military-strategy makers held that “the Soviet Union’s ever-growing military capability and its strategy of expansion remain the most direct and the most serious threat to American security.” Right up until the eve of the Soviet Union’s dissolution, the Bush administration still held that “although the changes beginning to occur in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe are gratifying, the Soviet armed forces remain the most serious military threat to the United States and its allied countries.”

After the end of the Cold War, the United States held that the world war that the Soviet Union and its allied countries might once have launched had become increasingly remote, and that the United States no longer faced that former, singular threat directly endangering its survival, but that the United States still faced a variety of threats endangering or affecting its global interests. The Clinton administration’s new national military strategy explicitly put forward the view that the principal threats facing the United States were regional instability; the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction; transnational dangers such as international crime and terrorist activity; and the danger of failed reform in the Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, and other countries. These four types of threat comprised both realistic threats and potential threats. Under the new international conditions of today, the threats that the United States must deal with are pluralistic and uncertain in character, and any country affecting America’s global interests may become an adversary in war for the United States.

After its founding as a state, Russia once explicitly declared, for a time, that “Russia has no enemies,” no longer treating the United States and NATO, its principal adversaries during the Cold War, as its principal threat, and actively sought to establish “friendly partnership” relations with the United States. At the same time, it was held that the principal threat to Russian security came from within the CIS and its neighboring countries — from local wars and armed conflicts occurring near Russia’s borders. However, as the pace of NATO’s eastward expansion quickened, and as the West’s intention to exclude Russia from participation in European affairs grew increasingly evident, the strategic judgment that Russia had made at the time of its founding underwent great change. Russian strategic-research institutions held that “the principal objective of American and Western policy toward Russia is to prevent Russia from becoming an influential force economically, politically, and militarily, turning the former Soviet space into their economic and political dependency and source of raw materials. NATO is therefore the principal external threat and potential enemy to Russian security.” A former Russian Defense Minister pointed out: “America’s efforts to control the world are posing a threat to Russia and the other former Soviet republics. The already-decided activity of NATO’s eastward expansion is a serious challenge faced in the present era, and is moreover a potential source of danger, one that may develop into a military threat.” Russia’s recently revised new military doctrine has now formally and explicitly identified NATO as the principal potential threat, and points out that “the realistic and potential dangers to Russia’s military security come, first and foremost, from the United States.” At the same time, Russia still regards local wars and armed conflicts within the CIS and in regions neighboring Russia as realistic threats.

After the end of the Cold War, Britain likewise arrived at many new understandings in its judgment of the principal threat. It is held that, since the war, the countries of Europe, Britain included, have “for the first time faced no direct, pressing, large-scale security threat.” But “the threats brought about by the rapid changes in the world nevertheless persist.” The security threats facing NATO countries after the Cold War chiefly come from three directions: first, regional instability factors, including local wars and armed conflicts triggered by ethnic and border disputes; second, the proliferation or loss of control of weapons of mass destruction — nuclear, biological, and chemical — and advanced conventional weapons within the former Warsaw Pact region and worldwide; third, the revival of totalitarianism in Russia and other Eastern European countries and its renewed pursuit of expansionist strategy, among other things. In addition, Britain also faces domestic threats — the Northern Ireland question is a hidden danger gravely affecting British security and stability.

France, after the Cold War, likewise holds that the military threat from the former Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact bloc no longer exists, that France no longer has any external potential enemy — “for the first time it feels that there is no longer any threat near France’s borders.” The external threats that France will face in the future lie in Europe and beyond; its internal threats are chiefly terrorism, the Mafia, financial crime, computer crime, and so on — these threats to national security no longer fall strictly within the military sphere.

After the Cold War, Japan’s surrounding security environment improved considerably, but it still uses the pretext that this region’s “security-guarantee environment has not yet been established as stable,” putting forward the view of “multiple threats.” First, it maintains vigilance against Russian forces in the Far East, holding that although their scale is shrinking, their quality is steadily improving, and that they remain a modernized military force possessing nuclear weapons among other things; moreover, Russia’s political turmoil and economic decline have also made the movements of its Far Eastern forces difficult to read clearly, warranting continued attention. Second, it attaches importance to the Korean Peninsula region. Third, it treats China as an obstacle to its own pursuit of a leading position in the Asia-Pacific region, expressing vigilance regarding China’s strengthening of its military modernization, and treats a contingency in the Taiwan region as one of the areas of its concern.

In sum, in their judgments of threat, the great powers have already shifted from the Cold War era’s identification of a single adversary in war, toward attention to plural and multifaceted rivals, shifting from identifying a realistic, direct, and pressing adversary in war and danger of war, toward recognizing a potential, indirect, and non-military dangerous opponent. In their judgments of threat, the various countries have each passed through different historical stages, and have held a variety of differing views.



(3) Differing War Preparations

War-preparation thought is a basic content of the military strategic thought of every country, chiefly encompassing the nature of war, the forms of war, strategic directions, strategic priorities, theater division, and theater preparation.

America’s strategic guiding thought regarding war preparation chiefly manifests itself as follows: (1) Regarding the nature and forms of war. Judging from the development and change of American military strategy since the war, the United States has prepared both to fight a general war and to fight a limited war; both to fight a conventional war and to fight a nuclear war; both to fight a regular war and to fight a low-intensity irregular war; as well as to carry out non-war military operations, and so on. The factors influencing the basis and emphasis of American war preparation are manifold; among them, the factors exerting the most direct influence are the US-Soviet balance of forces and the development of military technology. When the United States held absolute superiority in nuclear weapons, it advocated emphasizing preparation to fight a great nuclear war; when a “nuclear stalemate” appeared between the US and the Soviet Union, the United States stressed fighting a conventional war; when Soviet conventional forces held absolute superiority, the United States again prepared to fight a limited nuclear war; when the US-Soviet balance of forces was roughly equal, and both sides strove to avoid direct military confrontation while intensifying their contest for regional spheres of influence, the United States emphasized preparation to fight low-intensity conflicts; after the end of the Cold War, the United States shifted the focus of its war preparation toward dealing with the various forms of local war and regional conflict occurring in various parts of the world, preparing to win, almost simultaneously, two large-scale regional conflicts, and in addition it must be fully prepared to carry out non-war military operations. (2) Regarding the strategic center of gravity and strategic priorities. For more than 50 years since the war, the United States has consistently treated Europe as its strategic priority region, and Northeast Asia and the Middle East as secondary priority regions. It is held that Western Europe is a region of America’s “vital interests,” the site of America’s “front line,” and that guaranteeing the security of Western Europe is a factor to which American military strategy gives priority consideration. For this reason, in its strategic deployment, the United States has consistently placed its strategic center of gravity in overseas regions, pursuing the strategic principle of “forward defense,” stressing the home territory as the strategic rear and overseas theaters as the front line, carrying out global military strategic deployment, deploying its strategic reserve forces and strategic strike forces concentrated in the homeland in peacetime, while maintaining, in overseas theaters, a certain quantity of tactical nuclear forces and conventional forces, implementing forward deployment, and, in an emergency, having the homeland strategic reserve carry out “rapid deployment” to support combat in overseas theaters. Americans hold that the necessity of implementing forward defense lies in the fact that forward deployment can demonstrate American military presence, form the necessary military posture and strategic deterrence, exert a certain degree of military and psychological pressure on an adversary, and at the same time serve as a form of powerful support for its allies; forward deployment can achieve rapid response, dealing promptly with various sudden incidents and crisis events, shortening the time needed to redeploy forces; forward deployment, combined with rapid reinforcement, can effectively resist an enemy’s attack in the early stage of a war, preventing the situation from expanding. (3) Regarding theater division and theater construction. The United States, in accordance with the needs of its global strategy and global deployment, has divided the globe into five great theaters — namely, the European theater, the Pacific theater, the Atlantic theater, the Central theater, and the Southern theater, among others. After the end of the Cold War, the United States further divided the globe into six great security regions — namely, the former Soviet region, Eastern Europe, Western Europe, the Asia-Pacific, the Middle East, and Latin America. A salient characteristic of America’s theater division is that the geographical scope of these theaters lies entirely outside its own homeland, fully embodying America’s strategic thought of overseas deployment and forward defense. In terms of theater and battlefield construction, the United States has carried out long-term, comprehensive war preparation — namely, signing military-cooperation treaties with several dozen countries, establishing several hundred military bases, stationing several hundred thousand troops, and stockpiling large quantities of war-reserve matériel, among other things. (4) Regarding flexible response and rapid response. Since the 1960s, the United States has consistently striven to avoid fighting a full-scale nuclear war with the Soviet Union, preparing instead to fight limited wars in various parts of the world, controlling the development of war so as to prevent it from reaching the point of direct US-Soviet military confrontation. For this reason, in its war preparation, the United States adopted a flexible-response strategy, so as to gradually control the escalation of war. It was held that, while not relaxing preparation for a great war, one should, at the same time, intensify the contest with the Soviet Union for regional spheres of influence, flexibly handling various crises and conducting various forms of war. After the Cold War, the United States, in accordance with the characteristics of the regional conflicts and crises it would face in future — their sudden and violent onset, and the rapid escalation of their scale and intensity — put forward, on the foundation of flexible-response and rapid-response thought, the war principle of “emergency response.” It was held that American forces ought to treat dealing with regional crises and conflicts as their foremost strategic choice and war-preparation task, and ought to adopt the principle of “great mobility” — that is, the Gulf War model — carrying out the transoceanic, long-distance projection of force. In strategic deployment, it gradually shifted from the original “forward deployment” toward “approach deployment” or “homeland deployment,” maintaining a “forward presence,” preparing to respond rapidly when a crisis, conflict, or even war breaks out. (5) Regarding deterrence-oriented war preparation. After the Cold War, American strategic-theoretical circles placed still greater emphasis on the deterrent character of war preparation. It was held that, as deterrence theory came to be accepted by an ever-greater number of countries, deterrence-oriented war preparation formally became an important component part of future war. Emphasis was placed on continually strengthening, before the outbreak of war, war-preparation actions such as strategic projection, emergency deployment, live troop exercises, electronic countermeasures, and psychological offensives — on the one hand striving, through various deterrent actions, to force the enemy to abandon its war intentions, thereby containing the outbreak of war; and on the other hand, should deterrence fail, using superior military force to fight and win.

Russia’s war-preparation emphasis, by contrast, lies in “the local wars and armed conflicts occurring within Russia itself and in its surrounding countries and regions.” It is evident that Russia’s war-preparation thought, aimed at dealing with local wars and conflicts, is entirely different from that of the United States, which currently prepares to deal with such conflicts on a worldwide scale. First, the scope of Russia’s war preparation has great limitations, and is comparatively fixed and definite. Second, in fighting within its own region, Russia must take into account many political, economic, and popular-psychological factors, among others, and its forms of combat also differ from those of the United States. Because the local wars and armed conflicts that Russia must deal with occur basically within a continental-interior scope, its basic form of combat is likewise not, like America’s, emergency combat through long-distance force projection, but rather mobile combat with an emphasis on defended positions. Nevertheless, although Russia’s current emphasis is on dealing with small- and medium-intensity local wars and armed conflicts, Russian strategic circles have consistently held that, under certain conditions, local wars and armed conflicts could possibly develop into large-scale conventional war, and might even escalate into nuclear war. For this reason, preventing large-scale conventional war and nuclear war ought still to be the fundamental starting point of Russian war preparation.

Britain’s war preparation is based fundamentally on NATO military strategy, its principal tasks being: providing NATO with strategic and tactical nuclear forces, protecting the forward bases through which American forces reinforce the European continent, defending the European continent, and guarding the eastern Atlantic and the English Channel, among other things. After the Cold War, Britain prepared to deal with a variety of uncertain threats, changing “forward defense” into “mobile defense,” maintaining the capacity to carry out military intervention on both a European and a global scale.

France holds that, after the end of the Cold War, the danger of war threatening French territory no longer exists; the military challenges France faces come chiefly from within Europe and beyond. For this reason, French war preparation has chiefly shifted toward intervening in regional conflicts, carrying out peacekeeping operations and providing humanitarian assistance, among other things.

In sum, on the question of war preparation, there exist considerable differences among the various countries. The United States stresses being prepared for all forms of war, but with emphasis on preparing to win local wars and regional armed conflicts. The Soviet Union likewise stressed being prepared to fight every type of war, but in essence prepared to fight a full-scale nuclear war, holding that, once prepared for general war, it would be equipped to deal with other forms of war as well. Russia, by contrast, prepares to deal with armed conflict within its own territory and in surrounding regions. Britain, France, and other countries face, in reality, no threat of war, and prepare chiefly to intervene in armed conflicts in other regions.



(4) Differing Use of Force

The use of strategic force is an important content of the military strategy of every country. It chiefly encompasses the use of strategic nuclear forces, theater nuclear forces, conventional forces, and high-technology weapons and equipment. There exist considerable differences in the emphasis that the military strategies of the various countries place on the use of force.

The main views of American military strategy on the use of force include the following points: (1) The use of the core strategic force. American forces possess a vast nuclear arsenal, and also possess the capability to launch a full-scale nuclear war, but their capacity to withstand such a war is comparatively weak. American military-strategic-theoretical circles hold that strategic nuclear war carries “the possibility of leading to the destruction of humankind,” and that, compared with the maximum benefit that might be gained from such a war, the risk run is too great — the likelihood of such a war breaking out is not great. For this reason, although the United States possesses both the capability and the plans, its resolve to use strategic nuclear force is, compared with that of the Soviet Union, not as firm. (2) The use of theater nuclear forces. American military-strategic-theoretical circles hold that theater nuclear war would be highly intense, would carry a great cost, and would offer no assurance of victory; moreover, once tactical nuclear weapons are used, there is a risk of nuclear escalation — for this reason, the likelihood of this type of war occurring is likewise not great, though it cannot be entirely ruled out. American military authorities advocate listing theater nuclear war as a priority of war preparation, holding that the circumstances in which tactical nuclear weapons might be used are: as a retaliatory action when the enemy carries out a nuclear strike, or as a counterstrike measure when efforts to resist a large-scale conventional offensive by the enemy have failed. (3) The use of conventional forces. It is held that the use of conventional force is more likely than the use of nuclear force, is easier to control, carries a lower cost, and carries less risk; conventional force occupies an ever more important place within American military strategy. The principles for the use of conventional force are: first, limiting the objectives of war, preventing the escalation of war caused by objectives exceeding their limits; second, chiefly using air force and naval force, which carries less risk than ground combat; third, seeking a quick decision, because a protracted and inconclusive war not only consumes enormous manpower, matériel, and financial resources, but also provokes a strong reaction from international opinion, and may provoke domestic anti-war sentiment. The use of conventional force must adhere to the principle of fighting a short war. For example, the October 1983 invasion of Grenada lasted only 8 days; the December 1989 invasion of Panama lasted only 48 hours; the ground combat of the 1991 Gulf War lasted only 100 hours. (4) The use of high-technology weapons and equipment. It is held that a small unit — even a small detachment — equipped with high-technology weapons can achieve the strategic aims of a war.

France’s current military strategy still places great emphasis on the use and development of strategic force. First, it is changing the structure of its strategic nuclear force. It is shifting from the land-sea-air “triad” to a sea-air “dyad,” cutting land-based strategic missiles and retaining only sea- and air-based strategic missiles, promoting “coordinated nuclear deterrence” on a European scale, so as to ensure the stability of the European security mechanism. Second, it is establishing an “expeditionary force” of about 60,000 personnel, to be dispatched abroad at any time, to defend “France’s first line of security.” Third, it is continually raising the mobility and rapid-response capability of its forces, guaranteeing that, under any circumstances, a force of 50,000 to 60,000 personnel can be projected to any region to carry out its mission.

Britain’s current military strategy, in its use of force, chiefly manifests itself in three aspects: first, providing NATO with a triad strike force (conventional force, regional nuclear weapons, strategic nuclear weapons); second, supporting the establishment of NATO’s rapid-reaction force, providing it with a force of 2 divisions and 1 brigade; third, raising the rapid-response capability of British forces in handling various crises and dealing with sudden incidents, so as to meet the needs of the use of force in Europe and beyond.

In sum, there exist considerable differences in the military strategic thought of the various countries with respect to the use of force. In terms of strategic nuclear force and theater nuclear force, American strength is great, but is subject to comparatively great interference from various factors, and for this reason its resolve to use such force is also comparatively greatly affected; Soviet strength was comparatively strong, and its resolve and will to use such force in actual combat were also comparatively strong; the other countries, by contrast, have weaker strength and less resolve, their deterrent element outweighing their resolve to use force. In terms of conventional force, the United States emphasizes the use of air and naval force, while the Soviet Union and Russia emphasize the use of ground assault force, and Britain, France, and other countries chiefly use rapid-reaction forces and overseas intervention forces. In terms of the equipping of high-technology weapons, the United States places emphasis on using high-technology weapons to achieve strategic aims, while the Soviet Union and Russia consider only the achievement of strategic-campaign aims.




III. Development Trends in Military Strategic Thought

At the beginning of the new century, the military strategic thought of a number of countries has entered a period of rather active development. A new international strategic pattern is presently taking shape, and every country is adjusting its own strategy in accordance with its own national interests. For this reason, it is exceedingly difficult to set out clearly the developmental trend of the strategic thought of the various countries under these circumstances of such complexity and such great uncertainty.

Nevertheless, through the foregoing historical and contemporary, vertical and horizontal comparison of the most essential and stable content within the strategic thought of the various countries, through an objective analysis of the laws governing the development of their strategic thought and of the factors constraining it, and in light of the foreseeable future development and change of international military struggle and the strategic pattern, it is not difficult to arrive at some preliminary views regarding the developmental trend of their strategic thought.

The developmental trends of the strategic thought of the various countries naturally include their most essential, stable characteristics and factors — such as globality, deterrence, alliance character, equilibrium, and actual-combat orientation, among others — all of which are the most general, long-acting content within the military thought of the great powers, will continue to exert their effect in the future, and have already been discussed above, and will not be further elaborated here.

Below, only the main developmental trends of the military strategic thought of the various countries will be introduced and analyzed.


(1) Diversification in the Judgment of Threat: The Focus of Attention Shifting from Pure Military Security Toward Comprehensive Security, from a Single Threat Toward Plural Threats

Strategic circles in every country generally hold that, at present and for a fairly long period to come — that is, up until around 2010 — international society will enter a stage of development that is relatively peaceful and stable, yet also fraught with turmoil and complexity. That is to say, the likelihood of a new world war breaking out is nearly zero, while regional local wars and sudden incidents will continue to arise one after another in succession. International society remains riddled with contradictions — contradictions between North and South, between East and West, between West and West, between South and South; contradictions of ideology, religion, ethnicity, economics, trade, resources, territory, population, and the environment. Conflicts of interest among countries likewise persist — the interests of great powers, the interests of blocs of countries, the interests of medium-developed countries, and the interests of developing countries. Because these contradictions and interests are interwoven together, conflict is unavoidable, but a world war endangering the whole of international society can be entirely avoided. Strategic-theoretical circles in every country generally hold that, with the end of the Cold War and the strategic objectives and center of gravity undergoing a transformation, in the period ahead, judgments of the threats to security and strategic judgments will display a trend toward diversification.

First, the threat of war still persists. The strategy of every country will face the challenge of differing forms of war and non-war actions, needing to deal both with large-scale regional war, local war, and sudden incidents, and with small-scale unrest, terrorist activity, drug trafficking and smuggling, as well as individual computer crime endangering national security, among other things. Although these wars and conflicts will, in most cases, not directly endanger the security of the great powers’ own homelands, they may exert a serious influence on regional security conditions, thereby posing a direct test to the great powers’ intentions to establish regional dominance.

Second, hostile ideology constitutes a major threat. Compared with the Cold War period, worldwide ideological confrontation has evidently no longer occupied the dominant position, but the great powers of the West, out of consideration for their own interests, still regard communism and socialism as a major threat to their pursuit of global hegemonism and their seizure of world dominance.

Third, the clash of civilizations constitutes a certain threat. Certain great powers hold that different civilizations possess an antagonistic character, and that this antagonistic character has become still more pronounced after the Cold War. It is also held that civilization has, to a great degree, already become a banner rallying together countries of the same type, which, for a great power attempting to expand its dominance into other civilizational spheres, is without doubt an enormous obstacle.

Fourth, economic security has become an important strategic choice. Contests among the great powers in the fields of international trade, investment, finance, and science and technology will give rise to new strategic friction; important friction will likewise arise between the great powers and developing countries over matters such as the international division of labor, the flow of capital, and the trade environment — this will pose new challenges to great-power strategy.

Fifth, uncontrolled arms development poses a serious threat to world security. The great powers hold that the proliferation of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons and other high-technology weapons may enable hostile states, or even certain armed organizations, to obtain weapons of mass destruction — this is a threat whose danger is more difficult to control.

Sixth, internal threats cannot be ignored. The security of a great power depends on its own economic strength and comprehensive national power. Slow economic growth, the loss of scientific and technological advantage, political turmoil, and ethnic fragmentation, among other things, will all constitute threats to the security of the great powers.



(2) The Intensification of the Struggle for Strategic Dominance: Strategic Objectives Expanding from the Contest for Traditional Geopolitical Territory to the Contest for Dominance over International and Regional Affairs

With the multipolarization of the international strategic pattern and the development and change of the concept of security, the various countries have begun shifting the emphasis of their strategic contest from the contest for geopolitical territory to the contest for dominance over international affairs and regional affairs. It is held that the international environment in the modern sense is fundamentally different from the sphere of influence, with its clearly demarcated geopolitical boundaries, of the past; it can no longer be seized and maintained by purely military means, in the manner of drawing and defending fixed territorial lines. Control over a given region is no longer achieved through military occupation, but is instead expressed as a country’s influence over international affairs or regional affairs — that is, its own country’s power to dominate the political, economic, and security order and the course of development, internationally or regionally, freely realizing its own will across that region or across the globe. Within the coming decade or more, the contest among countries over international affairs and regional affairs will grow ever more intense.

As the world’s sole superpower for a period to come, the United States considers itself to have “no rival anywhere in the world that can match it”; the United States will become the “global steward,” the leader of the new world order, and will spare no means to enhance American security and strengthen America’s “position of global leadership,” preventing the emergence of a rival posing a global challenge to the United States, and permitting no strong power or regional alliance hostile to the United States to control any region.

Although Russia’s comprehensive national strength and geopolitical environment have undergone great change, it still places its strategic objectives on the contest for dominance over the world and over regions — especially over the CIS region and the sphere of influence of the former Soviet Union. In this regard it faces pressure from the United States and the great powers of Western Europe; although Russia is sometimes unequal to the task, it nevertheless still does its utmost. For example, on questions such as NATO’s eastward expansion, the conflict in the former Yugoslav region, the Gulf crisis and the Middle East peace process, and the situation in Northeast Asia, Russia has done its utmost to assert its own presence, and will continue to be actively engaged on these questions in the future, its purpose being to contend for a voice and for dominance in international and regional affairs.

The countries of Western Europe and Japan, too, have displayed ever-greater initiative on many international affairs and regional conflicts, attempting to weaken and free themselves from America’s position of dominance, and to play their own role as great powers. Because American strength has relatively declined, and the United States is willing to let its allied countries bear more responsibility within the alliance, a form of strategic-partnership relationship will gradually take shape, to a certain degree, among the various countries. This “partnership relationship” will bring about a fundamental change in the constituent nature of the alliance — namely, that the United States, as the former alliance leader, will see its position and role relatively decline, while certain allied countries will rise from their former position of subordination to a position of greater autonomy.

The struggle among the great powers for a position of leadership within alliances — especially the struggle over the question of dominance in the affairs of the European Union and NATO, and in the Asia-Pacific security mechanism — will grow ever more intense. The United States, as the sole superpower, proceeding from its own political and economic interests, will absolutely not abandon its self-proclaimed position as “world leader,” and will continue to make use of the role of the NATO bloc, offsetting the role of the European Union and the Western European Union, so as to achieve its aim of using Britain, marginalizing France, restraining Germany, and containing Russia, thereby controlling the whole of Europe; at the same time it will actively promote the so-called Asia-Pacific security mechanism, so as to achieve the strategic aim of using ASEAN, propping up Japan, supporting South Korea and Taiwan, marginalizing Russia, and containing China, thereby controlling the Asia-Pacific region. However, within Europe, Britain, France, and Germany, among others, all seek to contend for dominance over European affairs, reducing their dependence on the United States, to a certain degree freeing themselves from American control, and even wishing to exclude the United States from European affairs, using the European Union or the Western European Union to replace NATO, wholly or in part, striving to achieve an autonomous position politically and in defense matters. In the Asia-Pacific region, Japan will quicken its pace toward becoming a great political and military power, seeking to play a greater role in Asia-Pacific affairs. It is thus evident that ever-greater fissures will appear in the alliance strategies of the great powers, their strategic cooperation will unavoidably show greater signs of loosening, and their strategic competition will grow further intensified.



(3) The Comprehensive Integration of Strategic Means: Shifting from an Emphasis on the Use of Military Means Toward the Comprehensive Use of Political, Economic, Scientific-Technological, and Diplomatic Means, and from Passive Defense Toward “Preventive” Active Offense as the Primary Mode

After the end of the Cold War, and indeed for a fairly long period to come, the great powers of the West — the United States above all — cannot and will not abandon Cold War thinking; they will make use of the strategic advantage gained from the end of the Cold War to continue pursuing their strategy of containment against countries with differing social systems and differing values, and against potentially hostile states, attempting to force change through pressure, compelling other countries to submit to their will and to accept their values and social systems. At the same time, as the forces of peace and development within international society continually grow stronger, and as the historical tide toward an easing of international tensions proves irreversible, figures within the strategic circles of the great powers of the West have also come to recognize that pursuing comprehensive containment is beyond their capacity, that pure containment can no longer achieve the anticipated strategic aim, and can only make their adversary ever more difficult to deal with, while the cost of containment grows ever greater. For this reason, the Western great powers, led by the United States, have had no choice but to adopt a strategy of engagement alongside their pursuit of containment, comprehensively employing political, economic, scientific-technological, and diplomatic means, among others, while applying military pressure — maintaining both confrontation and engagement, using dialogue, cooperation, and exchange, among other methods, to advance their values and their will, so as to gradually bring about division, disintegration, and peaceful evolution from within hostile states.

Hardline figures within the strategic circles of the United States and other Western countries hold that, in the future, powerful containment must be applied to every kind of threat factor — that is, through various vigorous “preventive” offensive strategic measures, actively containing every sort of threat, including hostile states or potential adversaries, so as to prevent them from causing harm to the interests of the Western great powers and their allied countries. The concrete measures might be: promoting change within hostile states through the export of their own values; exploiting or manufacturing contradictions to undermine the internal stability of hostile states and obstruct their development; using arms control and increased transparency in armaments as a pretext to restrict the development of armaments by hostile states; preventing the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction through means such as inspection; using military strikes or United Nations peacekeeping operations to eliminate or control crises and tensions in a given region, bringing about peace on terms dictated by the will of the Western countries; employing economic means such as economic sanctions, trade protection, technology blockades, and export restrictions, to undermine or obstruct the development of the economic and military strength of hostile states, and so on — all in order to achieve the strategic aim of containing and weakening their adversaries, and dividing and disintegrating hostile states.

At the same time, Western strategic circles also hold that, in future international military struggle, pure containment can no longer achieve the anticipated aim. Implementing a strategy of comprehensive containment requires maintaining a powerful military force, sustaining enormous military expenditure, and requires the full support of allied countries. However, within the multipolar international pattern of the future, the objective conditions for implementing a strategy of comprehensive containment will no longer exist; the Western countries, and indeed other countries as well, will proceed from their own respective national interests, and will find it impossible to coordinate uniformly in jointly dealing with any given potential adversary. For this reason, a strategy of engagement or a strategy of infiltration ought to be adopted, through comprehensive engagement, dialogue, and exchange, infiltrating from many directions — economic, scientific-technological, trade, cultural, educational, and military — imperceptibly infiltrating one’s own ideology and values into the interior of potential adversaries and hostile states, so as to achieve the aims of peaceful evolution and victory without battle.

It is thus evident that, for a considerable period to come, the United States and other Western countries will employ the two methods of containment and engagement together, to deal with those countries they regard as “constituting a principal threat to them,” this being a potential hostile state. Containment and engagement are merely two strategic means of the Western great powers; defeating their adversary, preserving their own position of great-power advantage, advancing Western values, and safeguarding their global economic interests — these are the fundamental strategic aims of the Western great powers. In sum, pursuing a strategy of containment and engagement, with emphasis on “prevention,” comprehensively employing every kind of strategic means, will become one of the main developmental trends of Western strategic thought in the future.



(4) The Increasing Frequency of Military Intervention: Shifting from the Former Avoidance of Military Involvement Toward Selective Participation, and from the Use of Ordinary Military Means Toward the Extensive Use of High-Technology Means

After the end of the Cold War, having lost the strategic counterbalancing factor of the Soviet Union, the United States and other Western great powers have carried out overseas intervention still more unrestrainedly, participating in and launching wars and non-war actions against certain small and medium-sized countries. Strategic-theoretical circles in these countries have continually put forward, and will continue to research and put forward, many new theories of military intervention. This has already become one of the important trends within the strategic thought of the Western great powers.

American strategic-theoretical circles have put forward the so-called theory of “new interventionism,” including such notions as “the theory of limited sovereignty,” “the theory of the meaninglessness of national borders,” “the theory that civil war is not a domestic matter,” “human rights above sovereignty,” “unrest in any region will affect American interests,” “in order to advance democracy, protect human rights, and halt civil war, one may act without regard for the restrictions of national sovereignty — military intervention may be carried out wherever help is needed,” and “as the leader of the world, the United States bears an unshirkable responsibility for intervening abroad,” among other things. On this basis, it has formulated the “strategy of engagement and enlargement,” the “prevent, deter, defeat” strategy, and the “shape, respond, prepare” strategy, among others. The essence of these strategic theories is precisely to participate in international affairs, to act as the leader of the world, to interfere in the internal affairs of other countries, to expand America’s overseas interests, and to consolidate its position as world hegemon.

American strategic circles hold that America’s engagement and intervention will be global in character; the actions of American forces must proceed from a posture of global engagement — in peacetime, a considerable portion of its troop strength ought to be stationed overseas, or ready at any time to deploy to overseas regions where American interests are at stake; this will help promote stability, advance the peaceful resolution of disputes, deter aggression, and prevent conflict, thereby shaping a new international order favorable to the United States in accordance with American will. When armed conflict occurs, American forces will, in accordance with the degree of threat and risk to which its national interests are subjected, employ the necessary means, committing decisive troop strength, so as to guarantee the achievement of its strategic aims, and to bring about the conclusion of hostile actions on terms favorable to the United States.

American strategic think tanks hold that future overseas intervention will differ from the purely forcible intervention of the Cold War era, and will possess the characteristics of regularity and diversity — it may be participation in or the launching of large-scale regional war, or it may be a “surgical strike,” or it may be merely the forward presence of forces and the projection of troop strength, or it may be a no-fly zone or a naval blockade, as well as non-war actions such as peacekeeping operations and humanitarian assistance. The concrete form of intervention will vary according to the degree to which American interests are threatened.

Strategic circles in Britain, France, Germany, Japan, and other countries all attach great importance to research on the question of future overseas intervention. Britain and France will, in pursuit of their own overseas interests, make still more regular use of military force and other means, carrying out overseas intervention actions more often together with the United States or independently. Although Germany and Japan are subject to various restrictions in law and in public opinion, and dare not risk deploying troops independently, in order to expand and safeguard their overseas interests they may dispatch military personnel more often to participate in the actions of multinational forces or United Nations peacekeeping forces, and may also adopt other various means more often to carry out overseas intervention actions, so as to seek greater political and economic benefit. In the Kosovo War, Germany, for the first time, dispatched combat troops abroad, which fully illustrates this point.

Within the coming decade or more, while the Western great powers carry out frequent overseas military intervention, they will all determine their military strategic objectives still more prudently, controlling and limiting the scale, duration, and intensity of military action, avoiding having the expansion and escalation of these military actions endanger their own fundamental interests. This will be one of the trends of future Western strategic thought.

Discussion Questions: 1. What common points exist among the strategic thought of the United States, Russia, and other countries? 2. What differing points exist among the strategic thought of the United States, Russia, and other countries? 3. What are the developmental trends of the strategic thought of the various countries? 4. What is the objective foundation for the formation and development of strategic thought? 5. What are the basic laws governing the development of strategic thought?








Lecture 4 — Comparison of Thought on National Defense and Armed Forces Development

Thought on national defense and armed forces development is a rational understanding of the practical questions of national defense and armed forces development. Because the national conditions, environments, national strategic thought, and developmental trajectories of different countries differ, considerable differences exist in their thought on national defense and armed forces development. Nevertheless, the thought and practice of the various countries regarding national defense and armed forces development also possess a certain commonality, and are governed by discernible laws. Analyzing the differences in the thought on national defense and armed forces development of the world’s major countries, identifying the commonalities among them, and grasping their developmental trends, is of important reference value for the development of our own armed forces.


I. Common Points in the Thought on National Defense and Armed Forces Development of a Number of Countries

National defense and armed forces development evolve continuously along with the development of society. The development of the social productive forces, the advance of science and technology, and the demands of national security interests continually drive national defense and armed forces development forward. Since the Industrial Revolution of the 18th century, and especially after the two World Wars, the national defense and armed forces development of a number of countries has undergone rapid development — armies have grown ever larger in scale, weapons have grown ever more advanced, and the scope and content of national defense and armed forces development have gradually expanded as well. After the end of the Cold War, as humankind entered the 21st century, the development of world military affairs entered an entirely new stage, and the pace of armed forces development in every country has further quickened. In the course of long practice, the countries of the world have formed, in national defense construction and armed forces construction, a number of basic principles and common practices that they follow in common. Chiefly these are:


(1) The Principle of According with the Basic Objectives of National Security

The questions of security and development have, throughout history, been matters of concern to every country in the world, because this question bears directly on the fate of the nation and the survival of the state. The core of security and development is the national interest. Different countries have different national interests, and thus different national security objectives. Changes in national interests and in domestic and foreign policy will likewise give rise to changes in national security objectives. For an ordinary country, the fundamental objectives of safeguarding national security lie in: resisting invasion by a foreign enemy, preserving national unity and territorial integrity, social stability, and the nation’s other interests and rights. However, the interests of hegemonic and power-politics-minded countries often override those of other countries; they expand their own security scope into other regions, and even the entire globe, and, on the pretext that their own interests are “threatened,” readily use armed force to interfere in the internal affairs of other countries — the basic national security objectives of such countries plainly display an aggressive and expansionist character. This difference in basic national security objectives inevitably exerts an influence on a country’s thought and practice regarding national defense and armed forces development, and likewise places differing demands on that development. Conversely, a country’s national defense and armed forces development must accord with its own basic national security objectives, and must guarantee the realization of those basic national security objectives — otherwise it loses its focus, and loses its proper value. The major countries of the world all place great emphasis on, and attach great importance to, ensuring that national defense and armed forces development accords with basic national security objectives, and make timely adjustments to national defense and armed forces development as basic national security objectives change.

The United States has consistently emphasized and stressed that national defense and armed forces development ought to remain consistent with basic national security objectives. Ever since the United States enacted the National Security Act in 1947 and established the “National Security Council,” it has, periodically or aperiodically, issued America’s national security policy in the form of “National Security Council documents,” “presidential directives,” “national security decision memoranda,” or “presidential executive orders.” After the US Congress passed the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act in 1986, the American president has submitted a formal “National Security Strategy Report” to Congress each year. The American Defense Reorganization Act stipulates: the National Security Strategy Report shall set forth America’s national security strategy, and shall include the following content: 1. Worldwide interests and objectives of vital importance to American national security. 2. The domestic and foreign policies that the United States ought to pursue, and the national defense capabilities it ought to possess, in order to realize its national security strategy. 3. Proposals for the short-term and long-term use of America’s political, economic, military, and other instruments of power. 4. In order to implement national security strategy, sufficient power for that purpose, and so on. The foregoing shows that, in accordance with the development and change of the situation, the United States periodically or aperiodically revises its national security objectives and formally promulgates them in the form of official documents, and at the same time makes corresponding adjustments to the means for realizing its national security objectives — the “elements of national power” such as political, economic, and military power — so as to ensure that the two remain coordinated and mutually adapted. Since the end of the Second World War, America’s national security strategy has undergone two great adjustments — pursuing a “containment strategy” during the Cold War, and adjusting to a “strategy of engagement and enlargement” after the Cold War. Minor adjustments have been made many times; each adjustment has brought significant impact to national defense and armed forces development; conversely, national defense and armed forces development has, each time, promptly adapted to the new national security objectives that resulted from each adjustment.

Russia, too, has consistently emphasized upholding the principle that national defense and armed forces development ought to accord with basic national security objectives. During the Soviet period, the analysis of the security environment, the judgment of threats, the establishment of basic national security objectives, and the basic principles of national defense and armed forces development corresponding to them, among other things, were embodied in the officially and formally promulgated document issued from time to time — the “Soviet Military Doctrine.” Successive generations of Soviet military and political leaders all stressed that “military construction and armed forces construction” must accord with the requirements of military doctrine, and must be adjusted correspondingly as military doctrine was adjusted. In order to keep pace with changes in basic national security objectives and with the requirements of military doctrine, its military construction and armed forces construction underwent three adjustments before the Second World War. After the war and up until the dissolution of the Soviet Union, a further five adjustments were made. After Russia’s founding as a state, it put forward, above and beyond “military doctrine,” the specific concept of a “national security concept.” The national security concept, as an official formal document, is Russia’s highest program and basic foundation for resolving all security questions; military doctrine, meanwhile, is the basic guiding thought and program for resolving military security. These two documents respectively set forth Russia’s basic objectives regarding national security and military security, serving as the basic foundation guiding military construction and armed forces construction.

Britain, France, Germany, Japan, and other countries likewise all strongly emphasize upholding the principle that national defense and armed forces development must accord with national security objectives, and all use law or official documents to make explicit the relationship between basic national security objectives and national defense construction and armed forces construction, making adjustments periodically or aperiodically.



(2) The Principle of Reasonable Sufficiency

In peacetime, at what level ought national defense construction be maintained, how much expenditure ought military spending require, and how large a scale ought the armed forces be kept at — these are major theoretical and practical questions to which every country pays great attention. An excessively large scale of national defense construction and an excessively large number of troops will inevitably impose a heavy burden on the country; an excessively small scale of national defense construction and insufficient military strength, by contrast, will make it impossible to fulfill the task of safeguarding national security. In modern military history, many countries have actively explored this question, and have put forward certain theoretical principles and solutions. Since the end of the Second World War, and especially since the 1980s, the principle of “reasonable sufficiency,” first put forward by the Soviets, has gradually come to be widely accepted by every country, becoming an important principle for determining the scale of national defense and armed forces development.

The principle of “reasonable sufficiency” is one that the Soviets arrived at only after passing through several decades of practice in national defense and armed forces development, and especially after drawing lessons from numerous instances of experience. For a long time, the Soviet Union regarded achieving military-strategic balance with the United States as “a historic achievement of socialism,” and treated maintaining a high level of military-strategic equilibrium as the keynote of its military strategy and its theory of armed forces development. After the Second World War, in order to contend with the United States for military superiority, the Soviet Union, although the scale of its national defense and armed forces development underwent several ups and downs, on the whole adopted the policy of “using quantity to make up for quality, quantity first and quality second,” its military strength continually expanding. After Gorbachev came to power, he put forward “new thinking,” and Soviet military strategy changed accordingly, successively putting forward new concepts such as “moderate armaments” and “low-level equilibrium.” In 1985, during his visit to France, Gorbachev put forward the term “reasonable sufficiency” for the first time. In his political report to the 27th Congress of the CPSU, Gorbachev proposed that “military strength ought to be reduced to a level of reasonable sufficiency,” because “genuine equal security in our era is guaranteed not by the highest, but by the lowest, strategic equilibrium.”

After Russia’s independence, it essentially inherited the guiding thought of “reasonable sufficiency” in national defense and armed forces development. Yeltsin and other Russian military and political leaders stated that “the development of the armed forces will continue to proceed according to the principle of reasonable sufficiency.” The new military doctrine that Russia promulgated in November 1993 proposed that, under present circumstances, only with “sufficient” military strength as a backing could the peaceful means adopted to safeguard national security effectively take effect. The overall approach to Russian armed forces development is to raise its level, not to expand its scale. The Federal Law on Defense of the Russian Federation, promulgated by Russia in September 1992, explicitly stipulated that “the actual number of military personnel in the Russian armed forces in peacetime shall not exceed 1 percent of the actual population of the Russian Federation.” The total population of the Russian Federation is approximately 150 million; calculated at the ratio of 1 percent, Russia’s total troop strength ought to be 1.5 million. In accordance with this principle, Russian forces carried out large-scale troop reductions, their total strength falling from 2.8 million at the time of their formation to 1.2 million in the year 2000. After Putin came to power, he continued to uphold this basic principle of armed forces development; in September 2000, the Russian military formally announced that it would once again carry out a large-scale reduction, cutting its existing numbers by one-third by 2003 — that is, reducing from the present 1.2 million to 850,000.

Apart from Russia, since the end of the Cold War, principles such as “reasonable sufficiency” and “quality-focused development” have become the choice of national defense and armed forces development in many countries around the world, differing only in their formulation. Besides the formulation “reasonable sufficiency,” there are also “sufficient defense,” “sufficient strength,” “basic sufficiency,” “small but elite,” “small-scale, high-quality,” and others. Although the wording differs, the basic thought is consistent.

The American thought of building a “small but elite” military force was likewise put forward after the Cold War. During the Second World War, total American troop strength once reached as high as 12.124 million. Shortly after the end of the war, American forces underwent a substantial reduction in troop strength and military spending for a time. But with the advent of the “containment strategy,” out of the need to contend with the Soviet Union for world supremacy, the United States adopted measures to increase its troop strength and maintain high military expenditure. During the Vietnam War, total American troop strength reached as high as 3.4 million. After a further substantial troop reduction, total strength still stood at 2.1 million by 1975. With the end of the Cold War, the United States made corresponding adjustments to its national defense and armed forces development policy, advocating the implementation of an “elite forces” policy, and proposing the building of a “small but elite” military force. On the one hand, it compressed the scale of its forces and cut its military budget, bringing total troop strength down to 1.385 million in fiscal year 2000. On the other hand, while compressing its scale, it devoted itself to raising the quality of its forces — that is, vigorously developing high-technology weapons to ensure its military advantage; using the revolution in military affairs to promote the informatization of its forces; vigorously raising the scientific, technological, and cultural qualities of its officers and men; and raising the combat-readiness level of its units.

“Small-scale, high-quality” — this has consistently been the guiding principle of Japan’s postwar armed forces development. After Japan’s defeat in the Second World War, it was completely disarmed. After the outbreak of the Korean War, Japan, with American backing, once again rearmed. After the reconstitution of Japanese forces, they faced the tasks of expansion and development, and urgently required theoretical guidance for this purpose. In 1975, the Japanese government formulated the “Basic Policy for National Defense,” which put forward, for armed forces development, the policy of “adapting to national conditions and national strength, and gradually developing an effective defense force within the limits necessary for self-defense.” Its basic thought was: military strength ought to be gradually expanded as national strength grows; it ought to be developed, from a defensive purpose, in a controlled, staged manner; and the building of military strength must attend to quality and emphasize actual effect. Its ultimate purpose was to build a high-quality military force. Given that the country’s financial resources were not yet abundant, only a “gradualist” approach could be adopted, maintaining a comparatively small scale and progressively increasing investment, in order to guarantee the “effectiveness” and high quality of the military force being built. After the end of the Cold War, Japan adjusted its original defense policy and put forward a new military strategy, but its guiding thought on armed forces development did not change. The new “National Defense Program Outline” decided to further reduce personnel numbers, streamline organizations, and reduce the quantity of weapons and equipment held, so as to economize on military spending, increase equipment spending, raise quality, and build a more “rational, efficient, and elite basic defense force.”

After the 1980s, India put forward a new armed-forces-development policy whose basic content was “sufficient” strength. Its basic thought was: centering on raising the combat effectiveness of the three armed services, keeping numbers relatively stable, emphasizing the raising of quality, and building a modernized combined-arms military force, suited to its strategic objectives, holding a position of superiority within the region, and possessing both offensive and defensive capability. Since the 1990s, India, after studying the experience and lessons of the Gulf War, has come to recognize that future war will be high-technology war, and that victory in war will depend chiefly on the quality of the armed forces rather than on their quantity. For this reason, the emphasis of Indian national defense and armed forces development has further shifted toward quality-focused development.

In addition, the Vietnamese military holds that, for a fairly long period to come, the likelihood of a large-scale war being launched against Vietnam will grow ever smaller, and that armed forces development ought chiefly to “reduce numbers and raise quality.” The five Central Asian countries have likewise proposed upholding “sufficient defense” as their principle of armed forces development. Kazakhstan’s President Nazarbayev, in expounding the principle of armed forces development, proposed that “armed forces development ought to proceed according to the principle of sufficient defense, ensuring that the armed forces are able to cope with realistic military threats.”



(3) The Principle of Coordinated Development

In the course of national defense and armed forces development, every country is continually accompanied by one basic question — namely, how to coordinate and handle the relationships among the various aspects, so that national defense construction and armed forces construction always proceed along a benign developmental track, able both to meet the needs of safeguarding national security, and not to impose too great a burden on the national economy and on the life of the people — indeed, able even to promote the development of the national economy. In sum, whether or not coordinated development can be achieved has become a highly important subject. In this regard, a number of countries, after passing through various setbacks and lessons, have gradually formed a rational understanding — namely, that coordinated development must absolutely be achieved in national defense and armed forces development. So-called coordinated development includes the coordination of many kinds of relationships — including both the relationship between national defense construction and national economic construction, and the various internal relationships within national defense construction and armed forces construction, such as the proportion of military-spending allocation, the proportion of construction among the various services and arms, the relationship between standing forces and reserve forces, the relationship between the “hardware” and “software” of national defense construction, and so on. But the primary and most fundamental of these is how correctly to understand and handle the relationship between national defense construction and armed forces construction, on the one hand, and national economic construction, on the other.

Military-theoretical circles in every country hold that, judging from the theory and practice of national defense and armed forces development in the world’s major countries, coordinated development between national defense construction and economic construction contains three layers of meaning: first, national defense strength must, in the final analysis, be grounded in economic strength; second, in peacetime, national defense construction must be subordinate to the nation’s economic construction; third, national defense construction also has a promoting effect on economic development.

1. Upholding the thought that national defense strength must be grounded in economic strength. On this point, the understanding of every country is virtually unanimous. It is held that economic factors determine the scale, quality, and pace of national defense and armed forces development. The magnitude of a country’s fiscal capacity is an important measure of that country’s capacity to wage war. Modern war depends ever more heavily on the economy. Without a certain economic strength as backing, a war is very difficult to sustain, and still more difficult to win. For this reason, in order to raise national defense strength, one must first develop the economy.

On this question, the Soviet Union once held a fairly clear-eyed understanding. As early as the 1930s, the Soviet Party and government regarded strengthening economic power as a precondition for developing national defense strength, consistently stressing that “industry, in the past as in the present, is the foundation of national defense strength.” On July 15, 1929, the resolution “On the Condition of National Defense,” adopted by the Political Bureau of the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks), proposed that “the five-year plan for developing the national economy will create favorable conditions for greatly raising the Soviet Union’s national defense strength, in both quality and quantity. Given that the first five-year plan, in terms of armed strength, had already laid a solid foundation for the army’s organization, then in the second five-year plan, a modernized military-technological foundation ought to be established for national defense.” To this end, the Soviet Union adopted a series of concrete measures to strengthen its economic power. Nevertheless, during the Cold War, owing to reasons that are well known, the Soviet Union also took a certain detour. After Russia’s founding as a state, in its new principles of armed forces development, it further clearly expounded the relationship between armed forces development and economic development, proposing that “the economy, as the sum total of material production and the sphere of labor, is the material foundation for conducting armed struggle,” and that the basic manifestation of the mutual relationship between military affairs and the economy is that military affairs directly depend on the level of development of the productive forces and the nature of the relations of production of the state (or alliance of states); it also explicitly pointed out that “the economy determines the quantity and quality of the armed forces.”

The United States, too, has consistently stressed the importance of economic factors, holding that economic factors are the material foundation for winning war: “Purely theoretical reflection on military questions alone makes it very difficult to formulate military policy and plans. The political system, the limited resources and talent available for use, and social values, all exert a constraining effect on questions of defense.” Many other countries, too, have come to recognize that the goal of building a strong military must be premised on the development of the national economy and the raising of comprehensive national strength — without economic strength as backing, armed forces development will inevitably lack the resources to sustain it.

2. Upholding the thought that national defense construction must be subordinate to national economic construction. During wartime, the state must mobilize every sphere, and mobilize every force, to revolve around winning the war. But in peacetime, one must uphold the principle that national defense construction is subordinate to national economic construction. Upholding this principle not only guarantees the growth of the nation’s economic strength, but also advances the steady and healthy development of national defense and armed forces development; conversely, not only will it hold back the nation’s economy, but, viewed over the long term, it will also “remove the firewood from under the cauldron,” weakening the staying power behind the development of national defense construction.

The United States has consistently attended to the coordinated development of national defense and the economy, seeking a point of balance between national defense needs and economic strength. After the Second World War, the United States, as one of the two superpowers, already possessed a vast military strength and first-class economic strength. But its armed forces development still adhered to the principle of taking the economy as the foundation, striving to keep armaments within the range permitted by economic strength. In the latter part of the Cold War, the United States held that, although the Soviet Union could militarily match the United States on equal terms, it still lagged behind the United States technologically and economically, and that in a prolonged arms race, the Soviet Union might ultimately be defeated. Based on this analysis, the Reagan administration put forward the “Star Wars” program, issuing a challenge to the Soviet Union, attempting through this challenge to exhaust the Soviet Union economically. After the end of the Cold War, the Clinton administration further put forward the thought of “economic security,” stressing still more the coordinated development of national defense and the economy. America’s new cross-century security strategy, for the first time, incorporated “economic security” into the scope of national security strategy, holding that the pace of growth of America’s economy and comprehensive national power had already fallen increasingly behind that of the world’s other major countries, gravely weakening American strength, and that for this reason the United States must place economic development first.

Russia arrived at a firm conviction on this thought only after drawing profound lessons from history. During the Cold War, the Soviet Union consistently placed national defense and armed forces development first among all its work, concentrating financial and material resources on developing its military industry. As a result, Soviet national defense and armed forces development achieved major accomplishments, reaching “strategic equilibrium” with the United States in terms of overall military strength, but the national economy suffered serious difficulty and imbalance. Since the 1960s, the Soviet Union’s economic growth rate declined year after year, and the magnitude of the decline grew ever greater. The heavy military burden held back economic development, and the slowdown of economic development in turn plainly weakened the foundation on which national defense and armed forces development depended for its growth. Especially after the Reagan administration put forward the “Star Wars” program, the Soviet Union felt still more acutely that it was unequal to the task, coming to realize that, if things continued as before, within a few years it would sink to the status of a “second-rate power.” For this reason, Gorbachev explicitly put forward the thought that “armed forces development must be subordinate to the needs of economic development.” After Russia’s independence, in view of the continual worsening of its economic situation, it further explicitly proposed: national defense must first give way to the economy, following the road of first enriching the country and only then strengthening the military.

Other countries, too, have all come to recognize that competition in comprehensive national power, with the raising of economic and scientific-technological strength as its basic content, will become the focal point of the contest for strategic initiative in the coming century. For this reason, all of them place still greater emphasis on the idea that national defense and armed forces development ought to be subordinate to the needs of economic development, serving the raising of comprehensive national power.

3. Upholding the thought that national defense construction has a promoting effect on economic construction. Many military theorists hold that the relationship between national defense construction and economic construction must also be viewed dialectically. On the one hand, national defense construction must be premised on economic strength, and requires the expenditure of a certain quantity of the nation’s resources; on the other hand, when national defense construction is done well, it also has an important guaranteeing and promoting effect on economic construction. For this reason, every country stresses that, on the premise of developing the economy, an appropriate proportion of investment must be maintained in national defense, and that, as the economy develops, this investment must gradually be increased.

Some military theorists hold that, before the First World War, military expenditure was merely an uncompensated form of spending. After the First World War, the situation gradually began to change. Viewed on a worldwide scale today, the scientific-research and industrial foundation formed through military-spending investment is an important cornerstone of the development of the modern economy and of science and technology — it is only that, in different countries, this foundation is formed in different ways.

America’s military-industrial foundation has developed step by step through two channels: first, the government invested in and established specialized military-industrial enterprises and scientific-research institutions; second, private enterprises competed with one another to obtain the support of military spending, developing their own scale of scientific research and production, ultimately forming a rational arrangement of dedicated military industry and mobilizable civilian industry. Today, among American industrial enterprises, the foundation of the several major sectors with the strongest scientific-research strength — automobiles, shipbuilding, machinery, electronics, information technology, aviation, aerospace, and missile development — was, in its most important aspects, stimulated into development by military investment. The United States has decided that, in the period ahead, it will further substantially raise the amount of its military spending. One priority direction for the deployment of military spending is the development of weapons and equipment.

Rashmi, an Indian scholar, in a research report titled “Is Defense Spending Beneficial or a Burden?,” pointed out that, in India, the relationship between defense spending and gross national product is a positive one, particularly evident in peacetime: for every 1-rupee increase in defense spending, GNP actually increases by 29 rupees. The reasons for this, he argued, are: first, military spending increases national security, increases the people’s sense of security, and raises production efficiency; second, defense spending goes toward military scientific research, but many research projects are of a dual-use, military-civilian character, and without doubt produce enormous benefits for civilian use as well (Indian journal Strategic Analysis, May 1985 issue). Another Indian economist’s argument, made in 1986, likewise showed that, so long as military spending is kept growing at a moderate rate not exceeding 4 percent of gross national product and 20 percent of total government fiscal expenditure, it will not only fail to harm the development of the national economy, but will actually promote growth in the nation’s total fixed-capital investment, and the growth of the latter will, in turn, promote growth in government fiscal revenue, thereby raising the absolute value of military spending. In this way, a virtuous-cycle relationship arises between defense spending and total capital investment.

Japan, too, stresses “maintaining an appropriate level of national defense investment.” Although Japan’s military spending has, since the 1990s, consistently been maintained at around 1 percent of gross national product, because of its citizens’ comparatively large base figure for gross national product, it has still maintained a steady upward trend in military spending, and currently ranks second in the world in military expenditure, behind only the United States. According to the new “Mid-Term Defense Program,” Japan’s defense budget over the next five years will total 25.15 trillion yen, an increase of 13.4 percent over the previous five-year plan, with average annual budgeted spending exceeding 5 trillion yen①.

Owing to the financial crisis, the ASEAN countries once cut their military spending one after another. As their economies have recovered, they have again generally begun to increase military spending, in order to accelerate the modernization of their armed forces.



(4) The Principle of Combining a Streamlined Standing Army with a Reliable Reserve Force

In peacetime, no country either can, or needs to, maintain the full quantity of troops that would be required in wartime. For this reason, implementing a policy of a streamlined military in peacetime has become a widespread policy. In order both to economize on national defense expenditure and to maintain, on an ongoing basis, national defense strength sufficient to cope with war, another important guiding thought that countries commonly uphold in national defense and armed forces development is adherence to the principle of combining a streamlined standing army with a reliable reserve force.

In peacetime, countries generally pursue the principle of streamlining in the building of their standing armies. During the Cold War, the Soviet Union and the United States, the two superpowers, fought each other to the death for the world’s top seat, yet each maintained a standing army of only around 4 million or so. After the Cold War, both fell to below 1.5 million. According to the World Military Yearbook, the countries with standing-army strength above 1 million are China, the United States, Russia, India, North Korea, and others; those with strength of around 500,000 are Pakistan, Vietnam, South Korea, Turkey, and others; those with strength of around 300,000 are Germany, France, Egypt, Italy, Brazil, and others. While building a streamlined standing army, strengthening reserve-force construction in accordance with the principle of combining peacetime and wartime readiness is a basic principle of national defense and armed forces development that the great majority of countries in the world commonly uphold. It should be pointed out that the reserve forces of developed countries are not equivalent to militia or core militia, nor are they paramilitary forces — rather, they are armed forces that have undergone rigorous training, are tightly organized, and possess strong combat effectiveness.

Implementing a system combining a streamlined standing army with reserve forces is a notable feature of American armed forces development in peacetime. The United States holds that “active-duty forces are the backbone of America’s armed strength and the basic combat force in the initial period of war”①. But it must maintain a reserve force of a certain scale, well equipped, well trained, and at a high level of mobilization readiness. In wartime, these units are the primary source for expanding the active-duty force, and in peacetime they are also an important force for safeguarding America’s security. At present, within the structure of American armed strength, active-duty personnel account for only 33 percent; organized reserve personnel account for 18 percent, unorganized reserve personnel account for 13 percent, and retired reserve personnel account for 14 percent. Reserve units are divided into Categories I, II, and III according to their level of combat readiness and training, and, when the nation enters a state of war, they can be called to active duty in sequence, filling out the nation’s active-duty forces.

The Soviet Union, too, upheld the principle of combining a streamlined standing army with a powerful reserve force. In the building of its standing army, the goal the Soviet Union put forward was “to build a core army that is constantly at combat readiness and able to crush any aggressor.” At the same time, it continually perfected its reserve forces, which were very large in scale. By the late 1980s, reserve personnel numbered as many as 25 million; from the central to the local level, comparatively complete reserve-mobilization organs were established, and a fairly complete mobilization plan was formulated; in peacetime, reserve personnel were strictly registered and given periodic military training. Once war broke out, the required forces could be organized within 20 to 40 days. In order to keep fewer troops under arms in peacetime and mobilize more in wartime, Russia, while compressing the scale of its active-duty forces, has treated strengthening reserve-force construction as an important measure for maintaining its military strength and an important link in improving the structure of its armed forces. The newly promulgated Law on Military Service clearly stipulates the composition of reserve personnel, dividing reserve personnel into 3 categories by age, changing the Soviet-era method of dividing reserve personnel into 2 categories by length of service and further into 3 grades by age. In June 1993, Russia further promulgated the “Regulations on Military Training for Reserve Citizens of the Russian Federation,” restoring the system of military training for reserve citizens that the Soviet Union had implemented for many years but that had been suspended from 1992 to the first half of 1993. According to relevant Russian military materials, in the face of a war threat, Russia’s total military strength could be expanded to 4 to 5 times its active-duty strength, reaching more than 6 million.

France stresses maintaining a streamlined standing army in peacetime, implementing a policy of using the active-duty force as a core cadre. In its peacetime organization, the active-duty force retains a comparatively large number of cadre personnel, so as to serve as the nucleus for wartime expansion. At present, officers and non-commissioned officers make up 45 percent of France’s total active-duty strength. At the same time, in accordance with differing peacetime readiness tasks and initial-period wartime combat tasks, France maintains different rates of full manning among its active-duty units. The manning rate of French armored divisions is 85 percent, while that of infantry divisions is only 55 percent. But once mobilized, active-duty units can be brought up to full strength within a week. In order to ensure the nation has sufficient personnel in the initial period of war, France has also established a broad, tightly organized military reserve system, and has implemented combat-readiness preparation for its reserve units.

In peacetime, Israel maintains only a small, streamlined, combined-arms standing army of just over 100,000, while at the same time establishing a highly rapid-response mobilization system capable of expanding the armed forces to 500,000 — about 30 percent of the total population — within 72 hours. Both men and women are obligated to perform military service. Reserve personnel are tightly organized, undergo periodic collective training, and units both large and small are assigned designations.

In sum, every country holds that just how much active-duty strength ought to be retained depends, to a certain degree, on the state of its reserve forces. If the reserve system is comparatively sound — with solid organization, rational structuring, a high manning rate, well-trained personnel, complete equipment, a high level of combat readiness, and rapid mobilization to active duty — then active-duty strength can be somewhat smaller; conversely, its quantity may need to be somewhat larger.



(5) The Principle of Governing the Military in Accordance with Law

The development of world military history has, in fact, been a process of continually and progressively bringing national defense and armed forces construction onto a track governed by law. The countries of the world, and developed countries in particular, in the course of national defense and armed forces construction, all place great emphasis on using law to regulate and unify the various activities of national defense and the armed forces and the conduct of military personnel, so as to continually raise the level of legal development of the armed forces. The thought of governing the military in accordance with law chiefly includes: first, stressing the perfection of a sound legal and regulatory system, treating laws and regulations as the basic basis for national defense and armed forces construction; second, stressing the improvement of law-enforcement mechanisms, establishing and perfecting law-enforcement bodies and rigorous law-enforcement means at different levels and in different domains; third, stressing the strengthening of legal consciousness, so as to raise the conscious initiative of acting in accordance with law and observing discipline and law in the course of national defense and armed forces construction.

Ever since the United States established its army at the time of the War of Independence, it has, step by step, taken measures to bring national defense and armed forces construction onto a track governed by law. As early as 1802, the US Congress passed the “Peacetime Army Establishment Act”; in 1916, it enacted the “National Defense Act,” which was continually perfected thereafter. In 1947, it passed the “National Security Act.” Since the end of the war, the United States has gradually formed a complete system of national defense and military law and regulation. In accordance with the legislative authority and legal effect hierarchy set out in the Constitution and relevant laws, it may be divided into four levels: first, military laws passed and promulgated by Congress; second, executive orders promulgated by the President; third, Department of Defense directives promulgated by the Secretary of Defense; fourth, regulations and orders promulgated by the secretaries of the various military services. In the domain of American national defense and armed forces construction, a military-legal network has been formed that is interwoven, mutually interconnected, mutually checking, tightly structured, and thoroughly systematized. The American armed forces place great importance on publicizing the law — for instance, they have issued a series of officer’s handbooks and soldier’s handbooks, which set out the various rules and regulations in detail and specifically stipulate the code of conduct for various categories of personnel in every kind of military activity. They stress strict law enforcement, implementing the principle of equality of all before the law, the principle of clear-cut rewards and punishments, the principle of reasonableness and lawfulness, the principle of consistency, and the principle of pursuing every violation.

Russia has consistently attached great importance to the guaranteeing and regulating role played by military laws and regulations in national defense and armed forces construction. The building of Soviet military law and regulation began in the early period of the birth of Soviet state power, and, passing through the evolution of the Civil War, the Great Patriotic War, the postwar Cold War period, and the post-Cold War period, gradually formed a comparatively complete system of military law and regulation founded on the Constitution, led by the National Defense Law, and supported by the pillars of the Law on Military Service and various regulations and orders; in addition, a complete military-judicial system was established. At present, Russia is carrying out reform of its legal work in accordance with changes in the situation of society and the armed forces.

Other developed countries, such as Britain, France, Germany, and Japan, likewise place great emphasis on the thought of governing the military in accordance with law, having all established comparatively complete systems of military law and regulation, and stressing the full use of legal means in national defense and armed forces construction.




II. Differences in the Thought on National Defense and Armed Forces Development of a Number of Countries

Because national conditions, historical traditions, political systems, levels of economic development, geopolitical environments, the military strategies pursued, and the objectives sought all differ, considerable differences likewise exist among countries in their thought on national defense and armed forces development. Summed up, these differences chiefly include the following aspects:


(1) Differing Development Goals

The development goals of national defense and armed forces construction generally refer to the results that a country intends to achieve, over a comparatively long period, in developing national defense and armed forces construction, by employing all manner of national conditions and strength. The development goals of national defense and armed forces construction are both an important component part of the development of national defense and armed forces construction and a crucial link that must be resolved in formulating plans for national defense and armed forces construction. The development goals of national defense and armed forces construction embody both a country’s overall strength and its military strategy. Judging from the circumstances of the world’s currently major militarily developed countries and a small number of regional military powers, there exist, in the development goals of national defense and armed forces construction, chiefly three types: first, seeking to build a military strength possessing “comprehensive superiority” and “global operational capability”; second, seeking to build a military strength that can reliably safeguard national security, oriented chiefly toward eliminating localized and regional threats; third, seeking to build a military strength that can reliably guarantee the security of one’s own country or bloc, while also possessing a certain capability for intervention regionally or even beyond the region.

The first type of development goal is founded on the offensive “strategy of expansion,” seeking to build a military force possessing “comprehensive superiority” and “global operational capability.” This refers to the United States alone. During the Cold War, the United States, as the foremost imperialist power and superpower, had as its strategic goal contending with the Soviet Union for world supremacy; relying on its abundant economic potential, advanced science and technology, and uniquely favorable geographic conditions, it comprehensively developed its national defense, seeking to build a “diversified” military force “able to fight any form of war.” After the end of the Cold War, with the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the disbanding of the Warsaw Pact, the United States became the sole superpower, and its national security strategy, after passing through the “strategy of expansion” of the early 1990s, developed into the still more offensive “strategy of selective engagement and expansion.” The development goals of national defense and armed forces construction were further set as maintaining and consolidating American hegemony, dominating the world through still greater military superiority. The “Quadrennial Defense Review Report” published by the US Department of Defense in May 1997, and the “Defense Reports” of the past two years, all hold that although, before 2015, the United States will face no strategic rival capable of contending with it worldwide, and the principal realistic threats it faces will be regional threats, after 2015 the rise of China and the resurgence of Russia may pose “unexpected, severe challenges” to the United States, and “China and Russia will become new global rivals.” For this reason, the United States has proposed that “preparations should begin from now,” and that American forces must be comprehensive in function and highly flexible, must possess comprehensive superiority and global operational capability, must be able rapidly to shift missions and project force, and must ultimately build a powerful military able to deter in peacetime, achieve decisive victory in wartime, and overwhelm any adversary at any time.

The second type of development goal is founded on the defensive strategy of “realistic deterrence,” seeking to build a military force that can reliably safeguard national security, oriented chiefly toward coping with localized and regional threats while also being able to cope with a full-scale war. This refers to Russia. Russia’s predecessor, the Soviet Union, in its Cold War-era national defense and armed forces construction, passed through roughly four periods, each with a different development goal. But taken as a whole, the development goal of Soviet-era national defense and armed forces construction was: its military strength ought to be able to defend the nation’s sovereignty and territorial integrity; guarantee control over its satellite states; guarantee and expand its presence and influence in regions such as the Middle East, South Asia, and Africa; and, militarily, first achieve equilibrium with the United States and thereafter surpass the United States, becoming the world’s foremost military power. However, this goal was not only never ultimately realized, but instead ended in the dissolution of the state and the division of its armed forces. After the end of the Cold War, the domestic and international situation faced by Russia underwent major changes. The “Basic Principles of Russian Federation Military Doctrine,” formally promulgated by Russia in November 1993, explicitly stated that “the threat of direct aggression being launched against Russia at present has been greatly reduced. The realistic and potential military threats to Russia come from territorial claims and armed provocations against Russia and its allied states; the use of nuclear weapons by nuclear-armed states; interference in Russia’s internal affairs and the undermining of its domestic stability,” and so on. Based on this judgment, Russia proposed that emphasis should be placed on preparing to cope with local wars and regional wars, while also preparing to cope with large-scale war, and on this basis determined the principles, goals, and tasks of armed forces construction. The goal of Russian armed forces construction is: to build and develop a well-equipped, well-trained, professionalized military force, adapted to the world’s military-political and strategic situation and to Russia’s actual capabilities, able reliably to safeguard the independence, sovereignty, and territorial integrity of the state, and able reliably to protect its citizens as well as the major interests of society and the state.

The third type of development goal is a military force that can reliably guarantee the security of one’s own country or bloc, while also possessing a certain capability for regional or extra-regional intervention. This includes NATO countries such as Britain, France, Germany, and Italy, as well as Japan, and also includes regional military powers such as India. Britain, France, Germany, and Italy are European military powers, and are at the same time members of the NATO bloc. The development goals of these countries’ national defense and armed forces construction are, first and foremost, set in terms of guaranteeing the security of their own country and of the NATO bloc. At the same time, as Europe’s security environment changes, and along with their economic and scientific-technological strength further increasing, these countries have one after another turned their gaze beyond the region, stressing the possession of a certain capability for extra-regional intervention. In July 1998, Britain published its first comprehensive post-Cold War defense review, the “Strategic Defence Review” white paper. Taking 2015 as its time horizon, this white paper analyzed Britain’s strategic security environment and proposed that Britain’s defense strategy was no longer a “continental strategy” but a “maritime strategy,” stipulating that the goal of British armed forces construction was to be able to fight one large-scale regional war, or simultaneously fight two small-scale local wars, and stressing that British armed forces construction ought to be based on this. Germany has taken seeking the status of a world political power as the long-term goal of its national strategy, repeatedly stressing that Germany “must shoulder greater international responsibility.” Since becoming, from the 1970s onward, the world’s second-largest economic power, behind only the United States, Japan in the 1980s further established the national development strategic goal of striving to become a political power. Since the 1990s, Japan has plainly quickened its pace toward becoming a political power, and has put forward new requirements for the building and use of its military strength. Going forward, Japan will treat military strength as an important factor in raising its comprehensive national power, requiring that its military strength be capable of coping with a full-scale enemy offensive. The Japanese military holds that, while formulating a 10-year near-term force-building plan to cope with the threat of a limited offensive, it ought also to formulate a 20-year long-term force-building plan aimed at coping with full-scale war. Since the 1980s, India has pursued a “regional strategy,” whose basic goals are: relying on powerful military strength, to consolidate the gains already achieved, contain China, intimidate Pakistan, control its weaker neighbors, block the penetration of extra-regional powers, and clear away obstacles in its quest to become a world power — striving to become, in the 21st century, the “foremost military power” of South Asia and the Indian Ocean and a “middling world military power.” To this end, India has established a new force-building policy, centered on raising the combat effectiveness of its forces, keeping numbers relatively stable while placing emphasis on raising quality, and building a modernized, combined-arms military force suited to its strategic goals, possessing regional military superiority, and possessing both offensive and defensive capability①.

Judging from the circumstances of the countries described above, differing development goals lead to differing levels of investment in national defense and armed forces construction, and, correspondingly, to differences in the scale, organizational structure, and training principles of their armed forces. But one point is common to all: viewed as a whole, the adjustment of the development goals of national defense and armed forces construction in most of the world’s countries converges, without prior coordination, on a single common goal — namely, contending for the strategic initiative.



(2) Differing Development Models

Since the Second World War, the major countries of the world have, in national defense and armed forces construction, formed differing development models, chiefly the following five basic models: the model of prioritizing the military and restraining the civilian; the model of promoting the military through the civilian; the model of giving consideration to both the military and the civilian; the model of embedding the military within the civilian; and the model of the civilian preceding the military.

The first model: prioritizing the military and restraining the civilian. The Soviet Union was once one of the world’s two superpowers, pursuing a national security strategy of contending with the United States for world supremacy. In the path of development for national defense and armed forces construction, the Soviet Union chose the developmental approach of “placing national defense and armed forces construction above all other work.” Its basic policy was: to concentrate financial and material resources on developing heavy industry and the defense industry, compressing investment in other spheres of economic construction, even to the point of sacrificing agriculture and light industry, and even affecting the people’s livelihood; when raising the quality of armed forces construction encountered constraints, it made up for this by increasing quantity. This was a national-defense development strategic model of “prioritizing the military and restraining the civilian.” The advantage of this model was that it was conducive to concentrating the bulk of funds and resources into national defense modernization, enabling major breakthroughs in the quantity and technological level of weapons and equipment within a comparatively short period. Under the specific historical circumstances of that time, the result of doing so was that the Soviet Union developed into a superpower military power, achieving, for a period, strategic equilibrium with the United States in overall military strength. But the drawbacks, too, were highly evident. It severely weakened the foundation for the development of Soviet social and economic life, causing economic development to display a distorted, stagnant condition: the proportion between light and heavy industry became severely imbalanced, civilian technology lagged behind, efficiency was low, capital was insufficient, labor was scarce, “the rate of growth of the national economy declined markedly, and the economic development tasks set out in the Party program went unfulfilled.” One of the important reasons for the economic slump was excessive military spending and the long-term prioritization of the development of the military industry. According to relevant estimates, Soviet military spending accounted for roughly one-third of total government expenditure; there were roughly 1,500 military-industrial enterprises, employing roughly 12 million people in military-industrial production; the majority of all Soviet electronics-industry products, one-fifth of machine-manufacturing and metal-processing products, and one-sixth of chemical products and energy, were devoted to national defense. This heavy military burden held back the economy, and the slowdown of economic development in turn plainly weakened the foundation on which national defense and armed forces construction depended for its growth. It was precisely by exploiting this weakness in the Soviet model that the United States, through the arms race, wore the Soviet Union down. In the face of the challenge posed by America’s comprehensive national power, the Soviet Union was forced to consider making certain modifications to this development model for national defense and armed forces construction. The 27th Congress of the CPSU put forward the Soviet society’s “strategy of accelerated development,” changing the formulation “national defense construction occupies the primary position” to “building national defense on the basis of economic development.”

The second model: promoting the military through the civilian. The United States is a long-established imperialist power, and whether during the Cold War or at present, the United States has borne the heavy burden of “defending its hegemonic position.” Nevertheless, the United States also possesses uniquely favorable advantages: a strong economy, highly advanced science and technology, and a highly capable citizenry. The United States has firmly maintained this advantage and made full use of it, adhering to the policy of promoting the military through the civilian. Its basic approach and method are: to employ large-systems thinking in planning national defense and armed forces construction, comprehensively raising comprehensive national power, integrating the national-defense economy into the national economy as a whole, and using the development of high technology to drive the economy and promote military development. Taking American national defense scientific research and production as an example, under the guidance of the above thinking, a development model gradually formed in which the civilian sector is the main body, promoting the military through the civilian. Specifically, this means that the government retains only a small number of research institutions and military-industrial enterprises, as the core force for the research and production of weapons, while the research and production of the great bulk of weapons and equipment is placed with civilian industry through military procurement, with military products supplied chiefly by civilian industry. The advantages of this civilian-as-main-body, promoting-the-military-through-the-civilian model are: (1) military-industrial production is fused together with economic activity as a whole, so that in peacetime, military-industrial production capacity and advanced technology can be fully utilized to produce civilian goods, promoting the development of the national economy. (2) it is convenient for organizing specialized cooperation in accordance with the demands of large-scale socialized production, which is conducive to expanding production in wartime. (3) advanced military technology and new products can be rapidly converted to civilian use. The “High Frontier” strategy that the United States put forward in 1983 was precisely a comprehensive strategy for developing national strength as a whole, using military high technology to drive the national economy and the development of national science and technology.

The third model: giving consideration to both the military and the civilian. A comparatively large number of countries have adopted this model, chiefly certain European countries such as Britain, France, Germany, Italy, and Finland, and also including certain Third World countries such as India. The European countries have developed economies and comparatively high levels of science and technology — in certain relative technological indicators (such as the percentage of research spending relative to gross national product, and the percentage of research personnel within the total population), they are even higher than the United States and Russia. But these countries are all medium-sized or small countries, and the strength of any single country is limited. In terms of security strategy, they generally rely on the American nuclear umbrella and NATO’s collective defense, aiming to develop a high-quality, limited national defense capability. In their development model for national defense and armed forces construction, on the one hand they strengthen defense cooperation among allied states, relying on collective defense; on the other hand, while vigorously developing their own economies and high technology, they make use of their advantages in science and technology and talent to develop their own national defense in step with economic development — in effect, a model of “giving consideration to both the military and the civilian.” A comparatively typical example is France, whose national strategy is more strongly colored by the defense of independence and national sovereignty, while also stressing “safeguarding and protecting France’s interests worldwide.” While stressing the strengthening of defense cooperation with its European allies, France, on the one hand, vigorously develops its own economy and high technology, and, on the other hand, stresses the independent development of a high-quality military force, its annual military spending consistently maintained at around 3.38 percent of gross domestic product, while maintaining the technological level and employment numbers of its important defense industries, continually developing new types of weapons and equipment.

The fourth model: embedding the military within the civilian. Although the European countries of Sweden and Switzerland have long pursued a position of neutrality and exist within a relatively peaceful international environment, they hold that potential threats are ever-present. A characteristic feature of the domestic circumstances of both countries is that, although small in size, they have developed economies, a very high standard of living for their people, and pursue a high-welfare policy. In order to maintain their national strategy of neutrality, both Sweden and Switzerland treat the development of national defense potential as the primary goal of national defense construction, maintaining, in peacetime, only a standing army of limited numbers, with military strength “hidden” among the people. In Switzerland’s case, professional military personnel number only 3,300, with non-professional military personnel engaged, in peacetime, in civilian occupations①. Both countries place great emphasis on raising the military capability of the whole population; citizens participate in periodic military training, advanced civil-defense works have been established, and a national-defense capability of “total defense” or “whole-population defense” potential has been developed, so that any would-be aggressor feels that an invasion would come at very great cost, one not worth the gain, thereby achieving the goal of armed neutrality; and, should the country be forced into war, its armed forces can be rapidly expanded. These two countries have adopted a model of national defense construction — “embedding the military within the civilian” — suited to the goal of armed neutrality.

The fifth model: the civilian preceding the military. This is the development model adopted by postwar Japan. Japan was a defeated nation, and after the war it faced, on the one hand, the formidable task of restoring its economy, while, on the other hand, the lingering spirit of its militarism refused to die, and it constantly sought to “rise again,” developing its military strength so as to serve as the backing for its ambition to become a political power. Around how to realize the above goals, fierce debate once broke out within Japan’s ruling circles. In the end, the view put forward by then-Prime Minister Yoshida Shigeru, “the economy before armaments,” gained the upper hand, laying the ideological foundation for the formulation of Japan’s military policy. This man’s view can be summarized in three points: first, restoring economic self-sufficiency and achieving national independence is the foremost task of the whole Japanese nation, and every other sphere must be subordinated to this overarching priority of restoring the economy; second, in the relationship between economy and military affairs, the economy always comes first and military affairs second; third, he firmly advocated pursuing a policy of small-scale armaments, holding that Japan’s security should be guaranteed by relying on a military alliance formed with the United States. In order to serve the needs of economic construction, Japan has consistently maintained a comparatively low level of military spending. The “National Defense Program Outline” formulated in 1977 stipulated that military spending must not exceed 1 percent of gross national product. But this does not mean that Japan’s military spending has not increased. In fact, since the 1960s, Japan’s economy has achieved high-speed growth, and although the proportion of military spending to gross national product has changed little, the absolute value of military spending has “risen with the tide” as gross national product has grown. That Japan’s economy has been able to sustain continuous growth is due to many causes, but maintaining comparatively low military expenditure cannot but be considered one of the important reasons. Controlling armaments created the conditions for the growth of economic strength; conversely, the strengthening of economic strength in turn provided the material foundation for the development of military strength. It may be said that Japan’s development model for national defense and armed forces construction is a model of “enriching the country first, strengthening the military after” — but it is also a model that ordinary independent countries find difficult to emulate.



(3) Differing Construction Priorities

So-called construction priorities generally refer to the key positions that can exert a decisive influence on the overall success or failure of national defense and armed forces construction — the most important links within the whole of national defense and armed forces construction. Generally this refers to weak links, though at times it also refers to areas of existing advantage. Different countries have had different construction priorities in different historical periods. Since the end of the Cold War, the world’s major countries have differed chiefly as follows in the priorities of their national defense and armed forces construction: the United States, as the world’s sole superpower, while strengthening comprehensive development and maintaining comprehensive superiority, has made its priority the implementation of informatized construction, completing the transition from mechanization to informatization; America’s allies, such as Britain, France, and Germany, while maintaining their existing advantages and strengthening the construction of rapid-reaction forces, are also gradually increasing the informatized content of their armed forces construction; Russia has strengthened its strategy of nuclear deterrence, making the strengthening of nuclear-force construction its priority; and some Third World countries and regions have tilted toward naval and air force construction.

The United States has made strengthening the informatized construction of its armed forces its priority. Since the Second World War, the United States has consistently maintained a first-class position in the military domain, together with a posture of balanced, comprehensive development. But in different periods, it has had different points of emphasis. During the Truman administration, while stressing balanced development among the three services, it gave priority to developing the air force; during the Eisenhower period, it compressed the army while actively developing the air force and navy; during the Kennedy and Johnson administrations, as well as the Nixon, Ford, and Carter administrations, while strengthening conventional-force construction, it gave priority to developing strategic nuclear strike forces; during the Reagan administration, it gave priority to developing space weapons, preparing to implement the “Star Wars Program.” After the end of the Cold War, as the nature of the adversary changed, nuclear forces reached saturation, conventional weapons were substantially cut, and high technology developed — and especially as the information age arrived — the United States made fighting information warfare the principal mode of future American operations, making the implementation of the informatized construction of its armed forces the top priority of national defense and armed forces construction; it formulated staged goals for achieving an informatized military, concentrating manpower and material resources on developing informatized weapons and building informatized forces and a digitized battlefield.

The EU countries, for their part, stress continuing to maintain their advantage in high technology while strengthening the construction of rapid-reaction forces. The EU countries possess first-class technology in numerous conventional high-technology fields such as aviation, aerospace, electronics, and precision guidance, and among them Britain and France also practice a strategy of nuclear deterrence, possessing limited nuclear forces. These countries all treat continuing to develop high technology and further contending for the commanding heights of 21st-century military high technology as the priority of national defense and armed forces construction, while also placing the development of information technology and the strengthening of the informatized construction of their armed forces on the agenda. In addition, in accordance with the requirements of the “new NATO strategy” and changes in their own countries’ strategic needs, these countries have all made raising rapid-reaction capability and building rapid-reaction forces a priority of armed forces construction. Not only did these countries each organize their own rapid-reaction forces some years ago, but at the end of the 20th century they also formulated a plan to jointly organize a “European Rapid Reaction Force,” and formulated an equipment development plan suited to the needs of the rapid-reaction force, including advanced military transport aircraft, new-type combat helicopters, new-type frigates, and a new generation of air-defense missiles, among others.

Russia has strengthened its strategy of nuclear deterrence, making the strengthening of nuclear-force construction its priority. Since the mid-1950s, Soviet military security has relied on two shields for its guarantee — nuclear forces and conventional forces. Since Russia’s independence, its conventional forces have suffered enormous weakening. First, their numbers have been drastically cut; second, the gap in modernization level with the West has grown ever wider. According to Russian military sources’ own statistics, in the 1990s, among its existing conventional weapons and equipment, the proportion of modernized equipment did not exceed 30 percent, and even under the relevant reform plans, large-scale renewal of conventional weapons could only begin some years hence. Nuclear forces, though also weakened to a certain degree, still retain sufficient nuclear potential. In view of this, both Russia’s 1993 and 2000 editions of its military doctrine stress that strategic nuclear forces are the primary means of deterring hostile states from launching large-scale invasion against Russia, and stipulate that the priority for armed forces construction is: on the premise of cutting numbers, to continue developing strategic nuclear forces and military space forces, “so that they possess sufficient deterrent and operational capability.” After Putin came to power, he re-examined the force-building policy and, in accordance with changes in the situation, adopted a policy of gradually tilting toward conventional forces.

Some developing countries, particularly regional powers, have placed their priority on strengthening naval and air force construction. Several recent local wars have shown every country that the role of naval and air forces is becoming ever more prominent. Yet because naval and air force construction is comparatively technology-intensive, difficult to build, demanding in its requirements, and long in its development cycle, it has consistently been a weak link for developing countries. Since the end of the Cold War, some Third World countries, and particularly some regional powers, have one after another made naval and air force construction the priority of their armed forces construction. For example, by 1998 India had compressed its total troop strength by 10 percent, with all of the reduction coming from the army, while its navy and air force were strengthened. The priority for India’s future naval construction is that, within the next 5 to 15 years, it will gradually build a blue-water surface combat force centered on aircraft carriers, with total naval personnel strength gradually expanding from just over 60,000 to around 100,000. India will also further raise the modernization level of its air force through the purchase and licensed domestic production of advanced combat aircraft. For historical reasons, the armed forces of the ASEAN countries have in the past been centered on the army, with naval and air forces of limited strength; since entering the 1990s, they have one after another formulated plans to prioritize the development of their navies and air forces, and have tilted military spending investment toward the navy and air force.



(4) Differing Paths to Achieving Modernization

Foreign militaries generally hold that the core of national defense modernization is the modernization of the armed forces, while the modernization of the armed forces is chiefly marked by the modernization of weapons and equipment. Without advanced military technology and modernized weapons and equipment, a force cannot be called a modernized force, nor can its national defense be called modernized. Of course, organizational structure, education and training, strategy and tactics, and so forth, must also correspond to modernized weapons and equipment. Achieving the modernization of national defense and armed forces construction is a goal that every country spares no effort to pursue, but because national conditions differ and guiding thought differs, the paths to achieving modernization — and especially to achieving the modernization of weapons and equipment and military technology — likewise differ. There are, broadly speaking, chiefly the following paths to achieving it:

Major military powers rely chiefly on independent or joint research and development. Major military powers such as the United States, Russia, Britain, France, Germany, and Japan, relying on their own strong economic foundations and advanced scientific and technological strength — and especially their strength in talented personnel — possess powerful research, development, and production capability, so their national defense modernization relies chiefly on their own efforts to achieve. Of course, these countries also engage in technical cooperation and mutual procurement among themselves. They hold that the advantages of taking this path are: first, they consistently occupy a position of technological superiority, and can firmly hold the initiative in modernization. The level of weapons and equipment of these countries on average surpasses that of Third World countries by 1 to 2 generations, that is, by more than 10 to 30 years. Second, they can use their own advantages to carry out technological monopoly, and can impose “sanctions” or “export controls” on other countries so as to achieve the political goal of controlling other countries. Third, they can use advanced military technology to occupy the international market and profit from arms deals, continually replenishing funds for national defense modernization.

A small number of wealthy Third World countries rely chiefly on purchasing with money to achieve modernization. This refers chiefly to certain oil-rich countries in the Middle East. In order to safeguard their own security or to participate in regional contests, these countries spare no expense in purchasing advanced weapons and equipment. Proceeding from their respective national interests, these countries all have a strong desire for national defense and armed forces modernization. Although these countries have a weak industrial base and comparatively backward technology, they possess abundant underground oil reserves, and, relying on oil exports, hold large quantities of US dollars — for this reason, the path by which their national defense and armed forces achieve modernization is chiefly to “buy” it. Especially since the 1980s, some Arab countries in the Middle East have invested large sums of money, purchasing new-type weapons and equipment in a targeted, planned way, so as to raise the level of modernization of their national defense and armed forces. After the Kosovo War, Middle Eastern countries further recognized the importance of advanced weapons, thereby triggering a new round of arms racing. Buying modernization with money is, of course, one form that modernization can take, but it is easy to become subject to the control of others. Major powers often use arms exports as a means of interfering in the affairs of these countries. In addition, the practice of local wars such as the Gulf War has also clearly demonstrated that, although purchased weapons may have a level of modernization that is not low, because they are not properly matched and do not form an integrated system, it is very difficult for them to generate genuine combat power in a contest against a formidable enemy equipped with high technology.

Some regional powers achieve modernization through a combination of importation and independent development. This includes countries and regions such as India, Pakistan, South Korea, and the ASEAN states, among which India is the most typical example. In the 1960s and 1970s, owing to the constraints of its level of science and technology, India’s weapons and equipment relied chiefly on purchase from abroad, supplemented by domestic development. After the 1980s, as its own scientific and technological strength grew, the Indian government formulated a weapons-and-equipment development policy of “accelerating domestic production and achieving diversification.” Its basic guiding thought was: first, for items urgently needed for national defense that could not be manufactured domestically in the short term, direct purchase was to be carried out. Since the early 1960s, India has imported enormous quantities of weapons and equipment from abroad, of which heavy weapons imported from Russia account for more than 70 percent. Second, for weapons equipped in large quantities by Indian forces, technology was, without exception, to be imported at the time of purchase, achieving full or substantial domestic production through licensed imitation. Through this path, India has successively imitated France’s SS-11B anti-tank missile, the “Alouette” and “Puma” helicopters; Britain’s “Leander”-class frigate; Russia’s MiG-series fighters; and others. In 1996, while procuring 40 Russian-made Su-30MK fighters, India also imported the production line for this aircraft, preparing to license-produce 200 more after 2001. Third, weapons and equipment were to be independently developed, including nuclear weapons, launch vehicles, tanks, fighter aircraft, large naval vessels, and so on. Practice has proven that, for developing countries, this is a path to achieving national defense modernization that is faster, better, and more economical.




III. Development Trends in Thought on National Defense and Armed Forces Development

Humankind has already crossed into a new century. Peace and development remain the themes of the present era, but neither peace nor development will be resolved in a short period of time. Looking ahead, the international situation, on the whole, will move further toward relaxation, and the likelihood of a world war breaking out will be further reduced, but the world will not become tranquil. While the countries of the world place emphasis on competition in comprehensive national power and on economic security, they place still greater emphasis on military security and the use of military means, and will, in accordance with their own respective strategic needs, vigorously strengthen national defense and armed forces construction.


(1) Continuing to Control the Scale of the Armed Forces, Looking to Quality for Combat Power

Since the end of the Cold War, developed and developing countries alike have generally carried out reductions in their armed forces. Judging from the force-building plans of the countries of the world, in the coming 10 to 15 years, apart from a few individual countries that still intend to further expand their armed forces, most countries will continue to adopt a force-building policy of controlling troop numbers, moderately increasing military spending, and vigorously advancing quality-focused development. Among these, Russia will carry out further large-scale troop reductions. According to official Russian announcements, by 2003 its existing troop strength will be cut by one-third, that is, reduced from the present 1.2 million to 830,000. Some European countries will likewise continue to implement troop-reduction plans. Germany, among them, has announced that, building on the reductions of recent years, it will make further cuts, reducing German troop numbers from the current 324,000 to 255,000. Although some other major military powers have not announced new troop-reduction plans, they generally endorse the principle of a streamlined military, and troop numbers are showing a trend of holding steady with a slight decline.

In contrast to the control of troop numbers, the military spending of major military powers has instead remained persistently high, and some countries will further substantially increase it. The United States, the foremost spender on military expenditure, has maintained a trend of year-on-year military-spending growth ever since 1996. American military spending in fiscal year 1996 stood at $266 billion; by fiscal year 2001 it had grown to $310 billion, setting the post-Cold War record for the first time surpassing the $300 billion mark, as well as the record for a single year’s increase of $21 billion. The American government has also promised to allocate an additional $112 billion for national defense construction during the period 2000–2005. In recent years, the American defense budget as a proportion of gross domestic product has approached 4 percent. After the Kosovo War, Russia began to reverse the trend of continually declining military spending, proposing that military spending as a proportion of gross domestic product should be raised from the current 2.6 percent to 3.5 percent. Since 1999, Russian military spending has been increasing year by year. Japan’s defense budget for fiscal year 2000 was ¥4,999.5 billion, an increase of 1.6 percent over the previous year. In recent years, Indian military spending has continually increased: in 2000 it was $12.6 billion, an increase of 28 percent over the previous year; in 2001 it was $14.2 billion, an increase of 13 percent over the previous year. Alongside the growth in military spending, many countries’ priority in military-spending investment has further tilted toward the development of high-technology weapons and equipment.



(2) Further Adjusting Organizational Structure Around Raising Joint-Operations Capability and Rapid-Reaction Capability

If it may be said that, for a period after the end of the Cold War, the focus of adjustment to the organizational structure of every country’s armed forces was placed chiefly on cutting redundant personnel, rationalizing relationships, and adjusting structure, so as to achieve smaller scale, diversification, and integration, then, looking ahead over the coming period, the adjustment of organizational structure in the armed forces of certain major powers is showing new trends: proposing to further achieve “jointness” among the services and arms.

In its newly issued “Joint Vision 2010,” the American military proposes further realizing the concept of “service jointness,” setting out the basic concept of “jointness” as: achieving jointness “in thinking, in action, in organizational structure, in theory, and in technology,” and moreover not limited merely to jointness among the various services and arms of the American armed forces themselves, but also to be extended to multinational joint military operations and cross-agency jointness (that is, jointness with the various departments of government), achieving the integration of personnel and technology, of the various services, and across agencies. It sets forth the guiding thought and basic tasks for the construction of American “joint forces” over the coming 15 to 20 years. In accordance with this concept, the American military will begin a new round of adjustment to its organizational structure, and each of the services has also, one after another, put forward its own concept for achieving “jointness” in the future. The British military, too, has in recent years been implementing a major adjustment to its organizational structure centered on joint operations — namely, the reorganization of British maritime air power. According to the relevant plan, the British military is to build an “integrated maritime air power.” Following the merger of its air force and air-defense force, Russia announced in August 2000 that its Strategic Rocket Forces would ultimately be merged with the air force. The specific steps are: in 2001, the space missile forces and the aerospace forces will be separated from the Strategic Rocket Forces and placed directly under the General Staff; in 2002, the Strategic Rocket Forces will change from an independent service into a single arm of service; and in 2005, after cutting the strength of 10 divisions, it will be merged into the air force, changing the Russian military from its original 4 major services to 3 major services.

Another important trend in the adjustment of organizational structure is that the pace of building rapid-reaction forces is further quickening in the United States, Russia, Britain, France, Germany, and other countries, as well as in some Third World countries. Among these, the most noteworthy is Europe. The 15 EU countries have already decided that the EU will build a joint rapid-reaction force of 50,000 to 60,000 personnel, equipped with 300 combat aircraft and 80 warships, to be fully organized by 2003.



(3) Accelerating the Renewal of Weapons and Equipment, Raising Long-Range Integrated Precision-Strike Capability

Entering the new century, the research and development of weapons and equipment by the world’s major countries shows a trend of acceleration.

First, in carrying out deterrence strategy, they continue to develop nuclear weapons that are fewer in number but higher in quality. The American military has explicitly stated that nuclear forces remain a key element of American national security, and that continuing to strengthen the buildup of its nuclear arsenal is the established policy of the American military. The United States will continue to develop and improve nuclear weapons. After Putin came to power, he explicitly wrote the strategy of nuclear deterrence into the new military doctrine. On the one hand, Russia will further substantially cut its nuclear warheads; on the other hand, it will devote limited funds to continuing to develop and deploy new types of nuclear weapons. The nuclear arms race between India and Pakistan continues; among them, India has further increased its investment in developing nuclear weapons, the pace of nuclear-weapon research, development, and production has quickened, and it will build a complete nuclear-strike system.

Second, they will focus on developing large-scale, mobile, precision-guided conventional-weapons systems. After the Kosovo War, Western military powers such as the United States, Britain, France, and Germany, in order to carry out their policy of external intervention, have made raising the long-range mobility and strike capability of their armed forces the goal of the next stage of armed forces construction. Some Third World countries, in order to implement mobile defense, have likewise made raising rapid mobility capability and precision-strike capability a priority of armed forces construction. For this reason, large-scale, mobile, precision-guided conventional-weapons systems will become the development priority for many countries over the coming period. This chiefly includes: a new generation of bombers and fighter-interceptors with long range, high speed, powerful strike capability, and stealth capability; new-type airborne early-warning aircraft, transport aircraft, and aerial tankers; large-tonnage, high-performance warships; combat helicopters with powerful assault capability; light armored fighting vehicles suited to long-range deployment; and advanced C⁴I systems, among others.

Third, countries are racing to develop ballistic-missile offensive and defensive systems. The United States and its Western allies, under the pretext that “the proliferation of ballistic missiles” poses a “new challenge” to the vital interests of the United States and its allies, are vigorously implementing ballistic-missile defense plans. The Russian military, too, plans to build its own ballistic-missile defense system. At the same time, some regional powers are stepping up the development of ballistic-missile offensive systems. India, in particular, following the successful development of its short-range (“Prithvi”) and medium-range (“Agni”) ballistic missiles, is now developing the intercontinental “Surya”-type ballistic missile.



(4) Accelerating the Informatized Construction of the Armed Forces

Since the 1990s, the transformation of human society from an industrial society to an information society has been proceeding ever more rapidly. The accelerated development of information technology has brought about revolutionary change in the military domain. Every country has come to recognize, generally, that information warfare is very likely to become a principal mode of operations in the 21st century, and that seizing the moment to launch and accelerate the implementation of the informatized construction of the armed forces is an inevitable choice. In this respect, the United States has already taken the lead, having, since the late 1980s, carried out in-depth discussion of the revolution in military affairs and informatized construction; it has now moved from the stage of theoretical exploration to the stage of practical demonstration, has explicitly put forward the force-building concept of “information dominance,” and has issued a series of concrete plans for informatized construction, striving to build the American military into an informatized force by the middle of the 21st century. Britain, France, Germany, Japan, and other countries, unwilling to fall behind, have likewise begun to place information warfare on their agendas, and have put forward development plans for digitized and informatized construction. These include carrying out trials of organizing digitized units, developing digitized equipment, and aligning their informatized construction with that of the United States and NATO. Russia, too, has come to recognize the gap between the Russian military and Western countries in informatized construction, has intensified the effort devoted to theoretical research on information warfare, and has formulated plans for implementing electronic warfare and information warfare. The armed forces of South Korea, India, and some ASEAN countries, meanwhile, are preparing to follow a “composite” development path combining mechanized construction with informatized construction, planning to adopt a combination of independent development and importation in order to raise the informatization level of their armed forces.




Discussion Questions:


	What are the main basic principles commonly followed in foreign armed forces construction?

	What are the main differences in foreign armed forces construction? What are the main causes of these differences?

	What are the three main development trends in the armed forces construction of various countries in the early 21st century?

	Drawing on the experience of foreign armed forces construction, what are the main paths to raising the quality-construction level of our own armed forces?









Lecture 5 — Comparison of Operational Thought

Operational thought is a rational understanding of questions relating to combat operations; it is generally expressed through guiding thought for operations, basic principles, and methods of operation. The operational thought of the armed forces of different countries shares much in common at the essential level. But because their military-historical legacies differ — chiefly in military tradition, military-strategic guidance, the level of development of military art, the level of development of science and technology, the degree of modernization of weapons and equipment, the training level and overall quality of the armed forces, the degree of understanding of the laws governing armed struggle, and differing philosophical outlooks — the operational thought of different countries’ armed forces likewise has many points of difference.


I. Common Points in the Operational Thought of the Armed Forces of a Number of Countries

Operational thought possesses a continuity that transcends history, and also a commonality that transcends national borders. The operational thought of the armed forces of different countries is often mutually drawn upon and mutually absorbed, and on many basic operational principles and methods of warfare it is often similar or closely related. In today’s world, where modern information technology is highly developed, studying and drawing upon the advanced operational thought of other countries has become an important task of military-theoretical research.


(1) Firepower — The Foundation of Combat Power

Under modern conditions, the armed forces of many countries attach great importance to the role of firepower in combat operations. The American military holds that firepower is a basic element of combat operations, and one of the standards for measuring combat power. The Russian military holds that, among the three elements of firepower, shock action, and mobility, firepower occupies the primary position. The early Soviet military figure Frunze once said: “In modern combat, firepower is the decisive factor and the principal force. Only through the use of firepower can superiority over the enemy be seized.”

The understanding that the armed forces of various countries have of firepower has continually evolved in accordance with the development of firearms. From the 14th to the 15th century, as firearms appeared, methods of warfare began to change. From the 17th century onward, firearms became the principal weapons, and their role on the battlefield rapidly increased. In the latter half of the 19th century, armed forces were equipped in large numbers with rifled weapons, the role of firepower rose to a new level, weapons completed the transition from an era of mixed cold and hot weapons to an era of hot weapons, and began to develop toward automatic firearms, with rifle and machine-gun fire becoming the principal means of destroying the enemy. Meanwhile, the substantial increase in the performance of artillery and the destructive power of ammunition established artillery’s position as the primary combat weapon of modern-era warfare. Artillery fire, with its enormous destructive power, was already able to exert a major influence on the course of a war. However, in the face of the suddenly rising enormous power of firepower, military theorists of the time still had inadequate understanding of the role of firepower; what military theorists focused on was combat formations, and shock action and mobility.

It was not until the First World War that the role of firepower increasingly came to be valued by the armed forces of various countries. Military theorists came to recognize that, whereas before the advent of firearms the contest between offense and defense had been in the nature of a contest of physical strength, with the continual emergence of high-powered firearms, the two sides in combat inflicted firepower destruction on each other at long range, casualties among the armed forces increased, and, in perfecting the forms and methods of preparing for and conducting operations, firepower had become the principal “driving force.” This was especially pronounced in the Russo-Japanese War. At that time, owing to the increased power of rifles, machine guns, and artillery, new tactical methods continually emerged. In the First World War, artillery was once the principal symbol of an army’s firepower, and infantry attacks depended entirely on the actions of the artillery. “Artillery suppresses, infantry occupies” and “artillery destroys, infantry seizes” were the tactical-application principles that arose at that time. However, at that time the use of artillery in offensive operations still had great limitations; artillery was confined to carrying out prolonged fire preparation immediately before the infantry launched its attack.

In the Second World War, every country attached still greater importance to the role of firepower, and created many methods of employing firepower. For example, the Soviet army, in the Great Patriotic War, created the methods of artillery offensive and aviation offensive, which greatly enriched offensive-campaign theory and represented an important development of previous thinking on the employment of artillery and aviation. The essence of the thinking behind the artillery offensive and aviation offensive was that, throughout the entire course of offensive combat operations, artillery and aviation would provide uninterrupted support to the operations of infantry and tank units. The Soviet army’s thinking on implementing the artillery offensive and aviation offensive found the correct path for the rational use of artillery and aviation in modern campaigns, and for giving full play to the important role of artillery and aviation firepower.

After the war, firepower has consistently been valued by the armed forces of every country. In the 1970s there once appeared a phenomenon of “firepower fever.” This was chiefly triggered by the Fourth Middle East War of October 1973. In that war, new-type weapons played an important role, leaving a deep impression on many countries, and especially on the American military, and exerting a major influence on its operational theory. The American military held that this war foreshadowed the characteristics of modern warfare. For this reason, in the years that followed, American new-type conventional weapons developed by leaps and bounds.

At the current stage of military development, the armed forces of many countries are equipped with brand-new weapons of long range, great destructive power, high precision, and strong mobility, causing the position and role of firepower in combat operations to rise to an unparalleled degree.

Seizing and maintaining firepower superiority may be said to have been, ever since firearms came into large-scale battlefield use, consistently the focal point of the contest between opposing sides. Only by seizing firepower superiority can victory in combat be achieved. The Russian military holds that “decisive victory in modern engagements is built upon the foundation of seizing firepower superiority.” Modern firepower combat has the characteristics of great depth, high intensity, high speed, and high precision. Modern high-technology weapons are able to inflict effective firepower destruction not only upon the enemy’s tactical zone, but upon targets of every kind within the enemy’s campaign zone and even strategic zone. The depth of modern firepower destruction is 3 to 4 times that of the Second World War period; the strike depth of artillery is 1 to 40 kilometers, of attack helicopters 20 to 70 kilometers, of tactical missiles 10 to 100 kilometers, of reconnaissance-strike integrated systems 300 to 400 kilometers, of tactical aviation 300 to 500 kilometers, and of campaign-level missiles 50 to 1,000 kilometers. The power of some high-technology munitions already approaches that of small nuclear weapons. A single attack helicopter, using anti-tank missiles in succession, can destroy 80 to 100 tanks in a single sortie①. Attacking forces can simultaneously inflict firepower destruction across the enemy’s full tactical, campaign, and strategic depth, maintaining firepower superiority over the enemy from the start of combat to its conclusion.

The American military holds that, under modern conditions, superiority over the enemy is achieved by seizing firepower superiority. The fundamental method for seizing firepower superiority is to make extensive use of high-technology weapons and to strike with firepower before the enemy does. That is to say, only by striking with firepower before the enemy can one possibly seize firepower superiority and air supremacy, destroy the enemy’s precision-guided weapons, and rapidly destroy the enemy’s command systems and weapons-control systems. For this reason, the American military requires that, in offensive combat operations, an air offensive campaign be carried out, and that concentrated firepower strikes be delivered; in defense, it requires reliance on striking the enemy’s key targets, and the carrying out of fire counterstrikes, fire interception, and follow-on concentrated firepower strikes, among other measures. In the Gulf War, the multinational force led by the American military, through 38 days of saturation firepower strikes, effectively seized firepower superiority and the initiative, laying a solid foundation for its victory in the ground operations. In the 78-day Kosovo War, the NATO forces led by the American military, relying entirely on sea- and air-launched firepower strikes, forced the government of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia to ultimately capitulate.

In offensive combat operations, the armed forces of every country stress carrying out uninterrupted fire support. To this end, a variety of methods have been adopted. In its use of firepower in offensive operations, the Russian military stresses seizing firepower superiority and maintaining continuity; for this purpose, the Russian military has laid down four phases of firepower destruction in the course of an offensive: fire support for the approach march, fire preparation for the assault, fire support for the assault, and fire escort for the offensive in depth. The American military’s use of firepower in offensive operations, by contrast, is not divided into phases, but is organized and carried out according to the operational needs of three zones: close-in operations, deep operations, and rear operations. In close-in operations, firepower includes close air support from the air force and indirect ground fire support. In deep operations, the chief measure carried out is fire interdiction. In rear operations, this chiefly includes fire directed against enemy airborne troops, guerrillas, and enemy forces that have been outflanked. The essence of this method is to keep the defending enemy constantly under the firepower strikes of the attacking side. Therefore, although the armed forces of different countries differ in the methods by which they organize uninterrupted firepower destruction, the goal they seek to achieve is fundamentally consistent.



(2) Concentration of Forces — The “Secret” to Victory in Combat

Since ancient times, the thought of concentrating one’s forces has been regarded by military theorists of every country as the most important military principle. Many famous military theorists throughout the ages have held this thought in the highest esteem. Viewed as a whole, the basic requirements of the thought of concentrating forces are consistent worldwide. Napoleon held that “the first principle in war is that one must concentrate one’s forces before giving battle.” Running through nearly all of Napoleon’s successful offensive operations was the principle of “concentrating forces to the maximum degree in the main direction.” Suvorov held that “in order to launch a general assault, one must, under all circumstances, as carefully as possible, concentrate the whole of one’s forces together.” Clausewitz placed importance not only on “concentration of forces in space” but also attended to “concentration of forces in time.” He maintained that “the more that all forces are concentrated into a single action at a single moment, the better.” Jomini explicitly pointed out that the purpose of concentrating forces was “to exert a decisive effect at a decisive moment and a decisive place.” Engels, one of the founders of proletarian military science, likewise put forward the ideas of “concentrating forces in the main direction,” “not dividing one’s forces equally along the front, but concentrating forces to deliver the main attack at the decisive sector,” and “the secret of strategy lies in the concentration of forces,” among other formulations.

The thought of concentrating forces found full expression in the Second World War. The Soviet army treated the resolute concentration of manpower and firepower assets in a chosen direction as the decisive factor in guaranteeing the successful execution of a campaign. The Soviet army had chiefly three methods for concentrating manpower and firepower assets in the direction of the main attack. First, increasing the density of manpower and firepower assets in the main direction by reducing them in secondary directions. Second, designating a narrow breakthrough sector in the direction of the main attack. Third, drawing manpower and firepower assets from the reserve to reinforce the main direction. The Soviet army’s practice of concentrating manpower and firepower assets in the Great Patriotic War resolved, in both theory and practice, this key question in the conduct of a modern offensive campaign.

After the war, as high-technology weapons and equipment continually developed, the armed forces of every country put forward many new views on the methods of concentrating forces. Chief among these was that emphasis was no longer placed on concentrating a numerical advantage, but rather on concentrating a qualitative advantage. In this respect, the armed forces of a number of major powers came to agree that, under modern conditions, the destructive power of high-technology weapons and equipment had greatly increased the threat to concentrated forces, and that if one still, as in the past, considered only numerical concentration, this would result in still greater casualties. This situation compelled the armed forces of every country to strive to explore new principles and new methods of concentrating forces.

As early as its 1986 “Operations” field manual, the American military pointed out that modern technology had made the process of concentrating forces both more difficult and more dangerous, and that the destructive power of modern weapons — and especially of nuclear weapons — had sharply increased the threat to concentrated units. At that time, the American military put forward a new method of concentrating forces in offensive operations — namely, first dispersing the deployment of one’s own units, so as to disperse the enemy’s defensive strength and avoid becoming an advantageous target for the enemy’s deep firepower, then rapidly concentrating forces along converging axes, forming an absolute, overwhelming advantage over enemy forces at the point of attack, and finally dispersing again, so as to exploit the initial gains and shatter the enemy’s defense in depth. On the basis of the experience of the Gulf War and the development of conventional weapons, the American military, in its 1993 “Operations” field manual, further pointed out that concentration refers to concentrating and bringing to bear, at a decisive place and time, combat power possessing overwhelming superiority. “When every element of combat power is brought into play swiftly and forcefully, denying the enemy any opportunity to respond in a coordinated or effective way, overwhelmingly superior combat power has thereby been achieved”①. This is a new viewpoint in American operational theory. What is meant by the power of combat power? What the American military stresses as concentrated power is clearly not the concentration of numbers of troops, but the concentration of resources. So-called resources chiefly refers to the concentration of firepower, space-weapon capability, and electronic-warfare and information-warfare capability, among other things. That is to say, every element of combat power is to be applied to the place where, in a short period of time, it will exert a decisive effect upon the enemy. Only by concentrating power can a force that is numerically inferior achieve a decisive outcome. It can thus be seen that the American military has thoroughly abandoned its former thinking of simply concentrating numbers of troops, and has instead formed the thought of concentrating power under modern combat conditions. In addition to this, the American military also requires that concentration must be sustained, so that its power has staying capacity, thereby ultimately achieving victory in combat; and that concentration must be combined with deception and concealment, so as to reduce the threat of weapons of mass destruction.

The Russian military has likewise put forward the view that the method of concentrating forces has undergone change. In the past, the method of concentrating forces was one-dimensional and linear; now, the method of concentrating forces ought to be multi-dimensional and three-dimensional. Its essence is to achieve decisive superiority over the enemy not only on the ground, but in the air, and even in space, while simultaneously striking the enemy from the front, rear, and flanks, so as to destroy the enemy piecemeal. That is to say, the concentration of forces is chiefly not a concentration of numbers, but a concentration of quality. The Russian military has also put forward, in concrete terms, a new form of concentrating forces under modern conditions — namely, effectively carrying out electronic suppression, while simultaneously delivering deep firepower strikes against the major components of the enemy’s campaign disposition or combat formation, and rapidly carrying out airborne and air-mobile landings in the enemy’s rear. The Russian military holds that this method is the most effective way of embodying the principle of concentrating forces in offensive combat operations. It may be said that the Russian military’s definition of concentrating forces is, at bottom, consistent with that of the American military — namely, that concentration refers to resolutely massing the main strength of one’s forces, at the needed time, in the most important direction and when carrying out the main task. Following this line of thought, the Russian military has explored a new approach to selecting the direction of the main attack — namely, not fixing a direction for the main attack, but instead designating the area in which the main strength is to be concentrated, which may also be called the main combat area. Its purpose is, first, to strike the enemy’s important targets — its fire groupings, command organs, air-defense weapons, and electronic-warfare equipment, among others. Only in this way can the stability of the enemy’s defense be effectively disrupted. At the same time, the Russian military holds that, in defensive combat operations too, a new method of concentrating forces ought to be adopted. This is because, under modern conditions, unlike in the past, the defending side must not only withstand the frontal assault of the attacking enemy, but must also withstand the attacking side’s deep airborne envelopment, and must prevent the enemy from severing the defense from the front and rear. For this reason, in defensive combat operations, the principle of concentrating forces ought to be a flexible one, able to respond rapidly to emergencies arising anywhere within the defensive disposition. In this regard, the new view put forward by the Russian military is that, when concentrating forces in defense, a method combining static concentration with dynamic concentration ought to be adopted. That is to say, tenaciously holding important areas ought to be combined with flexibly carrying out fire maneuver and reserve maneuver. To achieve this, every component of the campaign disposition ought to possess a high degree of mobility, so that, as far as possible through air-mobile means, redeployment can be carried out toward a threatened direction, concentrating strength to strike the attacking enemy.

The Japanese military’s thought on concentrating forces is, in essentials, consistent with that of the American and Russian militaries. The point of slight difference is that the Japanese military holds that the thought of “concentrating forces” has undergone major change under modern conditions. “Concentrating forces” in its former sense now appears narrow in scope and limited in meaning. In modern warfare, what ought to be concentrated is not merely manpower, but ought also to include human will, spirit, morale, fighting spirit, and quality, among other things. At present, the Japanese military has replaced “concentration of forces” with “concentration of combat power.” The Japanese military stresses that what ought to be concentrated is not only tangible combat power, but also intangible combat power, including: giving priority to reinforcing concentrated units with high-quality commanders and soldiers, employing advanced tactics and methods of warfare, and combining mobility with firepower; it is also necessary to maintain a powerful reserve and carry out uninterrupted logistical support, and so on, so as to strengthen and sustain the momentum and sharpness of the attack.



(3) Surprise — The Principle of Seizing the Initiative

The principle of surprise has changed along with the development of weapons and equipment and methods of warfare. In the early military history of the use of cold weapons, surprise was generally achieved through the ingenious arrangement of combat formations and the use of stratagem. The Battle of Cannae in 216 BC is one of the classic examples of the ingenious application of the principle of surprise. Thereafter, for a considerable period, military theorists devoted themselves to studying methods of achieving surprise. Napoleon’s tactics were built upon the foundation of surprise. He said: “When one is able to make use of surprise, one ought to use fewer guns, and instead suddenly attack an enemy who has let down his guard.” Clausewitz held that “without surprise, it would also be impossible to achieve numerical superiority at the decisive point.” Clausewitz explicitly put forward that “one of the most important principles of the offensive is to catch the enemy by surprise,” and that “surprise and ceaseless advance are the two most powerful wings of the offensive.”

During the First World War, the principle of surprise passed through a complex process of development. On the one hand, the armed forces of many countries, in offensive combat operations, attended only to forming numerical superiority and thorough combat preparation, while neglecting concealment and surprise, thereby leading to defeat in operations. In this respect the lessons of the British and French armies were especially profound. But on the other hand, there also emerged examples of the successful application of the principle of surprise. Drawing on the experience of this war, many military theorists concluded that the factor of surprise had increased sharply in importance. For example, Germany’s Ludendorff held that, in future war, “surprise carries special significance, so as to leave the enemy no time to take countermeasures.” This thinking was later used by Hitler to guide the wars of aggression launched against the Soviet Union and other countries.

In the Second World War, the principle of surprise was applied to the fullest. On September 1, 1939, Germany launched its invasion of Poland, bringing blitzkrieg onto the stage of war for the first time. Thereafter, Hitler used blitzkrieg to rapidly seize the Netherlands, Belgium, France, and many other European countries, and launched a massive invasion against the Soviet Union. The most important principles in the German “blitzkrieg” theory were: concentrating and deploying forces ahead of the enemy, achieving strategic surprise, delivering a powerful initial strike, and concentrating forces in the main direction, among others. Japan, too, repeatedly applied the principle of surprise in the Second World War in the service of its war of aggression. For example, Japan seized the strategic initiative through its surprise attack on Pearl Harbor.

In the Second World War, the Soviet army’s most successful application of the principle of surprise came in the three counteroffensives it carried out near Moscow, Stalingrad, and Kursk, which inflicted enormous losses on the German army and sharply reversed the situation across the entire Soviet-German front. Among the factors contributing to this, concealing campaign preparations and employing newly organized tank and mechanized units played an important role. In the later-war Belorussian Operation, the Iaşi-Chișinău Operation, and the Vistula-Oder Operation, the Soviet army rapidly broke through the enemy’s defense by striking in directions the German army had not anticipated. And in the Battle of Berlin, Zhukov ordered the units carrying out the night assault to suddenly switch on searchlights to illuminate the German forces, throwing the German army into complete chaos. This battle became a spectacle unique in the history of warfare.

After the war, the Soviet and Russian armies have consistently attached great importance to the principle of surprise and to research on this principle, and this can be borne out from two aspects. First, a large number of relevant works have been published, the most influential of which is General Lobov’s 1988 work “Military Stratagems in the History of War.” In this book, Lobov, for the first time, proposed that the theory and practice of concealment and deceiving the enemy ought to be incorporated into the category of military stratagem, and that concealment and deceiving the enemy are both among the basic conditions for achieving surprise. This point is consistent with the American military’s view. Second, the principle of surprise has long consistently been a basic principle of Soviet and Russian military science. However, the Russian military holds that the principle of surprise is likewise continually developing — in particular, since the large-scale appearance of high-precision weapons, the role and significance of the factor of surprise have continually increased. Achieving surprise through strikes carried out with all manner of modernized weapons is becoming ever more sensitive, and shows a trend toward developing in a three-dimensional direction. For this reason, whereas in the past surprise was a factor that exerted a temporary effect, now, if all manner of preventive measures are not taken against a surprise attack by the enemy, surprise will exert a decisive effect in the course of combat operations.

The American military’s view of the position and role of the factor of surprise gradually took shape under the influence of the First World War. In 1921, the American military, on the basis of summarizing the experience of the First World War, for the first time listed surprise as one of the main operational principles in its “Field Service Regulations.” The “US Army Provisional Field Manual,” published in 1939, further elaborated on this principle. This field manual held that whether or not surprise could be achieved depended on whether mobility could be carried out rapidly, whether counter-reconnaissance measures were effective, and whether deception measures were properly employed, among other things. Here, the American military for the first time placed counter-reconnaissance and deception alongside the achievement of surprise. In the Second World War, the American military confirmed that the position of surprise continually rose. In the 1941 “Field Manual,” it discussed the task of achieving surprise in defense. This field manual especially stressed that the application of surprise in defense ought to be no less than in offense. The field manual explicitly set out the main methods of achieving surprise, namely deception and camouflage, and so on. It can be seen that, at that time, the principle the American military called achieving surprise was closely linked to deception and camouflage. After the war, in 1945, the American military’s field service regulations included a section devoted specifically to “deception measures.” And by 1967, the American military even published a dedicated field manual — “Tactical Cover and Deception.”

In the post-war local wars, the American military further developed the principle of surprise. It held that “the correct application of surprise is one of the principles for achieving maximum effect at minimum cost.” In the Korean War, the American military’s methods of achieving surprise were, first, from several directions, including air and sea, carrying out large-scale joint strikes; second, making extensive use of new-type weapons. In the Vietnam War, the American military used a variety of new-type weapons on a still larger scale. Since the 1970s and 1980s, the American military has, on the one hand, held that achieving surprise under high-technology conditions is becoming ever more difficult; on the other hand, it has also stressed that a variety of measures must still be adopted to achieve surprise. An article published in the American military’s “Army” magazine in 1977 carried out a quantitative analysis of the principle of surprise, holding that the factor of surprise could increase the chance of victory by 1.4 to 2.6 times. After the 1980s, the American military, in its Army “Operations” field manual, pointed out that the main methods of achieving surprise included: attacking along difficult-to-traverse roads or under adverse weather conditions, and sharply changing the tempo and structure of combat. The American military explicitly stated that airborne operations, air-mobile operations, and special operations could achieve surprise. In addition, camouflage and deception remained indispensable. However, in this period, the American military also proposed that, although the principle of surprise was important, the effect it produced was generally only temporary, because enemy forces would often recover from the initial shock. For this reason, the American military required that, in the course of striving to achieve surprise, the initial gains achieved through surprise must be ruthlessly exploited.

In the 1991 Gulf War, the American military once again applied the principle of surprise, and the method of warfare closely linking surprise with deception found its fullest expression. The American military divided deception into strategic deception, campaign deception, and tactical deception. Strategic deception consisted of creating the false impression that a defensive posture was being adopted; campaign deception consisted of pinning down the Iraqi Republican Guard, drawing it away from the main direction of the multinational force’s attack, while in reality carrying out the “left hook” maneuver, executing an enveloping movement against the right flank of the Iraqi defense; tactical deception was aimed at creating favorable conditions for carrying out the breakthrough. The successful example of the American military’s application of surprise and adoption of deception in the Gulf War demonstrates that, under high-technology conditions, the principle of surprise still retains great significance.

The American military holds that modern combat operations are, to a great extent, a contest of wits. In order to seize superiority over the enemy, surprise has clearly become the most important factor in all manner of methods of warfare. The role of the principle of surprise under modern conditions is becoming ever more significant as weapons and equipment develop, and all kinds of new-type weapons will continue to appear on the stage of combat operations. For example, precision-guided weapons and automated fire-control systems will provide still more favorable conditions for achieving surprise. And the use of information warfare and electronic warfare will help to severely “blind” the enemy’s command, control, reconnaissance, and communications systems from the very outset of combat operations, thereby greatly enhancing the effect of surprise. If either side is entirely unaware of this, or is inadequately prepared for it, consequences of the surprise achieved by the other side.



(4) Mobility — The Magic Weapon for Overcoming the Enemy and Securing Victory

Military theorists have always attached great importance to mobility. In the Seven Years’ War, the Napoleonic Wars, the Franco-Prussian War, and other wars of the modern era, a large number of representative and successful examples of mobile combat operations arose, producing a great many famous military commanders such as Cromwell, Frederick, Suvorov, Kutuzov, Napoleon, and Moltke, as well as famous military theorists such as Jomini and Clausewitz, so that the theory of mobile combat operations was greatly enriched and developed. The Napoleonic Wars in particular deservedly became the high point in the development of operational thought in the “age of mobile warfare.” In “The Conduct of War,” Fuller pointed out: “Movement was the soul of the Napoleonic Wars.” The reason Napoleon was able, even when his total forces did not hold an absolute advantage, and were even often at a disadvantage, to repeatedly achieve local superiority, was that he relied on extensive mobility.

In the Russian Civil War, Frunze once said that mobility had entered into the very flesh and blood of the Red Army. In the 1930s, the Soviet army’s exploration and formulation of deep-operations theory was built upon the foundation of mobility. And in the Soviet Union’s Great Patriotic War, the Soviet army’s thought on carrying out mobility found still fuller expression. Among these developments, the use of fast-moving groups to develop tactical breakthroughs represented a major development, in the Second World War, of the thinking behind the principle of mobile warfare. It successfully answered a question that had remained unresolved since the First World War, allowing offensive-operations theory to break completely out of its “dead end.” It revealed the true meaning of the offensive: that combining powerful shock action with a high degree of mobility could produce enormous combat power, and it found, under the conditions of the time, the most effective way of combining strength with speed. This thinking exerted a fairly far-reaching influence on postwar theories of offensive combat operations.

In the Second World War, airborne operations appeared on the battlefield, further increasing the mobility of combat operations. Although, at the time, the airborne operations of the armed forces of various countries mostly ended in failure for various reasons, people’s understanding of airborne operations was precisely produced and developed amid the collision of these successes and failures. For this reason, under modern conditions, airborne operations remain an indispensable component of mobile combat operations.

Historically, the American military placed chief emphasis on firepower attrition warfare, and it was not until the latter part of the 1930s that it gradually began to attach importance to the question of mobile warfare. In the Second World War, the American military successfully applied a variety of forms of mobility in numerous campaigns.

After the latter part of the 1970s, the American military’s thinking on mobile warfare developed considerably; its core was to obtain a positional advantage relative to the enemy’s center of gravity, so as to control or destroy those centers of gravity. The American military stressed not only that mobility must be present in combat action, but also required flexibility and diversity in operational thought, operational planning, operational command, and even in the organization of units. In terms of concrete combat action, the American military held that mobility and firepower are inseparable and mutually reinforcing active elements of combat; the problem mobility is meant to solve is the relationship between firepower and movement, and its purpose is generally to deliver, or threaten to deliver, various kinds of fire.

The Russian military likewise attaches great importance to the role of mobility, and has carried out long-term research on it, developing a fairly complete theory of mobility. In terms of scale, the Russian military divides mobility into strategic mobility, campaign mobility, and tactical mobility. By type, it is further divided into mobility of forces and weapons, mobility of firepower, and mobility of shock action. For this reason, the connotation of mobile combat operations in Russian military thinking is rather broad. Under modern conditions, the Russian military has further put forward some new types of mobility, such as mobility of high-precision weapons systems, mobility of electronic-warfare equipment, and mobility of long-range mine-laying equipment, among others. At the same time, in addition to envelopment, turning movements, the combination of envelopment and turning movements, and withdrawal, the Russian military has also given mobility itself new content, such as raiding operations and airborne envelopment maneuvers. The Russian military holds that mobility runs through the entire course of a campaign’s actions, and that campaign actions will begin and end with mobility.

In forecasting the future development trends of operational theory, the Russian military has pointed out that the foundation of promising future methods of conducting campaigns and combat should be the mobile action of forces; such mobile action is not only the rapid movement of forces before and during the launching of combat action, but, more importantly, it is the ability to seize the initiative at any time, gain the advantage, form superiority in a selected direction, carry out surprise strikes and destroy the enemy piecemeal, and promptly evade enemy strikes. Mobile action also requires the effective exercise of the functions of reconnaissance and command systems, the ability to inflict firepower destruction across the enemy’s full depth of deployment, reliable protection of one’s own forces, extensive use of space in conducting ground combat and engagements, and generally accomplishing the tasks assigned to the force by combining defensive and offensive combat actions. At the same time, the Russian military also opposes falling into extremes when assessing the position of mobility in combat operations. The Russian military holds that mobility alone — even the most effective mobility — cannot destroy enemy forces; mobility can only create the preconditions for achieving victory. For this reason, only by being skilled in the combined use of firepower, shock action, and mobility can a campaign plan be realized. This point is consistent with the American military’s view that “mobility and firepower are inseparable and mutually reinforcing active elements of combat, and the problem mobility is meant to solve is the relationship between firepower and movement.”

The Japanese military, too, attaches great importance to the role of mobility, holding that, by exercising rapid mobility, one can occupy a favorable posture from which to bring firepower to bear against the enemy, and that fully exploiting this favorable condition can make it more effective to catch and annihilate the enemy. Carrying out correct mobility at the proper time can increase the advantage of holding the initiative, imposing one’s own will upon the enemy, and laying the foundation for bringing the power of firepower into full play.

It can thus be seen that the thought of mobile warfare already exists within the operational thought of the armed forces of every country. What is common to them is: they stress that mobility is one element of combat power; they stress that, through extensive mobility, a combat posture favorable to oneself and unfavorable to the enemy is created; they stress that, through carrying out mobility, an opportunity for combat is created, so as to strike the enemy’s weakness with one’s own strength; they stress that, through turning movements, envelopment, penetration, and splitting actions, the enemy’s operational system is destroyed; they stress carrying out airborne operations to strike important targets in the enemy’s rear; and they stress combining mobility with firepower and shock action, among other things.

Every country generally holds that the role of mobility in modern campaigns is growing ever greater; mobility is becoming ever more decisive, its scale and depth are growing ever greater, its forms and methods are becoming ever more varied, and the organization and execution of mobility are becoming ever more complex. As weapons of still greater power appear, mobile action will continually be developed and refined, giving rise to some new concepts of mobility. The American military points out that, with the extensive application of information-network technology and electronic technology, in high-technology warfare, the new pattern of mobility will first be to concentrate information resources and electronic resources, so as to carry out high-intensity information suppression and electronic suppression against the enemy. The Russian military holds that the development of precision-guided weapons will bring about a major change in the selection of the direction of the main attack. Commanders may no longer designate a fixed direction for the main attack, but will instead concentrate precision-guided weapons to strike the various important weapons dispersed throughout the enemy’s defensive depth; destroying these targets alone may suffice to disrupt the stability of the enemy’s defense. This, too, shows that, even under high-technology conditions, the principle of mobility still retains extremely strong vitality.




II. Differences in the Operational Thought of the Armed Forces of a Number of Countries

Operational thought, as a form of theory, is generally without national boundaries. Once an advanced form of operational thought comes into being, or is proven correct through practice, it will quickly be imitated and adopted by the armed forces of other countries. Certain operational thought and operational principles are often not constrained by national boundaries or ideology, and are shared in common among the armed forces of many countries. However, owing to differences in national cultural traditions, military traditions, and values, considerable differences also exist among these bodies of operational thought and these principles.


(1) Differing Methods of Conducting Deep Operations

The thought of conducting deep operations possesses extremely strong vitality under modern conditions. At present, the armed forces of various countries all stress carrying out operations across the full depth, and all treat it as an operational principle, but they differ in concept, emphasis, and method of application. Put simply, the Soviet and Russian militaries stress deep penetration in the vertical dimension, while the American military and the armed forces of other major Western powers stress deep interdiction in the lateral dimension.

In applying the principle of deep operations, the Soviet and Russian militaries chiefly stress that, under the support and cover of powerful air and artillery firepower, heavy armored and mechanized groupings carry out high-speed, deep-penetrating thrusts into the enemy’s defensive depth, with the aim of rapidly breaking through the enemy’s entire defensive system and achieving the predetermined campaign objective. The American military and other NATO forces, by contrast, place emphasis on using powerful air and ground firepower to carry out fire suppression and fire interdiction across the enemy’s full depth, focusing on striking the enemy’s second echelon, blunting the sharpness of its offensive, so as to achieve the predetermined objective of destroying enemy forces within the main combat area.

Strictly speaking, the thought of deep strikes ought to be traced back to the theory of deep battle and deep operations put forward by the Soviet army in the 1930s. At that time, Tukhachevsky and others put forward that “the enemy’s forces will make use of natural obstacles difficult to traverse on both flanks, as well as fortified zones, to establish a continuous front, and for this reason new forms and methods of armed struggle must be devised, so as to resolve the problem of breaking through the enemy’s front and developing the offensive into depth.” “The frontal breakthrough must be correctly combined with a strike into the depth of the enemy’s campaign disposition, and the most effective method of accomplishing this task is to carry out a deep operation — that is, to deliver a strike possessing powerful penetrating force across the full depth of the enemy’s campaign disposition”①. The basic thought of the Soviet army’s theory of deep operations was to use destructive weapons to simultaneously suppress the enemy’s defense across its full depth, to break through the tactical zone of its defense in a selected direction, and then to use a fast-moving grouping composed of armored, mechanized, and cavalry forces to penetrate into the enemy’s defensive depth, and carry out airborne landings in the enemy’s rear, disrupting the stability of the enemy’s campaign defense, rapidly translating tactical victory into campaign victory, and striving to achieve the predetermined objective as quickly as possible. In the Second World War, and especially in the latter part of the Soviet-German war, the Soviet army greatly developed the theory of deep campaigns. In order to break through the enemy’s solid, deep defense, the Soviet army, in front-level campaigns, formed shock groupings, narrowed the width of the attack zone and breakthrough sector, and increased campaign depth — that is, the depth of a front-level campaign was expanded to 250 to 350 kilometers, and the depth of an army-level campaign was expanded to more than 180 kilometers.

After the war, the Soviet army’s thought on deep operations was further developed. The extension and connotation of the theory of deep campaigns underwent many changes; while retaining the method of deep-penetrating thrusts, it gradually developed into a thought of “full-depth strikes.” The former Soviet Chief of the General Staff, Marshal Ogarkov, pointed out that “a modern campaign will be one in which, across a broad front, a series of simultaneous and continuous ground, air, and sea nuclear strikes, firepower strikes, engagements, and combat actions are carried out against the full depth of the campaign disposition of the enemy grouping directly opposing one’s forces.” The Soviet army held that, in the past, offensive operations mostly adopted a forcible-entry style of assault that advanced evenly from the forward edge into the depth, and that this, “in the face of a defending force equipped with modernized reconnaissance means and long-range nuclear weapons, would amount to a kind of suicide.” Under modern conditions, deep operations are no longer a matter of advancing step by step into the enemy’s depth; rather, from the very start of the campaign, the focus of operations is extended to the enemy’s rear, with powerful firepower simultaneously delivering air and ground strikes across the full depth of the enemy’s campaign disposition, and with powerful ground echelons, ground-air echelons, and air echelons carrying out extensive maneuver of forces and weapons throughout the whole spatial extent of the enemy’s defense, forming a full-depth, three-dimensional strike that combines ground and air strikes and combines strikes against the forward edge with strikes against the rear.

In the mid-1980s, drawing on the experience of the Second World War, the Soviet army carried out in-depth research and training on the use of campaign maneuver groups in deep operations under modern conditions. The Soviet army stressed that campaign maneuver groups could rapidly extend combat action into the enemy’s depth, and strike the enemy from the rear. At the same time, it required that, in full-depth operations, firepower strikes and force strikes be given equal weight. In order to carry out deep firepower strikes, the Soviet army, in determining the sequence of firepower destruction against the enemy, stipulated that firepower destruction be inflicted across the full depth of the enemy within the entire zone of the campaign formation. This task of deep firepower destruction was to be carried out through the participation of the formation’s forces and weapons in concentrated firepower strikes, massed firepower strikes, and grouped firepower strikes. Deep force strikes were to be carried out chiefly through airborne operations and raiding actions. For this purpose, the Soviet army organized several airborne divisions, with front-level forces having airborne assault brigades, army-level forces having airborne assault battalions, while units below division level could employ motorized infantry as airborne troops. In a campaign, corps-, formation-, and unit-level forces could also organize raiding detachments, turning-movement detachments, advance detachments, and special-operations units for carrying out deep operations; when operating in a coastal direction, landing troops could also be used to carry out deep operations.

The Russian army has essentially inherited the thought and principles of the Soviet army’s theory of deep campaigns. The Russian military stresses that the purpose of carrying out deep operations is to establish a second “actively operating front” in the enemy’s rear. The purpose of inflicting firepower destruction across the full depth of the enemy’s campaign disposition is chiefly to destroy the enemy’s high-precision weapons in the shortest possible time, seize the initiative, achieve firepower superiority over the enemy, and ensure that one’s own forces receive uninterrupted, effective fire support throughout the entire depth, thereby enabling the successful achievement of the campaign objective. To this end, some in the Russian military have proposed establishing specialized command organs at front and army headquarters, responsible for planning and directing deep operations and operations in the enemy’s rear. The Russian military holds that deep operations are “a stable, independent category of modern armed struggle,” and advocates that they be formed into an independent body of theory.

In carrying out full-depth operations, the Russian military attaches great importance to the employment of forces. It holds that the tank and mechanized formations serving as the fast-moving groupings of armies and fronts can extensively carry out mobile and deep operations; relying on their advantages of rapid mobility and powerful shock action, they can boldly detach themselves from the main force to operate independently, carrying out their tasks within the tactical and campaign defensive depth of the enemy. Deep raiding is the basic form of combat employment of tank and mechanized formations; it is a highly mobile combat action carried out in the enemy’s rear, whose purpose is to exploit success, destroy the enemy’s defensive system within the tactical and campaign depth, destroy or seize important targets (areas), strike the flanks and rear of enemy groupings and reserves, disrupt their command systems and rear-area work, disrupt the enemy’s mobility and redeployment, and assist the forces attacking from the front in achieving the campaign objective. The main methods of deep operations are: carrying out rapid mobile marches; delivering surprise strikes against enemy headquarters and rear bases; cutting lines of communication; blockading or cutting off the enemy’s avenues of retreat within a narrow area, encircling and annihilating them; and delivering swift assaults against enemy targets from every direction. In this sense, the Russian military’s deep operations belong to a “force”-type method of warfare. This differs considerably from the American military’s method, which relies chiefly on firepower to carry out deep strikes.

In the 1970s and 1980s, that is, during the period of confrontation between the two great military blocs of NATO and the Warsaw Pact, the American military, in order to deal with the continuous strikes of the Warsaw Pact’s armed forces led by the Soviet army, established the theory of AirLand Battle. This theory called for undermining the enemy’s continuous strikes by attacking its depth, thereby winning victory in the war. NATO simply called this kind of deep attack the theory of “striking the enemy’s second echelon.” In recent years, the American military has continually stressed that, as warfare has evolved and technology has advanced, the depth of operations has continually expanded, and both air power and ground forces are able to exert their influence at ever greater depths. The American military stresses that the purpose of carrying out full-depth operations is to leave the enemy no place to take refuge and no chance to catch its breath, to cause the enemy to face a large number of mutually contradictory demands simultaneously, and to strive to overwhelm the enemy in every direction — on land, at sea, and in the air — within the combat area, thereby hastening its defeat or surrender. In the Gulf War, the American military, by attacking the full depth of the Iraqi defense, effectively paralyzed the Iraqi defense, greatly accelerating the pace of the ground operations.

In order to carry out full-depth operations, the American military divides the actions of its forces into close operations, deep operations, and rear operations. Among these, deep operations are used specifically to strike enemy forces not yet in contact, and to attack important targets in the enemy’s rear. American deep operations rely chiefly on firepower, including air-force firepower and missile strikes. In the employment of air power, the American military created the tactics of air interdiction and battlefield air interdiction, which are the main means of American deep strikes. Air interdiction is aimed chiefly at striking targets in the enemy’s far depth. The scope of battlefield air interdiction strikes covers the various sectors both beyond and within the fire support coordination line. The American military holds that battlefield air interdiction can exert a decisive influence on operations at the corps level. From this it can be seen that the American military’s full-depth operations are a “technology”-type method of warfare, because it stresses bringing into play the operational capability of long-range strike weapons. Of course, in carrying out deep operations, the American military also employs a certain amount of manpower, chiefly airborne assault troops and special-operations forces.

In sum, the main differences between the deep-operations thought of the American and Russian militaries are expressed as follows: first, in terms of operational purpose, the American military stresses “disrupting” the enemy’s combat formation and “paralyzing” its command system, weakening the enemy’s overall combat power; the Russian military stresses “wedging into” the enemy’s combat formation, splitting up its campaign disposition, seizing key points, and coordinating with the main force’s frontal attack. Second, in terms of the targets struck, the American military stresses that, while striking the enemy’s command, logistics, and air-defense systems, among others, it focuses chiefly on striking the enemy’s follow-on echelons, so as to delay, disrupt, or pin down the enemy’s second echelon and isolate its first echelon, thereby winning the close-in fight; the Russian military stresses striking chiefly the enemy’s command systems, communications systems, weapons systems, and logistics-support systems, among others, so as to create the conditions for carrying out continuous strikes, advancing into the enemy’s depth, and completing follow-on tasks. Third, in terms of the means of striking, the American military stresses relying chiefly on firepower strikes, supplemented by the infiltration of special-operations units; the Russian military stresses that, alongside firepower strikes, powerful shock groupings are used to carry out deep ground penetration. In addition, the American and Russian militaries also differ in their concept of “depth” in deep operations. The American military holds that, whether in offense or defense, the deep-operations zone lies ahead of one’s own main combat area, referring to the enemy’s entire campaign disposition or even the interior of its national territory. The Russian military, by contrast, holds that, in offensive operations, depth refers to the rear portion or rear area of the enemy’s defensive system; in defensive operations, depth refers to the other defensive belts or rear areas behind one’s own main defensive belt. The American concept of depth is singular — depth lies ahead; the Russian concept of depth is twofold — ahead in the offense, behind in the defense. For this reason, in studying the thought of deep operations, we must be careful not to confuse these concepts of depth.



(2) Differing Forms of Breakthrough Operations

At the beginning of the 20th century, with the development of rapid-fire weapons and fortification engineering, attacking forces found themselves at a loss in the face of continuous defensive lines, and “positional warfare walked into a ‘dead end.’” This posed to the military-theoretical circles of every country the question of how to break through a frontal defense.

Drawing on the experience of the First World War, and in light of the actual circumstances of its domestic civil war at the time, the Soviet army put forward a number of new principles of military science, including the organization and execution of breakthroughs. At that time, the Soviet army organized cavalry armies, which, in numerous campaigns, not only successfully broke through tactical defenses, but also developed the offensive to great depth. In the 1930s, the Soviet army put forward the theory of deep campaigns, further developing and perfecting the theory and practice of breakthrough operations. Its essence was to break through the enemy’s entire tactical defensive depth and then roll up both flanks, developing the offensive into the enemy’s campaign depth, so that the enemy would be unable to bring up reserves from its flanks or its depth. The experience of the Soviet Union’s Great Patriotic War proved that the theory of breakthrough operations the Soviet army had studied before the war was correct.

In the Soviet-German war and the war against Japan during the Second World War, the Soviet army carried out more than 50 front-group campaigns and more than 200 front-level campaigns, successfully executing a series of campaign breakthroughs, accumulating rich experience in campaign breakthroughs, and greatly developing the methods of preparing for and executing breakthroughs. At that time, the main characteristics of the Soviet army’s breakthrough operations were: making bold and distinctive decisions, and massing large concentrations of forces and weapons in the main direction of attack and the breakthrough sector, inflicting fierce firepower destruction, launching the assault suddenly, effectively organizing coordinated action, promptly committing reserves to exploit success, providing comprehensive support to combat actions, and exercising flexible command of forces, among other things. In accordance with the situation at the time and the scale and intent of the campaign, the Soviet army required that breakthroughs be carried out simultaneously in one to two, or several, sectors, and then developed in depth and toward both flanks. A front could carry out breakthroughs in one to two, sometimes three, sectors, while an army generally carried out a breakthrough in a single sector. The width of the breakthrough sector depended chiefly on whether the necessary superiority in forces and weapons (particularly artillery) over the enemy could be achieved. The breakthrough task was generally assigned to a powerful shock grouping organized in great depth. Its first echelon was usually an infantry formation reinforced and supported by large numbers of artillery pieces, tanks, self-propelled guns, and aircraft. In order to continually strengthen the striking force and expand the breach toward both flanks while breaking through the enemy’s tactical defensive zone, the second echelon at army level, and sometimes even the second echelon at the level of the army group, would be committed to battle. When breaking through the enemy’s fortified zones, not only were three echelons established, but assault groups and assault detachments were also established, and prolonged, fierce air and artillery fire preparation was carried out against the enemy’s fortified works. Breakthrough had become the principal form of Soviet offensive operations at that time.

After the war, the Soviet army carried out a comprehensive and systematic summary of the experience of conducting breakthrough operations in the Second World War, putting forward the innovative theory of carrying out tactical breakthroughs, developing tactical breakthroughs into campaign breakthroughs, and developing campaign breakthroughs into strategic breakthroughs, and explored new theories and methods for carrying out breakthroughs under modern conditions. The Soviet army held that “under modern conditions, breaking through a well-prepared defense remains the most typical and most complex form of offensive.” In light of the characteristics of NATO forces and West European terrain, the Soviet army made deep, divisive strikes delivered along several directions on a broad front the basic form of breakthrough. It stressed simultaneously inflicting firepower destruction across the enemy’s entire defensive depth; advancing rapidly into the enemy’s depth along different directions from the very outset, so as to swiftly destroy and paralyze the enemy’s entire defense; extensively employing vertical envelopment from the air while tank and mechanized formations delivered powerful ground assaults; and achieving high speed and continuity in the campaign breakthrough, making full use of the effects of firepower strikes to deliver swift, uninterrupted assaults into the enemy’s defensive depth, rapidly extending combat action into the enemy’s defensive depth, and achieving campaign breakthrough as quickly as possible. It can thus be seen that breakthrough has consistently occupied an extremely important position in Soviet campaign and tactical theory.

After the end of the Cold War, the Russian army inherited the Soviet army’s operational thought, and has continually explored new operational theories, including breakthrough operations. Unlike in the past, the Russian military holds that, under modern conditions, an offensive campaign is not absolutely required to begin with a breakthrough of the defense, but rather must be flexibly determined in light of the specific circumstances. Russian campaign theory stipulates that, in an offensive or counteroffensive campaign, when the terrain is comparatively open and the enemy’s defense is incomplete or has been hastily occupied, breakthrough operations should be carried out first. Otherwise, other methods should be considered.

At present, the Russian military’s chief research focus is the density of concentration of forces and weapons in the breakthrough sector. In the 1980s, the Soviet army had stipulated that an overwhelming superiority in forces and weapons should be formed in the breakthrough sector, constituting a 5- to 6-fold advantage over the enemy. Since the 1990s, the Russian military, taking into account the improved performance of weapons and technical equipment, has, in order to reduce losses, re-established the density of forces and weapons in the breakthrough sector, requiring a 4-fold advantage over the enemy; in the breakthrough sector, the number of artillery pieces per kilometer of front has been reduced from 100–120 to 90–100, and the number of tanks has been reduced from 40–50 to 15–20. The Russian military holds that, in breakthrough operations, greater emphasis should be placed on fire maneuver, and that trajectory-based maneuver should replace the high-density deployment of artillery and tanks. In recent years, some in the Russian military, drawing on the experience of local wars, have denied the role of breakthrough in future war, proposing instead that an offensive campaign should begin with large-scale maneuver — that is, from the very start of the campaign, deep envelopment and turning movements should be carried out, boldly wedging into the depth of the enemy’s disposition through gaps in the air or in its campaign formation, and delivering comprehensive strikes against the enemy from the front, flanks, and rear. Nevertheless, the method of beginning an offensive campaign with a breakthrough of the defense still occupies the dominant position in Russian campaign theory, and in particular, the textbooks used in Russian military academies still stress that an offensive against a defending enemy generally begins with a breakthrough.

Historically, the American military has rarely carried out offensive operations on a continental theater of war, and in particular has lacked practical experience of breakthrough operations; it has consistently held that breakthrough operations are difficult and costly, and do not accord with American values, and for this reason it has lacked in-depth research on breakthrough operations, and has not formed a complete theory of breakthrough.

In the Second World War, the American military’s performance, in the relatively few breakthrough operations it did carry out, was likewise less than ideal — the pace of the breakthrough was comparatively slow, and its depth was not great. Campaign breakthrough was, for the American military, the greatest challenge in offensive campaigns. After the end of the Second World War, in view of its aim of contending with the Soviet Union for Europe and for world supremacy, and in the face of the Soviet army’s multi-belt, deeply echeloned defense, together with the rapid development of weapons and equipment, the American military only gradually began to attach importance to breakthrough operations. However, the American military feared casualties, and its operational theory continued to stress that, in offensive operations, one should avoid the enemy’s strong points, and should as far as possible avoid high-intensity, continuous frontal breakthroughs. For this reason, the American military has consistently treated breakthrough as a form of maneuver, rather than as a form of offense. The American military holds that breakthrough means tearing open the enemy’s defense along a narrow front, creating a weak flank or a gap, as well as a route through to the enemy’s rear. The circumstances in which a breakthrough is carried out are generally: when one’s own side possesses powerful superiority in mobility, supporting fire, or assault fire; when the enemy’s defensive line is stretched too long or its defensive system has already been thrown into disorder; when time or terrain does not permit one’s own side to carry out envelopment or turning movements, or to avoid the enemy’s main defensive zone; or when there is a weak point in the enemy’s defensive system, among other circumstances. A breakthrough may be carried out along one or several axes of advance; when conditions permit, multiple simultaneous breakthroughs are preferably employed, so as to compel the enemy to disperse its defensive strength and firepower, making it difficult for the enemy to make effective use of its reserves. A breakthrough is generally divided into three phases: the initial breakthrough; rolling up both sides of the gap to widen it; and exploiting success by seizing objectives in depth. In breakthrough operations, a main attack, a supporting attack, or a diversionary attack is generally employed, with superior forces and weapons concentrated in the breakthrough sector, adopting a method of warfare that combines armored assault with infantry infiltration to rapidly open a gap, or first delivering an assault with concentrated firepower to open a gap in the enemy’s defensive zone, and then employing a method of single-flank or double-flank envelopment to widen the gap, rapidly developing the offensive toward objectives in depth that bear on the integrity of the enemy’s defense.

It can thus be seen that the main differences between the American and Russian theories of breakthrough are as follows: first, in terms of the nature of the operation, the American military holds that breakthrough is a form of maneuver, while the Russian military holds that breakthrough is a basic form of offense; second, in terms of the timing of its use, the American military calls for avoiding its use as far as possible, while the Russian military stresses that offense generally begins with breakthrough; third, in terms of the employment of forces, the American military stresses opening a gap with firepower and then having forces penetrate through it, while the Russian military stresses forcibly penetrating with forces after thorough fire preparation; in terms of operational purpose, the American military requires that frontal breakthrough serve as a supporting or diversionary direction for the main force’s maneuver, with limited breakthrough depth, while the Russian military requires that tactical breakthrough be developed into campaign breakthrough, and campaign breakthrough developed into strategic breakthrough.



(3) Differing Purposes of Encirclement Operations

The Soviet army holds that encirclement is extremely important for achieving victory in an offensive campaign; encircling and annihilating an enemy grouping is the most decisive method of warfare, and the best possible outcome of an offensive campaign.

In the Second World War, under the guidance of the theory of deep campaigns, the Soviet army successfully carried out a series of encirclement campaigns, annihilating more than 200 enemy divisions in encirclement campaigns alone. At that time, the Soviet army had tank and mechanized fast-moving formations organized within the composition of its fronts, used for establishing the inner front of the encirclement and for subsequently acting energetically on the outer front; large numbers of aviation forces were used to take part in encirclement operations, carrying out an air blockade and delivering firepower strikes against enemy forces on both the inner and outer fronts of the encirclement. The Soviet army held that encirclement could take many forms: first, breaking through the enemy’s defense in two or several directions, then developing the offensive along converging axes, ultimately completing the encirclement (as in the Battle of Stalingrad and the Iaşi-Chișinău Operation); second, achieving encirclement in the course of pursuing a retreating enemy grouping within the campaign depth (as in the Minsk Operation); third, driving an enemy grouping to the coast and carrying out an encircling assault (as in the East Prussian Operation); fourth, carrying out turning movements against major inhabited areas and cities, blockading the defending garrison (as in the Breslau Operation and the Poznań Operation). Depending on the strength of the encircled force and the composition of the forces and weapons taking part in the encirclement, an encirclement could be of campaign scale or of tactical scale; it could be carried out by a front or an army, or by a division or regiment. The main conditions for achieving a successful encirclement were: forming an encirclement of the enemy simultaneously from the ground and the air — and, in a coastal direction, from the sea as well — while establishing both an inner and an outer front. The inner front was to be established by forces operating on the enemy’s flanks, which should first seize the road junctions, crossing points, and areas of approach for enemy reserves along the enemy’s routes of withdrawal; the method of establishing the outer front was for the main force, together with the second echelon and reserves committed to the engagement, to deliver a fierce offensive in depth, cutting the most important directions, and driving reinforcing enemy forces as far as possible from the inner front — at times, a defense could also be established in a favorable area to prevent the enemy from breaking through toward the encircled force. The attacking force generally devoted about half of its strength to establishing the inner front of the encirclement, striving to annihilate the enemy grouping at the same time as completing the encirclement; for this purpose, fierce firepower strikes were to be delivered immediately, powerful advance detachments were to be dispatched toward every possible route of withdrawal, airborne assaults were to be carried out, and the main body of the encircled enemy force was to be split apart through divisive strikes and destroyed piecemeal.

After the war, the Soviet army carried out a comprehensive and systematic summary of the experience of conducting encirclement campaigns in the Second World War, writing a large number of monographs and papers, exploring new theories and methods for carrying out encirclement campaigns under modern conditions, and further perfecting and developing the thought of encirclement operations. The Soviet army held that only offense could achieve decisive victory, and that encircling and annihilating a heavy enemy grouping was the most decisive and most thorough campaign action within the offense. “A characteristic feature of the modern encirclement campaign is that there is no precisely delineated, continuous inner or outer front of encirclement; the attacking force, while completing the encirclement, rapidly splits apart and destroys the enemy forces.” Encirclement operations might occur either while breaking through the enemy’s shallow campaign depth, or while developing success in depth; they might be of campaign scale or they might constitute the current task, or they might constitute a subsequent task of the campaign; at times they made up the entirety of a campaign’s task, and at times they made up only part of the task of an offensive campaign. Encirclement campaigns would be carried out in different directions, at different depths, and across different zones. The larger the scale of the offensive campaign, the more frequent the encirclement actions; encirclements of different scales were both relatively independent and mutually interconnected, giving the offensive campaign a character of still greater speed and depth. It also held that, under modern conditions, as the equipment of forces improved, and as the mobility and shock power of forces significantly increased and the quality of commanders rose, an operational grouping could rapidly concentrate and disperse within a short period of time; moreover, since the defending side held a broad front and deployed its forces and weapons in a dispersed manner, it could exploit gaps and openings in the enemy’s defensive disposition to break through into the depth. For this reason, a modern encirclement campaign must deliver several strikes along converging axes, including pincer strikes and frontal splitting strikes, so that the enemy finds it difficult to determine the attacking force’s main direction of attack, bringing into play the advantage of superior forces and weapons and of fast-moving shock groupings, rapidly splitting apart the enemy’s defensive disposition and destroying it piecemeal. Modern encirclement campaign actions have developed from the ground into the whole of space, and must make full use of the role of aviation and airborne forces, carrying out deep aerial encirclement actions coordinated with ground forces to form a three-dimensional encirclement. The “air echelon” can, in encirclement operations, be used to help establish the inner and outer fronts of the encirclement, chiefly to prevent the encircled enemy force from breaking out and to prevent reinforcement by enemy forces outside the encirclement, assisting the ground attacking force in annihilating the enemy. A modern encirclement campaign must combine breakthrough, encirclement, and annihilation of the enemy into a single integrated whole, splitting, encircling, and annihilating the enemy simultaneously, and, under the support of every kind of air and ground firepower, rapidly encircling and annihilating the enemy’s heavy grouping, so as to achieve the objective of the encirclement campaign.

After the end of the Cold War, the Russian military has continued to treat encirclement as an important component of its offensive campaigns, and continues to carry out new exploration. The Russian military holds that, in the early stage of a future war, Russia will first carry out defensive campaigns, and only after seizing the initiative and air supremacy will it shift into counteroffensive campaigns, striving to encircle and annihilate the invading enemy. For this reason, it may be said that, even today, when it follows a “defensive” military strategy, the Russian military continues to carry out uninterrupted research on the theory of encirclement operations.

Compared with the Soviet and Russian militaries, the American military and the armed forces of other NATO countries, to a certain degree, lack a theory and practice of large-scale encirclement campaigns. In the Second World War, the American and British armies and other Allied forces carried out relatively few classic encirclement campaigns. Even under many favorable circumstances, the Allied armies failed to seize the opportunity, so that their intended encirclements went unrealized. For example, in 1944, at Falaise in France, the Allied armies formed an encirclement posture around the German 5th Panzer Army. But the American and British forces were fond of using their main strength to carry out frontal, evenly-advancing offensives, and, in addition, relied excessively on air support and lacked experience in carrying out encirclement operations. As a result, the Allied forces, despite their considerable advantage, failed to complete the task of encircling and wholly annihilating the German forces. It was only in the latter part of the war, as German combat strength weakened, that the American and British forces, in March–April 1945, succeeded in encircling a heavy German grouping in the Ruhr region.

After the war, the American military and the armed forces of other NATO countries did not thoroughly sum up the experience and lessons of the war, nor did they carry out in-depth theoretical research on encirclement operations. The American military has merely treated encirclement as one form of maneuver, rather than as a primary form of offense. The American military holds that encirclement is a basic form of maneuver, a method of warfare in which the strong strikes the weak. Under modern conditions, in carrying out an encirclement, one must avoid the front where the enemy force is most heavily protected and where it can most easily concentrate its fire. While a supporting attack or diversionary attack draws the defending enemy’s attention forward, one bypasses the enemy’s defensive system, or passes over it, to strike the enemy’s flanks and rear. A successful encirclement requires discovering, or creating, a weak flank. Conventional fire, nuclear fire, chemical fire, or a breakthrough carried out before the encirclement, can all create such a gap. A typical encirclement operation initially requires less combat power than other forms of maneuver, because the attacker does not need to pass through the enemy’s heavily defended, established positions. However, encirclement places a premium on agility, because the success of the encirclement depends on reaching the enemy’s vulnerable rear before the enemy can shift its forces and fire. A turning movement is a variant of encirclement. In it, the attacker seeks to avoid the enemy’s entire defense altogether, seeking instead to seize key terrain within the enemy’s rear area and along its lines of communication, posing a major threat to the enemy’s rear and compelling its main force to abandon its forward defense and withdraw on its own initiative. Encirclement is divided into single-flank encirclement and double-flank encirclement. When forces are more numerous and conditions are favorable (such as when the enemy has an exposed flank), double-flank encirclement is generally carried out. The purpose of carrying out an encirclement is to avoid the enemy’s main strength, striking the enemy’s flanks and rear, so as to destroy important targets within the enemy’s defensive depth and cut the enemy’s supply lines and routes of withdrawal. In carrying out an encirclement, an encircling (main attack) force and a supporting-attack force are generally established. The supporting-attack force, through active offensive action, confuses the enemy and pins it down in its main defensive zone, compelling the enemy to fight simultaneously in several directions, delaying the enemy’s response to one’s own encircling action, or forcing the enemy to commit its reserves prematurely and ineffectively. The encircling force, under the cover of the supporting-attack force, concentrates its strength to strike at a narrow sector of the flank. If the enemy has no exposed flank or gap, one is created through fire, maneuver, or deception. Once a gap is opened, the encircling force rapidly moves in, fanning out, advancing along multiple routes toward objectives in depth, committing airborne forces where necessary to seize objectives in depth and support the encircling force in developing the offensive. In the Gulf War, the “left hook” operation carried out by the American VII Corps was a fairly typical example of a turning-movement encirclement. At the time, the American military had also planned to carry out a double-flank encirclement of the Iraqi forces directly opposing it, but this action was not completed because Iraq announced its surrender.

It can thus be seen that there are many differences between the American and Russian militaries in their thought on encirclement operations: first, in terms of theory, the Russian military has a systematic and complete theory of encirclement operations along with concrete methods of warfare; the American military, by contrast, lacks both a systematic theory of encirclement and any great number of concrete methods of warfare. Second, in terms of resolve, the Russian military stresses the unity of breakthrough, encirclement, and annihilation of the enemy, with encirclement beginning with breakthrough — that is, beginning from the opening of the breach — reflecting the resoluteness of its encirclement operations; the American military calls for encirclement to proceed through the enemy’s weak flanks and gaps, or for a gap to be opened by fire, bypassing the enemy’s main strength and driving straight for objectives in the enemy’s depth. Third, in terms of purpose, the Russian military requires that encirclement and annihilation of the enemy proceed simultaneously, splitting and annihilating the enemy at the same time; the American military, by contrast, stresses that the turning-movement encircling force should rapidly seize important objectives in depth, posing a serious threat to the enemy’s rear and forcing the enemy to abandon its frontal defense and withdraw.



(4) Differing Forms of Coordinated Combat Operations

The Soviet army has, throughout its history, attached great importance to coordinated combat operations among the various services and arms, and has formulated a fairly systematic and complete theory of combined-arms combat and combined-arms campaigns. It holds that modern combat is combined-arms combat involving multiple arms; the forces taking part in combat include subunits, units, and formations of every arm and specialized branch, with air-force units (subunits) coordinating in the operation, and, when operating in a coastal direction, naval vessels coordinating in the action as well. A campaign is the sum total of a series of engagements and combat actions, and may be carried out by one service, or by several formations from several services. A combined-arms campaign is a campaign carried out chiefly by one service, under the unified leadership of a combined-arms force headquarters, or of the headquarters of whichever service’s formation is assigned the main task in the given campaign, according to a unified plan, with formations of several services taking part. Owing to its geographical environment and its military tradition of fighting on continental theaters of war, the Soviet army has consistently treated the combined-arms campaign of the ground forces as its principal campaign form. It holds that combined-arms campaigns of the several services chiefly include landing campaigns, anti-landing campaigns, and air campaigns, which may be carried out as part of a combined-arms campaign of the several services, or may be carried out independently. In a combined-arms campaign of the several services, the formations and large units of each service must coordinate their actions, so as to ensure that the service playing the primary role in the campaign, together with its formations and large units, accomplishes the predetermined main combat task①.

The Russian military has essentially inherited the Soviet army’s views on combined-arms campaigns. The Russian military holds that a combined-arms campaign is a campaign carried out with the participation of all, or the great majority, of services, arms, and specialized branches, under the leadership of a combined-arms force commander, in order to simultaneously accomplish a series of interconnected strategic and campaign tasks. A joint campaign, by contrast, refers to a campaign carried out by formations and large units of several services, arms, and specialized branches, acting under a unified concept, under the leadership of a combined-arms commander or the commander of whichever service’s formation plays the primary role in the campaign, employing joint force to accomplish the main task. A combined-arms campaign is the highest-level form of campaign, and must be led by a combined-arms commander. A combined-arms campaign is a campaign carried out chiefly by the ground forces, with campaign command exercised by a combined-arms force commander. Apart from naval combined-arms campaigns, whether it is a theater-strategic campaign, a front-level campaign, an army-level campaign, or a corps-level campaign, command is exercised respectively by ground-force personnel such as the theater commander-in-chief, the front commander, the army commander, and the corps commander.

The American, British, and other Western armed forces attach importance to joint operations, and have explicitly put forward the concept of the joint campaign. They hold that joint operations refer to a campaign in which forces from two or more services carry out an assigned task, and at times also refers to combined (coalition) operations. Joint operations are chiefly meant to resolve the problem of unified command and unified control. They also hold that, so long as it is a campaign, it possesses a joint character, because a campaign is a combat action carried out under the unified direction of two or more services. “Every campaign carried out by the American armed forces is a joint campaign.” In a joint campaign, the participating forces of the various services have no fixed organization, but are required to adopt differing forms of organization according to the specific circumstances. For example, the forces of the various services are generally organized into joint ground forces, joint air forces, joint maritime forces, and joint special-operations forces. Command of an American joint campaign includes: operational command, operational control, tactical control, and support. Operational command includes every power necessary for accomplishing the assigned task, and possessing operational command authority also confers operational control, tactical control, and the authority to establish support relationships. In accordance with the requirements of the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act, in a joint campaign, the Joint Chiefs of Staff confers upon the theater commander-in-chief the authority to command all service forces within the theater; the theater commander-in-chief generally exercises this authority through the commanders of his subordinate joint forces, and may also, bypassing certain levels of command, directly command combat forces carrying out a specific task. The American military links the theory of joint operations with coalition warfare, stressing the conduct of joint operations within a coalition environment. Since the early 20th century, the military operations the American military has carried out have nearly all had a multinational character, and in the great majority of cases it has led coalition operations. This was true of both World Wars, the Korean War, and the Vietnam War. In the Gulf War of the 1990s, the American military combined the forces of 37 countries to form a multinational force, bringing its coalition warfare to a high point. In accordance with the requirements of American joint-operations and coalition-operations theory, should a regional crisis arise, the United States will form a temporary coalition, creating an environment for coalition operations, seeking the support of allied countries in the process of force projection, and organizing joint task forces or coalition task forces to provide unified coordination of command, intelligence, operational planning, communications, support, and other matters.

It can thus be seen that there are considerable differences between American joint operations and Russian combined-arms operations: first, in terms of campaign levels, the American military holds that all campaign-level combat operations belong to joint operations, without distinguishing levels according to the rank of the participating forces. A campaign is made up of tactical-level, campaign-level, and strategic-level actions, and is carried out within a given span of time and space. A campaign is not defined by the rank of the participating force; its scale may be large or small — as large as the Gulf War, in which participating forces numbered more than 700,000, or as small as the American invasion of Grenada or Panama, in each of which only 20,000 troops took part. The Russian military, by contrast, holds that campaigns may be divided by nature into combined-arms campaigns and joint campaigns of the several services; by scale, into theater-strategic campaigns, front-level campaigns, army-level campaigns, and corps-level campaigns; and by task, into landing campaigns, anti-landing campaigns, air campaigns, air-defense campaigns, special campaigns, and others. A joint campaign of the several services is smaller in scale than, and subordinate to, a combined-arms campaign. A larger-scale campaign includes several smaller-scale campaigns; a strategic-level campaign is made up of several front-level campaigns; a front-level campaign is made up of several army-level and corps-level campaigns, and so on. Second, in terms of operational purpose, the American military stresses that a campaign is a series of interconnected military actions taken, within a given span of time and space, to achieve a strategic objective. Any campaign, whatever its scale, must serve the achievement of a strategic objective. If a military action is not aimed at achieving a strategic objective, it does not constitute a campaign, and still less can it be called a joint campaign — at most it is merely joint action. The Russian military, by contrast, stresses that combined-arms campaigns of differing scale have differing purposes, which may be either strategic or campaign in nature. Theater-strategic campaigns and front-level campaigns serve to achieve strategic objectives, while campaigns at the army level and below serve to achieve campaign objectives. Third, in terms of campaign command, the American military requires that the highest commander of a joint campaign be the theater commander-in-chief, and the theater commander-in-chief may be a general officer from the army, or he may be a general officer from the air force or the navy. In the Gulf War, the commander-in-chief of Central Command was Army General Norman Schwarzkopf, while the commander-in-chief of Pacific Command was a navy admiral. The Russian military, by contrast, requires that, in a combined-arms campaign, the highest commander be a combined-arms force commander, who exercises unified command over the participating formations and large units of the various services and arms; only in a naval campaign or an air campaign is the highest commander an officer from that particular service. Fourth, in terms of the relationship among the services, the American military stresses that the various services are equal, with no distinction of primary and secondary status, and that the service assigned the primary task is instead determined according to the operational mission. The Russian military, in theory, requires that the relationship among the various services in a campaign be one of parallel equality, but in practice the ground forces have consistently occupied the dominant position in combined-arms campaigns, with the other services generally playing a supporting role. In addition, the Russian military also stresses the question of carrying out joint operations with the armed forces of other members of the Commonwealth of Independent States. Russia’s Border Troops, Internal Troops, and the newly organized Counter-Espionage Service troops and Federal Security Service troops, among others, have become independent armed forces, standing in a relationship of equality with the Russian army. For this reason, in recent years, the Russian military has begun to study the question of conducting joint operations with other armed forces in local wars and armed conflicts.




III. Development Trends in Operational Thought

With the rapid development of science and technology and changes in the international strategic environment, the operational thought of every country is undergoing, and will undergo, a series of new and profound changes. These changes do not depend on human will; they display marked diversity and uncertainty, encompassing changes in operational guiding thought, the evolution of operational principles, and innovation and development in operational forms and methods of warfare. People may understand and study these changes and development trends from different angles and different aspects. Here, the development trends of operational thought are examined only from the angle of operational forms and methods of warfare.


(1) Information Warfare — Information Superiority Will Become the Key Factor Determining Victory or Defeat in War

The world today is entering the Information Age. Every country generally holds that information is power, that information is combat power, that on the battlefield it is destructive power, and that it is a “force multiplier.” In wars of the future, the struggle between the two sides to seize control of electronic information will become still more intense. Only by providing the right information at the right time and place can matter and energy be converted into combat power, and can the initiative on the battlefield be seized. Information warfare will become a new form and means of warfare, whose essence is to use information superiority to achieve the strategic objective of “subduing the enemy without fighting” or “subduing the enemy with minimal fighting.” Seizing information superiority will become one of the key factors determining victory or defeat in future war. Information superiority chiefly refers to the timely, accurate, and comprehensive use of information — that is, in war, one’s own side has the ability to freely make use of information while the other side cannot. “While preventing the enemy from acquiring information, one’s own side possesses the ability to collect, process, transmit, and use every kind of information”; “while ensuring that one’s own commanders and forces obtain accurate information in a timely manner, one destroys, disrupts, and controls the enemy’s information sources and information-distribution systems.” On the battlefield, seizing information superiority also includes making full use of every kind of information-transmission method and communication technology to undermine the fighting will of the enemy’s forces and populace, and to disrupt the enemy’s normal political and economic functioning, causing the enemy state to fall into a state of paralysis.

In future war, the traditional method of warfare, which relies chiefly on firepower — that is, on matter and energy — to destroy the enemy’s effective strength, will be replaced by a method of warfare that relies on “firepower plus information,” with the primary objective being to destroy the enemy’s information systems and combat capability. The American military holds that, in the past, wars all pursued maximum destructive and lethal power, with nuclear weapons bringing this pursuit to its peak, making war still more “dirty”; information warfare, by contrast, strives to reduce the material losses of war to a minimum, striving to make war somewhat “cleaner.” In the past, wars were decided on the battlefield, in a “hard confrontation” of energy against energy; information warfare, by contrast, is a “soft kill” of system against system, in which victory can be achieved without shedding blood. Information systems are open to one another; individual soldiers, combat platforms, and units are linked together by networks, achieving a high degree of unity both vertically and horizontally across the battlefield, thereby greatly strengthening the combat power of the armed forces. The Russian military holds that, in future war, in order to seize and hold information dominance and electromagnetic dominance, one must win the electronic war. Information warfare and electronic warfare “have, in effect, already become a disguised form of assault, playing a role equivalent to that of a firepower assault,” and electronic-warfare equipment has become a powerful means of directly destroying the enemy.

Information warfare in future war will chiefly include command-and-control warfare, intelligence warfare, electronic warfare, psychological warfare, computer “hacker warfare,” and economic information warfare, among others. By level, it can be divided into strategic information warfare and campaign-tactical information warfare; by nature, it can be divided into offensive information warfare and defensive information warfare; by time, it can be divided into wartime and peacetime information warfare. The armed forces of every country hold that, in practice, many forms of information warfare already exist within today’s local wars and everyday social life, such as command-and-control warfare, electronic warfare, intelligence warfare, and psychological warfare, as well as hacker warfare and network warfare. But information warfare in the full sense of the term has not yet taken shape; the Gulf War was only a prototype of information warfare, and the Kosovo War was only a testing ground for information warfare — completing the transition to true information warfare will require at least another 30 to 50 years.



(2) Precision Warfare — Precision-Guided Weapons Will Dominate the Battlefield of the Future

Precision warfare will become the principal form of warfare in future war. Foreign militaries hold that, under the influence of advanced C⁴I systems, battlefield transparency will be greatly increased, the performance of weapons and equipment will be brought fully into play, and destructive power will be significantly enhanced, enabling forces to rapidly identify the “center of gravity” and “decisive points” of the enemy’s defensive system, as well as its other “joints,” to seize the opportunity for combat more accurately and more quickly, and, from a greater distance, with a degree of precision far greater than in the past, to rapidly destroy key targets. This kind of precision strike can greatly reduce the scale of forces, greatly strengthen mobility, greatly raise combat capability, and greatly reduce battlefield casualties.

In its “Joint Vision 2010,” the American military set out its vision of the prospects for joint operations in the early 21st century, and explicitly stated that information superiority and technological innovation would bring the traditional functions of mobility, strike, protection, and logistics together into four new operational concepts: dominant maneuver, precision engagement, full-dimensional protection, and focused logistics. Among these, precision engagement is a “system of systems”; it provides forces with flexible command-and-control means for locating and identifying targets, produces the intended operational effect against the target, assesses the actual operational effectiveness achieved, and retains the flexibility to strike the target again when necessary. Compared with traditional strikes, precision engagement places still greater emphasis on the operational effect achieved, rather than on the means used to achieve that effect. Its means are not only advanced weapons systems and high-technology munitions, but also encompass a still broader range of operational capabilities. The actions involved in precision engagement chiefly include: identifying the target, predetermining the intended operational effect, selecting and employing the appropriate force and weapons system, and finally carrying out the strike and, when necessary, a follow-up strike, among other steps.

The Russian military holds that “future war will certainly be high-technology war fought with high-precision weapons,” that “high-precision weapons have already replaced nuclear and conventional weapons as the primary assault weapon,” and that “compared with traditional weapons, the precision of modern high-precision weapons has increased more than a hundredfold, and the hit probability of high-technology guided weapons using laser or television guidance has already approached 100 percent”①. For this reason, in offensive and defensive operations, the traditional concentration of forces can be transformed into a concentration of firepower, and the use of long-range precision-guided weapons can allow concentrated firepower to transcend the tactical level, being applied directly at the campaign and strategic levels to achieve operational objectives.



(3) Asymmetric Warfare — Striking the Weak with the Strong, or Avoiding the Strong to Strike the Weak, Is an Eternal Principle of Warfare

Asymmetric factors, as a form of relationship between the combat forces of the two opposing sides, have universally existed in wars throughout history, both in China and abroad — such as differences in numerical strength, differences in the quality of forces, and differences among services and arms. The transformation of this relationship has often determined the outcome of war. Asymmetric warfare has existed since ancient times; it is not a new operational principle. There is no shortage, in past military history, of classic examples of the strong striking the weak, or the weak defeating the strong. But at that time, asymmetric warfare referred to asymmetry in the comparative military strength of the two sides. Under high-technology warfare conditions, and especially in future war, the thought of asymmetric warfare has been endowed with new connotations. Asymmetric warfare now chiefly refers to combat operations in which the two combatant sides employ different types of combat forces. The American military holds that, over the next 15 to 20 years, the United States will maintain its position as the world’s sole superpower, that no country will pose a major economic or military challenge to it, and that it will have no powerful adversary capable of contending with it. The adversaries the American military will face will be regional military powers or other small and medium-sized countries whose strength differs enormously from its own. For this reason, in future regional conflicts, the American military will make use of its powerful military superiority to carry out asymmetric warfare against the enemy.

The essence of the thought of asymmetric warfare lies in employing different types of combat forces, organically combining air, sea, space, and special-operations forces, carrying out combat actions in coordinated synchronization, rationally employing joint force to strike the enemy, rather than being confined to a contest between combat forces of the same type — aircraft against aircraft, warship against warship, tank against tank. It requires making full use of the enemy’s weaknesses, bringing one’s own advantages into play to the maximum degree, achieving the operational objective as swiftly as possible, and most effectively reducing one’s own losses.

Asymmetric warfare is not simply a matter of using service and arm forces different from the enemy’s to conduct combat operations, but chiefly means using forces from multiple services and arms, coordinating diversified combat forces in a unified, synchronized manner to carry out combat action. Asymmetric warfare does not require overwhelming superiority over the enemy across the full time and space of the battlefield, and does not even require holding a superior position across the entire combat space; rather, the emphasis is placed on selecting and exploiting the most significant weaknesses in the enemy’s strategic, campaign, and tactical actions, and, at the critical moment, effectively employing every kind of combat force to deliver an asymmetric strike against the enemy, rapidly achieving the operational objective.

Asymmetric warfare is conducted by a joint force of multiple services and arms, requiring the scientific and rational combination and employment of every kind of combat force and weapons system, so as to bring overall combat effectiveness into play as effectively as possible. It stresses widely dispersing the deployment of the combat forces of the various services and arms, and, when a favorable opportunity for combat arises, rapidly concentrating the power and effectiveness of combat strength to deliver a sudden, lethal strike against the enemy, and then swiftly redispersing forces once again.

As high technology has come into wide use in the military domain, the offensive and defensive capability of every kind of combat system has been greatly enhanced almost simultaneously, and, in addition, high-technology weapons have proliferated extensively, so that the high-technology weapons one’s own side possesses in combat may also be possessed by the enemy. Under these circumstances, relying solely on numerical and qualitative superiority to conduct symmetric warfare, with one’s own combat system pitted against the enemy’s combat system, could very possibly turn the war into a war of attrition, making it difficult to achieve the goal of a swift, decisive victory. At the same time, as the degree of specialization of high-technology weapons systems continually rises, an asymmetric relationship objectively exists among different combat forces; for this reason, by making full use of this asymmetry — striking low-technology weapons with high-technology weapons, striking ground combat forces with air and naval forces, and striking ground air-defense forces with missiles and special-operations forces — one can fully bring into play the leveraging effect between different combat forces, maximizing the decisive advantage seized on the battlefield.

In future war, the standard for measuring the combat power of an armed force will no longer be numerical superiority, but superiority in asymmetric attack capability. Combat forces will no longer be a matter of “the more, the better”; rather, air, sea, ground, space, and special-operations forces will be flexibly organized and employed according to the needs of asymmetric warfare. In the course of combat operations, symmetric warfare will still be considered, but still greater emphasis will be placed on the concentrated use of strike forces that stand in an asymmetric relationship to the enemy’s forces, actively creating and seizing opportunities for combat, and delivering asymmetric strikes against the enemy. In striking the enemy’s ground combat forces, the traditional boundaries between services will be broken down, with priority given to the concentrated use of air, sea, or special-operations forces.



(4) Full-Dimensional Operations — An Integrated Battlefield of Air, Land, Sea, Space, and the Electromagnetic Spectrum

The thought of full-dimensional operations has already been established by the American military and other Western armed forces as the core of future operational theory. The American military holds that full-dimensional operations refers to using all available means, across every possible kind of action in both war and non-war operations, to accomplish an assigned task at the least possible cost. The theory of full-dimensional operations encompasses not only actions in war, but actions in non-war operations as well; it refers not merely to action in time and space, but also to the concrete manner, task, and means of that action, giving still greater emphasis to flexibility of action, and touching upon every aspect of the operational space, possessing the characteristics of “full depth, full altitude, full frontage, full time, full spectrum, and multiple means.” In war-fighting actions, it calls for the use of every kind of weapon, unified command and control, and the simultaneous conduct of deep operations, close operations, and rear operations by a joint force made up of multiple services, arms, and multinational forces. In non-war operations, it calls for the use of a variety of means to carry out arms control, humanitarian assistance, security assistance, counterterrorism, peacekeeping and peace enforcement, show of force, and support for insurgent or counter-insurgent activities, among other things, achieving the objective swiftly and at the least possible cost.

The thought of full-dimensional operations developed on the foundation of the thought of “AirLand Battle,” but, because of differences in the era, the adversary, and the battlefield environment, it possesses many new characteristics. The thought of full-dimensional operations is not aimed solely at the European theater, but possesses still stronger adaptability, intended to cope with different crises and wars in every part of the world; it is not aimed solely at a large-scale armored and mechanized enemy force, but is prepared to cope with every kind of uncertain enemy, with diversified adversaries; it does not stress solely the conduct of large-scale, high-intensity and medium-intensity war, but is prepared to conduct conflicts and wars of every scale and intensity, including low-intensity combat operations and every kind of non-war military operation; it no longer stresses solely how to carry out combat operations within a theater of war, but comprehensively stresses a whole series of actions across the entire course of war, including pre-war mobilization of forces, pre-deployment action, deployment, force projection, entry, combat, post-conflict action, reorganization, and demobilization; it requires not only joint operations between the army and the air force within a theater, but requires uniting all forces and resources within the theater favorable to the war effort, including the multiple forms of combat power and intelligence information that outer space, air, ground, sea, and special-operations forces are able to provide; it no longer stresses linear combat on the ground battlefield, but stresses that a battlefield structure must be selected that can simultaneously bring combat power to bear across the entire ground, air, and space of the theater, flexibly employing linear warfare, non-linear warfare, and other forms of combat; it involves not only war-fighting action, but also non-war action, including peacekeeping, military assistance, arms control, counter-narcotics, and riot suppression, among others, requiring that forces be capable of accomplishing multiple types of tasks.



(5) Non-Contact Operations — Long-Range Operations Will Occupy the Dominant Position on the Battlefield

With the development of long-range precision-strike weapons and long-range precision reconnaissance and positioning systems, non-contact operations will become the principal form of warfare in future war. This is chiefly because: first, combat forces already possess powerful long-range target-detection capability. A single reconnaissance satellite in geosynchronous orbit can simultaneously observe 42 percent of the earth’s surface, and can view the entire Eurasian landmass or both shores of the Pacific Ocean at once; an early-warning aircraft flying at an altitude of 9,000 meters has a high-altitude detection range of 650 kilometers and a low-altitude detection range of 400 kilometers; ground-based radar detection systems likewise possess fairly strong reconnaissance and positioning capability — a corps of a major Western power’s armed forces, using its equipped battlefield surveillance system, can effectively reconnoiter battlefield targets within 200 kilometers, while the reconnaissance range of a division or brigade is more than 100 and 60 kilometers respectively. Second, long-range firepower-strike capability has been greatly enhanced. At present, the combat radius of advanced fighter aircraft reaches more than 1,000 kilometers, and with aerial refueling can achieve “global reach, global power,” able to deliver long-range strikes against any target on earth; the range of long-range cruise missiles can reach more than 1,000 kilometers — for example, the “Tomahawk” cruise missile has a range of 1,200 to 2,500 kilometers, with a hit accuracy of 15 meters; some air-to-air and air-to-surface missiles can effectively strike various air and ground targets within 160 to 450 kilometers; various campaign- and tactical-level missiles can effectively strike targets tens to hundreds, or even more than a thousand, kilometers away; advanced long-range artillery has a range of 60 to 70 kilometers, and so on. Third, the extensive use of every kind of precision-strike weapon has greatly increased the probability of destruction in close-contact operations — for example, a single rocket submunition warhead contains 644 anti-armor submunitions; a single rocket-artillery piece, firing a single salvo of 12 rockets, can simultaneously scatter 7,728 anti-armor submunitions, capable of destroying a tank battalion within one minute. Firepower of such strength poses an extreme threat to close-contact combat forces, causing the standing of traditional close-contact combat methods to decline.

Precisely for this reason, in future war, the armed forces of the major Western powers, while still employing close-contact operations, will make still greater use of non-contact forms of warfare. The close-quarters infantry fighting of the army, the aerial dogfighting of the air force, and the close-range gun duels between warships of the navy, as practiced in the past, will occur ever more rarely in future war. Forces will open fire at the greatest possible distance, or at least beyond the effective range of most of the enemy’s direct-fire weapons, killing and defeating the enemy without making contact with it, and thereby striving to reduce its own combat casualties to the greatest extent possible. With the widespread application of stealth technology in weapons and equipment, combat forces will make ever-greater use of stealth-type weapons and equipment, which will provide new means for the adoption of non-contact forms of warfare.



(6) Non-Linear Operations — Full-Depth Simultaneous Strikes Will Become a Basic Method of Warfare

Traditional operations were, in the main, linear operations: opposing forces faced each other along a more or less continuous front line, forces were deployed and echeloned in depth along that front, and the two sides advanced or fell back step by step, phase by phase, pushing the front line forward or backward, with the depths of the battlefield being drawn into combat only gradually, in sequence, from front to rear. With the development of long-range precision-strike weapons, of air assault and vertical envelopment capabilities, and of reconnaissance, surveillance, and command-and-control means, future operations will increasingly break free of this linear pattern and take on a non-linear character. There will no longer necessarily be a continuous, well-defined front line; forces on both sides may be interspersed and intermingled across the depth of the battlefield; and the various echelons and objectives distributed throughout the entire depth of the enemy’s dispositions — first-echelon forces, reserves, command posts, communications hubs, logistics and supply centers, and so forth — may be struck simultaneously, rather than being attacked only in sequence as the front line advances. Operations will thus increasingly take the form of simultaneous, full-depth strikes throughout the enemy’s entire system of dispositions, rather than a sequential, echelon-by-echelon battering-down of the enemy’s defenses from front to rear. The distinction between “front” and “rear,” and between “forward” and “deep” areas, will accordingly become increasingly blurred, and the whole of the battlefield, to its full depth, will become an area of active combat.

In sum, entering the 1990s, and especially since the Gulf War, the operational thought of the armed forces of the various countries of the world has been undergoing profound change. Under the impetus of the ongoing revolution in military affairs, new operational concepts and theories — information warfare, precision warfare, asymmetric warfare, full-dimensional operations, non-contact operations, non-linear operations, and so on — have emerged one after another, and are gradually supplanting the traditional theories of mechanized warfare that took shape in the two world wars and in the years thereafter. These new operational theories both draw upon and develop the essence of traditional operational thought, while also reflecting to a marked degree the requirements imposed by the ongoing revolution in military technology and by the changing character of war. It may be foreseen that, as high technology continues to be applied to the military sphere, and as the forms of war continue to evolve, operational theory will continue to undergo further development and innovation.

Discussion Questions


	What common features exist in the operational thought of the armed forces of the various countries of the world?

	What differences exist in the operational thought of the armed forces of the various countries of the world?

	What are the development trends in operational thought?









Lecture 6 — Comparison of Military Education and Training Thought

Conducting the necessary horizontal analysis of the military education and training thought of various countries, and identifying the common points and differences between them, and studying their development trends, is of great significance for grasping the laws and characteristics of future military education and training work, for reforming and strengthening education and training, and for promoting the qualitative development of the armed forces and the modernization of national defense.


I. Common Points in the Military Education and Training Thought of a Number of Countries

Although the education and training systems of the armed forces of various countries are products that, within specific social and historical circumstances, serve the interests of their own countries, and have many differences, there nevertheless remain many common points in their education and training thought — for example, emphasizing the “priority status” of education and training; regarding education and training as the “key” to strengthening armed forces development and raising the level of combat readiness; adjusting the focus of training promptly in accordance with changes in military thought and operational theory; and adopting practical and effective measures to continually explore new training methods and ensure the quality of training.


(1) Emphasizing the Importance of Education and Training, Placing It First Among the Priorities of Armed Forces Development

Since the war, the armed forces of various countries have attached great importance to education and training, and have, without exception, made education and training an important aspect of armed forces development. Whether in the Cold War era of the past, or in the new period since the end of the Cold War, they have all been able, in accordance with the demands of modern conditions, to consistently regard the armed forces’ education and training as “the most important component of armed forces development in peacetime,” emphasizing that “training is the key to achieving the modernization of the armed forces,” and placing it “first” among the various tasks of the armed forces in peacetime.

The Soviet armed forces once held that strengthening military training was the most important factor in maintaining a high state of war readiness, and insisted on placing education and training on a par with equipping the armed forces with modern weapons and technical equipment, and regarded it as an indispensable link in armed forces development, holding that if this link were dropped, the entire chain would break.

The US armed forces hold that training is the cornerstone of victory, and the prerequisite for enabling new-type weapons and equipment to exert their maximum power; no matter how powerful modern weapons may be, if they are in the hands of personnel who are poorly trained or unreliable, they cannot achieve their full effect — training is therefore a matter of life and death for combat power and combat readiness.

Strengthening education and training is a prominent feature of the Japanese armed forces’ development in peacetime. The Japanese armed forces attach great importance to education and training, stipulating that all personnel of sergeant rank and above must undergo training at military schools, and must attend advanced training at military schools prior to promotion; units strictly implement a system of “training before replenishment,” and routine unit training takes as its goal raising personnel’s professional skills and the unit’s ability to cope with various situations.

The British armed forces hold that education and training is a strategic matter, and that raising the quality of personnel through education and training is the key to armed forces development. Under modern conditions, it is very difficult to provide supplementary or refresher training to officers and men after the outbreak of war, so a very high level of combat quality among all officers and men must be ensured in peacetime. The British armed forces emphasize using rigorous education and training to give units a strong capacity to adapt to and maneuver in operations under various conditions, so that units can be trained to the point that, the moment the order is given, they can be committed to any form of war and play their fullest role in it.

The French armed forces hold that education and training occupies an extremely important place in the whole of armed forces development, being the primary task of units in peacetime and the most direct and effective means of raising a unit’s combat power. For this reason, the French armed forces likewise attach great importance to strengthening education and training.

The German armed forces have consistently emphasized the importance of attaching weight to the armed forces’ education and training, regarding education and training as an important link in strengthening units’ combat power and in strengthening the armed forces’ qualitative development. They require that military training be used to raise the military quality of officers and men at every level and to strengthen units’ capacity for combined-arms operations; that spiritual education be used to inspire officers’ and men’s patriotic and martial consciousness and to raise their enthusiasm for work and their conscious initiative in action; and they explicitly state that military training is the most important task of the armed forces in peacetime.

In order to ensure the standing of education and training, the armed forces of all countries attach great importance to strengthening leadership over education and training, and have established relatively rigorous and scientific leadership organs and management systems for education and training, generally providing macro-level guidance for the armed forces’ education and training through training outlines and syllabi. The economic levels of the various countries differ, and their total military expenditures differ greatly, but all are willing to spend money on education and training, doing their utmost to guarantee the funds needed for normal training, so as to genuinely maintain the leading position of education and training.



(2) Emphasizing Targeted Training Conducted in Accordance With Strategic Guidelines and Operational Tasks

Because military strategy exerts a guiding and constraining influence on education and training, countries throughout the world attach great importance to the adaptability of education and training, emphasizing that education and training must serve military strategy, and that targeted training must be conducted in accordance with strategic guidelines and in conjunction with operational tasks.

Since the Second World War, US military strategy has changed several times, and after each change the armed forces’ education and training has undergone a corresponding round of reform, thereby driving forward the development of education and training thought. This has been especially true since entering the 1990s: in accordance with the international situation following the end of the Cold War, the United States adjusted its military strategy several more times, and adjusted and revised its training guidelines accordingly. Compared with the training guidelines formulated in the early 1980s to suit the theory of “AirLand Battle,” the new training guidelines have several clearly distinguishing features: first, greater emphasis on emergency combat-readiness exercises, requiring that units’ training focus shift toward emergency-deployment training, so as to raise their capacity for rapid response; second, emphasis on joint training among the various services and arms and on combined exercises with allied countries, changing the previous emphasis on basic training such as individual skills training, small-unit training, and new-weapons operation training, so as to raise the level of unit training; and third, giving prominent place to diversified training, which includes training to cope with various “regional contingencies” worldwide, “special” training for operations under various climatic conditions, and training for tasks such as disaster relief.

Russia, as the principal successor state to the Soviet Union, put forward an “all-directional mobile defense” operational guideline in the course of building the Russian armed forces, in accordance with its new basic conception of military strategy, highlighting the theme of coping with the threat of diversified forms of war in the post-Cold War period. In order to implement the “all-directional mobile defense” operational guideline, Russia established an armed forces structure composed of standing (contingency) forces, a mobile reserve (rapid-reaction forces), and strategic reserves. It emphasizes that the mobile reserve must be able to move to any region within a short period of time, and to cooperate with the standing forces in repelling aggression of medium scale. To this end, the Russian armed forces have worked hard to reform the content of education and training around this military strategy, so as to serve their new military strategy.

Since the 1980s, the world situation has undergone major changes, and the likelihood of large-scale war breaking out is not great. In light of this, Britain, France, Germany, Japan, and other countries have all carried out a shift in their strategic guidance, focusing on coping with local conflicts and sudden incidents, and taking the winning of information warfare as the basic point of strategic guidance, adjusting their training guidelines and content accordingly.



(3) Emphasizing That, Proceeding From the Requirements of Actual Combat, Training Must Be Conducted Under Difficult and Rigorous Conditions That Approximate Actual Combat

Education and training exists in order to prepare for fighting, and by its nature is highly practical; it is both an objective requirement that war imposes on education and training, and the fundamental purpose for which education and training exists. Put in general terms, the practicality of education and training is “proceeding from actual combat” and “training for war.” This has been the basic guiding thought behind the education and training of armies throughout history, in China and abroad alike.

The thinking of foreign armed forces on strengthening the practicality of education and training is expressed in the following respects. First, raising the degree of realism in training. Actual combat conditions differ enormously from a peacetime environment; in order to give units the operational skills and psychological qualities needed to adapt to the demands of actual combat, training that closely approximates actual combat must be carried out in an environment that resembles it, so as to raise the degree of realism in training as much as possible. Second, carrying out adversarial (force-on-force) training and exercises. So-called adversarial training refers mainly to training conducted using modern technical means, in an environment that most closely approximates actual combat. In the practice of unit training, this training method can be combined with base-centered training methods and simulation-based training methods to conduct force-on-force exercises of various scales, and can also make use of computer combat-simulation systems to conduct command-post adversarial exercises. In order to make force-on-force exercises more realistic and more intense, some countries have also organized dedicated opposing forces (“aggressor” units). For example, the US armed forces emphasize studying and formulating their own training scenarios in response to the enemy’s latest operational theories, and have established an opposing force capable of repeatedly driving trainees into difficult situations, implementing a system of training and exercises against opposing forces. The US Air Force has four fighter training squadrons dedicated to playing the role of the opposing force. The US Army has likewise organized an opposing force unit designated the “32nd Guards Motorized Rifle Regiment.” The opposing force is fully “enemy-ized” — wearing enemy uniforms, using enemy weapons and equipment, and carrying out “combat” according to enemy tactics. Every unit of the US Army must rotate through the National Training Center to undergo a period of combat training against a regiment-sized “enemy” force. Third, increasing the intensity of training. In order to raise the practicality of education and training, the developed countries of the world, even as they adopt scientific and advanced training methods and means, still adopt measures such as extending training time and increasing training intensity, so as to ensure that training content is actually carried out. Fourth, increasing the difficulty of training. While strictly stipulating training hours, foreign armed forces also generally increase the difficulty of training, attaching importance to conducting “survival training” under harsh conditions such as at night, in severe cold, in intense heat, and with rations cut off, so as to raise units’ capacity for field survival and their combat capability. In light of the requirement of being able to operate anywhere in the world, the US Army has established a Special Operations Training Center, an Arctic Warfare Training Center, a Jungle Warfare Training Center, a Desert Warfare Training Center, and the like. In order to support NATO’s northern flank in wartime, Britain and Germany send units to Norway every year to train under severe cold conditions of minus 30°C to minus 40°C. The Japanese armed forces’ Northern Army and Northeastern Army areas conduct cold-weather warfare training every year — skiing, movement over snow, bivouacking, logistics resupply, offensive and defensive combat, meeting engagements, and the like — in severely cold regions with temperatures below minus 20°C and snow depths exceeding one meter.



(4) Emphasizing Scientific Management, and Working Hard to Raise the Effectiveness of Education and Training

Foreign armed forces attach great importance to raising the effectiveness of education and training, striving to achieve the best education and training results with the shortest time and the least expenditure. The thinking of foreign armed forces on attaching importance to scientific management and working hard to raise the effectiveness of education and training is expressed mainly in the following respects.

First, emphasizing management in accordance with law, and promptly revising education and training management regulations. This mainly involves revising legal and regulatory documents that no longer suit the development of the situation. For example, the US armed forces have already revised their “Unit Training Management System” and “School Management System,” among others; they have also refined the “Combat Command Training Outline,” bringing the training of mid- and senior-level commanders onto a standardized training track, and so on.

Second, establishing additional education and training management and support organs. In order to better manage and support the conduct of education and training activities, the US armed forces established two armed-forces-wide training management and support organs in 1985: one is the “Office of the Secretary of Defense Training and Training Technology Steering Committee”; the other is the “Defense Training Data and Analysis Center.” The task of the former is to promptly identify problems existing in training, adopt measures to resolve them, and take responsibility for disseminating advanced training techniques; the latter is intended to manage in centralized fashion all information and data relating to training across the entire armed forces, its task being to collect, compile, store, synthesize, analyze, and distribute data, in support of the training of the various departments of the Department of Defense and of the various services and the reserve forces.

Third, making full use of new technology to strengthen macro-level control over education and training management. At present, the armed forces of many countries have already introduced information theory, systems theory, control theory, systems engineering, numerical-control science, and electronic computer technology into the field of education and training management, establishing mathematical management models and information network systems to scientifically organize manpower, material resources, and financial resources. For example, the US armed forces treat the process of education and training management — that is, formulating plans → preparing training resources → implementing training → assessment → (feedback) formulating plans — as a complete system, applying the relevant principles of control theory to exercise control over the entire process. In the course of training, they make timely use of the training information obtained, so as to ensure the pace and difficulty of training.

Fourth, establishing automated control systems, and strengthening quantitative analysis and control in training management. The US Army has already installed “training management and control systems” and “training ammunition information management systems” at the division and brigade level throughout the force. These systems can help commanders keep track of the progress of every training subject and report on remaining ammunition quantities, enabling commanders to promptly grasp the impact of training resources on the training plan.

Fifth, rigorous supervision, evaluation, and inspection of education and training. A number of developed countries pay close attention, in the course of education and training, to strengthening supervision, evaluation, and inspection of units and trainees at every level, regarding this as one of the important links in guaranteeing and raising the quality of education and training. For example, at the US National Training Center, responsibilities are finely divided, units and personnel undergoing training are rigorously supervised, and advanced technologies such as video recording, high-frequency communications, and electronic computers are used extensively in evaluation and inspection, so as to ensure the accuracy of testing and evaluation.




II. Differences in the Military Education and Training Thought of a Number of Countries

The military education and training systems of the various countries, represented chiefly by the United States on one side and Russia (including the Soviet Union) on the other, can broadly be divided into two models, and there are also many differences in their military education and training thought. The main differences are as follows.


(1) Differing Leadership Systems

With regard to the leadership system for education and training, the Soviet and Russian armed forces emphasize unified leadership, with little autonomy left to units and schools; the US armed forces emphasize tiered management, with units and schools given a great deal of autonomy.

The armed forces of the Soviet Union and the Eastern European countries emphasized centralized, unified leadership over military schools and unit training. Under the Ministry of Defense were established a Main Directorate of Military Schools and a Main Directorate of Military Training, and the various services and arms likewise established corresponding schools directorates and training directorates. The Main Directorate of Military Schools and the Main Directorate of Military Training were responsible for drafting training guidelines, formulating training plans, and compiling training outlines and teaching materials, while the schools and training departments of the various services, arms, and military districts carried these out in concrete fashion. The Russian armed forces have essentially carried on this Soviet system, exercising centralized, unified leadership over military education and training. This kind of leadership and management system is of a centralized type, leaving units and schools with comparatively little autonomy.

A prominent feature of the education and training leadership system in Western countries such as the United States, Britain, and Japan is the combination of unified oversight with decentralized responsibility, emphasizing the principle of unified planning coupled with tiered management under which the various services, arms, and departments bear concrete responsibility. These countries have no department within the Ministry of Defense that exercises unified control over military schools and military training across the entire armed forces; instead, the relevant departments of the individual services take responsibility on their own, and units at every level enjoy considerable autonomy. Each of the US Army, Navy, and Air Force has established a Training and Doctrine Command and a Forces Command, which separately control, respectively, the training of individual personnel (schools) and the training of units as a whole within that service, and which possess considerable authority.

Another difference in leadership systems is as follows: the Soviet and Russian armed forces each separately establish, within every service, arm, and unit, a deputy position in charge of operations and a deputy position in charge of training, adopting a form of leadership under which operations and training are kept separate, with operations and training within each service and arm being led separately; the US armed forces, by contrast, place a unit’s overall training and its operational command under the unified leadership of a single deputy position and a single department (the Forces Command), so that the organization of training exercises is kept consistent with the command of future operations.



(2) Differing Systems for Training Officers

The Soviet armed forces emphasized conducting training separately for command officers and for professional-technical officers. Command officers underwent a two-stage, three-tier training system. The two stages were the new-officer training stage and the stage of advanced study and further training for serving officers; the three tiers were junior (platoon), middle (regiment), and senior (army group) training. Junior officers were trained at intermediate and higher military schools, while middle- and senior-level officers were trained at military academies and the General Staff Military Academy. Professional-technical officers underwent a two-grade, five-level training system: professional-technical schools were divided into intermediate and higher institutions, and, according to five levels — junior college, undergraduate, master’s, candidate of sciences, and doctor of sciences — trained middle- and senior-level professional-technical talent respectively.

The teaching system of the Soviet armed forces employed a training method of comprehensive training across levels, the characteristics of which were: each period of study was long, the intervals between promotion-related training were large, and opportunities for advanced study and further training were few. Study periods were long: the school system at military academies was comparatively long — command schools generally required 4 years at the junior level, 3 years at the middle level, and 2 years at the senior level, so that over the course of a career a senior command officer needed to spend 9 to 10 years studying at schools. Professional-technical schools generally required 3 to 5 years at the intermediate level and 3 years at the higher level, so that a senior engineering professional-technical officer needed to spend 5 to 8 years studying at school over the course of a career. The intervals between promotion-related training were large: the Soviet armed forces stipulated that a serving officer applying to a military academy had to have received advanced military education, have served for 6 years, and have served as a battalion commander or as a company/company-equivalent commander for 3 years or more. Candidates for admission to the General Staff Military Academy were selected by the Ministry of Defense’s Main Personnel Directorate from across the entire armed forces (100 to 150 lieutenant colonels, colonels, and major generals) each year; students were required to be graduates of the Frunze Military Academy or other military academies, and to have served for at least 2 years or more as a regiment-level officer. Opportunities for advanced study and further training were few: the Soviet armed forces’ mid- and senior-level military academies had extremely rigorous admission requirements, the washout rate among students was comparatively high, and, added to this, the regulations governing officers’ service stipulated that an officer who was not promoted was demoted, and one who did not advance was retired — for this reason, the opportunities for officers to pursue advanced study were very few. The various military schools of the Soviet armed forces together trained roughly 60,000 officers per year, about 6% of the total number of officers in the entire armed forces.

The US armed forces attach importance to dividing the training of new officers into two stages: basic education and specialized education. Basic education is the responsibility of the Army, Navy, and Air Force officer academies, the officer candidate schools, and the Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC) units established at civilian universities. The Army, Navy, and Air Force officer academies recruit graduates of local senior high schools, with a school system of 4 years; upon graduation, students are commissioned as regular officers with the rank of second lieutenant/ensign, and must serve at least 5 years on active duty. The graduates of the three officer academies each year account for about 14% of the total number of new officers with which the US armed forces are replenished each year. The Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps each also have an officer candidate school, which recruits graduates of civilian universities and enlisted personnel of equivalent educational attainment, with training lasting 2 to 12 months; upon completion, students are commissioned as reserve officers with the rank of second lieutenant/ensign, and must serve at least 2 to 3 years on active duty. The graduates of the four officer candidate schools each year account for about 15% of the total number of new officers with which the US armed forces are replenished each year. In addition, the US armed forces also establish Reserve Officer Training Corps units at civilian universities. Specialized education is undertaken by the specialized schools of the various services, which recruit graduates who have satisfactorily completed the basic education of the officer academies, officer candidate schools, or university ROTC programs, have already obtained a bachelor’s degree, and have been commissioned with the rank of second lieutenant/ensign; the school system runs 2 to 12 months, and the main subjects of study are the arm-of-service military duties and basic officer courses that must be mastered for a first assignment, together with military specialty and junior-level tactical and technical training, after which graduates report to units for duty.

With regard to continuing education for US armed forces officers after they have taken up their posts, while implementing a system of key training at two levels — battalion (intermediate) and division (senior) — the US armed forces also carry out a system of tiered training, tiered promotion, and training before assignment. That is: second lieutenant platoon leaders are recruited and trained to become first lieutenant staff officers; first lieutenant staff officers are recruited and trained to become captain company commanders; captain company commanders are recruited and trained to become major staff officers; major staff officers are recruited and trained to become lieutenant colonel battalion commanders; lieutenant colonel battalion commanders are recruited and trained to become colonel staff officers; and colonel staff officers are recruited and trained to become brigadier general (or major general) brigade (division) commanders.

The US armed forces also attach great importance to graduate education for officers, mainly selecting outstanding officers holding a bachelor’s degree to pursue master’s or higher degrees at graduate-education institutions within the armed forces and at civilian institutions of higher learning, in order to train high-level specialized talent.

The US armed forces’ officer-training system has the following distinguishing features: first, training begins at a high starting point, with undergraduate-level education completed entirely before an officer is first commissioned; second, basic education has a long school system while advanced study and further training have a short school system, with fine subdivision by specialty and strong targeting; third, there are abundant opportunities for training, and “tiered training” alternating with promotion has essentially been achieved, so that officers’ quality keeps pace with both promotion in rank and the development of equipment; and fourth, for officers commissioned through the regular route, basic training and specialized training are kept separate, which both helps lay a solid foundation and makes it possible to conduct specialized training in accordance with the requirements of the post, achieving to the maximum extent possible a match between training and use.



(3) Differing School-Running Policies

With regard to school-running policy, the schools of the Soviet armed forces were of a “closed” type. In terms of teaching content, there was a comparatively large proportion of classified teaching materials. After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the schools of the Russian armed forces began implementing an “open” policy, and began requiring the training of personnel with skills applicable to both military and civilian life.

The US armed forces emphasize implementing an “open-type” policy for education and training. They hold that, in order to maintain the US armed forces’ technological superiority, it is necessary to continually absorb the most advanced scientific, technological, and cultural achievements and talent from the whole of society and the world, and that an open school-running policy must be implemented. First, openness to society. In order for society to understand and support the armed forces, government officials are recruited as students, so as to strengthen their awareness of national defense and enable them to consciously take military needs into account in their decision-making. Second, mutual openness among the schools of the different services. The US armed forces implement a “cross-training” system under which the schools of the different services train students on one another’s behalf, and the proportion involved is fairly large. For example, at the Army’s military academy, students from other services account for about 35%; at the Naval Academy, students from other services account for about 45%; and at the Air Force Academy, students from other services account for about 17%. The specialized schools of the various arms also train students on one another’s behalf, with the Marine Corps sending the largest number of students to be trained at the schools of other services and arms. Third, openness to the outside world. The academies of all three services enroll varying numbers of foreign officers as students. Fourth, the hiring of foreign officers as instructors. West Point has, for decades, continuously employed British officers to teach courses there.



(4) Differing Talent-Training Objectives

The Soviet armed forces emphasized training “specialists.” The specialties of Soviet military schools were divided quite finely, particularly at junior-level military schools, which basically established specialties according to unit-level posts and conducted basic and specialized education accordingly; upon graduation, students obtained a specialized professional title and could immediately take up a post corresponding to that title, and were referred to as “ready-made experts.” Training was highly targeted, but officers’ range of knowledge was narrow and their adaptability comparatively poor.

The basic academic education of the US armed forces emphasizes training “generalists,” while advanced study and further-training education emphasizes training “specialists.” The three officer academies responsible for education prior to commissioning follow the requirement of training “generalists,” and mainly provide broad undergraduate-level academic education and basic military education. None of the three military academies divides students by specialty; instead, they take general scientific and cultural education as their main focus, striving to cover the arts-and-sciences, engineering, and military knowledge that will be needed in the future for work at every level and in every field of the US armed forces, so that throughout their subsequent military careers, whatever work they may be doing, they can always find a ready-made starting point within their existing knowledge structure. In West Point’s teaching plan for training junior officers, scientific and cultural education accounts for 57%, military training for 35%, and physical training for 8%. Within the scientific and cultural education component, students are required to complete 40 courses within four years.

Because US armed forces officers have achieved “tiered training,” and because the school system is comparatively short and clearly bears the character of “post-specific training” as a form of advanced study, the content of instruction is highly targeted. Junior military schools mainly provide new officers with specialized technical education in the arm of service closely related to their first assignment, and provide serving junior officers with the professional skills education needed for their intended promotion. Intermediate military schools mainly work to have students “establish the habit of considering the operations of their own service or arm from the standpoint of the needs of joint operations by the combined-arms force as a whole, and absorb the necessary knowledge and experience,” raising officers’ leadership art and their ability to command joint operations among the services and arms. Senior military schools focus on studying military strategy and national security policy from political and economic perspectives, so that senior officers become “soldier-statesmen.”




III. Development Trends in Military Education and Training Thought

With the advance of science and technology and the development of the new revolution in military affairs, the military education and training thought of various countries is undergoing many new changes, and a series of new adjustments and reforms are being carried out in the guiding thought, policies, and content of education and training.


(1) Attaching Importance to Education and Training in Information Warfare

Foreign armed forces hold that information warfare is both the core of the new revolution in military affairs and an entirely new form of operations that will determine victory or defeat in future war. In order to conduct and win information warfare, the armed forces of many countries will further strengthen education and training in information warfare.


	Adding content related to information warfare in school education, and vigorously training information-warfare personnel. As early as the spring of 1994, the US National Defense University established a Department of Information Warfare and Strategy within its Information Resources Management College, recruiting colonels and above and civilian officials as students, and offering courses centered on information warfare, in order to train information-warfare talent for the Department of Defense. After the second class of students graduated on July 12, 1996, the President of the National Defense University, in order to further advance the teaching of information warfare, decided to adopt the following four measures: ① have every college under the National Defense University offer courses in information warfare; ② arrange elective courses on information warfare for students in advanced further-training classes; ③ charge the Department of Information Warfare and Strategy with taking the lead in formulating a comprehensive education plan for information warfare; and ④ merge the Department of Information Warfare and Strategy with the Information Technology Center to establish an Advanced Concepts, Technology, and Information Strategy Office. Besides the National Defense University, the senior military academies of the various US services have likewise added courses in information warfare, strengthening the teaching of information warfare and gradually establishing a disciplinary system for information warfare. The Russian armed forces are currently training information-warfare specialists at some senior and intermediate military academies, providing students with training on topics related to information warfare such as defending against computer virus attacks and simulated combat and command.


	Placing emphasis on information-warfare simulation and force-on-force exercises. At present, the armed forces of the developed countries have established a series of battle laboratories and information-system demonstration models, conducting extensive experimentation and carrying out force-on-force exercises. In March 1998 the US armed forces carried out a division-level digitized-force trial, and to date have carried out more than ten simulated exercises or force-on-force exercises of digitized units at scales ranging from platoon to division. In some large-scale joint-operations exercises, the Russian armed forces attach great importance to conducting battlefield information-warfare exercises. Through battlefield information-warfare exercises, they have not only tested the operational effectiveness of existing information-warfare weapons and equipment and accumulated a certain amount of information-warfare experience, but have also provided an important basis for the development of information-warfare capability.






(2) Emphasizing Joint and Combined (Coalition) Operations as the Focus of Training

Under modern conditions, operations conducted by a single service alone are steadily diminishing, and joint operations will be the form of operations ordinarily adopted. For this reason, foreign armed forces emphasize that joint and combined (coalition) operations will become the focus of training, and will become a prominent feature of future military education and training.

The US Army’s unit training has moved away from the past practice of placing the emphasis on basic training — such as individual skills training, small-unit training, and new-weapons operation training — and on single-arm tactical exercises, and now attaches greater importance to joint and combined (coalition) operations training and exercises. Besides working to raise the traditional level of integration and regular joint training and exercises with the Marine Corps, the US Navy also emphasizes coordinated-operations training with other services, with allied forces, and with the forces of other countries. The US Navy and Air Force plan to establish a “Joint Tactical Combat Training System” within the two services, so as to meet the requirements of joint operations. US Navy and Air Force flight training units have already begun conducting joint flight training, aimed at learning from each other’s strengths, drawing on each other’s experience, and raising overall training quality.

The Japanese armed forces attach importance to strengthening joint and combined-arms operations training and exercises among their units. In November 1998, Japan held its first-ever tri-service joint-operations exercise on Iwo Jima. In addition, Japan is further strengthening joint Japan-US operations exercises, so as to continually raise the two sides’ capacity for mutual support, close coordination, and coordinated action in future joint operations.



(3) Continually Raising the Level of Simulation Training

The armed forces of developed countries such as the United States and Russia attach great importance to conducting simulation training. They hold that simulation will bring about a revolution in training, and that simulation will become the principal training method of the 21st century. Judging by the development trend, a new generation of training simulation systems, employing advanced computer-imaging technology, data-transmission technology, and network technology, will cause simulation training to develop from professional-technical training toward training at a still deeper level, and will gradually become networked, achieving large-scale, multifunctional, combined-arms joint simulation training exercises.

First, the gradual establishment of various kinds of battle laboratories. An extremely important form that future military education and training will take is to be conducted through computer combat simulation in battle laboratories of various large and medium sizes. A battle laboratory is entirely a school-like training venue that encourages innovation and active participation, emphasizing cooperation between unit combat personnel and research personnel, who provide each other with feedback and quickly adjust to requirements. A battle laboratory is also a multi-tiered facility with clearly divided task areas that support one another, widely linked together by computer networks, capable of carrying out integrated joint simulation training. As early as 1992, the US Army, in order to explore, test, and demonstrate the building of digitized forces, established six battle laboratories. At the same time, the US Marine Corps had already established the “Sea Dragon” battle laboratory, and the US Air Force had also established six battle laboratories. According to statistics, the US armed forces conduct as many as several dozen simulation-training exercises per year at their strategic- and campaign-level battle laboratories, and as many as a hundred or more at their tactical- and technical-level battle laboratories. Besides the US armed forces, the armed forces of Russia, Japan, Britain, France, Germany, and other countries have also already established, or are in the process of preparing to establish, their own battle laboratories.

Second, the gradual achievement of distributed and networked simulation. The concept of “distributed simulation” was put forward by the US armed forces in the early 1980s. Distributed simulation links together, in real time, simulators and simulation systems that are dispersed across different locations and mutually independent, connecting them into a computer combat-simulation system, and further linking them with advanced combat-simulation systems, forming a network of combat-simulation systems. All the units being trained within the network can either conduct simulation training independently, or can coordinate with other units to conduct coordinated simulation training among multiple services and arms. Distributed simulation systems can not only carry out large-scale collective training of units, but can also be used to demonstrate the performance of new weapons and to research related new operational concepts.

Third, gradual development in the direction of “virtual reality.” Virtual reality technology, also called “spirit-realm” technology, reflects the newest development achievements of high technology centered on information technology. So-called virtual reality refers to an extremely realistic simulated environment generated by an artificially controlled computer. Virtual reality simulation systems closely combine advanced three-dimensional imaging, multi-channel sensory input, and “guidance” functions, and can realistically present, in terms of sight, hearing, and touch, the various situations that may arise in a future war, allowing commanders who have never fought a war to experience war as though they were personally present, so that in a future war they can, so to speak, fight the war they have already fought before. It can enable units stationed in various parts of the world to simultaneously rehearse the same scenario through a networked system, and can allow different wars — involving different countries, different terrain, different weather, and different adversaries — to be rehearsed on the same simulation system, thereby raising the targeted relevance of training.



(4) Vigorously Promoting Base-Centered Training

The so-called base-centered training method refers to establishing dedicated unit training centers, so as to rotate units through training in a planned manner. Foreign armed forces generally emphasize that, in the education and training of future units, the role of training bases must be fully brought into play. They hold that base-centered training is conducive to units conducting high-level, standardized training under conditions that approximate actual combat; is conducive to conducting new-equipment trials, tactics rehearsals, and combined-arms coordination training relying on the base; is conducive to strengthening coordination among the various services and arms and expanding the functions and effectiveness of use of the training grounds; is conducive to the concentrated use of financial and material resources, raising overall support capability; and is conducive to arranging the various training subjects in a rational and compact manner, intensifying the training process, and saving a great deal of training time. In sum, training bases can provide units and individual soldiers with training that is highly demanding, realistic, and timely, and can conduct joint training involving multiple services and arms, multiple departments, multiple forms of operations, and even multiple countries.

At present, base-centered training is being comprehensively promoted in various countries; many countries are building various kinds of dedicated unit training centers in a planned manner, and are continually expanding the scope and level of base-centered training, treating training bases as venues for testing military theory, researching military skills, and rehearsing operational methods, and as an indispensable condition for units to complete their prescribed training tasks and raise the quality of training. The US armed forces have already gradually established a multi-tiered, multi-category system of unit training centers, and the scope of their training has likewise developed from the level of the individual soldier to the tactical and campaign levels. The US armed forces currently have nearly 100 training bases of various kinds, capable of rotating 250,000 personnel through training each year. Among these, the National Training Center at Fort Irwin cost $25.8 million to build, covers an area of 2,576 square kilometers, and is equipped with force-on-force exercise training grounds, live-fire training grounds, and reserve-force training grounds, and also maintains an opposing force; it can rotate units through training 10 to 12 times per year, involving about 35 battalion task forces, each rotation lasting 28 days, of which 14 days are devoted to combat training, and it can also conduct joint exercises among the various services and arms. Russia plans to build a number of additional large training centers on the foundation of the well-equipped training centers built by the Soviet armed forces. Britain, France, Japan, and other countries have also built large training bases; among these, Britain’s Baker Barracks (Pirbright) base can rotate 100,000 personnel through training each year. The Japanese armed forces’ large exercise grounds can conduct training at the division and regiment level.



(5) Further Relying on the National Education System to Train Military Talent

The practice of armed forces development in various countries has shown that military schools alone cannot bear the entire task of training military talent, and that it is necessary to rely on the national education system, implementing joint military-civilian school-running, so as to broaden the channels for training military talent. This is mainly because: first, the armed forces of various countries are transforming from being manpower-intensive to being science-and-technology-and-knowledge-intensive, requiring large numbers of high-technology talent, while the number of personnel that military schools can train is limited; second, in the information age, a great deal of military technology is converging with civilian technology, and civilian institutions of higher learning, with their advanced teaching equipment and strong faculties, can train more specialized technical talent for the armed forces; and third, relying on the national education system to train military talent can save on military expenditure.

In light of the above reasons, some Western countries are in the process of preparing to adopt the following measures: ① abolishing military schools whose nature duplicates that of civilian institutions, and handing part of the task of training students, and part of the content, over to civilian institutions; ② improving teaching methods, and establishing a joint school-running system that links up with the national education system; and ③ further implementing an “open” approach to running schools, strengthening exchange and cooperation with civilian institutions of higher learning. The Russian armed forces will accelerate the pace of military professionalization, but because of the large-scale reduction and merging of military schools, relying on the strength of military schools alone to train the needed talent is clearly proving increasingly inadequate. The Russian armed forces will draw on the successful experience of Western countries in using civilian institutions to train certain categories of specialized officers, further making use of civilian institutions of higher learning to train the specialized officers the armed forces require.

Discussion Questions


	How do foreign armed forces understand the strategic standing of education and training?

	In what respects is the thinking of foreign armed forces on strengthening the practicality of education and training expressed?

	Where do the main differences lie in the military education and training thought of foreign countries?

	Discuss the development trends in foreign military education and training thought.









Lecture 7 — Comparison of Reserve Force Development Thought

Reserve force development thought is the theoretical system that plays the dominant, governing role in reserve force development, and it exerts an important guiding influence on the development of a country’s reserve forces. Reserve force development thought is a theoretical category with broad content: it is closely related to national security and military strategic theory, and at the same time is also directly connected with the theory of national defense development and armed forces development. Reserve force development thought is also a category of practice, and much of the thinking on it is expressed through the practice and concrete methods of reserve force development. For this reason, when dealing with reserve force development thought, one must not divorce it from practice and engage in empty theorizing.


I. Common Points in the Reserve Force Development Thought of a Number of Countries

The reserve force development thought of various countries is put forward in accordance with their national security strategic objectives, their military strategic guidelines, the tasks with which their armed forces are charged, and the security environment in which they find themselves. Although the various countries are at different stages of historical development, have different social systems, and follow different practices in their development work, their reserve force development thought nonetheless draws on and interpenetrates with that of other countries to a considerable degree, and displays many similar views and common points on a number of major questions.


(1) Emphasizing, as a Guiding Principle, the Combination of Peacetime and Wartime Needs, and the Rooting of the Military Within the Civilian Population

Regardless of whether a country’s national strength is strong or weak, it is extremely difficult to maintain a large-scale standing army in peacetime. A standing army of excessive size not only adds to a country’s economic burden, but also seriously affects the development of comprehensive national power. This is especially true under modern conditions, where, as weapons and equipment become increasingly high-technology, the cost of maintaining a standing army grows ever higher. In order to resolve the problem of keeping a small force under arms in peacetime while being able to field a large force in wartime, countries have generally established a guiding principle that combines peacetime and wartime needs and roots the military within the civilian population — that is, in accordance with wartime requirements, various forms of national-defense reserve forces are stockpiled and built up in peacetime, with military training organized periodically in accordance with the tasks assigned, maintaining a certain level of combat readiness, so as to be ready, in wartime, to be called up to expand the standing army and to undertake other operational duties. Adopting this method can both strengthen the country’s war potential and avoid placing too heavy a burden on the national economy.

Western Europe is one of the birthplaces of the world’s military thought, and its thinking on reserve force development also originated comparatively early. The guiding concept of “rooting the military within the civilian population,” in its modern sense, in preparation for war, emerged during the French Revolution at the end of the 18th century. At that time, the newly risen bourgeois government of France, in order to break the siege laid by the anti-French coalition of European powers, took the lead in implementing a system of universal compulsory military service, conscripting, by national decree, unmarried young men aged 18 to 25 and married citizens without children throughout the country for military service; after completing 6 years of active service, they automatically transferred to the reserves. This reserve system stored, in peacetime, personnel who had undergone training among the civilian population, to be used to rapidly expand the active-duty forces in wartime. Because it had an inexhaustible supply of reserve manpower as backing, France repeatedly defeated the sieges laid by the anti-French coalition. During this period, however, France’s thinking on reserve force development was still far from perfected, and the reserve system was not strictly enforced either. The perfection and development of the thought of “rooting the military within the civilian population” was accomplished by Prussia. After the Battle of Jena in 1806, the Prussian military theorist General Scharnhorst put forward the reserve-force-development idea of shortening soldiers’ term of service so as to increase the number of people receiving military training, storing these personnel among the civilian population in peacetime, and, when war required it, calling them up as organized units. Under his advocacy, Prussia secretly organized a reserve army (Landwehr) in 1808, and began organizing and training reserve personnel. In 1813 Prussia formally promulgated the “Reserve Army Regulations”; in 1844, Prussia further promulgated the “Reserve Army Organization Law” and the “Militia Organization Regulations,” formally fixing the reserve system in place, and from this point the thought of rooting the military within the civilian population was formally established. Because it had a powerful reserve army as backing, Prussia, in the Franco-Prussian War of 1871, defeated the French army, which had a clear advantage in standing forces, unified Germany, and thereby raised the German federation to the ranks of the European powers. Engels gave this a high assessment, saying: “The adoption of this system alone enables a state to have almost fifty percent more men under arms than it would have under the French or Austrian system of recruitment. It is precisely for this reason that an agricultural country with a population not exceeding seventeen million, with no great extent of territory, with no navy, and taking no direct part in oceanic commerce, an industrially not very well developed country, could, to a certain degree, maintain the position of a great European power.”① After the Franco-Prussian War, the countries of Europe took up this guiding idea of rooting the military within the civilian population one after another, shortening the term of active service and generally establishing reserve systems. By the time of the First World War, the backbone forces the various European countries used for mobilization and expansion were precisely this kind of reserve force that had undergone military training. After the First World War, the countries of Europe all established modern mobilization systems, not only registering reserve personnel rigorously, but also making arrangements to adapt their national economies to the needs of war. This kind of mobilization system and this approach to reserve force development played an important role in the Second World War. After the Second World War, countries around the world raised their understanding of reserve force development to a new level, generally establishing organized reserve units or active-duty skeleton units used for mobilization, and the training of reserve forces likewise became regularized and institutionalized, with the gap between their level of combat readiness and that of active-duty units gradually narrowing. At present, the active-duty forces of Western European countries such as Britain, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Denmark, and Switzerland are all comparatively lean and small in scale, while at the same time maintaining a comparatively large reserve force built around organized reserve units. By adopting this guiding policy of preparing for war through “combining peacetime and wartime needs, and rooting the military within the civilian population,” these countries have, while ensuring sustained economic and social development, also strengthened their military strength and comprehensive national power.

The US military system developed on the foundation of the militia system, and its reserve force development has accordingly taken on the coloring of the militia system. After its founding, in accordance with its own special geographic conditions and security environment, the United States carried on the tradition of the militia system, adhering to the guiding policy of “combining peacetime and wartime needs, and rooting the military within the civilian population” for armed forces development, maintaining only a very small-scale regular army in peacetime while retaining a large body of local militia forces, and resolving the problem of insufficient regular-army manpower in wartime by calling up militia for active service. During the War of 1812, the federal regular army numbered only 10,000, while the militia called up for active service during the war reached 490,000. By the time of the Civil War, the US standing army numbered only 12,000; during the war, the North mobilized a total of 2.67 million militia and volunteer personnel, and active-duty strength reached as high as 1,000,000 at its peak. After the Spanish-American War, as the United States entered the stage of imperialism, it began to expand its active-duty forces, but the policy of relying on reserve forces to strengthen the country’s military potential did not change. In 1903, the US Congress passed the famous Dick Act, which amended the Militia Act of 1792, revising it comprehensively, giving the regular army the responsibility of supervising and training the militia, and elevating the state militias to the status of a reserve force for the regular army. In 1908 the United States established a second reserve force — the Federal Reserve. After the outbreak of the First World War, the United States passed its first National Defense Act in 1916, which stipulated that the Army be expanded from 110,000 to 175,000 men, and which uniformly renamed the state militia the “National Guard,” designating it as the first-category reserve force of the standing army. After the First World War, the United States adjusted the structure of its military forces, forming a system combining active-duty and reserve forces. The National Defense Act, as revised in 1920, stipulated that the US armed forces would be composed of three parts: a professionalized regular army, a semi-professionalized National Guard, and an organized civilian reserve force. Because of the adoption of this “rooting the military within the civilian population” guiding policy for armed forces development, although the scale of the active-duty force was comparatively small, war potential was nonetheless strengthened. During the Second World War, by calling up the National Guard and the Federal Reserve for active service, and by implementing conscription and other such measures, the United States rapidly expanded the scale of its active-duty forces, with maximum strength reaching as high as 10,350,000 at one point. After the war, the United States became the world’s leading economic power, but in its national defense development it continued to emphasize the coordinated development of active-duty and reserve forces. During this period, active-duty forces were consistently maintained at between 2 million and 3 million; at the same time, the organizational structure of the reserve forces was continually refined, with National Guard and Federal Reserve units established for each service to provide corresponding support, and their scale was set at the level required for full-scale wartime mobilization, with organized reserve units alone accounting for more than 60% of total active-duty strength. Because its reserve manpower was abundant and well trained, the US armed forces successfully carried out partial mobilizations in several major local wars, rapidly establishing a superiority of force on the battlefield. In 1969, the United States put forward the Total Force Policy, emphasizing that, while maintaining a lean standing army, it would rely more heavily on reserve forces built around the National Guard and the Reserves, building the reserve forces into a fighting force close to or equal to that of the active-duty forces, so as to maintain the maximum strength of the armed forces at the smallest possible cost. After the end of the Cold War, the United States further reduced the scale of its active-duty forces, with total strength falling from just over 2 million in the early 1990s to 1.35 million in 1998. At the same time, the development of the reserve forces was correspondingly strengthened; while maintaining a moderate scale, the gap between the reserve forces and the active-duty forces in terms of equipment and combat readiness has continually narrowed, and their actual combat capability has risen accordingly. At present the US armed forces have close to 2 million reserve personnel organized in various formations altogether, and although the active-duty force has undergone large-scale reductions, overall military strength has not thereby declined.

The development of Russia’s reserve forces originated in the 1830s, when, in order to stockpile manpower and resolve the problem of replenishing the army in wartime, Russia established a reserve system in imitation of France and Prussia. In the 1860s and 1870s, during the Milyutin military reforms, this reserve-force-development thought was formally established and was refined and developed. After the victory of the October Revolution, the Soviet government carried out a comprehensive military reform in 1924–1925. One important element of this was the implementation of a system of universal compulsory military service and the establishment and refinement of a reserve-force system. This “rooting the military within the civilian population” approach played a decisive role in the Soviet-German War. Within the first five months after the outbreak of the Soviet-German War, the Soviet armed forces mobilized more than 6 million men, and more than 400 divisions were formed made up mainly of reserve personnel, laying a solid foundation for holding firm against the German offensive and turning around an unfavorable military situation. Over the course of the entire war, the Soviet Union mobilized a total of 27 million people, and ultimately seized victory in the war. During the Cold War, out of the need to contend with the United States for supremacy, the Soviet Union emphasized maintaining both a huge active-duty force and building up a huge reserve force. During this period, the development of its reserve forces achieved major growth, reaching a scale of more than 10 million at its height, with the scope of reserve service expanding, training being strengthened, and the management system being further refined. After Russia reconstituted its armed forces, it drastically reduced its active-duty forces while continually strengthening the development of its reserve forces. At present, Russia’s total military strength has been reduced from 2.8 million at the time the armed forces were first reconstituted to more than 1.1 million, while the first-category reserve personnel used for wartime mobilization and replenishment number as many as 2 million; through strengthened military refresher training, their level of combat readiness is continually being raised, maintaining the country’s overall military strength.

At present, amid the ongoing competition in comprehensive national power, countries throughout the world have generally established, in their national defense development, the guiding policy of “combining peacetime and wartime needs, and rooting the military within the civilian population,” maintaining only a lean active-duty force in peacetime, while, in accordance with the greatest war threat they face, building a reserve force of appropriate scale to meet the need for rapid wartime expansion. In this way, a country’s military potential is maintained without adding to the burden of military spending, allowing the country to concentrate its strength on economic development, so as to increase the country’s comprehensive national power, and thereby achieve the goal of increasing the country’s overall military strength.



(2) Emphasizing, in Organizational Structure: Diverse Forms, Organized as Circumstances Require

The United States emphasizes that the reserves should mainly be composed of personnel who have undergone active-duty training and of veterans, and that they are the most direct reserve force for replenishing and strengthening active-duty manpower, and also the primary target of mobilization for personnel replenishment. The United States implements a voluntary reserve system, establishing seven reserve components through selective reserve registration: the Army National Guard, the Air National Guard, the Army Reserve, the Air Force Reserve, the Navy Reserve, the Marine Corps Reserve, and the Coast Guard Reserve. The National Guard is a local reserve force, subordinate to the leadership of state governments, and, besides providing dedicated support to the Army and Air Force, it also carries out the state’s local public-security duties. The various Reserve components are reserve forces directly under federal control, mainly charged with combat duties and not responsible for public security, with only the Coast Guard and its Reserve bearing responsibility for national security duties. Relevant US law and regulations clearly stipulate that the reserve forces are, along the vertical dimension, further divided according to their degree of combat readiness and their order of mobilization into the Ready Reserve, the Standby Reserve, and the Retired Reserve — that is, the first, second, and third categories of reserve. Among these, the Ready Reserve is the core of the entire reserve-force system; it is the largest in numbers and has the strongest combat capability, being composed of three parts — Selected Reserve units, Individual Ready Reservists, and non-active-duty National Guard members — and it is the primary force for mobilization in the early stage of a war. The Standby Reserve is composed of trained but unorganized individual reservists; such reserve personnel may transfer into the Ready Reserve, but Standby reservists generally cannot be called to active duty, and may only be called to active duty as individuals when a large-scale war breaks out and Congress declares a national state of emergency.

Russia holds that developing the reserve forces by category and by tier makes it possible to provide the various categories of reserve manpower needed in wartime in a planned, purposeful way, which can both meet differing requirements and avoid unnecessary waste. Russia carries out universal reserve registration for personnel discharged from the armed forces, the border guard force, the internal security force, the civil defense force, the railway troops, and the government communications force, classifying them horizontally according to the military specialty they acquired while on active duty; in peacetime they are organized for military refresher training according to military specialty, and in wartime they are likewise assigned to replenish the various services, arms, and support units according to military specialty on a corresponding basis. Along the vertical dimension, the reserve personnel of the Russian armed forces are divided into three categories according to rank and age, namely: for enlisted personnel and warrant officers, under 35 is category one, under 45 is category two, and under 50 is category three; for company-grade officers, under 35 is category one, under 50 is category two, and under 55 is category three; for majors and lieutenant colonels, under 50 is category one, under 55 is category two, and under 60 is category three; for colonels, under 55 is category one and under 60 is category two; and for generals, under 60 is category one and under 65 is category two. The first-category reserve is the primary reserve force for wartime mobilization, used to replenish active-duty units, non-active-duty units, and newly formed units; the second- and third-category reserve personnel rank below the first-category reserve in terms of training and use, and in wartime mobilization they are used mainly to replenish combat units’ casualty losses and to form new units.

Britain stipulates that reserve-force development must be organized by category and by tier: officers and enlisted personnel discharged from the regular army must first serve their reserve obligation in the Regular Reserve, and after completing their term of service in the Regular Reserve they transfer to service in the Long-Term Reserve. In addition, Britain has also established an Emergency Reserve composed of professional-technical personnel and administrative-management personnel in fields such as medical care, repair, transportation, and accounting. France stipulates that, along the horizontal dimension, the reserves are divided into Army, Navy, Air Force, and Gendarmerie reserves, while along the vertical dimension they are divided into three components — the Organized Reserve, the Volunteer Reserve, and the Specialist Reserve. The Organized Reserve is composed of personnel who left active duty within the preceding 3 years, among whom those who left active duty 10 to 18 months earlier form a “recallable force” used to replenish front-line combat units; the Volunteer Reserve is composed of discharged officers, non-commissioned officers, and volunteer soldiers who have been out of the Organized Reserve for more than 3 years and are under the age of 35, who, on a voluntary basis, sign a reserve-service contract with the department of the relevant service, under which, during the term of the contract, they may at any time be called up to serve again or to take part in humanitarian operations and the like; the Specialist Reserve mainly consists of specialized personnel engaged in occupations applicable to both military and civilian life in local departments, who may be called up for service with units at any time as needed. Germany likewise essentially divides the tiers of its reserve according to age and the length of time since leaving active duty, establishing three categories — the Standing Reserve, the Emergency Call-Up Reserve, and the Alternate Reserve. The Standing Reserve is a form of military service in which conscripts or contract soldiers remain with their active-duty unit after completing their term of active service, for a period of one year. After completing one year of Standing Reserve service, enlisted personnel under 30, non-commissioned officers under 45, and officers under 60 transfer into the Emergency Call-Up Reserve. Anyone whose age exceeds the limit for the Emergency Call-Up Reserve, as well as personnel who were originally on the staff of unit headquarters or engaged in logistics work, join the Alternate Reserve upon leaving active service. The tasks of the three categories of reserve differ from one another, and the training and organization they undergo likewise differ. Israel, India, and other countries also basically divide their reserves into different categories based on the length of time since leaving active duty and on age, assigning them different tasks accordingly.

The composition and scale of the reserve forces of various countries are not entirely the same: some have only a single type of reserve, while others have multiple types of reserve; besides the regular reserve, some also have reserves resembling local armed forces or civilian militia in character; some are large in scale, while others are smaller in scale and serve a single purpose, limited to individual replenishment in wartime. Generally speaking, countries with a large-scale reserve force all organize part of their reserve into units, so as to emphasize key priorities and meet the need for rapid, organized wartime expansion. Those organized into units are also mostly a portion of the first-category reserve personnel who have not long left active duty, or who are comparatively young; such units are small in number, fully equipped, and adequately supported, and in wartime, after a short period of mobilization, can immediately be committed to combat duties; the scale of such units is usually designed according to the demand for forces in the early period of a war. The reserve personnel the United States organizes into units are essentially all first-category Selected Reserve personnel. The organization and equipment of these units are comparatively close to those of active-duty units — the Army Reserve units in particular are essentially identical to their active-duty counterparts, and upon mobilization can be committed to the battlefield without requiring reorganization. The Russian armed forces do not organize dedicated reserve units, but instead maintain, within their active-duty forces, reduced-strength divisions and mobilization divisions with a comparatively low fill rate, together with some equipment and materiel storage bases, for which first-category reserve personnel designated for replenishment have already been identified in peacetime; these first-category reserve personnel are equivalent to the West’s organized reserve personnel, and during military refresher training they report to their pre-assigned posts for training, and in wartime report to their designated units in accordance with the mobilization order. The French Army has organized its enrolled reserve-service personnel into units. Germany, meanwhile, has assigned its first-category reserve personnel into skeleton brigades of active-duty field units, and has likewise organized its second-category reserve personnel, all of whom are assigned to Territorial Defense Regiments charged with territorial-defense duties. Israel is a country of universal military service, and the degree of mobilization readiness of its reserves is also comparatively high — all of the Army’s reserve personnel are assigned to active-duty skeleton units. These skeleton units are further divided into two types: one type maintains, in peacetime, 200 active-duty officers and equipment-maintenance personnel, with weapons and equipment kept at 90% of authorized establishment, and the reserve soldiers assigned to it are required to be no older than 39; the other type maintains, in peacetime, 100 active-duty officers and equipment-maintenance personnel, with weapons and equipment kept at 75% of authorized establishment, and the reserve soldiers assigned to it are required to be 40 or older. At present, more than half of the Israeli Army’s active-duty units are skeleton units of this kind. Some countries pursue only limited military strategic objectives, or face no obvious military threat from their surrounding environment, and for this reason all implement a recruitment-based reserve system, with the scale of their regular reserve forces comparatively small, used only to replenish shortfalls in active-duty units in wartime or to expand new units. Britain, India, Japan, and other countries fall into this category.



(3) Emphasizing, in Terms of Personnel Numbers: Focusing on the Greatest Threat to National Security, While Maintaining a Reasonable and Appropriate Scale

The larger a country’s reserve force, the stronger the country’s deterrent capability, and the greater the likelihood of achieving victory. However, a reserve force is not necessarily better the larger it is, because its appropriate size is determined by the country’s basic military policy and strategic objectives, and by the basic mission and tasks and structure of the armed forces, as well as by the condition of the active-duty force. In addition, it is also influenced and constrained by many other factors, such as the international environment and the military situation, the country’s geographic location, the size of its territory, its manpower resources, its social system, its political system, its level of social development, its economic capacity to bear the burden, and its level of weapons and equipment. Generally speaking, where countries’ strategic objectives differ, and the environments in which they find themselves and other such factors differ, the scale of their reserve forces will accordingly show fairly large differences. Determining the scale of the reserve force must take everything into overall consideration and arrive at an “appropriate” arrangement.

The main factor determining the scale of the reserve force is the judgment, within the country’s strategic objectives, of the threats it will face in the future. The United States, Russia, and other countries hold that, in determining the scale of the active-duty force, consideration must be given not only to peacetime needs, but also to needs in times of crisis and in wartime, whereas in determining the scale of the reserve force, the primary consideration is need in times of crisis and in wartime, because the focus of reserve-force development is mainly on meeting the needs of wartime military mobilization. Whatever threat is identified within the country’s strategic objectives is the threat that determines what kind of reserve force must be built. And what determines the maximum scale of a country’s reserve force is the greatest and most serious among the various threats, not the most realistic threat. If preparations are made to cope with the greatest, most serious threat, then the country will also be able to cope with various smaller-scale local wars, armed conflicts, and other crises, giving the armed forces the necessary deterrent capability to deter wars of every kind, and, should deterrence fail, to fight and win.

The greatest threat a country faces not only determines the scale of its reserve force, but changes in that threat also directly affect the rise and fall of the reserve force’s scale. During the Cold War, the world’s major countries treated all-out war as the greatest threat and the focus of war preparation, and, while building huge standing armies, also maintained extremely large reserve forces. After the Cold War, the world entered a period of peaceful development, the likelihood of an outbreak of all-out war was greatly reduced, and local wars and armed conflicts became the main threat to the security of various countries. In accordance with this change in the primary threat, the United States adjusted the focus of its war preparation and reduced its regular forces, while also appropriately scaling back its reserve force. Russia likewise emphasizes that the development of its reserve force must be based on its judgment of the principal future threat. In recent years, Russia has consistently treated local wars and armed conflicts, together with domestic unrest, as the primary threat, and has treated the large-scale regional war that might escalate from these as the greatest threat to national security; against this background, it has carried out structural reform of its armed forces, drastically reducing the scale of its active-duty force while also substantially scaling back its reserve force.

Various countries hold that calculating the required scale of forces on the basis of the greatest threat does not mean calculating the total number of personnel that would be needed over the entire course of a war, nor does it mean calculating the maximum force level based on the peak period of a war; rather, it means determining the armed forces’ basic wartime manpower requirement based on the tense initial stage of a war. It is neither possible nor necessary to calculate precisely the course of an entire war and its total manpower requirement, and maintaining a reserve force that is too large in scale is likewise a form of waste; moreover, under modern conditions, maintaining a reserve force also requires the investment of a considerable sum of money, especially in order to maintain a first-category organized reserve. In a context of developing the economy and strengthening comprehensive national power, expanding the reserve force without limit is just as unwise as maintaining a huge active-duty force; even where a country has the capacity to do so, it should still strive to reduce the number of reserve personnel and keep the scale of the reserve force at the minimum necessary level. This is because, once a war begins, it is impossible to commit all of the strength accumulated before the war all at once — there will always be a time lag; likewise, mobilization is also a tiered, ongoing process: what is called up first is the organized first-category reserve, which is formed into complete units or assigned to active-duty mobilization units, and only afterward are the second- and third-category reserve personnel called up, who are used to form new units and to replenish wartime casualties. Even if the numbers of second- and third-category personnel stockpiled before the war are insufficient, they can still be trained up given a period of transition from peacetime to wartime. For this reason, in determining the scale of their reserve forces, all countries give priority consideration to the needs of the early stage of a war, with the emphasis placed on the required quantity of first-category reserve forces.



(4) Emphasizing, in Combat-Readiness Training: Training by Category, With the Focus on Raising the Quality and Combat-Readiness Level of Each Category of Personnel

The training of the reserve forces is an important component of the training of the armed forces as a whole; the level of its training directly affects wartime mobilization, and bears on the combat power of units in wartime. For this reason, all countries attach great importance to the training of their reserve forces, treating training work as a major component of reserve-force development. All countries hold that the reserve forces are made up of parts that differ from one another in nature and function, and that a one-size-fits-all approach cannot be taken to their training; key priorities must be emphasized, so that limited material and financial resources are used first of all to support the primary force for wartime mobilization, continually raising its level of training and its degree of combat readiness, so as to guarantee rapid mobilization in wartime and the swift generation of unit combat power. For this reason, all countries emphasize that the reserve forces should generally be trained by category, with priority given to guaranteeing the training of first-category reserve personnel, while other categories of reserve force receive training as appropriate depending on their tasks and their degree of mobilization readiness, and some reserve forces receive no training at all.

The training of the reserve forces of various countries is mainly divided into two major parts: peacetime training and wartime training. Peacetime training is mainly intended to cultivate and maintain personnel’s military qualities, to have them master the operating skills for new-type weapons, to rehearse units’ combat capability, and to study new military theory and tactical and technical methods. Wartime training, by contrast, mainly refers to the mobilization and induction education given to individual personnel after wartime mobilization but before being committed to use, the refresher and conversion training conducted in organized-unit form, and the adaptability training conducted in accordance with specific assigned combat tasks.

All countries generally emphasize that the training of the reserve forces is generally centered on peacetime training, with the training methods mainly taking two forms: individual training and collective training. Individual training mainly includes refresher training for reserve personnel and advanced study at military schools and training bases, with the emphasis placed on the assignment-specific training, post-specific training, and supplementary training given to key backbone personnel and professional-technical personnel at every level, among which the training of officers and non-commissioned officers is especially emphasized. Collective training mainly consists of the various forms of training conducted in organized-unit form, with the emphasis placed on the training of battalion-level and below sub-units, as well as the training of headquarters organs at every level and field exercises. Individual training is carried out in two ways: one is “off-duty training” conducted in dispersed fashion using weekends or other spare time, and the other is concentrated training conducted over a set period of time; some countries adopt one or the other of these methods, while most countries combine the two. Collective training is mostly conducted in concentrated fashion, though it is sometimes also conducted in dispersed fashion on weekends.

Wartime training of the reserve forces, like peacetime training, is likewise divided into individual training and collective training, but unlike peacetime training, it increases the intensity and volume of training, and there are also considerable changes in content — the training conducted is no longer the training content stipulated in the peacetime training outline, but rather, in accordance with changes in tasks, in organization and equipment, and in operational principles, as well as continually changing technology, tactics, and procedures, additional training content is incorporated, so as to meet the needs of the assigned combat task. Take, for example, the wartime training of the US reserve forces: from the day the mobilization order is issued, the training of the entire reserve force begins shifting onto a wartime footing; individual reserve personnel who are receiving NCO and officer training at schools and training bases must accelerate the completion of courses already underway, or discontinue their originally scheduled training plans, and immediately shift into induction training and mobilization education. At this point, collective training likewise begins to be carried out according to the wartime plan, with already-organized reserve units undergoing continuation training in combat capability, conversion training, and pre-deployment training together with active-duty units. Newly formed units, meanwhile, go to training bases for sub-unit training, and undergo supplementary and make-up training, so as to reach the level of readiness for deployment. Units already deployed to the theater of operations also undergo, as circumstances require, skill-refresher training, reorganization training, continuation-of-combat-capability training, and battlefield-environment adaptation training before being committed to combat. The Russian armed forces require that the wartime training of the reserves be centered mainly on collective training, involving mainly the reduced-strength units and strategic reserves within the active-duty force; reduced-strength units are filled to between 50% and 75% of wartime establishment, are equipped with their full complement of weapons and equipment according to the table of organization, and require several days of training after mobilization before they can carry out combat tasks; strategic reserve units have a lower fill rate, with manpower at only 30% of establishment or even less, equipped only with a small number of officers and backbone personnel — some have their full complement of weapons and equipment in storage, while others must draw on weapons and equipment from central storage depots — and such units require 1 to 2 months of training after mobilization before they reach a deployable standard. The wartime training content for the Russian armed forces’ reserves includes mobilization education, individual soldier training, sub-unit training, mobilization deployment, and battlefield-adaptation training.

Through this kind of training by category and by tier, the combat-readiness levels of the various components of the reserve force are linked together in an interlocking, step-by-step fashion, so that even limited training resources are put to maximum effect, while also meeting the differing requirements of wartime armed-forces mobilization: first-category reserve personnel, after a short period of wartime mobilization, can be incorporated into active-duty units, or transferred as organized units into active service to undertake combat tasks; the other reserve forces, meanwhile, provide a well-trained source of manpower for further mobilization and replenishment, or, in organized form, undertake certain service-support and rear-area defense tasks, so that the role of the reserve forces within the country’s overall armed forces is brought fully into play.




II. Differences in the Reserve Force Development Thought of a Number of Countries

The armed forces of every country have taken shape and developed under specific historical conditions; differences in historical tradition and social background are reflected in differing guiding thought and practices in armed forces development as well, with some countries building only a single type of armed force, others building two types, and still others having a third type as well. Their particular national and historical traditions mean that the reserve-force development of every country carries its own distinctive features, expressed in the starting point from which it was organized, the manner in which it was organized, and the source from which it was organized.


(1) Differing Sources of Personnel: Recruited Volunteers Versus Personnel Who Have Left Active Duty

The US military developed on the basis of the “militia system.” In the early 17th century, after European immigrants set foot on the American continent, they faced a harsh natural environment together with the threat of the native Indians and other immigrant groups, and, in order to survive, they adopted a military system with the characteristics of the North American colonies, under which “a musket stood beside every hearth,” requiring every healthy adult male in the community to perform military service. They registered themselves, supplied their own weapons, and received military training; when necessary, they were called up to fight in defense of their homes, and after fighting ended they returned to their original occupations and resumed farming or other activities. Later, military service developed into a kind of occupation, and some volunteers, in it for “three square meals and a bed,” organized themselves into “full-time” standing militia units. During the American War of Independence, the “Continental Army,” which bore the heavy responsibility of national liberation, was entirely made up of volunteer militia. After its founding, the United States formally established this military service system in law (the Militia Act): each state implemented a militia system, the nation recruited volunteers to form the federal army, and in wartime the needs of war were met by calling up state militia into federal service. Because the militias of the various states were unwilling to fight far from home, and because, in addition, the United States was separated from the great powers of the world by two oceans and faced no serious threat from its surroundings, the scale of the federal regular army remained very small throughout: when Washington was elected the first President of the United States in 1789, it numbered a mere 800-odd men.

This distinctive historical tradition has had a profound influence on the development of the US armed forces. Since the country’s founding, the US armed forces have always been made up of two distinct components: at the state level there is the National Guard, of a “paramilitary force” character, which is large in scale, comprising not only large numbers of non-organized personnel who have undergone regular training, but also organized units made up of specially selected personnel; at the federal level, meanwhile, is the nation’s backbone standing army, comparatively small in scale, fully equipped and at full strength in peacetime, and the primary combat force to be deployed in the early stage of a war. These two military forces exist in parallel, and are also basically identical to each other in organization and structure. For this reason, the National Guard, as a national-defense reserve force, differs markedly in its source of personnel from that of European countries: it does not derive from regular military personnel who have left active duty, but mainly from volunteer trainees. Because the regular army, made up of recruited volunteers, is small in scale, it is also incapable of providing the reserve forces with large numbers of well-trained personnel. The other US reserve force — the Federal Reserve — was established comparatively late, and initially it too was not made up of regular military personnel who had left active duty, but rather of locally recruited volunteer specialists; it was not until after the Second World War that personnel who had left active duty became the main component of the Federal Reserve. After the war, the National Guard and the Federal Reserve, together with the active-duty force, were listed as the three major components of the nation’s total military strength, and their respective support relationships with active-duty units were clearly defined. It can thus be seen that the US national-defense reserve force, which developed out of volunteer personnel, differs markedly in its origins from the reserve forces of most European countries, which developed out of personnel who had left active duty.

Historically, Russia practiced a standing-army system: out of the need for outward expansion and for contending with the European powers, Tsarist Russia, after its founding, always maintained a comparatively large standing army, with soldiers generally serving a long term of active duty and, once discharged, not being called up again. After Tsarist Russia’s military reforms in the 1860s, it began transitioning toward a system of universal compulsory military service; although the total length of service did not change, the length of active service was greatly shortened, with the remaining time being served in the reserves. Both the former Soviet Union and, after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Russia inherited this military service system: citizens, before entering service, first take part in various forms of pre-service training, and, after a brief period of active service, transfer into a comparatively long period of reserve service. This Russian reserve, made up mainly of personnel who have left active duty, forms the main body of the national-defense reserve force; in peacetime it does not form reserve units running parallel to active-duty units, but rather retains a corresponding number of reduced-strength and mobilization units within the active-duty force, used to absorb reserve personnel and rapidly expand wartime military strength.

The reserve forces of most European countries are, in terms of their source, similar to that of Russia, being made up mainly of personnel who have left active duty. These countries likewise do not organize dedicated reserve units, but instead retain a number of skeleton units within their active-duty forces, maintaining in peacetime only a small number of active-duty officers and enlisted personnel, responsible for the refresher training of reserve personnel, equipment management, and mobilization preparation, which serve in wartime as the foundation for expanding units. This European approach to reserve-force development originated with Prussia: after Prussia’s defeat in the Napoleonic Wars in the early 19th century, under the Treaty of Tilsit it was permitted to retain only an extremely small regular army, and, in order to stockpile a sufficiently large reserve of manpower, Frederick the Great carried out military reforms, turning the limited regular army into an “incubator” of national military strength: soldiers, after completing 3 years of active service in the regular army, were placed in reserve status as furloughed soldiers, ready to be called back to their units at any time; this manner of service later formally became a service system — the reserve system. In order to retain these personnel who had served on active duty for as long a period as possible, Prussia required that, after completing 2 years of reserve service, soldiers transfer into a locally based reserve army (Landwehr) for a further 7 years of service. In this way, although Prussia’s active-duty army remained the same size as before, the country’s overall military strength grew several-fold. After its founding, Israel, facing the Arab states around it, likewise followed the manpower-stockpiling methods of the continental European countries: after undergoing active-duty training, personnel were assigned to designated skeleton units close to their homes, taking part in periodic military refresher training in peacetime in the status of standby reservist citizens, and reporting to their pre-assigned units in wartime in accordance with the mobilization order, to undertake combat tasks. Britain’s reserve forces, by contrast, differ somewhat from those of most European countries, combining features of both the European and North American traditions: the main strength of the reserve forces is made up of regular military personnel who have left active duty, who, on a voluntary basis, sign reserve-service contracts with the military and are stockpiled, in peacetime, in dispersed fashion as individuals. At the same time, Britain also has a Territorial Army made up of volunteers; the backbone of this Territorial Army is composed of active-duty officers and non-commissioned officers, while the enlisted personnel are drawn from various trades and occupations in the local community. The Territorial Army carries its own unit designations, holds training on a regular basis, and, in wartime, is charged with tasks such as territorial defense and field-service support.



(2) Differing Assigned Tasks: Wartime Replenishment Versus Peacetime Duty

The reserve forces of various countries differ in their source of personnel, their nature, and how they are organized, and the tasks assigned to them accordingly differ as well. The National Guard, as the mainstay of the US reserve forces, developed out of the “militia,” and the tasks assigned to it have, from the very outset of its organization, differed considerably from those of the dispersed reserve forces of Europe and other countries, which are made up of personnel who have left active duty: it is both a defensive force for resisting foreign invasion and a public-security force for maintaining internal stability. Because the National Guard possesses this traditional function, the structure of the US armed forces differs considerably from that of European countries — its active-duty forces have never included anything resembling the public-security forces found in most European countries. Since the end of the war, although some changes have taken place in the composition of the National Guard, and the active-duty tasks it has been assigned for use abroad have increased, its inherent “traditional function” of maintaining public security has never been lost, and under the new circumstances it has undergone further development. At present, the US National Guard still retains its character as a “local militia force”; in peacetime, when not called up for active duty, its principal management remains the responsibility of the state governments. Every US state government has an Adjutant General specifically in charge of military affairs, who is concretely responsible for the control and management of the state’s National Guard units of every service, and who reports to the governor on all matters relating to the National Guard. In peacetime, the governor may call up the state’s National Guard units of every service to carry out state public-security tasks such as disaster relief, riot control, and drug interdiction. Should a large-scale anti-government rebellion break out within the state, the governor may also request that the President of the United States call up the National Guard and militia of other states to assist in suppressing the rebellion. Because the National Guard is charged with this public-security task, state governments also bear responsibility for providing the National Guard with various funds and benefits.

The reserve forces of European countries have been deeply influenced by countries such as France and Germany: the various categories of reserve personnel are akin to active-duty military personnel on furlough, taking part only in refresher training in peacetime and bearing no public-security responsibilities whatsoever, with the pay lost to attending training and all benefits borne entirely by the central government. In order to maintain social order and internal stability, these countries generally maintain dedicated public-security forces within their active-duty forces — such as the Internal Security Forces and Civil Defense Forces of countries such as Russia, Belarus, and Bulgaria; the Republican Guard of countries such as Ukraine; the Border Guard Police of countries such as Poland, the Czech Republic, and Germany; and the National Gendarmerie of countries such as France, the Netherlands, and Italy. These active-duty forces are both the primary force for maintaining public security and also bear certain national-defense responsibilities, coming under the unified command of the regular armed forces in wartime. Like the regular armed forces, these public-security forces also have reserve components made up of personnel who have left active duty. Britain’s reserve forces are similar to those of the United States: the regular reserve, made up of personnel who have left active duty, bears no public-security responsibilities in peacetime, but, unlike the United States, it is not organized into units in peacetime. Britain’s Territorial Army, which is of a local-militia character, does bear certain public-security responsibilities; it is both a reserve force for the regular army and also is charged with public-security tasks such as territorial defense, counter-terrorism, disaster relief, and suppressing unrest.



(3) Differing Levels of Combat Readiness: Committed to Combat at Any Time Versus Committed to Combat Only After Mobilization Training

Because the reserve forces of different countries are assigned different tasks, are situated in different geographic and security environments, and are subject to different national military strategic guidelines, the requirements placed on the combat-readiness level of their reserve forces likewise differ. Israel is surrounded on all sides by the Arab world, its territory has little strategic depth, and in wartime even its heartland would immediately become the front line of operations. Because it lacks the battlefield space to trade for time, Israel’s guiding thought on war preparation places particular emphasis on the time factor in war, requiring that reserve-force development give full consideration to the amount of time that would be available for mobilization in wartime, so that the reserve forces are kept at all times at a high level of combat readiness, such that, once mobilized in wartime, they can be committed to combat operations immediately, without any need for training. In order to raise the level of combat readiness, Israel has established a complete set of measures in its reserve-force development: it has divided its national territory into 14 mobilization and conscription districts, each with a radius of less than 100 kilometers; within each mobilization district it has established call-up assembly points and emergency military-supply depots; reserve units are organized on the spot, centered on towns and cities, and undergo more intensive peacetime training than in other countries, with first-category reserve personnel required to report to their pre-assigned units for 3 to 6 months of training every year, and Israel has also established rigorous procedures and measures for the wartime call-up and replenishment of reserve personnel. For this reason, Israel’s reserve forces are kept at all times at a comparatively high level of combat readiness: the first-tier reserve units, which include only 4% active-duty personnel, can complete rapid mobilization and deployment within 24 hours of receiving the mobilization order, while the second-tier reserve units, which include only 2% active-duty personnel, likewise require only 48 hours to complete mobilization and deployment after receiving the order; for this reason, the reserve units, like the active-duty units, can be committed to combat at any time.

The United States has historically opposed maintaining a large-scale standing army in peacetime, first, in order to save on unnecessary expenditure, and second, in order to prevent the expansion of military power from threatening the country’s republican system of government. In order to rapidly concentrate a powerful military force in wartime, the United States likewise places special emphasis on raising the level of combat readiness of its reserve forces; from the very beginning of their establishment, the reserve forces have always existed in organized form, and are, moreover, completely identical in structure to the active-duty forces — for example, the Army National Guard is organized into armored divisions, mechanized infantry divisions, infantry divisions, and light infantry divisions identical to those of the active-duty force; the Air National Guard is organized into air wings, air groups, and squadrons; the Navy Reserve is organized into surface forces, aviation forces, and service-support forces; and the Marine Corps Reserve is organized into a Marine division, a Marine air wing, and a force service support group. Once mobilized, these reserve units can be deployed to the theater of operations together with active-duty units to conduct coordinated operations, without any need for reorganization or retraining. These reserve units regularly undergo “integrated” training together with active-duty units as complete organized formations in peacetime, and their level of combat readiness is comparatively close to that of active-duty units. For example, once organized National Guard units receive a mobilization order transferring them to active service, they can assemble their full complement of personnel within 24 hours, and can be deployed to the theater of operations within 3 days.

Russia is a continental country spanning both Europe and Asia, with a vast territory and great strategic depth, and the time available for mobilization in wartime is relatively long; for this reason, Russia’s requirements regarding the level of combat readiness of its reserve forces are not as high as those of countries such as Israel. Historically, Russia has emphasized strategic defense and gaining the initiative by striking after the enemy has struck first, deploying only a limited number of standing forces on the front line in peacetime, while deploying a comparatively large number of reduced-strength and skeleton units in the interior; in wartime, the front-line standing forces resist and delay the enemy, while the reduced-strength and skeleton units in the strategic interior are brought up to strength through mobilization, and, where necessary, part of the country’s territory may be sacrificed without hesitation, trading space for time. The Patriotic War of the early 19th century, the war against foreign armed intervention in the early 20th century, and the Great Patriotic War of the Second World War all saw Russia achieve final victory in the war through this guiding thought of gaining the initiative by striking after the enemy has struck first. Units organized below full strength in accordance with this guiding thought require a relatively long time for wartime mobilization and expansion: for example, active-duty reduced-strength units, with a fill rate of 50% to 70% of wartime establishment, can typically assemble their full complement of personnel within 2 to 3 days, but must then undergo several more days of training before they can undertake combat tasks. Active-duty skeleton units, with a fill rate of only 5% to 50% of wartime establishment, require 3 to 7 days to be brought up to full strength, and must then undergo 30 to 60 days of training before they can take part in combat operations, while the second- and third-category reserve personnel, who are not pre-assigned to units, take even longer to mobilize. It can thus be seen that the level of combat readiness of the Russian reserve forces is lower than that of countries such as the United States and Israel.



(4) Differing Levels of Equipment: Equipping in Step With Active-Duty Forces Versus Replenishment With a Generational Gap

The weapons and equipment of the reserve forces of various countries form part of the overall equipment system of that country’s armed forces. In order to avoid too great a disparity in combat capability between the reserve forces and the standing army, which would make coordination difficult, their weapons and equipment are generally kept in a coordinated series with those of the active-duty forces, and are continually replaced and updated. However, because the organizational forms and assigned tasks differ from country to country, the guiding thought on equipment development and the level of equipment of the reserve forces of various countries naturally also show a certain degree of disparity.

Historically, the US reserve forces have been the nation’s “second armed force,” and are charged with a broader range of combat tasks than the active-duty forces, and for this reason equipment development has always been kept closely aligned with that of the active-duty forces. In 1920, the United States, in its National Defense Act, listed the National Guard and the organized reserve forces serving on active duty as formal components of the Army. After the Second World War, as the National Guard and Federal Reserve were frequently called to active service in peacetime, the United States formally established the “Total Force Policy” in 1973, stipulating that in peacetime only the minimum necessary active-duty force would be maintained, while at the same time maintaining a well-trained, well-equipped reserve force to provide it with support. In accordance with the “Total Force Policy,” the United States, in the early 1970s, formulated the equipment-development guiding principles of “first to fight, first equipped” and “first to deploy, first replenished,” changing the previous practice in equipment development of equipping active-duty units first and reserve units only afterward, and beginning to provide the National Guard and Federal Reserve with more numerous and more modern weapons and equipment, so that the modernization level of the reserve forces’ weapons and equipment gradually approached and reached that of the active-duty forces. At present, US reserve units not only maintain the same organization as active-duty units, but are also nearly in step with them in terms of equipment; Army Reserve units are equipped with all the types of armored fighting vehicles and various types of artillery found in the active-duty force; Navy Reserve units are equipped with advanced surface combatants and combat aircraft; and Air Force Reserve units are equipped with combat and support aircraft of the same generation as those of the active-duty force. Some large items of equipment, although not issued to reserve units, are nonetheless matched by an authorized crew or operating team within the reserve unit’s establishment, and these personnel either use the equipment jointly with active-duty units or are sent periodically to active-duty units equipped with such weapons to observe and practice with them. With active-duty and reserve weapons and equipment being kept, on the whole, at the same generation, the time interval between advanced weapons first being issued to active-duty units and their subsequently being issued to reserve units is also continually shrinking. The equipment level of Israel’s reserve forces is likewise comparatively high: reserve units assigned field-operations tasks are, in peacetime, already equipped with weapons and equipment amounting to more than 90% of their wartime establishment, with an equipment level essentially consistent with that of active-duty units. Reserve units assigned territorial-defense tasks likewise have an equipment level basically in step with that of active-duty units, though the quantity of their equipment is lower than that of reserve units assigned field-operations tasks, generally being maintained at 75% of wartime establishment.

Russia keeps on its rolls the full personnel complement of its reduced-strength and mobilization units, but in terms of equipment development there is a certain gap between these units and the standing forces. Because the standing forces charged with combat-readiness duty within the active-duty force are relatively numerous, there is no need to mobilize the reduced-strength and skeleton units in smaller-scale armed conflicts, while in larger-scale wars, because large numbers of combat-ready units are committed to operations in the early stages, the understrength non-combat-ready units have ample time to be mobilized and expanded, and can also strengthen their combat power by receiving new-type weapons and equipment. For this reason, ever since the Soviet period, the guiding thought has been followed that the equipment development of the standing forces and the mobilization units need not necessarily be kept in step in peacetime. During the former Soviet period, the non-combat-ready units were generally somewhat inferior in equipment to the fully staffed, combat-ready units, being equipped mostly with older equipment replaced from the combat-ready units, or with weapons and equipment that were, on the whole, a generation or more behind those of the combat-ready units. In addition, the actual equipment holdings of the non-combat-ready units also fell short of the levels stipulated in the table of organization: for example, category-two divisions were, in peacetime, issued only combat equipment, requiring combat-support equipment to be supplied upon mobilization; category-three divisions, in peacetime, were not even issued their full complement of combat equipment, requiring both combat equipment and combat-support equipment to be supplied upon mobilization. After Russia reconstituted its armed forces, because of economic difficulties, and following the principle of concentrating limited financial resources for maximum effect, it continued the practices of the former Soviet armed forces while also developing them further. It concentrated its most advanced equipment to organize a small number of combat-ready, deployment-capable divisions, used as a mobile combat force for rapid response, while the large number of understrength units with a poorer equipment level were converted into reduced-strength divisions, mobilization divisions, and materiel and equipment storage bases, used as the backbone force for wartime mobilization and expansion. According to Russia’s most recently published structure for the Army, its strategic reserve forces used for expanding reserve personnel currently exist in three forms: the first consists of units organized on the basis of downsized formations and units, together with weapons-and-equipment storage bases and materiel storage bases located around training centers; such units have pre-designated mobilization resources, and their full complement of weapons and equipment is stored at the storage base. The second consists of units organized by receiving mobilization resources and weapons and equipment; such units possess no weapons or equipment in peacetime, and the weapons and equipment called for by their table of organization are supplied, upon mobilization, by central equipment and ordnance storage bases. The third consists of units organized by receiving surplus mobilization resources together with weapons and equipment produced according to a pre-set plan; the equipment of such units exists, in peacetime, only on paper in the table of organization and has not actually been produced, and is only manufactured according to plan at the time of mobilization. In terms of equipment level, the equipment of Russia’s reduced-strength and mobilization units consists mostly of previously stockpiled weapons and equipment, or of the comparatively outdated weapons and equipment left over after units were downsized. Given that Russia’s economy is unlikely to improve in the short term, and that the funds that can be invested in equipment renewal over the period ahead will be limited, for the foreseeable future the equipment level of its mobilization and expansion units will continue to lag some distance behind that of the standing combat-ready forces.

The reserve units organized by Britain are mainly the Territorial Army. The Territorial Army is organized in two forms: one consists of units (sub-units) that support operations overseas, which have a comparatively large authorized strength and comparatively good equipment; the other consists of territorial-defense units (sub-units), which have a comparatively small authorized strength and somewhat inferior equipment. On the whole, the equipment level of Britain’s reserve units is comparatively close to that of the active-duty forces, though a certain gap remains; this is mainly determined by its nature — that is, the Territorial Army is a volunteer force made up of “part-time soldiers,” used mainly to undertake combat-support tasks, and, unlike the US reserve forces, is not able to independently carry out the full range of combat tasks. France’s small number of reserve units assigned field-operations tasks are essentially consistent with active-duty units in terms of equipment level, though a certain time lag remains in when they receive that equipment relative to active-duty units. The reserve units assigned territorial-defense tasks were not fully equipped with the weapons and equipment they required until the late 1980s, and even then their level remained somewhat behind that of active-duty field units.




III. Development Trends in Reserve-Force Development Thought

Since the early 1990s, the international strategic landscape has undergone major change, and countries throughout the world have one after another proceeded from their own strategic needs to adjust the guiding thought behind the development of their national-defense reserve forces, striving to emphasize quality and reduce quantity, and to raise the overall effectiveness of reserve-force development and its degree of integration with the standing forces, so as to occupy a favorable position within the world’s strategic landscape in the new century. To this end, all countries emphasize the following points in the guiding thought behind reserve-force development:


(1) Streamlining and Elite-Focused Personnel

Since the end of the Cold War, the world as a whole has tended toward relaxation of tensions, and the likelihood of a world war breaking out has grown ever smaller. The huge standing armies and reserve forces that the world’s major countries built up against the background of “large-scale, all-out war” no longer suit the needs of the current situation, and their scale must be reduced. On the other hand, with the development of military high technology, the role played in war by weapons and equipment and by the quality of personnel has become ever more prominent, and, in particular, with the widespread application of information-based equipment, the form of war is now transitioning from mechanized warfare to informatized warfare; the huge mechanized armies built up against the background of the industrial age are being gradually replaced by more flexible, faster-responding informatized forces. This objective reality requires that the reserve forces, just like the active-duty forces, achieve a smaller scale, higher personnel quality, and standing readiness for combat, making corresponding adjustments to their manpower-intensive structure.

Since the early 1990s, countries have entered a comparatively long-lasting process of disarmament, and the overall picture of the reserve forces has undergone considerable change, with their scale steadily declining. France’s reserve forces reached a peak strength of 3 million in the 1980s, but had been reduced to 530,000 by 1997, and will be further reduced to 500,000 by 2000, a reduction of 75%; the US Selected Reserve stood at 1.655 million in the early 1990s, and had been reduced to 1.35 million by 1998; the total number of Germany’s first- and second-category reserve personnel was likewise reduced from 1 million in the 1980s to 315,000 by 1998; South Korea had 4.2 million Homeland Reserve Forces personnel in the early 1990s, which will be cut to 2 million by the end of the 20th century, a reduction of 52%; and the countries of Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union have likewise, to varying degrees, reduced the numbers of their reserve personnel.

Western military experts hold that the maintenance cost of a reserve soldier amounts to only one-quarter to one-eighth that of an active-duty soldier, and that making maximum use of the reserve forces is an important measure for pursuing quality-based armed forces development in a context of insufficient national-defense budgets. For this reason, although most countries are reducing both their active-duty and reserve forces, the scale of the reduction in reserve forces is smaller than that in active-duty forces. Between 1990 and 1997, the number of personnel in the US Army’s Selected Reserve was reduced by 21%, while over the same period the Army’s active-duty force was reduced by 34%; the proportion of the Army Reserve within the Army’s overall strength not only did not decline but actually rose. Under the new circumstances, the scale of forces requiring mobilization has been greatly reduced, while quality requirements have correspondingly increased; as a basic component of a country’s armed forces in the early stage of a war, the reserve forces, in step with the qualitative development of the standing forces, are also continually raising their own quality, so as to keep pace with the development of the standing forces and meet the demands that future war will place on the country’s overall military strength.



(2) Making Tasks a Standing Responsibility

Since the end of the Cold War, with standing armies undergoing large-scale reductions, countries have generally raised their combat-readiness requirements for reserve forces such as the reserves, so as to ensure that in wartime they will have available a sufficient number of high-quality troops, and troops, moreover, that can be rapidly committed to use without requiring lengthy mobilization. Many countries have changed the traditional view, held in the past, of treating the reserves merely as a “reserve force,” and have incorporated them into “overall force development planning,” placing particular emphasis on the reserves and the active-duty forces maintaining integration, and on achieving rapid mobilization and timely commitment to combat in wartime. To this end, some countries have adopted new measures to raise the degree of combat readiness of their reserves, such as organizing reserve units that can be rapidly recalled, and pre-assigning reserve personnel into active-duty standing units, so that reserve units have shown a trend toward becoming standing in their organizational form. The United States treats the formulation and implementation of plans for large-scale regional conflicts and non-war operations as a prominent strategic task, and, in order to “meet real-world needs and cope with future challenges,” emphasizes that the reserve forces must achieve the qualities of “being capable, callable, affordable, and adaptable to need,” and must achieve integration with the active-duty forces, jointly responding promptly and adequately to the increasingly diversified and varied threats facing the country both domestically and abroad. To this end, in the 1998 reorganization of its Army heavy divisions, the US armed forces for the first time incorporated 417 individual reserve personnel into an active-duty Army division, accounting for 3% of the division’s total strength, of whom 255 were Army National Guard personnel and 162 were Army Reserve personnel. In peacetime, these personnel continue to serve their reserve obligation in their original reserve units, but they are formal members of the active-duty unit, and when the active-duty division to which they belong is called upon to carry out an overseas emergency-deployment mission, they can undertake active-duty tasks without requiring lengthy training. Amid a readjustment of strategic priorities, reductions in funding, the scaling back of the active-duty force, and the continual expansion of overseas combat tasks, the US Navy has likewise required that its reserve forces maintain a comparatively high degree of combat readiness, proposing the establishment of a small, full-time support force with closer ties to the active-duty force, to be used in executing peacetime and wide-ranging wartime tasks; this force could be replenished into the active-duty force without requiring a mobilization order to be signed by Congress or the President. In order to cope with “contingencies in the surrounding region” and the need for rapid expansion of its forces, Japan likewise revised its reserve system in April 1997, beginning to call up an emergency reserve. Under this system, of the four regiments in a Japanese Army division or brigade, one regiment is designated, with 80% of its authorized strength to be provided by the emergency reserve. Emergency reserve personnel, like active-duty personnel, are treated alike as a “genuine defense force,” able to undertake the same combat tasks as active-duty personnel, and, when a contingency arises, can play the same role as standing forces; their training time and the frequency with which they are called up have also increased considerably compared with before, which in effect makes reserve personnel a standing force. France likewise, in June 1992, issued the “2000 Reserve Plan” for reforming its reserve system, and, on this basis, reorganized its reserves in 1995, assigning reserve personnel who had left active duty 10 months earlier into a “Standby Reserve.” Personnel assigned to this reserve are, in peacetime, already designated for posts in active-duty or reserve units, and take part regularly in the training of the unit to which they are assigned; for this reason their degree of combat readiness is very high, and upon wartime mobilization they can complete assembly within 24 hours and be assigned to their designated unit and post to undertake active-duty tasks. In addition, in peacetime they can also be called up to undertake temporary tasks, and to take part in humanitarian operations and disaster relief.



(3) Modularized Organization

The characteristics of modern high-technology warfare, and the operational theory associated with it, require that armed forces be organized with a high degree of flexibility, precisely as emphasized in US joint-operations theory: “a considerable degree of flexibility is needed in organizational structure… organizational structures at every level must be able to respond more promptly to crises, so as to shorten the time from mobilization to a unit’s taking action.” In addition, since the end of the Cold War, local wars, armed conflicts, and various sudden incidents have become the main forms of threat to the security of various countries, and the circumstances requiring large-scale mobilization of reserve units have been greatly reduced; the organization of active-duty forces is tending toward smaller scale and greater diversity, so as to cope with threats of various different scales, and this objectively requires that reserve units be capable of rapid replenishment across many organizational forms and at many different levels. For this reason, smaller-scale, modularized organization of reserve units has become a basic trend in the development of reserve forces. For example, while continuing to use the reserve division as the basic organizational form of its reserve forces, the United States, in order to adapt to the changing structure of its standing forces, has begun organizing an increasing number of independent brigade-, regiment-, battalion-, and even company-level reserve units (sub-units). Such smaller-scale reserve units mobilize quickly and are highly independent and very flexible, and can be combined in a variety of ways, as needed, in “building-block” fashion, flexibly replenishing active-duty units. Before the 1980s, France’s war-preparation focus was on large-scale ground warfare against the Soviet Union on the European continent, and the reserve division was the main organizational form of its reserve forces; France currently follows a strategy of limited overseas intervention, and, in order to adapt to the need for rapid deployment overseas, has begun making the regiment-level unit the main organizational form of its reserve forces, and in addition has organized large numbers of reserve sub-units charged with combat and support tasks. Britain’s reserve forces have likewise adopted a modularized, smaller-scale form of organization: the Territorial Army generally does not organize division- or brigade-level units, its basic organizational form being reserve regiments of various different purposes, and in addition it has organized large numbers of battalion-and-below combat, support, and service-support sub-units, so as to carry out modularized, corresponding replenishment.



(4) Making Use of the Reserves a Regular, Ongoing Matter

In terms of the use of the reserve forces, the United States and some NATO member countries have gradually expanded the scope within which their reserves are used, and the use of the reserves has also tended to become a regular, ongoing matter. The United States has assigned part of the functions of the active-duty forces to the reserve forces; in order to get around Congress’s restrictions on the peacetime use of the reserves, the US armed forces have generally adopted the method of substituting duty assignments for training, having more reserve units take part in non-war operations overseas, combat-support operations, and combat-service-support operations. For example, in 1995, 80% of the US forces sent to the Sinai Peninsula to carry out peacekeeping duties were drawn from the reserves; large numbers of reserve personnel also took part in the US “Sharp Guard” maritime blockade operation against the former Yugoslav region, and in “Operation Provide Promise,” which airdropped relief supplies into Bosnia. By taking these kinds of action, the United States has not only ensured that its active-duty forces can concentrate their energy on preparing to win large-scale regional conflicts, but has also given its reserve forces valuable operational experience, strengthening the reserves’ ability to conduct coordinated operations with active-duty forces. The US armed forces have proposed that, in the future, in peacetime, 70% of the Army’s combat-support and combat-service-support tasks will be drawn from the reserve forces. France has likewise formulated new principles for the use of its reserves, permitting the armed forces, in times of crisis and even in peacetime, to call up reserve personnel for active duty as needed, to undertake temporary tasks, and to take part in humanitarian operations and disaster-relief activities. Russia and some countries of the former Soviet Union have likewise, in accordance with the general principle of coping with local wars and regional conflicts, been studying and reforming the questions of how their reserve forces are developed and used.

Discussion Questions


	What are the common points in the reserve-force development thought of various countries?

	What are the differences in the reserve-force development thought of various countries?

	What are the development trends in the reserve-force development thought of various countries?









Lecture 8 — Comparison of Military Logistics Thought

So-called military logistics thought refers to the rational understanding formed in people’s minds by military logistics activity. It derives from logistics practice, and in turn guides logistics practice, and is the foundation for the formation of logistics theory and logistics science. The content of military logistics thought generally includes such basic elements as a view of logistics, a methodology of logistics, and theory concerning logistics development and logistics support. Within the system of military science, military logistics thought is an inseparable part of military thought; within the system of logistics science, military logistics thought constitutes core content of a comparatively high order. Studying and comparing the military logistics thought of various countries is of great significance for understanding the basic characteristics, laws, and development trends of military logistics.


I. Common Points in the Military Logistics Thought of a Number of Countries

Although the military logistics thought of various countries is influenced and constrained by many factors, and has many points of difference, there nonetheless remain certain basic features that are broadly similar.


(1) Logistics Holds a Position of Equal Importance to Combat Operations

The logistics thought of major Western powers such as the United States has been heavily influenced by Clausewitz’s On War and Jomini’s The Art of War. Modern and contemporary Western logistics thought has developed along two different schools of thought following these two men. Although Clausewitz correctly put forward the famous proposition that “war is nothing but the continuation of state policy by other means,” he proceeded from the idealist notion of “absolute war,” neglecting the place of logistics in military science, and treated logistics merely as a given condition for the conduct of war. Although he devoted some space to discussing logistics matters such as the provisioning of the army, operational bases, and lines of communication, he did not regard these factors as equal in importance to the other elements of war. He held that: “Physical causes and effects are only the handle of the weapon, while moral causes and effects are the precious metal, the actual blade that gives a sharp edge.”① Jomini, by contrast, was the first to raise logistics to a position ranking alongside strategy and tactics, giving it a high degree of importance. He held that “strategy is the art of directing masses upon the theater of war; tactics is the art of using troops at particular points on the battlefield; while logistics is in truth the science of war preparation, and the science that ensures the application of strategy and tactics.”② However, because France, which was deeply influenced by Jomini’s thought, suffered defeat in the Franco-Prussian War, his writings fell into neglect for a time on the European continent, and continued to be taken seriously only in the United States. The founder of American military logistics theory, Sopp, published Theoretical Logistics in 1917, putting forward a number of important ideas of modern logistics thought.

Sopp explicitly put forward the idea that logistics and combat operations are “of equal importance.” He held that “logistics work is the third independent component of war activity.” Logistics work, even if not more important than combat operations, is “at the very least equal to it.” The History of United States Army Logistics, in summarizing the historical experience of logistics, likewise explicitly puts forward the theoretical principle that logistics and combat operations are of equal importance, stating: “Strategy, tactics, and logistics are the three angles of a triangle — or, more precisely, three arcs on a single circle, with no starting point and no end point.”

After the war, and especially since the 1980s, the US armed forces have placed even greater emphasis on logistics matters. The US armed forces hold that, on the battlefield of AirLand Battle, combat in the rear area may be just as intense as in the main battle area or in the deep-attack area; once fighting begins, it becomes almost impossible to distinguish what is tactics from what is logistics. For this reason they have put forward the requirement that “combat personnel must become logistics personnel, and logistics personnel must become combat personnel.” In its research report “Military Economic Lessons of the Gulf War,” the US armed forces state: “The modern military’s dependence on logistics grows ever greater; the logistics supply line is the army’s lifeline.” At present, the US armed forces’ logistics materiel already comprises 4.2 million different items, and the tasks of procuring, storing, transporting, and supplying this materiel are extremely arduous. During the Second World War, a US infantry division consumed 530 tons of materiel per day of combat; by the time of the Gulf War this had risen to 5,300 tons. During the Gulf War, an armored division’s daily fuel consumption reached 500,000 to 750,000 gallons, nearly equal to the daily fuel consumption of the 18 divisions engaged in the Normandy landings. At present, a US armored division possesses 4,036 motor vehicles of various types, 1,706 trailers, and 121 helicopters, and the tasks of supplying fuel and performing technical maintenance are arduous and complex. In order to ensure the normal supply of materiel, a US armored division alone requires 13,468 tons of transport capacity. For this reason, the US armed forces hold that, without timely and effective logistics support, even the superbly equipped US armed forces would be unable to move a single step.

The Soviet Union likewise attached great importance to logistics work, and stressed raising the standing of logistics. The Soviet Union held that logistics and combat operations were “of equal importance,” and that “headquarters at every level (commanders) and their staffs, in drawing up campaign plans, in conducting campaign preparations, and in the course of executing a campaign, should judge and weigh the state of logistics and its support capability with the same meticulous care that they judge and weigh combat manpower and weaponry.”①

The Soviet Union’s emphasis on logistics was reflected chiefly in its organizational system for logistics and in the arrangement of logistics personnel. It held that “the experience of the Great Patriotic War demonstrates that establishing a unified, centralized logistics support system within the armed forces is one of the most important conditions for logistics to successfully carry out its tasks in the course of military operations,” and that “the foundation of this system is the principle that a senior military commander bears responsibility for the comprehensive, full, and timely materiel, transport, technical, medical, and other logistics support of subordinate units. Under conditions of public ownership of the means of production and a socialist planned economy, adopting such a system is conducive to effectively resolving the various logistics support problems of combat forces with comparatively little manpower and materiel.”② In order to establish such a highly centralized and unified logistics system, the Soviet Union carried out a thoroughgoing reform of its logistics system in the early period of the Great Patriotic War. “The main content of this reorganization was as follows: independent logistics command organs were established at the central level of the armed forces and at the front and army levels; logistics chiefs were established in units at every level throughout the armed forces and were given full authority. At the center, a Deputy People’s Commissar of Defense and a Deputy People’s Commissar of the Navy responsible for logistics work were established; at every army group and formation, a deputy commander (deputy commanding officer) for logistics was established; and a Soviet Armed Forces Logistics Command, front logistics commands, and army logistics commands were established.”③ This reform not only changed the situation in which logistics was disconnected from combat operations, and strengthened the completeness of the logistics system, but also guaranteed, at the institutional level, the important standing of logistics.

After the war, the Soviet Union essentially continued, over the long term, the logistics thought and logistics system formed during the Great Patriotic War; although some adjustments were made later, the degree of importance attached to logistics work never declined. For example, in 1953 the Soviet Union merged the Ministry of the Army and the Ministry of the Navy into a Ministry of Defense, and correspondingly established logistics organs under the Ministry of Defense — namely, the Armed Forces Main Directorate of the Rear, the Main Directorate of Armaments, the Main Directorate of Military Construction and Billeting, and the Main Directorate of Finance — the heads of the first three of which were all concurrently held by a single Deputy Minister of Defense. After Russia became independent, it essentially inherited the Soviet armed forces’ military logistics thought, and although it made certain adjustments to the logistics system, it nonetheless continued to place the logistics work of the armed forces in a position of great importance.

Countries of Western Europe likewise generally hold that the standing and role of logistics in modern high-technology warfare are growing ever more important, and that logistics has become a key factor determining the course and outcome of war. In recent years, a number of military theorists have written articles expounding the thought of “logistics equality theory,” pointing out: “In the study of war, logistics is a factor equal to strategy and tactics; logistics, strategy, and tactics are the three component parts of the art of war.” Some military experts, in discussing the relationship among the three, point out: strategy and tactics are the basis for planning combat operations, while logistics is the means for carrying out combat operations; strategy determines the objective of a campaign and the manner of achieving that objective, logistics supplies units with materiel and equipment, and tactics concretely employs combat manpower and weaponry to achieve the set objective. The scale of a strategic plan and the time by which it must be completed are determined by logistics support capability, while the organizational structure of the armed forces, the relationships among the various services, and the speed of deployment and concentration of forces and weapons must be determined in accordance with strategic and tactical views together with logistics support capability. Their conclusion is: the outcome of an offensive depends chiefly on whether the logistics support system can function in a stable, uninterrupted manner. In the early 1990s, British Marine Major General Julian Thompson, in his theoretical work The Lifeblood of War: Logistics in Armed Conflict, through an analysis of the lessons of a number of local wars since the Second World War, examined in depth the characteristics and laws of logistics support in modern local wars, and put forward the idea that logistics is the “lifeblood of war.” He held that the higher the degree of modernization of an army and the more advanced its weapons and equipment, the greater and more complex the scope of logistics work becomes, the heavier its tasks become, and the stronger the constraint that logistics places on the army’s actions becomes.



(2) Building Logistics by Relying on Economic Strength

Engels once pointed out: “The triumph of violence is based on the production of arms, and this in turn rests on production as a whole, thus… on ‘economic power,’ on the ‘economic situation,’ on the material means at the disposal of violence.” “Equipment, composition, organization, tactics and strategy depend above all on the level then attained in production and on the state of communications.”① This lays bare, at a fundamental level, the relationship between logistics and a country’s level of productive-force development. Although the level of economic development of the various major countries differs, and their logistics thought accordingly differs to some degree, treating the national economy as the foundation for building military logistics, and building logistics by relying on comprehensive national power, is nonetheless a shared requirement among them.

Since the war, the United States has continuously maintained a huge military establishment, one heavily dependent on the national economy. For this reason, the US armed forces’ guiding thought on logistics development places comparatively strong emphasis on the idea that logistics development must depend on the country’s economic strength and comprehensive national power. This is chiefly reflected in the following: (1) Treating the national economy as the material foundation of logistics support. In the early period of the Second World War, the United States, in terms of military strength, lagged far behind countries such as Germany, Britain, France, and the Soviet Union except at sea; but its industrial base was strong, its national economy developed rapidly, and its economic strength and comprehensive national power had already surpassed those of Britain, with its gross national product already the highest among the Western powers. For this reason, after the outbreak of the Pacific War, the United States was able, through mobilization and the expansion of armaments, to greatly increase its military strength within a short period of time. During the war, because US logistics had the backing of a powerful national economy, it not only supported US combat operations but also provided large quantities of material aid to its allies. After the war, the United States, relying on its powerful economic strength, has consistently maintained enormous military expenditure. Its military spending as a share of gross national product has remained persistently high, staying at around 9%; although this has declined somewhat since the end of the Cold War, it has nonetheless remained at 3% to 5%. Its annual military spending accounts for roughly one-third of total world military spending. The US armed forces invest roughly 30% of their national-defense budget in logistics development each year, which keeps them in a position of great advantage in logistics development. (2) Emphasizing the exploitation of its advantage in science and technology, and attaching importance to the application of military science and technology in logistics development. The US armed forces hold that the efficiency and reliability of logistics work depend critically on technology: “For Americans, technology is a goose that lays golden eggs; this is precisely why we possess a mighty power such as has never before existed in human history.”② In order to promote the development of military science and technology, the United States has consistently given financial support to research and development, with equipment procurement expenditure and research expenditure always accounting for a comparatively high proportion of total military spending. In 1998 its equipment procurement expenditure and research expenditure amounted to more than $90 billion, accounting for one-third of its entire military budget. Guided by this thinking that emphasizes science and technology, the US armed forces have placed particular emphasis, in logistics development, on the prompt absorption and application of various kinds of advanced science and technology. For example: the large-scale application of container transport began in the late 1950s and early 1960s, but the US armed forces had already begun using it extensively throughout the entire armed forces by the mid-1960s. In the Gulf War and the Bosnian War since the early 1990s, the US armed forces had already begun applying information technology to the practice of combat logistics support. (3) Emphasizing the development of logistics reserve forces, and following a path of coordinated development between logistics reserve forces and combat reserve forces. The US armed forces emphasize that, when a sudden incident occurs, large numbers of logistics reserve personnel from society should be urgently called up to support military operations. During the Gulf War, of the 245,000 personnel called up by the United States, roughly 70% were logistics support personnel. Of the 145,000 reserve personnel called up by the Army, the great majority were transport, medical, water-purification, civil-affairs, finance, maintenance, and engineering personnel, and, among the 75,000 reserve personnel who served in the Gulf region, 75% were logistics support personnel. Among the reserve personnel called up by the Air Force, 80% were engaged in logistics support work, undertaking the main share of the Air Force’s maintenance tasks, 42% of its strategic airlift tasks, and 33% of its aerial-refueling tasks. Of the 30,000 reserve personnel called up by the Navy, the great majority likewise performed logistics-support tasks, with medical personnel alone accounting for half of the reserve personnel called up. In summarizing the experience of the Gulf War, the US armed forces stated that these logistics reserve personnel “played an extremely important role” in ensuring the US armed forces’ victory in the Gulf War: “Without the tens of thousands of reserve and National Guard personnel who undertook combat, combat-support, and combat-service-support tasks both within and outside the combat zone, and without their outstanding contributions, it would have been impossible for the Department of Defense to achieve such success in resolving the Gulf crisis.”

The Soviet Union likewise attached great importance, in military logistics development, to relying on the country’s economic foundation. This was chiefly expressed as follows: first, making use of the advantages of a highly centralized and unified political and economic system, to build logistics from a strategic vantage point. The Soviet Union emphasized that, proceeding from the overall strategic picture, the powerful organizational strength of the socialist system should be fully utilized to build up the strategic rear area. It held that: “No country’s economy, without taking strategic needs into consideration and making the most rational use of the nation’s resources for national-defense purposes, can possibly develop [properly]. For this reason, strategic needs must be taken into account when formulating economic development plans.”① “The Communist Party has directed the entire fighting power of the Soviet armed forces, and all the material and spiritual strength of the Soviet people, toward the defense of the state. The Soviet people spare no effort of any kind in guaranteeing the needs of the armed forces.”② Guided by this thinking, the Soviet Union pursued, over the long term, a policy giving priority to the development of heavy industry and the military industry, expanding armaments production, strengthening the development of the strategic rear, and, in planned fashion, developing and building up regional production complexes and industrial hubs, thereby forming a powerful foundation of national strength. The Soviet Union treated the mobilization of the national economy and of the strength of the entire people as an important component of logistics development, emphasizing that the advantages of the socialist system in terms of moral and organizational strength should be brought fully into play, and establishing mechanisms to ensure that material strength could, in wartime, be converted into logistics support capability as swiftly and to as great an extent as possible. Second, maintaining an enormous investment of financial and material resources. The former Soviet Minister of Defense Ustinov once stated publicly that the Soviet Union would not allow any country to surpass it militarily, and that “however much money is needed, that much money will be invested.” The Soviet Union also emphasized that the development of the armed forces’ logistics must keep pace with the development of national construction. For this reason, Soviet military spending grew continually, increasing more than twofold from 1961 to 1975, and reaching $110 billion in 1985, accounting for one-third of its fiscal expenditure. After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Russia carried out a comprehensive military reform, and its military logistics theory changed correspondingly, but it essentially continued some elements of Soviet military logistics thought. Although Russian logistics has encountered many problems in the course of the economy’s transition to a market system, Russia, in order to restore its status as a great power, continues to actively raise funds for developing its military-industrial enterprises and maintaining its huge armed forces.

Japan holds that military logistics, on the one hand, provides the material foundation for combat operations, while, on the other hand, it is also constrained by the comprehensive national power the country devotes to defense. For this reason, various measures should be taken to ensure that every component of comprehensive national power contributes to strengthening logistics support capability, while at the same time the relationship between combat operations and logistics support capability must be kept in coordination. Japan further holds that military logistics can only exist when integrated with the nation’s territory and its people. For this reason, it is necessary to establish mechanisms for close cooperation with relevant organizations outside the military, to secure the active support of the citizenry, and to make maximum use of the country’s comprehensive national power.

Israel treats national defense as the country’s highest priority task, and its national economy serves as the great logistics base of the armed forces and of war. In order to bring the national-defense potential of its economy fully into play, Israel has implemented a highly centralized economic system. The government plays a central role in the economy, and, besides directly owning and operating major sectors such as railways and posts and telecommunications, it also controls many important industrial enterprises. Through its control of the economy, the state directly devotes the great bulk of its financial and material resources to national defense, in support of the armed forces’ logistics development and the logistics support of war.

The process by which the military strength of West European countries such as Britain and Germany has developed likewise reflects the characteristic of building military logistics by relying on strengthened national economic power and increased comprehensive national strength. Developing the national economy, raising the country’s comprehensive strength, and thereby promoting the development of military strength and military logistics, has become the basic thought behind military logistics development in West European countries such as Britain and Germany.



(3) Building Logistics in Accordance With the Principle of Combining Peacetime and Wartime Needs

The peacetime structure and the wartime structure of military logistics are closely related to each other, yet also differ from each other. In wartime and in peacetime, the structure of the armed forces and their requirements for logistics are not entirely the same. In peacetime, there is no need to maintain the large-scale forces, and the correspondingly large-scale logistics force, that would be needed under conditions of all-out war; the demands the armed forces place on logistics also differ markedly from those of wartime, and for this reason the logistics structure also differs accordingly. However, once war breaks out, the scale of logistics needs to expand rapidly, and, especially given the heightened element of surprise in local wars under high-technology conditions, the time available for converting the logistics structure from a peacetime to a wartime footing has correspondingly shortened; this requires that the logistics structure have the capacity to respond and adapt quickly. For this reason, countries generally hold that the design and establishment of the peacetime logistics structure should be based on wartime conditions — giving full consideration to wartime needs, while not being built entirely according to wartime needs — so that the two are kept both unified with each other and, to a certain extent, distinct from each other, allowing the logistics structure to meet both the general peacetime need to support the armed forces’ modernization and to safeguard national security, and also the need to expand rapidly on the eve of a large-scale war, so as to meet the demands of war. This requires that the logistics structure follow the principle of combining peacetime and wartime needs.

The principle of combining peacetime and wartime needs requires that the appropriate peacetime scale of the logistics force be determined in accordance with the actual circumstances of peacetime armed forces development and of possible local wars, sudden incidents, and all-out war. Logistics support materiel and weapons and equipment should be able to meet the peacetime training and combat-readiness needs of existing units, while also stockpiling the weapons and equipment needed for urgent unit organization and expansion commensurate with the possible scale of war; strategic and campaign-level reserves should be able to ensure that the needs of possible local wars are met, establishing material conditions commensurate with a certain deterrent capability, and also establishing a certain material foundation for logistics preparation for all-out war; and logistics equipment and facilities should be commensurate with the support tasks described above and matched to the development of military equipment. To this end, countries hold that implementing the principle of combining peacetime and wartime needs mainly requires doing well in the following areas:


	Organizing multiple types of logistics units. For the logistics structure to combine peacetime and wartime needs, multiple types of logistics units must be organized. The Soviet armed forces organized their Army into three types of divisions — full-strength divisions, reduced-strength divisions, and skeleton divisions — and their subordinate logistics units correspondingly took three matching forms, each of the three types accounting for one-third of the Army’s total logistics strength. The logistics forces of full-strength divisions, with only slight replenishment, could carry out their tasks and cope with urgent or comparatively minor incidents; the logistics forces of the other two types of division maintained only a certain authorized strength in peacetime, and required substantial adjustment and expansion before they could provide combat support — the logistics of such units was intended mainly to cope with larger-scale or protracted wars. The US armed forces assign logistics units that see little use in peacetime but are indispensable in wartime to the reserve forces. Once needed, after replenishment and adjustment, they can be transferred as complete organized units into active service. For example, 60% of the logistics strength needed in wartime by US forces stationed in Europe is organized within reserve units based in the continental United States; more than half of the Air Force’s airlift units are likewise organized within the reserve forces. This both reduces the peacetime burden and provides a foundation for wartime expansion.


	Fully mobilizing and making use of civilian strength and resources. Countries such as the United States, Britain, France, and Germany all have dedicated organs responsible for the peacetime and wartime use of civilian strength, and corresponding tiered forms of cooperation are established between military organs at every level and government organs at every level. For example, Germany stipulates that at the corps level (military-district headquarters), cooperation with state governments is carried out through the military district’s administrative-management department; at the division level (defense-zone headquarters), cooperation with district governments is carried out jointly with sub-units through the military district’s management department; and at the brigade/regiment level (sub-defense-zone headquarters), cooperation with county administrative-management committees is carried out through the local administrative-management office and the sub-district personnel-replenishment bureau. Any consultative body for military-civilian cooperation must include the participation of an official from the logistics administrative-management department, so as to establish a rigorous civilian logistics support system. Because of meticulous planning and thorough preparation, civilian strength and resources can be rapidly mobilized when a sudden incident occurs. Britain refers to its merchant marine as the “Fourth Service,” stipulating that a total of roughly 10,000 vessels, with a combined tonnage of 230 million registered tons, must, when needed, be mobilized in accordance with current standards within six months. During the Falklands War, for example, Britain rapidly mobilized merchant vessels, which greatly enhanced the logistics support capability of British forces. At that time the British task force had only 69 logistics vessels, of which more than 50 were merchant ships, accounting for roughly two-thirds. These requisitioned merchant ships were able to complete preparations within 3 to 5 days and accompany the fleet in operations, ensuring the combat needs of British forces stationed thousands of miles away. French military experts hold that “in future naval warfare, logistics support will play a role of the first importance, and this will depend to a great extent on merchant ships.”


	Establishing rapid mobilization mechanisms. Countries require that military logistics form a support system combining the military and civilian sectors, along with a rapid mobilization system, establishing a materiel-stockpiling system that combines military, national, local, and civilian reserves, and combines potential reserves with actual reserves; establishing a combined military-civilian system for medical care, technical-equipment maintenance, and transportation; and formulating plans for logistics expansion, to ensure the rapid conversion of the logistics structure from its peacetime form to its wartime form. Israel emphasizes: first, that the development of its industrial structure should be suited to military logistics needs. Israel’s service industries account for roughly half of the country’s labor force and produce more than half of gross national product, far higher than in economically developed countries such as France and Germany, while industrial workers account for only about one-fifth of the labor force. This kind of structure means that frequent wartime mobilization has a comparatively small impact on the national economy, and large numbers of personnel who serve the economy in peacetime can rapidly and conveniently shift to serving the war effort. Second, that towns and settlements should be established in accordance with military needs. The siting of Israeli settlements must be worked out in consultation with the military, and chosen according to military requirements. Every settlement is a fully equipped military stronghold, with complete defensive installations and logistics facilities such as hospitals and warehouses. Third, that emphasis should be placed on building a logistics mobilization system. Israel is small in territory and population, and cannot maintain a huge standing army in a state of readiness for war over the long term; its effective solution is to rely on a rapid, highly efficient system of war mobilization, and it requires that logistics mobilization be faster than the mobilization of combat troops. During the Fourth Middle East War, Israel completed the mobilization of its armed forces in only 48 hours, of which logistics mobilization took only 17 hours.







II. Differences in the Military Logistics Thought of a Number of Countries

The military logistics thought of various countries differs markedly owing to differences in national system, economic foundation, military strategy, operational principles, the scale and organizational structure of the armed forces, and military tradition, among other factors.


(1) Differing Guiding Thought

In its 1993 edition of Operations, the US armed forces state: “Successful logistics support must be both effective and highly efficient. Logistics work is successful only when it provides effective logistics support. Because resources are scarce, logistics work must be highly efficient. However, efficiency must not be allowed to compromise effectiveness; these two aspects of logistics support must be given equal consideration, so as to lay the foundation for successful logistics support.” The United States holds that logistics is the area in which the most money is spent, and also the area in which the greatest savings can be realized. In order to raise logistics efficiency, the US armed forces attach great importance to applying modern management methods in logistics management, their comparatively successful approach being the reform of the national-defense logistics system carried out in the 1960s. Before that time, the United States, relying on its powerful industrial and transport strength, followed a policy of “the more the better” in logistics support, resulting in comparatively low efficiency and serious waste. In allocating its budget, the US armed forces generally worked within the national appropriation and balanced the budget according to the expenses reported by each service, with the result that internal friction within the system exceeded overall efficiency, and local balance took the place of overall balance. To reverse this situation, in 1960 US President Kennedy appointed the business-management expert McNamara as Secretary of Defense, who introduced a series of scientific ideas and methods from modern corporate management to reform the US national-defense logistics system, achieving noticeable results. McNamara used a systems-theory perspective to reform the allocation of the national-defense budget, put forward the method of cost-effectiveness analysis, and gradually built up a comparatively complete “Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System” (PPBS). This national-defense management philosophy and model influenced every aspect of subsequent US armed forces development, including logistics development, and some of its ideas and practices continue to play a certain role even today. With regard to the military budget, the US armed forces emphasize: first, establishing top-down macro-level control. The highest decision-making level, in accordance with the tasks of the entire armed forces, puts forward basic policy proposals, which serve as the systemic framework for the entire budgetary process, placing all the services within a single plan and requiring them to make their respective choices in accordance with the comprehensive indicators put forward by the overall national-defense systemic policy. Second, strengthening horizontal coordination among the services. In the procedure by which the US armed forces allocate military spending, each service is strictly placed within a single system; they must coordinate not only vertically but also horizontally, and the Department of Defense generally does not accept proposals that have not been coordinated in advance. For example, should the Air Force propose increasing or decreasing its airlift capacity, that proposal must be submitted to the Army for consultation, because the Army makes use of airlift aircraft; it must also be referred to the Navy for coordination, because it may affect demand for sealift; and it must also be submitted to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for review. Third, emphasizing cost-effectiveness analysis. The US armed forces hold that, through cost-effectiveness analysis, they can exclude plans that are incommensurate with military spending. This reform of the US armed forces greatly raised the efficiency of national-defense spending, injected vitality into the mechanisms of military logistics, and had a profound influence on logistics development, being carried forward and further developed in subsequent military logistics development.

Having summarized the experience of the Gulf War, the US armed forces point out that future high-technology wars will be omnidirectional, full-depth, three-dimensional wars, with frequent movement of forces, and that logistics’ mobile support capability will directly affect the outcome of operations. “The test that modern war poses to logistics is no longer whether it has stockpiled large quantities of materiel, but rather whether it can provide various kinds of support to the theater of operations in a timely and effective manner.”① At present, with the rapid development of information technology, the large-scale application on the battlefield of informatized equipment such as computers and communications satellites, and the establishment of various computer networks, logistics personnel now genuinely possess the capability to raise the effectiveness of military logistics. The research the US armed forces have already undertaken into “in-transit visibility” and “total asset visibility” will greatly increase battlefield transparency, and will bring about fundamental changes in the guiding thought and regulations governing future logistics support. The US armed forces emphasize that logistics should begin with the execution of force projection, establishing an entirely new supply system that delivers various kinds of supplies in a timely manner, so as to meet the operational needs of every type of unit. This will help confine logistics support forces to the quantity actually needed for support on the spot, thereby melting away the logistics “snowball.” The “just-in-time supply system” that the US Army currently implements for certain materiel support is an embodiment of this thinking, which emphasizes raising the effectiveness and efficiency of military logistics support. Under this system, large stockpiled reserves are eliminated, and various supply items are produced and delivered precisely according to the time they will be used, with the result that, to the extent possible, users receive the newest and most suitable materiel.

While the Soviet Union emphasized the efficiency of logistics support, it placed even greater emphasis on the accumulation of logistics support strength, and attached importance to the stockpiling of logistics materiel. In the entry “Military Logistics” in the Soviet Military Encyclopedia, nine main tasks of logistics are listed, the first of which is “constantly maintaining a certain quantity of materiel reserves within the armed forces, and providing uninterrupted supply to units in accordance with prescribed standards.” The Soviet Union held that pre-establishing materiel reserves played a major role in supporting the operations of units in the early stage of a war. The Soviet armed forces’ materiel reserves were divided into four major categories, namely: state reserves (established and held by the government), strategic reserves (established and held by the high command), emergency reserves (established and held respectively by military districts, fronts, army groups, and divisions and other units at every level), and mobilization reserves (used to make up for losses in units’ early-stage combat operations, with their quantity and location determined according to possible wartime needs). In the mid-1980s the Soviet Union made comparatively major adjustments to its military strategy, and the guiding thought behind logistics development likewise changed considerably, moving away from the previous insufficient attention to efficiency, and abandoning the practice of “spending as much money as national defense needs.”

In the 1990s, Russia carried out a series of military reforms, and, in its reforms in the field of military logistics, sought to break through traditional fixed patterns of thinking and old support models, and to establish an economically rational military logistics support system suited to the development of a market economy, so as to raise the quality and efficiency of materiel and technical-equipment supply and financial management, and ensure that the needs of a modernized army, in both combat operations and peacetime supply, would be met. The Russian armed forces hold: first, that administrative-management boundaries must be broken down, and integrated joint logistics support implemented. To this end, the Russian armed forces established an inter-departmental coordinating committee within the Ministry of Defense, in order to change the previous situation of overlapping logistics support organs, duplicated facility construction, personnel whose talents went unused, materiel not put to full use, and serious waste. Second, that a competitive mechanism must be introduced, implementing a bidding system for military-supply procurement orders. In the past, under the influence of the Soviet Union’s state planned economy, the Russian armed forces adopted a mandatory, plan-based approach to the supply of military goods such as instruments, uniforms and equipment, and fuel; because the channels were singular and lacked competition, neither the timeliness nor the quality of supply could be guaranteed, and units often suffered enormous losses as a result. For this reason, in April 1997 Russian President Yeltsin signed Presidential Decree No. 305, concerning the implementation of an open bidding system for military-supply procurement orders, introducing competitive bidding under market-economy conditions into the armed forces, and bringing about a major change in the military’s ordering mechanism. Third, that the commercial enterprises attached to the armed forces must undergo joint-stock and privatization reform. In the early period after Russia’s re-founding, state-owned enterprises underwent large-scale privatization and joint-stock reform, but the commercial enterprises attached to the Russian armed forces retained their state-owned character and their traditional planned-economy operating model. In July 1997, as the military reform was fully launched, Russia issued a presidential decree “On Measures for Implementing the Joint-Stock and Privatization Reform of Commercial Enterprises Attached to the Armed Forces,” and the armed forces began carrying out joint-stock and privatization reform of their commercial enterprises. Fourth, that macro-level control over and supervision of national-defense appropriations must be strengthened. The Russian armed forces hold that, because of Russia’s complex economic situation, the state will find it difficult, over the next few years, to allocate more funds for national-defense development, and that national-defense spending can only be maintained at around 3.5% of gross domestic product. In order to ensure that existing funds are used effectively, the Russian government and armed forces should adopt forceful measures, strengthening the State Duma’s macro-level control over and supervision of the use of national-defense appropriations; reasonable allocation and effective use of limited national-defense funds should be made, preventing the various departments in charge from scrambling over the national-defense budget; a new budgetary classification method should be formulated, making clear the macro-level direction of funds and increasing the transparency of fund use, so as to fundamentally resolve the problems of departmentalism, misallocation of funds, and low efficiency in the use of funds; the military districts’ unified management of financial work should be strengthened, so as to raise work efficiency, reduce the links through which funds circulate, shorten the time it takes for funds to reach units, and raise logistics efficiency. Fifth, that military equipment and facilities should be used to develop markets and expand sources of funding, putting an increasing amount of currently idle military equipment onto the market and seeking out ways of generating revenue.



(2) Differing Command Systems

Countries throughout the world all attach great importance to the question of the organization and command of military logistics, and treat it as an important component of theoretical research, though the degree of emphasis and importance given to it is not entirely the same. On the whole, with regard to the organization and command of logistics, the Soviet armed forces placed greater emphasis on centralization and unity and on the “one-man management” system, while Western countries such as the United States, Britain, and Japan place greater emphasis on a system combining unified oversight with decentralized responsibility, and combining upper-level unity with lower-level decentralization.

Among the Soviet armed forces’ principles for the organization and command of logistics, centralization and unity was one of the most important principles. This was chiefly expressed as follows: (1) Establishing a centralized, unified logistics leadership system and logistics support system. The Soviet armed forces held that establishing a centralized, unified logistics support system was one of the most important conditions for logistics to successfully complete its tasks in the course of military operations; “organizing logistics command proceeding from the whole,” that is, “unifying all logistics support duties within a single command system,” was “an extremely important principle.”① The Soviet Union established its logistics organizational leadership system in accordance with this principle. The highest leadership organ of Soviet logistics was the Ministry of Defense’s Main Directorate of the Rear (from 1958 onward, the post of head of the Soviet armed forces’ Main Directorate of the Rear was held concurrently by a Deputy Minister of Defense). Although the Soviet Main Directorate of the Rear did not directly, or did not entirely directly, control certain support items, it bore overall responsibility, horizontally, for the leadership, organization, implementation, and coordination of logistics support for the entire armed forces on matters concerning the command of the rear area. Under the Soviet armed forces’ centralized, unified command system for logistics, in wartime the logistics chief at every level had authority over all service branches involved in rear-area supply. For example, any major question involving the mobilization of manpower or material resources across the entire country was decided by the Defense Council and carried out through the General Staff’s Main Directorate of the Rear; the Main Directorate of the Rear held the authority to centrally manage the manpower and material resources of the entire armed forces’ logistics, and, in accordance with strategic and campaign plans, ensured priorities and centrally allocated materiel reserves among the various army groups. (2) Establishing the post and authority of the logistics commanding officer. In order to ensure the centralized, unified command of logistics, the Soviet armed forces established the post of deputy commander for logistics as early as 1943, in the early stage of the Soviet-German War, and conferred on the logistics commanding officer a comparatively high standing within the unit and heavy leadership responsibility. It was required that “the unified command of the commander (commanding officer) must be closely combined with the initiative exercised by the deputy commander for logistics (deputy commanding officer), the logistics chief of staff, the chiefs of the various arms of service, specialist troops, and support services, and all officers of the logistics command organs at every level, in carrying out the commander’s (commanding officer’s) decisions. The commander (commanding officer) makes decisions only on the most important questions of logistics support. The deputy commander for logistics (deputy commanding officer), the logistics chief of staff, and the chiefs of the various arms of service, specialist troops, and support services, within the authority prescribed by law, regulations, and the orders of superior officers, directly handle the concrete problems of the unit’s logistics support within the scope of their own duties and assigned tasks.”① It was further emphasized: “The deputy commander for logistics, the chiefs of the various arms of service, specialist units, and support services, in accordance with the decisions and instructions of the commander (commanding officer), directly organize and lead the unit’s logistics support. Leadership authority over logistics support is concentrated in the hands of the deputy commander for logistics,” and “the deputy commander for logistics is the principal organizer of the unit’s logistics and of technical support services related to logistics; he is responsible for the overall preparation of logistics, for units’ support work, and for logistics command.”② These important measures adopted by the Soviet armed forces played an enormous role in enabling military logistics to complete large numbers of complex logistics support tasks during the Soviet-German War. For this reason, after the war this system was fully affirmed and continued to be followed. In 1988, Golushko, First Deputy Chief of the Soviet armed forces’ Main Directorate of the Rear and Chief of Staff of the Logistics Command, pointed out that the deputy-commander-for-logistics system was an effective system that had to be upheld. He further stated: “Practice has shown that replacing the post of deputy commander for logistics with a logistics-chief post both lowers the rank of the post and, in actual fact, diminishes the role of logistics itself.”

The Russian armed forces hold that, because modern warfare consumes enormous quantities of materiel, and logistics work covers a broad range and involves complex organizational work, centralized, unified command and management of logistics is therefore especially important. The Russian armed forces also hold that the essence of the principle of centralization and unity lies, first, in concentrating logistics manpower and material resources so as to give priority support to units on the main direction of operations, and second, in ensuring the coordinated action of logistics units and organs, so as to provide effective support to combat units.

The logistics command principles of the US armed forces differ from those of the Soviet and Russian armed forces: they do not advocate a high degree of centralized unity, but they likewise oppose excessive decentralization, adopting instead a logistics command system that combines unity with decentralization. On this point, Henry E. Eccles, author of the American work Logistics in the National Defense, once offered the following analysis: “There are two basic concepts as to how the supreme military command should be exercised. The British stand at one extreme. They believe that unity of action in the field can be adequately achieved through ‘cooperation’ alone. They also believe that the forces of each service (almost at every level) should be commanded independently. The German concept of the ‘Supreme Commander’ stands at the other extreme. According to their concept, there should be only one commander-in-chief for the entire nation, endowed by the head of state with complete authority.” “Between these two extremes, the current American concept of command appears to rest fairly well on a position of overall balance. The United States practices the principle of ‘unified command,’ meaning that, in joint operations, the actions of forces of every service are placed under the unified command and coordination of a single officer. He generally exercises his command through the commanding officers of the forces of the various services. At the level of the supreme military command, unified command is exercised by the civilian Secretary of Defense. He is advised by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and exercises his authority through the Joint Chiefs of Staff. This command system quite explicitly rules out the possibility of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff acting as commander-in-chief of the entire armed forces or as chief of staff.”① The premise underlying this principle is: “Cooperation alone is not enough to guarantee unity of action; in an emergency there will be a lack of a clear authority to make the final decision. A single chief of staff or ‘commander-in-chief’ can hardly avoid becoming the slave of a rigid, ossified strategy.”② It can be seen that, in their organizational and command principles, the US armed forces neither advocate a high degree of centralization nor oppose excessive decentralization, but instead strive to achieve a command system that combines unity with decentralization. This is also clearly reflected in the organizational structure of logistics. A distinguishing feature of the US armed forces’ logistics organizational structure is “decentralization at the top, unity at the bottom.” So-called “decentralization at the top” means that, at the headquarters level, there is no unified Main Directorate of the Rear such as the Soviet armed forces had; instead, logistics is divided into three major systems: the Office of the Secretary of Defense system, the service-department system, and the logistics operational-command system.

The Office of the Secretary of Defense system is headed by the highest logistics official — the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower, Reserve Affairs and Logistics (a civilian) — who is mainly responsible for coordinating the work of the Department of Defense, the Assistant Secretary for Health Affairs, and the Assistant Secretary for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, and for formulating the policy, guidelines, budget, plans, and programs for logistics across the entire armed forces (including procurement, research and development, engineering design, supply, transportation, maintenance, medical services, and so on), and directly manages the Defense Logistics Agency, which falls under the Department of Defense. This agency is responsible for the unified procurement and supply of materiel used in common by all three services.

The service-department system consists of the Department of the Army, the Department of the Navy, and the Department of the Air Force, and their respective staffs. The service departments have no operational command authority; they are responsible only for the administrative management, training and education, military scientific research, weapons and equipment, and logistics support of their own service — the so-called “force-provider system.” Each of the three service departments and their staffs has an assistant secretary and a deputy chief of staff dedicated to logistics — for example, the Army’s Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics is responsible for formulating relevant policy for Army logistics, determining logistics objectives and overseeing their implementation, determining manpower, material, and financial needs and allocating them in order of priority, and formulating long-term and contingency plans, among other duties. The service departments have no unified logistics management organ, but instead maintain separate departments of equal standing, such as the Surgeon General’s Office, the Military Traffic Management Command, and the Materiel Research and Supply Department.

The logistics operational-command system is under the unified responsibility of the Joint Chiefs of Staff — that is, logistics support for units’ combat operations is planned and organized through the staffs of the three service departments and of units at every level, together with the deputy chiefs of staff in charge of logistics. Under the Joint Chiefs of Staff there is a logistics department responsible for related concrete work. It exercises direct command through the deputy chiefs of staff of the three services and their staff organs, and exercises command over logistics in overseas theaters of operations through the theater’s deputy chief of staff for logistics and his staff organs. From the theater level down through the corps and division levels, there are commanding officers and staff organs responsible for the unified organization and management of all logistics support work. For example, at the corps and division levels, there is a deputy chief of staff for logistics and a logistics support department, responsible for the organization and command of logistics, integrating materiel supply, transportation support, medical support, and financial support into a single whole.

Viewed from the standpoint of logistics command, this logistics organizational structure of the US armed forces is clearly less centralized and unified overall than that of the Soviet armed forces. This is especially true at the upper levels, where there are many lines of leadership and the organizational structure is complex, which is not conducive to unified organization and command. However, looking at the logistics organs at every level below the theater level, this structure overcomes the shortcomings of excessive decentralization, forming a unified organization and command. In terms of logistics command personnel, the US armed forces resemble the Soviet armed forces, in that the deputy chief of staff for logistics is responsible for logistics command, which is conducive to resolving the problem of close coordination between combat operations and logistics. However, in terms of the authority of the logistics commanding officer, the US deputy chief of staff for logistics clearly has less authority than the Soviet deputy commander (deputy commanding officer) for logistics. In the logistics regulations of the US armed forces, emphasis is generally placed on the responsibility of the military commanding officer for logistics, while the authority of the logistics commanding officer is only generally provided for. For example, the US Army field manual Combat Service Support stipulates: “The corps commander is responsible for the supply of corps-organic units, and provides supply to other units in accordance with instructions from higher headquarters; he carries out his supply responsibilities through the corps support command.” The responsibilities of the chief of the support command are stipulated as follows: “The chief of the corps support command is responsible to the corps commander, provides general support supply to corps-organic units, and provides direct supply to non-divisional units. He is chiefly responsible for planning and carrying out the logistics support tasks prescribed by higher authority. In fulfilling this responsibility, he must coordinate closely with the corps staff’s assistant chief of staff for operations and training and the assistant chief of staff for logistics.”① There is, however, no clear provision regarding the responsibility and authority of the deputy chief of staff for logistics. It can thus be seen that, whether in terms of logistics organizational structure or in terms of logistics command authority, the US armed forces have not achieved the same high degree of centralization and unity as the Soviet armed forces.

The British armed forces attach great importance to the unified leadership and coordination of logistics across the three services, while also emphasizing that full play should be given to the role of each service’s own logistics organs. The British armed forces have no organ commanding the logistics work of the entire armed forces, but at the upper level there are a number of departments responsible for various aspects of logistics work, including: the “Joint Munitions Production Staff,” the “Defence Technical Equipment Research Committee,” the “Principal Administrative Officers’ Committee,” the “Defence Transport Coordinating Committee,” the “Joint War Transport Coordinating Committee,” the “Joint Labour Committee,” the “Joint Local Resources Committee,” and the “Joint Purchasing Committee,” among other bodies. For this reason, the British armed forces emphasize that, under the organizational coordination of the above bodies, the Army Department, the Navy Department, and the Air Force Department carry out logistics support for the entire armed forces through their own respective logistics organizational structures. In recent years, with the development of science and technology and the rising degree of modernization of command, the British armed forces have placed greater emphasis on organizing logistics by service, giving prominence to the logistics development of each individual service. The Defence Council decides only broad policy on logistics support, while the concrete work is the responsibility of the three service departments, which has strengthened the targeted relevance of logistics development and logistics support, and raised the efficiency of military logistics.

The Japanese armed forces do not require centralized, unified leadership over the logistics support of the entire armed forces; at the central level, there is no established logistics command organ exercising unified control over the logistics support of all three services; instead, the relevant functional departments of the Defense Agency each undertake different logistics support tasks. Logistics business departments directly under the Defense Agency (including the Implementation Headquarters, the Defense Facilities Administration Agency, the Central Hospital, and the like) are responsible for handling logistics business common to all three services; each service likewise has no unified logistics department, but establishes logistics leadership organs and logistics business units within its own staff, according to its own particular circumstances.



(3) Differing Support Principles

With regard to the principles of logistics support, some countries emphasize sustained support, while others place greater emphasis on rapid support. There is a clear difference between the US and Soviet armed forces on this point: the guiding principle of US logistics support is centered on sustained support, while that of the Soviet armed forces was centered on rapid support.

The sustained-support capability the US armed forces emphasize “refers to the capability to ensure that combat units and their equipment can carry out combat missions without interruption after the outbreak of hostilities,” and “it requires logistics personnel to be able to replenish battlefield consumption no matter how intense or prolonged the fighting may be.”① The US armed forces’ 1986 edition of Operations states: “Sustained support capability is one of the component elements of a unit’s combat power; for today’s US Army, this capability is more important than ever before. Whether in high-intensity, medium-intensity, or low-intensity war, the sustained support capability of logistics is a decisive factor in victory or defeat. Whether at the campaign level or the tactical level, sustained support is the key to victory.” The 1993 edition of the US armed forces’ Operations, in discussing sustained support, states: “In the course of combat operations, units committed to battle must receive uninterrupted supply and service support, in order to maintain their combat strength and responsiveness. The uninterrupted nature of service support is the lifeblood of combat operations at every level.” The US armed forces place such emphasis on sustained support that the department of the US Army Command and General Staff College responsible for teaching AirLand Battle logistics has been renamed the “Department of Sustainment and Resource Management.” The objective the US armed forces have set with regard to sustained support is: “In any kind of conflict, the logistics support possessed by US conventional forces must be sufficient to enable them to win the initial battle and achieve final victory.” Emphasizing sustained logistics support has been a consistent thread in US thinking. As early as the 1950s, the book Logistics in the National Defense put forward the idea that: “The end result of logistics is to support forces in combat on the battlefield, and logistics is thus entirely subject to the influence and control of military authority and military operations; the standard for evaluating this aspect of logistics work is whether it ensures the effectiveness with which the army continues to fight the enemy.”

Sustained support has become the core issue of US logistics support chiefly because of America’s global strategy, its geographic position, and the fact that US forces conduct operations overseas, far from their homeland. Former US Secretary of Defense Weinberger once said: “In some respects, the United States is like an island, surrounded on both sides by oceans that separate us from our allies in Europe, Latin America, and Asia by thousands of miles; we must not only provide assistance to allies in remote corners of the world, but we ourselves also require large quantities of highly consumed materiel to be transported from distant regions.”① For this reason, the problem of how to provide timely, uninterrupted logistics support becomes especially prominent. Americans hold that “sustained support capability is precisely a unit’s sustained combat capability,” and for this reason sustained logistics support capability has become a key problem that must be resolved at every level from the strategic to the tactical.

The Soviet armed forces’ logistics support principles also included elements of sustained support, but the core they emphasized was rapid support. The Soviet armed forces’ requirements for logistics were: a high degree of speed, flexibility, and mobility; the ability to move and redeploy rapidly just like combat units; and the ability to carry out materiel support, technical support, and medical support under any circumstances.

That the Soviet armed forces made rapid support the core of their logistics support principles was determined by their operational thought and characteristics. The Soviet Union was a continental power, and high-speed offense was its consistent operational thought. That the Soviet armed forces emphasized high-speed offense was, apart from being influenced by traditional military thought, mainly due to the following reasons: first, they held that under modern conditions the mobility of armed forces had greatly increased, the tempo of combat had quickened, and the time factor had become an extremely precious element of war that could not be compensated for once lost. Second, they held that the speed of an offensive was directly proportional to the increase in offensive strength and to the winning of victory. A high-speed offensive could prevent the enemy from judging one’s own intentions, denying the enemy the time to alter its dispositions and organize new defenses, thereby thoroughly destroying the enemy’s defensive system. Third, a high-speed offensive could reduce casualties and losses. According to Soviet statistics, when the average daily rate of advance of armored units was 25 to 50 kilometers, their casualties and losses were only about 30% to 50% of what they were at a rate of 4 to 10 kilometers; high speed could both ensure that offensive objectives were achieved and save ammunition and fuel compared with prolonged combat operations. Fourth, because the Soviet armed forces had achieved mechanization, armorization, and automation, vehicles centered on main battle tanks, infantry fighting vehicles, and self-propelled artillery, mobility had greatly increased, and this gave them the conditions for carrying out high-speed offensives. The high speed the Soviet armed forces emphasized was expressed in two respects: form and content. In terms of form, it was expressed in campaign-level movement indicators: campaign-level army groups were required to advance at a rate of 80 to 100 kilometers per day and night under nuclear conditions, and 40 to 60 kilometers under conventional conditions. In terms of content, it included mobility, surprise, and continuity, striving to form the most favorable disposition of forces and weapons and the most favorable posture for victory in the shortest possible time. This Soviet requirement for high speed determined that logistics support had to be centered on rapidity, so as to meet the needs of combat operations.

In order to meet the requirement of rapid support, the Soviet armed forces placed particular emphasis on the mobility and flexibility of logistics, and guaranteed this in their organizational structure. The Soviet armed forces’ logistics organs and units emphasized, in their organizational structure, being “heavy at the top, light at the bottom.” The Soviet armed forces held that, under modern conditions, field units at every level bore heavy combat tasks, conducted highly mobile operations, faced rapidly changing battlefield situations, and consumed large quantities of combat materiel, and therefore had to have a reliable logistics entity to ensure uninterrupted materiel supply; and that this kind of organic logistics should be “heavy at the top, light at the bottom” — that is, the logistics of the division and regiment levels should be kept lean and efficient, while the logistics of the front and army-group levels should be comparatively large, so as to ensure that division- and regiment-level combat units possessed strong mobility, with sustained support instead resolved through the method of superior echelons forwarding supplies to subordinate echelons.

In order to raise the rapid-support capability of logistics, the Soviet armed forces attached great importance to improving logistics technical equipment. They held that equipping logistics with more complete mobile equipment and mechanized, automated operating apparatus, and replacing cumbersome standard-issue coupling equipment, apparatus, and gear with lightweight coupling devices, equipment, and gear, was a clear trend in the development of logistics equipment. After the 1970s, Soviet logistics achieved full motorization throughout, and its ground mobility capability was at least equal to or greater than that of the US armed forces, laying the foundation for the implementation of rapid support; it achieved standardized packaging and comprehensive mechanization of loading and unloading operations, eliminating weak links in the implementation of rapid support; and Soviet logistics was also adept at developing, according to its own needs, distinctive logistics equipment of world-leading standard — such as pipe-laying machines, mobile bakery vehicles mounted on marching vehicles, and forward casualty-evacuation vehicles — items that Western armed forces did not possess, creating favorable conditions for rapid support. For this reason, Soviet logistics became a powerful pillar supporting its armed forces’ high-speed offensive operations.




III. Development Trends in Military Logistics Thought

With the deepening development of the revolution in military affairs, the military sphere — and especially the sphere of military logistics — has begun to undergo a military business revolution. A military business revolution refers to the adoption, within the military sphere, of the corresponding technologies and management methods of the business world, the introduction of competitive mechanisms, and an emphasis on investment returns. Its essential points include: first, high investment for high returns — that is, increasing the financial investment in personnel and weapons and equipment while appropriately reducing the quantity of personnel and weapons and equipment, thereby lowering overall costs; second, investment that gives consideration both to present needs and to long-term development, overcoming short-term behavior in military development; third, managing the armed forces, and especially logistics support work, through business practices; and fourth, the armed forces no longer forming a self-contained, closed system, but instead relying fully on the support of other departments of the state, with military procurement relying on the various new technologies already matured in the commercial sphere, and logistics support relying on the strength of society, and so on. Driven by the revolution in military affairs and the military business revolution, the military logistics thought of various countries is also undergoing, or is about to undergo, a number of new changes.

Taking the United States as an example, these changes are chiefly expressed as follows:


(1) Focused Logistics

Focused logistics is an entirely new logistics theory put forward by the US armed forces in recent years. Its main point is to fuse together information, logistics, and transportation, so as to respond rapidly to a crisis — that is, to be able to track and redirect various kinds of assets, including materiel in transit, and to deliver, directly to the strategic, campaign, and tactical levels of a military operation, appropriately organized supporting logistics forces and sustainment forces, so that the joint force of the future becomes more mobile and more versatile, and capable of being projected from anywhere in the world. The six principles of focused logistics are: information fusion, multinational logistics, joint theater logistics command and control, joint medical support, flexible infrastructure, and joint deployment and rapid forwarding.

The US armed forces hold that the effects of focused logistics chiefly include the following points: first, it will have a positive effect on the quality of life of support personnel by greatly improving their working environment — for example, developing computer-assisted training, increasing the use of more feasible modeling and simulation, developing the latest decision-making tools, raising the level of medical support, raising the visibility of assets, and using better smart-card technology, among other things. Second, the logistics structure will become more rational. The scale will be streamlined, while, in the logistics command and control and battlefield materiel distribution and other important areas, substantive progress will be achieved. Third, in order to keep pace with the rapid development of other military theory, logistics regulations and doctrine will be further revised and refined, so as to adapt to the need for rapid development, and to provide guidance for traditional and developing support forces. Fourth, the Focused Logistics Campaign Plan will be able to provide combatant commands and service headquarters with the joint-logistics issues of greatest concern in the course of evaluating operational capability, and will also provide logistics personnel with brief assessments of important issues, and can play a guiding role when combatant commands and service headquarters formulate and review their own strategic logistics plans.

At present, the US armed forces are formulating a Focused Logistics Campaign Plan, whose main purpose is to raise the initiative of joint-logistics support and to improve the level of support for combat forces. The US armed forces hold that focused logistics draws its information chiefly from the processes of “Joint Warfighting Capability Assessment” and “Monthly Joint Readiness Review.” Through assessment and review, units and service headquarters can identify logistics support problems that have an adverse effect on their operational capability. Carrying out the Joint Warfighting Capability Assessment and the Monthly Joint Readiness Review can both save funds and raise the level of support for operational departments at every level, and can play a positive role in achieving the goal of rapid global deployment. The formulation of the Focused Logistics Campaign Plan, besides being influenced by these two key elements — the Joint Warfighting Capability Assessment and the Monthly Joint Readiness Review — must also be based on the National Military Strategy, the Joint Strategy Review, Joint Vision 2010, and other such documents.



(2) Precision Logistics

With the widespread application of information technology centered on computer technology, the concept of “precision logistics” has gradually come to receive widespread attention. The military logistics community of the major Western powers holds that future logistics support will maintain a more precise balance between “timeliness” and “the right quantity.” The US armed forces hold that the concept of “precision logistics” is one of the important measures for reform and innovation in logistics, its purpose being to reduce inventory, shrink the logistics footprint, and provide units with more rapid, more responsive support; and to control the growth of operating and maintenance expenditure, using the funds saved for the modernization of weapons and equipment.

The US armed forces hold that “precision logistics” can be achieved only through information technology. Automated information technology must be integrated into the procurement process, achieving visibility of global assets across their entire life cycle, and, on this foundation, a global combat support system must be established, providing timely and appropriately sized comprehensive support to the entire network from the source of supply to the point of demand. The global combat support system can, at any time and any place, access important logistics data through computers, providing military operations and logistics personnel at the strategic, campaign, and tactical levels with visibility of urgently needed scarce resources — including visibility of scarce resources at factories and wholesale points, in transit to and from the theater of operations, and stockpiled by units both within and outside the theater — thereby producing a qualitative leap in the effectiveness and efficiency of logistics support.

In order to achieve precision logistics, automated identification technology must be widely applied — for example, using barcode technology, or embedding electronic tags and label-type chips capable of acquiring transport location information into logistics materiel, so that this information can be fed into the computer network. For example, if a particular crate of materiel in transit is urgently needed on a temporary basis, the operations center can immediately determine which vehicle the crate is loaded on and notify the driver to change the original destination, and the driver, relying on an in-vehicle electronic map, can comparatively easily find the route to the new destination.

Implementing precision logistics also requires resolving the problem of shortening the time from request to delivery. Implementing a “direct-delivery plan,” under which external organizations — such as private enterprises — take on responsibility for materiel inventory management, is an effective way of resolving this problem. At present, roughly 4,000 kinds of “bulk”-supplied consumable materiel used by the US armed forces have already been turned over entirely to the Defense Logistics Agency or to private enterprises for management, but all information regarding this materiel has been stored entirely in the computer network, so that it can be rapidly called up when needed and delivered directly to the designated location by the supplier. This makes it possible both to precisely track the entire process of logistics materiel supply, providing timely support for units’ needs, and to eliminate the trouble of expiration dates and the need to hand over expired goods, achieving savings in both manpower and money.



(3) Agile Logistics

The US armed forces’ “agile logistics” thought developed out of their “lean logistics” thought. “Lean logistics” is a logistics support concept the US armed forces began implementing in 1994, referring to the ability of a deployed unit to meet its own needs by relying on the agile response of the logistics system rather than on large stockpiles of spare parts. “Lean logistics” requires making use of the capabilities of both transport contractors and military transport departments, to move equipment and materiel rapidly from the point of origin to the battlefield. It also requires a thorough transformation of rear-area repair procedures, so as to make them more agile and reliable in their response, while at the same time reducing the expense of rear-area operations.

“Agile logistics” refers to providing combat forces and their commanding officers with a faster, farther-reaching, more flexible global logistics system. It can achieve savings in funds and manpower at every link, and reduce delays in transportation, saving time. “Agile logistics” is a new development in the US armed forces’ strategic logistics thought. Its main points include the following: first, shortening logistics response time; second, forming a tightly linked logistics system; and third, streamlining logistics infrastructure.

Shortening logistics response time refers to developing from a supply-based system toward a transportation-based system, so as to make full use of the flexibility and relatively low cost that transportation has compared with large-scale inventory, without needing the costly investment that large-scale inventory entails. The US armed forces hold that, relying on current and future technology, it is possible to order spare parts almost “in real time,” with efficient, freely selectable commercial and military transport means, so that there is no need to build up large inventories. At the same time, they hold that it is also necessary to shorten the cycle time for repairing spare parts and returning them to the battlefield.

Forming a tightly linked logistics system means that information and materiel must be able to flow freely among all logistics functions, between combat units and support units, from repair shops at the bottom all the way up to theater headquarters at the top. A tightly linked system enables logistics managers and users to have strong visibility, allowing them to “see” assets on the supply line, respond rapidly to logistics bottlenecks, and reduce the “fog of war” for suppliers, and especially for users.

Streamlining logistics infrastructure means replacing many field-level intermediate maintenance capabilities with a centralized, US-homeland-based repair and distribution system that has clear timelines and a faster response. The overall effect of doing so is to reduce the number of support personnel and equipment needed when units deploy, to maximize strategic transport capacity, to achieve significant cost savings, and also to reduce the number of targets exposed to enemy firepower.



(4) Smart Logistics

Establishing “smart logistics” is one of the US armed forces’ logistics reform plans. The US armed forces hold that military infrastructure is too large in scale, accounting for a comparatively large proportion of the total military budget. For this reason, the US armed forces have proposed establishing the concept of smart logistics. Its purpose is to cut support personnel, consolidate bases, and simplify support procedures — especially in the area of maintenance, where it seeks to achieve shared and integrated maintenance facilities — so as to achieve substantial savings.

In order to implement the “smart logistics” reform plan, the US armed forces have begun testing and gradually promoting 17 sub-projects, including “Smart Card,” “Smart Ship,” and “Smart Web.” The “Smart Card” project aims to introduce into the business world the concept of a “cashless, paperless society.” At present the card is still used only as a cash card: like a credit card, the cardholder can use it to purchase small items from automatic vending machines at shipboard stores. The next step will be to load the cardholder’s blood type and other medical data onto the card, and eventually to input a complete set of medical and dental records and personnel-file information, so that when a person is transferred to a new unit they will not need to go through various formalities at every administrative office, but need only insert the “smart card” into the computer at the check-in desk to complete all reporting formalities. “Smart Web” is a kind of automated office local-area network capable of transmitting text, voice, and video data over long distances. Every “smart logistics” sub-project relies on the “Smart Web” for support. For example, using the “micro-purchase electronic data interchange system,” one can order and pay for office supplies and other small items. For handling technical manuals or documents, users can make online, on-demand copies and download files, and, with authorization, insert or modify content. This eliminates the need to destroy outdated technical documents, and even saves the trouble of producing and distributing documents. In addition, barcode technology can also be used to automatically track materiel in storage or supplies in transit, and so on. The US armed forces hold that, although the savings from any single “smart logistics” sub-project may not appear very significant in the short term, the combined savings will be considerable, and sustained effort over the long term will yield major results.



(5) Civilian-Strength Logistics

With the development of science and technology and of armed forces modernization, the logistics support of the armed forces of various countries is increasingly displaying a trend toward socialization, gradually penetrating into every area of military logistics. In recent years, the US armed forces have put forward the concept of “civilian-strength logistics,” and have, to this end, formulated a plan for “using civilian strength to strengthen military logistics.” The Russian armed forces hold that military logistics is in fact a special sector of the national economy, one that produces little or no material product but instead provides logistics support to the armed forces, performing a non-military function. For this reason, they have proposed transferring the unified logistics support system to the Federal Ministry of Economy, or making it a government department, or making it an independent, cross-departmental national body subordinate to the President, and demilitarizing it. The Japanese armed forces hold: “In the logistics support system, a structure in which military strength takes the leading role and local (civilian) strength plays a supporting role finds it difficult to meet the needs of a ‘short-term, large-scale war of attrition’; for this reason, it is becoming increasingly important to make broad, active use of the strong logistics support capability of local (civilian) society, and to establish a logistics support system for supply, maintenance, recovery, transport, medical services, and the like whose main body is local (civilian) strength.” The German armed forces hold that civilian support is the second leg of military logistics support, and that the great majority of the armed forces’ maintenance tasks should be carried out by civilian sources, and it is possible to consider handing over the entire peacetime ordering of equipment, materiel, and gear to suppliers. It can thus be seen that the socialization of foreign armed forces’ logistics support has already become a development trend.

Foreign armed forces hold that implementing “civilian-strength logistics” and achieving the socialization of logistics support chiefly offers the following benefits: (1) It is conducive to compressing the scale of logistics units. Reducing personnel, shrinking scale, and raising quality have become a common choice in armed forces development for countries around the world, and logistics units have become a key focus of reduction. In order to resolve the contradiction between insufficient personnel and excessive workload, the armed forces of many countries have had no choice but to hand over large amounts of non-combat service work to local private enterprises or individual contractors. The US armed forces plan, between 1997 and 2003, to hand over to local personnel a large amount of work such as base supply, transport, and the maintenance of vehicles, equipment, and buildings. Since 1996, the Russian armed forces have handed over to private companies the daily-life support and other non-combat support work that had long been handled entirely by the military itself, and have increased the proportion of labor and materiel obtained from the market. (2) It is conducive to the military-civilian compatibility of logistics materiel and technology. As a result of the development of science and technology, modern military technology and military materiel are, in many respects, dual-use between military and civilian applications. The materiel and technology of military logistics and those of various fields of the civilian economy can substitute for, convert into, and support one another. Strengthening the horizontal links between military logistics and every aspect of the civilian economy, and raising the degree of socialization of military logistics support, can, in peacetime, pursue comprehensive overall benefits that serve both military and civilian interests, and, in wartime, can rapidly convert the logistics support potential embedded within the national economy into actual logistics support strength for the armed forces. The US armed forces hold that “the private sector has enormous capacity to provide logistics service work for the armed forces; the key lies in whether the armed forces can skillfully make use of this capacity.” The Russian armed forces are working hard to achieve military-civilian integration in areas of dual-use technology — for example, planning to connect the fuel bases of the various military districts with local civilian oil pipelines, so as to ensure that the armed forces have a reliable fuel supply. (3) It is conducive to saving funds. Many countries hold that it is a great waste for the armed forces to maintain a powerful logistics support force in peacetime, and that handing over support work such as base management, daily-life services, and sanitation and cleaning to private contractors is an effective way of saving funds. A 1997 US Department of Defense survey report indicated that handing over part of the work performed by tens of thousands of military personnel and civilian employees to local contractors could save $30 billion per year. Since the Russian armed forces began handing over non-combat support work to private enterprises under contract in 1996, they have been able to save 20% of their non-combat support expenditure. (4) It is conducive to relying on civilian means of transport to carry out military transport support. High-technology wars consume enormous quantities of materiel, and the tasks of transport support — and especially long-distance transport support — are extremely heavy; civilian means of transport must be fully utilized in order to ensure the normal functioning of the armed forces. (5) It is conducive to making maximum use of civilian manpower and civilian goods. Foreign armed forces hold that “there is no need to spend large sums of money recruiting and training soldiers to do work that ordinary civilians can also do,” such as skilled work in communications, surveying, bridge-building, medical care, transport, construction, maintenance, and translation. Making full use of such talent in both peacetime and wartime can, to the maximum extent, lighten the burden on the armed forces and ensure their operations. In the use of civilian goods, foreign armed forces have further expanded the scope of civilian-goods utilization. For any materiel or equipment that can be purchased on the market, the armed forces generally neither produce nor stockpile it themselves; the armed forces concentrate their own efforts on areas where no substitute exists and where civilian materiel is in short supply. The US armed forces require that commercial products be used to the maximum extent possible. The Japanese armed forces, in light of the fact that much logistics equipment is compatible for both military and civilian use, have, while purchasing large quantities of standard civilian equipment, further broadened the scope of leased civilian goods. The civilian goods leased by the Japanese armed forces span nearly every field, ranging from basic items such as oil drums to intermediate items such as communications equipment and even high-end items such as electronic computers — nothing is excluded.

Discussion Questions


	What are the common points in the military logistics thought of various countries?

	What are the differences in the military logistics thought of various countries?

	What are the development trends in the military logistics thought of various countries?









Lecture 9 — Comparison of Military Economic Thought

Military economic thought is an important component of military thought, and is the basic set of views and ideas that results from the integrated application of military theory and economic theory to national-defense development. Conducting an in-depth study of the military economic thought and practice that hold a dominant position in various countries around the world, and comparing and analyzing them, makes it possible to understand the developmental trajectory, basic characteristics, and principal differences of the military economic thought of different countries, to grasp the objective laws governing its development and change, and thereby to understand and grasp the development trends of military economic thought. This is of great significance for developing our own country’s military economic thought and for formulating related policy.


I. Common Points in the Military Economic Thought of a Number of Countries

The basic characteristics of military economic thought are precisely the laws that certain countries follow, and the views that they form, in the course of developing their military economy. Some of these characteristics are set out in the form of a system of thought or theoretical views, while others are directly embodied in the policy and practice of military economic development in these countries.


(1) A Moderate Military Economy Can Stimulate the Growth of the National Economy

Countries generally hold that the military economy is an important component of the national economy. The military economy is, in essence, a consumption-type, support-type economy, whose ultimate purpose is not the appreciation in value of the product invested, but rather ensuring that military objectives are realized and combat power is raised. The process of military economic support can be divided into such links as the economic support of military development in peacetime, economic preparation on the eve of war, and wartime economic mobilization and support. Countries hold that the moderate growth of the military economy can become a stimulating factor for the national economy; some parts of military spending directly serve economic growth, such as spending on the civilian conversion of military science and technology, and procurement spending on military facilities that have dual military and civilian use, and spending on training technical personnel for civilian society through military training, among others. In addition, that portion of military spending used for the procurement of military goods forms final consumption, which stimulates the growth of the military industry, and this too is reflected in the growth of the national economy. For a long time, the United States has practiced the militarization of its national economy, and its continually growing defense needs have likewise stimulated the development of its economy. After the war, US military spending continually expanded; in the 1980s its military spending accounted for roughly one-quarter of federal government spending, and 5.5% to 6% of gross national product. In the United States, military-industrial production has become an important component of the national economy: industrial enterprises engaged in military-industrial production account for roughly one-third of all enterprises nationwide, with 80% of the aerospace industry, 60% of the shipbuilding industry, 40% of the electronics industry, and 10% of the electrical-machinery industry engaged in military-industrial production. Of the nationwide employed population, 11.5%, or roughly 9 million people, depend on producing military-industrial products for their livelihood. In 1995 alone, the total value of US military-industrial exports reached $13.3 billion. US government defense procurement has become a recurring factor supporting the growth of industrial production. However, the growth of the military economy is distinct from that of the civilian economy, and if the two are lumped together without distinction, the positive role of the military economy will be one-sidedly exaggerated, since the military economy is, after all, consumption-based in nature. The economic takeoffs of Japan and Germany were inseparable from their low military-spending burdens. Conversely, some countries have also had their economic development seriously impeded by an excessive military burden, the most typical example being the Soviet Union, which, in its military economic thought, leaned toward a “catch-up-and-overtake strategy,” sacrificing the national economy for the sake of an arms race, which ultimately led to the near-collapse of the national economy and became one of the roots of the country’s disintegration.



(2) The Military Economy Is a Solid Foundation for National-Defense Development

With the advance of science and technology and the development of productive forces, the standing of the military economy in national-defense development has grown ever more prominent and ever more important. First, the advance of military science and technology has accelerated the pace at which weapons and equipment are renewed and replaced, providing a direct technological foundation for the modernization of national defense. Second, military spending and military-industrial production directly underpin national-defense development. In the First World War, the national budgetary expenditure of the belligerent countries devoted to the war amounted to $208 billion, while in the Second World War it reached $1,117 billion. The share of military spending in national income among the belligerent countries was 15% to 37% in the First World War, and 46% to 68% in the Second World War. Local wars since the war have demonstrated that the transformation of modern military affairs has caused the quantity of materiel and equipment held by armed forces to increase sharply, with weapons and equipment systems becoming more complex and of ever higher value. The price of a single tank has already reached several million dollars, a new-model fighter aircraft several tens of millions of dollars, and nuclear submarines, aircraft carriers, and the like more expensive still. The materiel-consumption index of modern warfare is greater than that of the Second World War. In the Fourth Middle East War, for example, the total number of missiles fired by both sides in the first three days was equivalent to the entire NATO stockpile in Europe; over 18 days of fighting, more than $5 billion was consumed. According to Western estimates, in modern warfare a single US division consumes up to 1,150 tons of various kinds of materiel per day, more than three times that of a division on the main European battlefield in the Second World War. Among this, the consumption index for weapons, combat technical equipment, fuel, ammunition, and command apparatus rose from 40% in the Second World War to 65%. The Gulf War lasted only 42 days but consumed more than $60 billion in military spending. In the Kosovo War, NATO forces spent more than $100 million per day. It can thus be seen that, without powerful military economic strength, it is impossible to sustain modern warfare or to promote the steady development of national defense.



(3) Supporting Military Economic Development With High Levels of Military Spending Investment

The allocation of military spending is the starting point of military economic operation, and the financial guarantee that underpins the development of the military economy. Since the end of the Second World War, world military spending has continued to grow, and the pace of growth has been especially rapid since entering the 1970s. According to statistics compiled by Western defense-economics experts, total world military spending stood at $159 billion in 1966, grew to $200 billion by 1973, and grew further to $400 billion by 1978 — an enormous sum exceeding the combined gross national product of the entire African continent, including South Africa, nearly equal to the combined gross national product of the whole of Latin America, and equivalent to the combined gross national product of the whole of Asia excluding Japan. According to statistics in the World Armaments and Disarmament yearbook of the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute of Sweden, total world military spending in 1983 was approximately $622.8 billion, which, calculated at constant 1980 prices, was more than double the figure for 1970, more than four times that of 1960, and more than eight times that of 1950 — more than doubling twice over within 24 years. Total world military spending in 1985 reached $930 billion, roughly equal to the combined foreign debt of the Third World. It has been calculated that average world military spending was approximately $1.9 million per minute. By the end of the Cold War, annual world military spending had broken through the trillion-dollar mark, reaching its largest scale in history. Of this rapidly growing world military spending, developed countries accounted for roughly 75% and developing countries roughly 25%. The military spending of the two major military blocs led by the United States and the Soviet Union accounted for more than 70% of total world military spending. According to statistics from the International Peace Research Institute, world military spending in 1984 was $649 billion, of which the United States accounted for $200.3 billion, or 30.9%, and the Soviet Union $142 billion, or 21.9%, with the United States and the Soviet Union together accounting for 52.74%. In 1985, US military spending was $264.4 billion, or 28.4% of world military spending, while Soviet military spending was $160 billion, or 17.2% of world military spending. The US national-defense budget for fiscal year 1990 was $301.6 billion, and for fiscal year 1991 it was $306.9 billion, accounting for more than 30% of world military spending; Soviet military spending for 1990 was approximately $301.6 billion, likewise accounting for roughly 30% of total world military spending. From 1986 to 1990, Japan implemented a five-year “Mid-Term Defense Program,” during which Japanese military spending rose year by year, breaking through the 1%-of-GNP ceiling for three consecutive years from 1987 to 1989 (the figures for the three years being 1.0044%, 1.0131%, and 1.006% respectively). Although military spending in 1997 did not break through the 1% mark, it nonetheless reached nearly $50 billion. In recent years, Japan’s military spending has averaged ¥5 trillion per year, equivalent to roughly $48 billion. Japan has become the world’s second-largest military spender. After the end of the Cold War, total world military spending declined somewhat, standing at roughly $650 billion in 1995, and then began climbing year by year again, reaching roughly $780 billion by 1999. The US military budget once fell to just over $240 billion in 1996, but then increased year by year, rising to $288.8 billion by 2000 and $309.9 billion by 2001, again breaking through the $300 billion mark.



(4) Driving the Development of the Military Economy Through Advances in Science and Technology

In the development of human society, science and technology, as a direct productive force, has promoted the raising of production levels, the development of the national economy, and the improvement of people’s livelihoods. In the military sphere, science and technology is one of the most active factors within the national-defense economy. On the one hand, new technologies, new processes, new equipment, and new materials are used to research and produce various kinds of new weapons and equipment, thereby forming new and more powerful combat capability; on the other hand, military science and technology, in the course of its own development, continually transforms and refines the main body of the military economy — the military industry — applying the fruits of scientific research to provide it with advanced technology and equipment, promoting the development of the military economy and military industry, and bringing about major transformation in the structure of the military economic sector. For this reason, military science and technology has become an important aspect of a country’s military strength, and a driving force behind the development of the world’s military economy and weapons and equipment; countries throughout the world attach great importance to raising the level of scientific and technological content in their military composition, building their armed forces through technology and pursuing high-quality armed forces development.

For a long time, US military technology has consistently occupied a leading position in the world. The reason for this lies in the fact that successive US administrations have consistently held to treating military technology as the “key” and “foundation” for ensuring national security. In September 1995, President Clinton issued the “National Security Science and Technology Strategy,” emphasizing: “Fifty years ago, the Manhattan Project vividly demonstrated the power of science and technology, and fundamentally changed the means by which our nation ensures its security. Since that time, as the challenges to our security have grown more diverse, the important role of science and technology in ensuring our national security has likewise become ever more evident.” Among these points, “investment in science and technology is key to military preparedness, enabling us to stay at the forefront of new developments, and thereby enabling our armed forces to maintain their advantage in the world.”

Russia holds that the relative strength of future military power will depend on a country’s scientific and technological strength, and that the state should provide powerful support for the production of high-technology weapons, ensuring the important standing of military scientific research projects, and building up technical reserves for the research and production of new-generation weapons and equipment. For this reason, even as its total military budget has declined, Russia has increased appropriations for scientific research work, raising the proportion of research and development expenditure within the total cost of weapons and equipment. For example, in 1994 the share of national-defense research spending within the overall military budget was raised from 3.5% to 10%. In order to further ensure the quality and performance of Russian weapons and equipment, and to raise their competitiveness in the international market, under the current conditions of comparatively tight funding, the Russian Ministry of Defense and the Defense Industry Commission have jointly raised a central fund to provide off-budget supplementary appropriations for scientific research and experimental design work, and have formulated relevant regulations, submitted for approval to the federal government, giving priority appropriations to departments manufacturing the newest weapons and military technical equipment.

Japan possesses comparatively strong scientific and technological strength. Because modern high technology and its associated materials have a strong dual-use (military-civilian) character, Japan’s advanced science and technology has also enabled its military technology to stand at the forefront of the world, with a good many items already occupying a world-leading position. As of 1993, among the five major dual-use technology fields of microelectronics, biotechnology, new materials, new energy, and aerospace, Japan already held a world-leading position in the first two fields. At present, Japan occupies a world-leading position in fields such as high-density semiconductors, gallium arsenide, artificial intelligence, and optical fiber, and has begun applying these technologies extensively to military equipment. The great majority of the components for the various kinds of equipment the United States used in the Gulf War — inertial navigation, weapons control, guidance, image display, and so on — came from Japan. The 1990 Defense White Paper further pointed out that Japan possesses a solid industrial base capable of independently advancing the development of cutting-edge technology, and that, with cutting-edge technology — and especially civilian cutting-edge technology — being ever more widely applied in the military sphere, this solid technical strength is a reliable guarantee for advancing the research and development of weapons and equipment. For this reason, in its research and development, the Defense Agency will rely fundamentally on civilian enterprises possessing advanced technology in cutting-edge fields such as new materials and microelectronics, applying civilian technology to the development of new weapons. It has been reported that, in 1990, Japan became the third country in the world to launch a satellite into lunar orbit; the H-II rocket that Japan launched, comparable to the US “Titan” rocket, can deliver communications satellites and observation satellites into geosynchronous orbit, demonstrating that Japan already possesses the capability to develop strategic offensive weapons.




II. Differences in the Military Economic Thought of a Number of Countries

Owing to differing wartime practices, differing traditional cultures, differing geopolitical regions, and differing political systems, economic foundations, and social backgrounds, the military economic thought and theory of various countries differ considerably.


(1) Differing Economic Systems

The national-defense economic management system refers to the entire organizational structure concerning the institutional arrangements, division of authority, management methods, and regulatory mechanisms for leading and managing national-defense economic activity. The national-defense economic management system not only reflects the nature of a country’s basic political, economic, and military institutions, but also reflects such characteristics as the level of development of productive forces and the features of modern warfare. Classified by ownership relations and management form, there are, in the main, two management models in the world — the US model and the Soviet model; capitalist countries such as those of Western Europe and Japan belong to the US model, while countries of Eastern Europe generally adopted the Soviet model before the 1980s.


	Basic characteristics of the US military economic management system.




	Military-industrial production is carried out through a combination of state monopoly and private monopoly. In order to pursue hegemonic policy and realize its new military strategy, the US government, and monopoly capital in order to obtain high profits, must both maintain the huge state military machine. Adhering to the principle of “not competing with private enterprise,” the government has either sold off at low prices, or handed over to joint-venture enterprises, the great majority of state arsenals built up in wartime. As for those that, for various reasons, could not be sold to monopoly organizations, the state-owned enterprises among them are, for the most part, managed directly by the Department of Defense.


	The structure of enterprises, technology, and products is both military and civilian in character, with military-civilian compatibility. The dual military-civilian nature of the US military economy is built on the foundation of private ownership and a market economy. It suits the law by which peace and war alternate with each other, and is conducive to carrying out economic mobilization in wartime. As early as the War of Independence, the commercialization of military goods had already appeared in the United States. During the First World War, foreign military orders and the millions of US expeditionary troops sent to fight in Europe meant that government arsenals fell far short of meeting the needs of the war, and military-goods production was therefore expanded through private investment. This broke the pattern of government monopoly over munitions production, and also raised the degree of commercialization of military goods. During the Second World War, the United States, as the “arsenal of democracy,” had to supply weapons and equipment both to its own armed forces and to countries such as China, Britain, and the Soviet Union; the demands of war drew the US economy onto a wartime footing, and large amounts of privately owned monopoly capital came to own munitions industries, while the government also invested heavily in military-industrial enterprises, strengthening the latent strength of its dual military-civilian economy. Munitions plants that the government had spent enormous sums building and equipping during the war were, after the war, “sold” to private enterprises at token prices, and preferential terms in funding and taxation, among other things, were provided to private munitions companies, prompting 90% of private companies to produce military goods, thereby making military goods fully commercialized. At the same time, military technology was transferred to civilian use, commercializing military technology; in particular, the development of the aerospace industry drove military technology toward full commercialization. The so-called gulf between the national-defense science and technology industry and civilian industry was thereby filled in as well. This enterprise structure, technology, and product structure that is both military and civilian, with military-civilian compatibility, is one of the most salient features of the current US national-defense economic system.


	Military economic management is carried out through a combination of macro-level regulation and micro-level management. That US military-goods production, and especially the production of cutting-edge weapons, ranks first in the world is inseparable from the US government’s macro-level and micro-level policies for regulating military-goods production. The US government not only creates conditions to serve military-industrial enterprises in obtaining maximum profit, but also regulates military-industrial enterprises through means such as research appropriations, fiscal subsidies, taxation, and economic legislation; at the same time, it also makes use of highly effective departmental intervention policy (that is, micro-level policy) to promote the development of military-goods production. This combination of macro-level and micro-level policy is precisely an important feature of the US management system for military-industrial enterprises. The macro-level policies by which the United States regulates military-industrial production are chiefly expressed in the following respects: first, the state gives vigorous support to military scientific research. Of the sources of US research funding, two-thirds are provided by the federal government, and the government in turn devotes roughly 80% of its research appropriations to military purposes. The main expenditure of research funds at US military-industrial enterprises is the development of new weapons, and especially high-technology weapons and equipment. Second, expanding military procurement. On the one hand, the armed forces’ procurement of military goods is increased as much as possible. Within total government procurement, the military-procurement portion generally accounts for roughly 70%, and the 106 largest military-industrial enterprises account for roughly 63% of total military procurement. On the other hand, the government itself steps forward to find overseas markets for military-industrial enterprises. After taking office, Clinton issued a new US arms-export policy in February 1994, and a nationwide wave of arms sales promotion appeared within the United States. Clinton required officials at every level of the US government to promote US arms in the international market “just as they would promote American pesticides, fertilizers, and electromechanical products.” According to White House statistics, in fiscal year 1994 US government arms sales reached $12 billion, while according to statistics from relevant French agencies, the figure exceeded $20 billion. Third, using fiscal and tax measures to enable “weapons-manufacturing companies with an important relationship to US military strength” to reap substantial profits. Such enterprises make use of investment tax-reduction systems to multiply their total profits several times over. The US government also provides fiscal subsidies of various kinds to private military-industrial enterprises, allowing such enterprises to reap enormous practical benefits. The US government relies not only on macro-level policy but also on departmental intervention policy to strengthen its management of military-industrial enterprises. The main approach of this policy is: selected military-industrial enterprises are given priority support policies, receiving preferential treatment in technology, funding, manpower, and other respects, with the cooperation of the government and relevant departments, so as to promote the technological and production development of such enterprises.





	Characteristics of the Soviet military economic system.




	Military industry and heavy industry occupied a position of priority development. It was held that heavy industry as a whole could provide the means of production for military industry, and could determine the level of military industry. For this reason, heavy industry and military industry were treated as the material foundation of military strength, and were consistently placed first in development priority, with heavy industry and military industry guaranteed in everything from planning and investment to the allocation of manpower and material resources. In the 20 years before the dissolution of the Soviet Union, investment in heavy industry consistently accounted for more than 85% of total industrial investment, and almost every sector of heavy industry participated in the production of military-industrial products, possessing a certain “military function.”


	The “war-preparedness economic structure” was sound and complete. Its main content included: economically guaranteeing plans for war, economic preparation of theaters of operations, the production and transport of military goods, keeping the economy ready at all times to shift into military-industrial production, building up reserve materiel and technical equipment for the armed forces, and establishing reserve raw materials, fuel, equipment, consumables, and food to guarantee normal operations for the armed forces and the wartime economy, training various specialists and building a specialist reserve for the armed forces and the wartime economy, and concentrating strength to resolve important military-political tasks, among others. In order to build a complete national-defense economic system, the Soviet Union continually adjusted the distribution of its productive forces from the 1960s onward, “dispersing the deployment of industry’s power bases” and “evacuating existing industrial targets” toward “the entire territory” and toward “the eastern regions.” Between 1966 and 1970, roughly 1,300 new industrial enterprises were established, nearly 60% of them sited in towns with a population of under 100,000.


	The management system was highly centralized. The state formulated a set of mandatory policy directives covering every link — military-industrial scientific research, military-industrial production, and sales. The economic development of the military-industrial sector, major technological development, and even the research and development of key military goods were all matters that generally received attention at the very highest level. Vertical, line-by-line management was practiced over the military-industrial sector, and the organizational structure took the form of a pyramid. Under the Council of Ministers was established a Defense Industry Commission, and, running parallel to it, the Central Committee Secretariat established a Defense Production Department; together they jointly managed nine ministries (the Ministry of Defense Industry, the Ministry of Aviation Industry, the Ministry of General Machine Building, the Ministry of Machine Building, the Ministry of Medium Machine Building, the Ministry of Communications Equipment Manufacturing, the Ministry of Shipbuilding Industry, the Ministry of Radio Industry, and the Ministry of Electronics Industry); each ministry established a research-and-production combine, under which were production combines, and under each combine were enterprises of various kinds. The distinguishing feature of this structure was stable authority, stable leadership, and stable work. This structure was a product of the planned economy. The management of military goods was carried out mainly through planned management, supplemented by limited competition. This was a mode combining state control with market economy. It played no role in the civilian sector, because Soviet theory did not recognize the role of market mechanisms, but there were some exceptions in the military-industrial sector — competition was especially pronounced, for example, in the development of military aircraft by the Ministry of Aviation Industry. In order to ensure that weapons performed well and met the needs of war, the military as end user often set standards that the various industrial ministries were required to follow, so as to control the quality of military goods. In order to develop high-level products, design bureaus generally established competing design groups internally, carrying out design competitions, prototype competitions, and trial-model competitions. This Soviet national-defense economic management system took shape for historical reasons, and played an important role in the era of war, being conducive to comprehensively strengthening economic war-preparedness in terms of economic structure, leadership and management, and wartime economic mobilization. However, this economic management model undoubtedly added to the burden on the state, and affected and constrained the production and development of light industry and civilian goods.






(2) Differing Development Strategies

Since the Second World War, countries around the world have all attached great importance to military economic development. Since entering the 1990s, many countries, in light of major changes in the strategic landscape — and especially in light of new developments such as the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the upheaval in Eastern Europe, the end of the Cold War, and intensifying competition in high-technology development — as well as in light of their own national conditions, national defense policy, and military strategic guidelines, have adopted differing development models and a range of measures, formulating concrete national-defense science-and-technology and economic policies and force-building guidelines, so as to gradually achieve national-defense modernization. Because the economic strength, geographic circumstances, social systems, and defense policies of countries around the world differ, there are also great differences in the choice of military economic development model.


	The US “competitive strategy” model. Relying on its advantage in advanced technology and its abundant economic strength, the United States once carried out an all-out arms race with the Soviet Union as its principal adversary. Its development model has chiefly three characteristics: first, centering on the industrialization of new and high technology, promoting the renewal and replacement of weapons and equipment while also stimulating the development of the national economy; second, closely integrating military industry and civilian industry, achieving integrated, coordinated development; and third, maintaining enormous military spending, “matching money with money,” in an attempt to exhaust the Soviet Union. This US “competitive strategy” directed large amounts of investment toward munitions-production sectors, one consequence of which was that old plants and equipment could not be renewed, leading to a decline in US economic competitiveness — the competitive advantage in civilian industry shifted to its Western partners and to Japan. A second consequence was that the fiscal deficit grew year after year. The American economist Robert Lekachman pointed out that the Pentagon’s ever more misguided extraction from the economy created enormous deficits. By the 1990s, the United States had no choice but to cut its national-defense budget by 40%, reducing its armed forces from 2.1 million to 1.6 million, and then further to 1.4 million, while still maintaining its national-defense industrial base and its technological advantage.


	The Soviet “catch-up-and-overtake strategy” model. After the Second World War, the Soviet Union undertook an all-out effort to catch up with and overtake the United States as its principal adversary. Its development model had four characteristics: first, firmly establishing the priority development status of military industry and heavy industry; second, having the military-industrial sector form its own self-contained system, with military-industrial production capacity distributed and balanced across the eastern, central, and western regions of the country; third, promoting a military economic division of labor and cooperation centered on the Soviet Union itself, strengthening ties with the countries of Eastern Europe; and fourth, emphasizing centralization and unity in management methods. This Soviet “catch-up-and-overtake strategy” model caused a long-term imbalance in the structure of the national economy, with agriculture and civilian industry developing slowly. After the mid-1980s, the Soviet Union began to question the “catch-up-and-overtake strategy” model for national-defense development. In May 1987, Gorbachev pointed out that, for many years, “the state had no choice but to concentrate its strength in certain sectors, so as to resolve, at any cost, the most urgent task — building heavy industry, developing national defense, and striving to attain military superiority over the United States. As a result, our development began to slow.” With the dissolution of the Soviet Union, this model has been repudiated, and Russia has already shifted toward a new development model.


	Western Europe’s “unite to strengthen” model. Europe was once a focal point of contention between the two superpowers, the United States and the Soviet Union, and it has consistently had two major political, economic, and military blocs. Western Europe, as a system, possesses abundant economic strength and advanced industrial technology, but lacks energy and raw materials; since the Second World War it has gone through three stages: dependence on the United States, building up strength in economics and technology to counterbalance the United States, and a further development of the tendency toward independence and self-reliance. For many years, owing to its geographic position and the influence of US-Soviet relations on Western Europe, conditions in the individual countries of Western Europe have differed, but in national defense they have all emphasized “uniting to strengthen themselves.” This is because no single country alone could either resist the Soviet Union or contend with the United States for equal standing; only by uniting could they increase their capacity for self-defense. The characteristics of their development model are as follows: first, the awareness of uniting to strengthen themselves has further intensified, with emphasis placed on accelerating the development of high technology and the development of new-model weapons and equipment; second, emphasis is placed on all-around cooperation and development in science and technology, diplomacy, defense, currency, and culture; third, they jointly make use of the US nuclear protection extended to Western Europe, while coordinating relations with the United States within Western Europe; and fourth, they promote the development of the world toward “multipolarity,” and drive the development of the economy toward globalization. Western Europe’s “unite to strengthen” model has promoted the political, economic, and military integration of Western Europe. The implementation of the “Eureka” program is a prominent expression of this development model.


	Japan’s “nation built on technology” model. As a defeated nation in the Second World War, Japan is protected by the United States in national defense, faces military threats from the Soviet Union geographically, and is heavily dependent on imports for resources. For this reason, in its national-defense development, Japan has essentially established a development approach of “nation built on technology — economic power — political power — military power.” This has been shaped by a number of causes: first, as a defeated nation in the Second World War, Japan is not permitted by the international community to maintain a huge armed force; second, Japan enjoys military protection from the United States; and third, Japan’s strategic material resources are extremely scarce, and it is heavily dependent on imports. Under these objective circumstances, Japan could not rapidly build and maintain a powerful military industry, and thus chose the strategy of building itself into a nation on the basis of technology and thereby advancing toward becoming an economic power. According to World Bank statistics, in 1986 Japan’s gross national product already ranked third in the world, and Japan had become the world’s largest creditor nation. Since the 1980s, Japan has achieved a leading position in traditional industrial technology as well as in microelectronics and computer technology, and has strengthened the development of technologies such as space technology, new energy, and new materials, waging fierce trade wars with the United States and Western Europe. In 1987, Japanese military spending broke through the 1%-of-GNP ceiling, and in recent years has reached as high as $40 billion to $50 billion, ranking second in the world. It can thus be seen that Japan already possesses quite substantial national-defense economic potential.


	Other countries’ “coordinated development of economic construction and national-defense construction” model. Some Third World countries around the world, such as Brazil, Egypt, and India, in developing their national defense: first, emphasize developing their national defense capability in a basically independent and self-reliant manner; second, emphasize keeping social and economic development coordinated with national-defense development; and third, selectively introduce advanced foreign technology to upgrade their own military industry, so as to continually improve their weapons and equipment. For example, the Indian government has emphasized that national-defense development and national economic development should be mutually reinforcing, and national-defense development has accordingly seen considerable growth. India’s military spending accounts for 3% to 4% of gross national product, and 17% to 20% of fiscal expenditure; in its development approach it emphasizes rooting the military within the civilian population and combining military and civilian development; and in the structure of its national-defense industry, it attaches importance to developing high-technology industries, while actively introducing advanced technology from countries such as the Soviet Union, France, and Germany, thereby enabling India to rapidly build up its own national-defense industrial foundation and considerably raise the technical performance of its military-industrial products. At present, India is formulating a ten-year national-defense development plan, in order to resolve, in the aftermath of the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the problem of giving its own military industry a greater capacity for self-reliant production.




In addition, some other Third World countries, such as Saudi Arabia, Iran, and Iraq, because of the irrational structure of their own economies, have had no choice but to rely mainly on imports for their armed forces’ weapons and equipment, and their national-defense strength is comparatively heavily affected by the external environment.



(3) Differing Views on Economic Efficiency

Regarding the general relationship between the national economy and the military economy, foreign economic theory circles hold, in the main, three views: the first is the Keynesian school. This school holds that national-defense spending can increase aggregate social demand and drive economic growth; for this reason, the military economy is a regulator that stimulates economic prosperity and maintains steady economic growth, and the government should expand national-defense spending and militarize the national economy. The 1986 US national-defense report stated: “The national-defense program can play a supplementary role in the President’s comprehensive economic-recovery program.” The second is armaments-economics theory. This theory holds that increasing national-defense investment can provide large numbers of jobs, which is of major significance for achieving full employment and stimulating economic growth under conditions of a market economy. The positive effects of increased national-defense investment on the national economy outweigh the negative effects. The third view is held by some Western experts and scholars, who hold that, although national-defense investment does create jobs to a certain degree, the role played in long-term economic development by investment used for military infrastructure construction is not as effective as investing directly in civilian infrastructure construction; an inflated military economy will lead to the national economy being sacrificed. In the 1970s, the British military economist John Wynne Hines pointed out, in his work The Economics of Defence Spending, that military spending does have a certain positive effect, which may be called the “civilian effect.” Military-economic sectors can produce not only military goods but also civilian goods, and military science and technology has a certain driving effect on the development of civilian production and civilian technology. However, because national-defense departments occupy large amounts of economic resources and scientific and technological strength, the military economy also has a certain negative effect on the national economy — namely, the “opportunity cost” problem of military spending. If the state did not spend its money on military purposes but instead used it for national economic construction, this would bring more direct economic returns. Hines also held that the opportunity cost of military spending is not purely economic in nature, because increased military spending intensifies tensions between nations, undermines people’s aspirations for peace, and threatens the survival of democratic institutions, among other things. For this reason, correctly handling the relationship between the military economy and the national economy requires overall planning based on national-defense needs and economic possibility, adopting different policies in peacetime and wartime, and implementing a policy and system combining military and civilian development, and combining peacetime and wartime preparation. In this way, military economic efficiency becomes the core issue in the development of the national-defense economy. Western countries hold that the development of national-defense construction depends on two factors: first, the quantity of resources available for military consumption, and second, the efficiency with which these national-defense resources are used. According to the explanation given by Western economists and strategists, military economic efficiency includes two aspects: first, achieving military objectives to the greatest extent possible with a given input of resources, and second, reducing to the lowest possible level the expenditure required to achieve a given military objective. The fundamental means of raising military economic efficiency is “institutional arrangement,” including the national-defense budgeting system, the national-defense project approval system, the national-defense procurement system, and the national-defense audit and oversight system, among others. In 1960, US President Kennedy appointed the corporate-management expert McNamara to head the Department of Defense, who introduced a series of scientific ideas and methods from modern corporate management, reforming the national-defense logistics system. Most prominent was the use of systems-theory concepts to reform the allocation of the national-defense budget, putting forward the method of “cost-effectiveness” analysis, and gradually establishing a comparatively complete “Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System,” which objectively curbed the ingrained habits of departmentalism and blind procurement, and enhanced the scientific rigor of decision-making. After entering the 1970s, as its relative strength declined, the United States began repeatedly emphasizing that “America’s resources are not unlimited,” and raising military economic efficiency increasingly became an important principle and a main focus of reform in US armed forces development thought. At the same time, in this process, the greatest characteristic of Western military economic thought is that, in formulating armaments plans, it carries through the principle of closely combining military objectives with economic efficiency. For example, the US “Star Wars” program and the French “Eureka” program not only took strategic military objectives into account, but also fully demonstrated the direct or indirect benefits they might produce for technological and economic development.

For a long time, the Soviet Union, owing to the long-term influence of Stalin’s product-economy theory, consistently failed to attach sufficient importance to the question of military economic efficiency. After entering the 1980s, as military spending grew and the rate of national economic growth continually declined, saving military spending and raising military economic efficiency became an extremely prominent problem, drawing the attention of experts and scholars. For example, the economist A. I. Pozharov, in his work The Economic Foundations of the National-Defense Strength of Socialist States, put forward a number of principles on this question.




III. Development Trends in Military Economic Thought

At present, many countries — and especially some economically developed military powers — attach great importance to the development of military economic thought, and, taking military economic thought as their guide, regulate and develop their own military economy in accordance with the characteristics of modern national defense and warfare and their scientific, technological, and socioeconomic conditions.


(1) Emphasis on Comprehensive National Power Competition

With changes in the international strategic landscape and the development of science and technology, many countries’ conceptions of national security have changed to varying degrees, and their understanding of the relationship between national-defense development and economic development has deepened further; they have adopted corresponding measures, adjusted their national-defense strategy and policy, and their military economic thought has accordingly undergone major transformation.

Countries have all put forward the view that, under modern conditions, the connotation of national security has expanded, extending from the traditional military sphere into the spheres of politics, diplomacy, economics, science and technology, society, and culture, and in particular they emphasize comprehensive national power, with economics and science and technology as the focus, including the military sphere within it. The American scholar Paul Kennedy, in his work The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, points out that 500 years of international competitive history demonstrate that “military” security alone is decidedly not enough. Excessive investment in the military will inevitably affect a country’s long-term development, ultimately damaging the country’s strength and placing it at a disadvantage in the competition of comprehensive national power. For this reason, a country must “choose between near-term national-defense development and long-term economic development.” Japanese scholars have pointed out that military hegemony is giving way to economic hegemony, that “the power dominating world peace is shifting from the military to the economic,” and that once national-defense development and strategic objectives exceed a country’s actual strength, no great power can avoid decline. For this reason, security strategy must be adjusted, the relationship between near-term national-defense development and long-term economic development must be put in proper order, and the focal point of national-defense development must be shifted onto the development of comprehensive national power. It can thus be seen that, in international competition, comprehensive national power has already become the foundation of national strength, and the development of the military economy must necessarily be subordinated to the development of the country’s comprehensive national power.

Since the Second World War, the United States, relying on its position as a world power, has reached its hand everywhere, and has shouldered a heavy burden as a result. After the 1980s, enormous fiscal deficits and trade deficits turned the United States from the world’s largest creditor nation into its largest debtor nation, and its leading position in science and technology began to waver. Faced with this situation, many American economists, such as Schlesinger, pointed out that, since resources are limited, and achieving any given objective necessarily comes at the cost of sacrificing another objective, the objectives a country sets out to achieve within a given period must never exceed the carrying capacity of that country’s resources. Exceeding this limit either makes it impossible to achieve the intended objective, or produces a pathological phenomenon in the economy. Former US President Bush likewise emphasized that national security strategy needed to be adjusted in light of the priority given to economic and technological competition, and had no choice but to announce a one-year freeze on the national-defense budget in 1990.

The Soviet Union’s military strength reached its peak in the early 1980s. However, enormous military spending placed a heavy burden on the development of the Soviet national economy; during this period, Soviet gross national product grew at only 2% to 3% annually, markedly lower than the rate of growth in military spending. Coupled with successive years of poor harvests in agriculture, domestic materiel was in serious shortage, which formed a sharp contradiction with the continually growing consumption demands of the people. Under economic pressure, the Soviet Union had already begun cutting military spending before the 1990s; in 1990 it stood at 70.9 billion rubles, an 8% decrease from the previous year, and it declined further still in 1991. After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the Russian armed forces encountered unprecedented difficulties, military spending and reduce armed forces personnel numbers. It can thus be seen that, without powerful comprehensive national power to serve as backing, military strength likewise cannot be maintained or developed; the strength or weakness of comprehensive national power is the foundation and precondition for the strategic choice of military economic development. Conversely, the former West Germany and Japan, owing to their light military burdens, saw their economic and technological development advance by leaps and bounds over the past nearly 20 years, with comprehensive national power continually strengthening and international standing continually rising, which in turn promoted the steady development of their military strength.



(2) Actively Adjusting the Structure of Military-Industrial Production

Many military economists hold that the new technological revolution and high-technology competition marked chiefly by microelectronics, lasers, nuclear technology, ocean engineering, and biological engineering, among others, will necessarily cause the industrial structure of the military economy to “enter a new era of advanced technology,” directly raising the capacity of military-industrial enterprises to develop new products. It is estimated that, in the future, strategic nuclear weapons of even greater power may appear, and there may also appear laser and particle-beam directed-energy strategic weapons systems, space-based strategic weapons systems, and deep-sea strategic weapons systems, and that existing weapons systems will undergo a transformation toward “guidance precision,” “operational automation,” and “stealth in action.”

The former Soviet Chief of the General Staff Ogarkov once said: “The vigorous development of modern science has created the real conditions for the various more destructive, previously non-existent weapons, built on new foundations, that will appear before long,” and that failing to take this into account “would be a serious mistake.” Precisely for this reason, many countries around the world, guided by high-technology development plans, have actively adjusted the direction of their investment, focusing on developing the cluster of new-technology industries closely related to military industry. According to statistics from the US National Science Foundation, US research funding has been concentrated on developing new-technology industries. US states and cities have already established 4,500 economic development bureaus, actively seeking ways to develop high-technology industry. Time magazine disclosed that, in 1982 alone, thousands upon thousands of enterprises in sectors representing US economic strength — steel, automobiles, shipbuilding, and the like — went bankrupt, the most bankruptcies in any single year since the 1930s. At the same time, however, even more new enterprises engaged in microelectronics, lasers, fiber optics, and genetic engineering opened for business. By the late 1980s, the output value of high-technology industry already accounted for roughly 20% of total industrial output value, and the high-technology industrial sector employed between 2.5 million and 6 million workers. In this high-technology competition, microelectronics technology has become the vanguard of cutting-edge technology and new industry. US Deputy Secretary of Defense Richard DeLauer put forward the view that, of all new technologies, electronics technology is the most critical; for at least the next several decades, electronic superiority will be the source of the deterrent power of the United States and its allies, and, with respect to today’s defense industry, its importance is no different from that of the atomic bomb during the Second World War. In recent years France has concentrated large amounts of funding on the research and development of large-scale integrated circuits. Japan’s electronics-industry output value already accounts for a considerable proportion of its total industrial output value. Russia is likewise concentrating its strength on developing atomic energy, new materials, and biological engineering, promoting the electronification and automation of the military economy and indeed the entire national economy, “developing promising new-material industries — that is, sectors producing new materials of high mechanical strength, high purity, heat resistance, and other good properties” — striving to realize its strategic plan for developing new-technology industry. Over the past decade or so, India has invested more than 4 billion rupees, mainly in electronics and integrated-circuit research and development. South Korea, Singapore, and others likewise all have their own strategic plans for developing new-technology industry. In the new technological revolution, the traditional “sunset national-defense industries” cannot of course be entirely discarded in the short term, but they must undergo technical transformation using new technology and new processes, converting from a traditional-type structure relying mainly on the consumption of large amounts of manpower and materials toward an industrial structure that is mainly technology-intensive. Many countries around the world, even as they vigorously develop new sectors of the military economy, are also working hard to transform their old, traditional national-defense industrial sectors, striving, through technical transformation, to bring about a qualitative change in the traditional national-defense industrial sectors, turning them into part of the new-technology industrial cluster.

Increasing scientific and technological content and giving priority to developing new and high technology has also become common practice among countries around the world, in national-defense development and military economic development, since the end of the Cold War. Over the past decade, the military research spending of Japan, the United States, France, and Germany increased by 120%, 67%, 66%, and 56% respectively. Between 1991 and 1995, appropriations for research and development within the US national-defense budget averaged more than $36 billion per year. The US armed forces have continually increased the proportion of research investment, competing in 27 key military high-technology fields so as to ensure their leading position. Russia has likewise put forward the goal of strengthening research investment, to ensure its priority position in high-technology fields such as information, the power industry, biotechnology, and new materials. In its fiscal year 1996 budget, the Japanese government substantially increased spending on scientific and technological research and development, at a growth rate of 10.9%, setting a 17-year record; it also decided that total defense spending over the following five years would be ¥25.15 trillion (approximately $246 billion), of which roughly 17% would be used to procure advanced high-technology equipment, and it also joined forces with the United States to participate in the research and development of the “Theater Missile Defense Program.”



(3) Raising the Degree of Military-Civilian Compatibility in the Military Economy

Faced with the vigorous development of the new technological revolution and the formation of new and high-technology industries, countries are all working to develop a new type of military economy, and have begun formulating development strategy for the military-industrial sector of the future.


	The US dual-use strategy. The American economist Michael Renner published an article on June 16, 1990, titled “Swords into Plowshares.” In this article, he pointed out that, since the Cold War was already essentially over, what followed from this was that “disarmament would become a social and economic reward rather than a punishment, becoming a planned economic process of converting resources from military to civilian use.” That is to say, as the national-defense situation eased, the military-industrial sector ought to shift in the strategic direction of civilian industry. For this reason, the dual-use strategy of the military-industrial sector came to occupy a dominant position in the US Congress and government. The US government and Congress reached two agreements concerning the conversion of the military-industrial sector: one agreement was that national-defense spending would be used to develop dual-use technology; the other was that a dual-pronged dual-use strategy had already made its appearance in the United States, and would have an incalculably major effect on the US national-defense economy.


	Western Europe’s strategy of monopolistic consolidation in the military-industrial sector. After the end of the Cold War, the developed industrial countries of the West began a wave of consolidation among large military-industrial enterprises, and this was especially true of Western Europe, where the monopolistic tendency of large military-industrial enterprises continually escalated. This was because: first, under the circumstances of a further easing of international relations and the need to reduce armaments, consolidation among military-industrial enterprises was the general trend, and in the course of this consolidation process it was also perfectly natural for large military-industrial enterprises to monopolize the market. Second, after the Gulf War, the United States occupied a dominant position in arms sales in the Middle East market, and no single Western European country alone could contend with the United States. Under these circumstances, monopolizing Western European production through large arms dealers was the only way to counter the United States’ attempt to monopolize the Middle East arms sales market. Third, with the establishment of the great internal market of Europe, the economic unification of Western Europe was only the first step; the next step was to achieve the political and military integration of Europe. So-called military integration meant establishing a European defense market — that is, “arming Europe.” This also fully demonstrates that the governments of Western European countries are active advocates and supporters of the strategy of monopolistic consolidation among military-industrial enterprises.


	Russia’s strategy of converting military industry to civilian use. After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Russia inherited the great majority of its military-industrial enterprises. Without question, for Russia this was both a source of wealth and a burden. How to transform and manage these enormous economic entities became a difficult problem for Russia from the very outset. Changes in the international strategic situation and the depressed state of the domestic economy dealt a tremendous shock to Russia’s military industry. The Russian federal government and President Yeltsin attached great importance to reforming the military industry, holding that the process of converting military-industrial enterprises to civilian production was closely bound up with the fate of economic reform, and that if the pace and manner of reforming the military industry were inappropriate, this could throw the entire reform process into disorder. In order to strengthen leadership over the conversion of military to civilian production, the President established a dedicated advisor on conversion issues, charged the Russian government’s Ministry of Industry with coordinating and leading the conversion of military-industrial enterprises, Russia’s highest organ of state power formally adopted the “Law of the Russian Federation on the Conversion of Military Industry to Civilian Production,” and the government also put forward a series of concrete plans for converting military production to civilian production.




Russia holds that converting military production to civilian production remains the basic direction for the development of military industry, but that at the same time the question of privatizing military-industrial enterprises must be considered. The essence of the matter is how many key military-industrial enterprises should remain state-owned, and how the interests of the state should be safeguarded among those military-industrial enterprises that are privatized. The Russian Ministry of Defense has repeatedly emphasized that the state should retain control of military-industrial enterprises bearing on national security. These enterprises should include nuclear-industry enterprises, aerospace-industry enterprises, enterprises producing conventional ammunition and special chemical products, and some aviation-industry enterprises. Russia’s State Defense Industry Committee has demanded that the state should control roughly 300 military-industrial enterprises, including enterprises engaged in the research and production of key technologies for weapons and equipment as stipulated by Russia’s new military doctrine. In February 1993, the State Property Management Committee, with the support of President Yeltsin, formulated a relatively permissive policy for implementing the privatization of the military industry. The policy stipulated that: all enterprises responsible for developing purely military systems, enterprises producing weapons and equipment components, enterprises engaged in the research and testing of weapons systems, and those enterprises that could not produce civilian goods in peacetime but possessed special mobilization capability in wartime, could not be privatized. Shortly thereafter, President Yeltsin further ordered the State Defense Industry Committee to draw up a list of state-owned military-industrial enterprises to be retained. According to this list, 25% of military-industrial enterprises (474 out of 1,700) would not be privatized. In addition, the Russian government emphasized that macro-level control over the military industry had to be strengthened. Military-industrial enterprises that had already been privatized would still be required to accept mandatory production tasks assigned by the state, and the state would also take the interests of these enterprises into consideration.



(4) Strengthening the Integration of Military-Goods Production and Military Scientific Research

With the rapid development of military high technology, the manufacturing processes of weapons and equipment have grown ever more complex, and production methods have become ever more high-tech in character. Weapons and equipment designed to have excellent performance often become “stuck at the manufacturing stage.” Only by tightly integrating military scientific research with production can this problem be properly resolved. Some Western countries have already begun paying attention to this problem, and have begun placing some military scientific research personnel and funding directly under the management of military-industrial enterprises. For example, in the United States more than 2,000 military technology experts hold positions at military-industrial enterprises or at civilian enterprises related to military affairs. In addition, various forms of military scientific-research-and-production combines have appeared. The United States began establishing large numbers of research-and-production combines as early as the 1950s — that is, centered on a large military enterprise, the state, according to the particular task at hand, selects relevant personnel from the relevant research institutions to staff the enterprise’s design, engineering, and testing departments; these personnel work in close coordination with the enterprise’s own scientific and technical staff, extensively exchanging research and production information, which both ensures the pace of production and guarantees the quality of military goods. At present, a new trend has also appeared among Western countries: centered on a dedicated research institution, relevant military-industrial enterprises, specialized manufacturers, experimental centers, and test bases are selected and joined together to form a large project combine. This form of organization allows the combine to possess both research and production functions, saves funds on both fronts, and speeds up the rate at which military research achievements are converted into weapons and equipment.

It is worth particularly noting that, in capitalist countries, military scientific research is not a single, independent system, but is closely integrated with civilian institutions. Although the military sector also has its own research institutions, basic research and some soft-science research are chiefly the responsibility of civilian research institutions, and military research tasks are sometimes assigned directly to civilian research institutions. This makes full use of civilian scientific and technical strength, giving military scientific research a solid backing. At the same time, military investment also stimulates military research capability, and military research achievements can be promptly converted to civilian use, promoting production development and economic prosperity.



(5) Promoting the International Development of the Military Economy

The sphere of military high technology has consistently been an arena of extremely fierce international competition. With the end of the Cold War and the rapid development of science and technology, this sphere will see international cooperation on an unprecedented scale. Of course, such cooperation is also selective, and is especially subject to the tight control of the major Western powers. At present, the major military powers are carrying out various forms of bilateral or multilateral cooperation across many fields and many technology areas, jointly researching and developing high-technology weapons and equipment. This is mainly because: first, high-new-technology weapons and equipment are technically complex, highly demanding, and difficult to develop, more than the research personnel of a single country can fully handle, requiring the joint, all-out effort of technical personnel from countries with the relevant technology. Second, the research funding required for high-new-technology weapons and equipment is enormous, and is not something a single country’s military research budget alone can afford. Breaking through the limitation of a single country’s military research funding and achieving cross-national concentration of resources has become a realistic choice. Third, the special materials used in developing high-technology weapons and equipment are often possessed by only a small number of countries; conducting international cooperation can achieve complementarity in scarce materials, effectively strengthening the material support needed for military scientific research. Fourth, the pace of renewal and replacement of high-new-technology weapons and equipment is accelerating; in order to speed up the process of research, development, and production, it is necessary to combine the strength of multiple countries, shortening the development cycle and lowering costs. Fifth, shared security needs and strategic objectives form the basis for joint research and development.

As economic life grows increasingly international, the military-industrial enterprises of various countries will also inevitably further strengthen international exchange and cooperation. Companies that design a given weapon (such as an aircraft) completely from start to finish on their own are already rare. In most cases, specialized production of trial weapons is the practice, with one leading manufacturer in a given country producing one component while several foreign companies trial-produce other components. With the rapid development of science and technology, the specialization and internationalization of weapons production is intensifying day by day. This development trend in the military-industrial sector is especially pronounced in the United States. At present, 60% to 70% of the products of the US military-industrial sector already have an internationalized component. It is not hard to see that the internationalization of weapons development will be a major trend in the future development of the military-industrial sector.

Discussion Questions


	What are the common points in the military economic thought of various countries?

	What are the main differences in the military economic thought of various countries?

	What are the development trends in the military economic thought of various countries?









Lecture 10 — Development Trends in World Military Thought

Since the 1990s, human society has ushered in an unprecedentedly broad and profound military revolution. This military revolution is fundamentally driven by the transformation of the technological-social form of humanity — that is, the transition from an industrial society to an information society — and is directly powered by the development of high technology, especially information technology. It takes information as its “gene” and “systems integration” as its principal means, and it transforms the mechanized military form of industrial society into the informationized military form of information society. The five great pillars of military form are military technology, weapons and equipment, military personnel, military thought, and military organizational structure. The new military revolution will bring about a transformative leap in all five of these pillars. Among them, military thought is also undergoing a thorough and comprehensive process of innovation. Under the conditions of the current new military revolution, the overall trend in the development of world military thought is that the military thought of the industrial age, centered on the theory of mechanized warfare, is gradually shifting toward the military thought of the information age, centered on the theory of informationized warfare.


I. Innovation in Theories of War

The typical form of warfare in the industrial age was mechanized warfare; the typical form of warfare in the information age will be informationized warfare. Accordingly, the general trend in the development of theories of war is a gradual transition from the theory of mechanized warfare to the theory of informationized warfare. Many foreign military theorists have conducted predictive studies of informationized warfare, and they believe that, compared with mechanized warfare, informationized warfare may have the following characteristics:


(1) The Causes of War Are Becoming More Complex

In the industrial age, the fundamental cause of war was economic interest disputes masked by political struggle, mainly fought to seek economic benefits such as territory and resources, and wars were often waged in the name of occupying or reclaiming territory and acquiring resources. In the information age, economic interest disputes remain an important cause of war. But beyond this, because contacts and links have increased between countries and among various political forces both internationally and domestically, this inevitably leads to more conflicts among countries, nations, and social groups arising from political, diplomatic, economic, and cultural factors, causing religious and ethnic contradictions to intensify and terrorist activity, violent action, and drug smuggling to become internationalized. These intertwined and complex contradictions and conflicts are not only the direct roots of “sub-war activities” but also an important cause of war. At the start of the 21st century, hegemonism and power politics remain the principal source of unrest in the world.



(2) The Objectives of War Are More Limited

In wars of the information age, one generally does not pursue “ultimate goals” such as militarily occupying the enemy state or annihilating the enemy’s entire army. This is mainly because doing so would bring about unbearably heavy casualties on the warring parties, especially one’s own side, thereby provoking strong antiwar sentiment among the populace. In the information age, communications, television, and broadcasting systems are spread across the globe. Reconnaissance and surveillance satellites of various countries pass over the battlefield at all times. Conditions on the battlefield, especially casualty figures, are reported on television in real time. With the broad masses of the people watching the battlefield situation with their own eyes, those directing the war are compelled to strictly limit both the course of the war and its objectives.



(3) The Concept of War Is Expanding in Scope

In the information age, the concept of war will differ from the past, and its scope will expand markedly. First, the requirements for winning a war are higher. In the agricultural age, defeating the enemy state’s army was enough to win the war and force the enemy state to submit. In the industrial age, it was necessary not only to defeat the enemy state’s army but also to destroy its military facilities and industrial base, so as to deprive it of the capacity to sustain the war. In the information age, however, winning a war requires that, in addition to destroying the enemy state’s army and the material basis supporting its war effort, one must also disrupt or control the enemy’s information systems. Second, the number of parties initiating war is increasing. Besides states and state coalitions, those who initiate war now also include terrorist organizations, drug-trafficking cartels, industrial and commercial enterprises, religious groups, and criminal gangs, because these groups can likewise obtain various means of waging war, such as computer viruses, mass media, and weapons of mass destruction. Third, future wars will extend into the political, economic, social, and cultural domains, causing the boundary between “war” and “non-war” military operations, and between war and peace, to become blurred.



(4) The Duration of War Is Shortening

As computer, electronic communications, and satellite technology develop, the pace of war will quicken and its duration will shorten. The fundamental reason for this is that improvements in the precision and range of weapons and equipment, together with the establishment of the digitized battlefield, will enable operations to be conducted in real time and make precision strikes possible. Real-time action refers to immediate response and countermeasures to developments on the battlefield affecting both sides, mainly including real-time target detection, real-time command, real-time maneuver, real-time strike, real-time damage assessment, and real-time support. The benefit of this is that what used to take several hours or longer to accomplish on the battlefield can be compressed into a few minutes or even a few seconds, so that decision-making and the course of operations proceed almost in step, greatly shortening the course of the war. Precision strike refers to intelligent weapons with “eyes, ears, and a brain” striking their targets with near-perfect accuracy, even hitting specific parts of a target and the key nodes of the enemy’s information system. This can quickly force the enemy to submit and bring the war to a swift end.



(5) Intangible Elements Will Play an Important Role Among the Forces of War

Traditionally, the forces of war have mainly been composed of tangible elements such as the quality and quantity of troops and weapons. But in the information age, the most important elements among the forces of war will no longer be only fighter aircraft, tanks, and warships, but also the flow of information emerging from information systems. Intangible information will play a certain decisive role in war and will increasingly become the most important combat power and force multiplier. Elements related to information — such as computing power, communications capacity and reliability, real-time reconnaissance capability, and computer simulation capability — will become key elements in measuring a military’s combat power. The comparison of the forces of war will increasingly depend on the huge, intangible, and difficult-to-quantify potential brought by the intelligence and structural power of information weapon systems. Consequently, the past method of assessing the strength of the forces of war based on static indicators such as the numbers of army, navy, and air force personnel and the types, quantities, and performance of weapons and equipment has clearly been challenged. On the future battlefield, intangible elements such as the intelligence and structural power of information weapon systems within the structure of the forces of war will play a more important role.



(6) A High Degree of Integration in War

A high degree of integration in war is another salient characteristic of warfare in the information age. First, land, sea, air, and space operations will be highly integrated; this is manifested not only in large-scale wars, but in small-scale conflicts as well. Second, the boundaries between operations of different service branches will become difficult to distinguish. For example, the weapon that destroys an enemy tank may not be one’s own army’s tank or anti-tank weapon, but rather an “intelligent” missile fired by an air force aircraft or a navy submarine. Third, operations within a theater of war will be fused into a single whole. Because digitized forces can grasp information in real time and act rapidly around the clock, as former US Army Chief of Staff Sullivan put it, “the dispersed, separately-conducted theater campaigns that developed in the industrial age will no longer exist; in their place will be integrated operations conducted across the entire theater.” Fourth, the boundaries between strategic-, campaign-, and tactical-level operations will become blurred. This is mainly because informationized weapons, owing to their precision and destructive power, provide an effective means of rapidly achieving the objectives of war, and strategic and campaign objectives can sometimes be achieved without committing large forces. Finally, combat units, combat support units, and combat service support units, along with all the various combat functions — battlefield intelligence, command, control, communications, strike, and damage assessment — will be fused into a single organic whole.



(7) The Space of Direct Engagement in War Is Small, but the Space of Relevance Is Large

In the information age, the likelihood of large-scale war is very small, while small wars will occur frequently. Small wars are small in scale, the space in which the two sides directly engage is small, and the forces employed are highly concentrated. On the other hand, however, small wars are not really “small” — a small war can contain a great deal, and the tangible and intangible space it involves is extremely vast. This is chiefly manifested in the following ways. First, small wars have a pronounced international character. A small-scale local war or armed conflict will often draw the attention of many countries, and may even see them intervene or become involved, turning the small war into an international dispute marked by the “pluralization of what was once bipolar confrontation” and the “multilateralization of what was once a bilateral relationship.” Second, the battlespace is large. Although the main combat area of a small war is quite limited, it involves a vast operational space, extending to military reconnaissance satellites in outer space, long-range strike weapon launch platforms thousands of kilometers away, and military bases used to project forces over great distances. Third, it is a contest of comprehensive national power. Small wars in the future will involve many sectors and have a high technological content; they will also be contests between systems, and a contest of a nation’s overall strength played out on one localized battlefield. The fundamental reason small wars are not really small is this: the development of international information transmission and transportation has formed the world into an international social structure in which “pulling one thread moves the whole body”; and high-technology military systems have a long operational reach and a broad distribution in space, making it possible to concentrate combat power on the battlefield without needing to concentrate large numbers of troops.




II. Innovation in Operational Thought

Operational thought is the core content of military thought or military theory. Its trend of development is likewise a transformative, cross-era leap — that is, a transition from the operational thought of the industrial age to the operational thought of the information age. This transition is a slow one, requiring a fairly long historical period to complete. Even so, a number of foreign military futurists have, on the basis of the high-technology local wars of recent years, conducted useful explorations into new developments in operational thought and into operational theory for the information age.


(1) Information Will Play the Leading Role in Operations

In recent years, against the broad backdrop of the fast-approaching information age, people both at home and abroad, whenever they discuss operational theory, invariably talk about information, thereby coating operational theory in a thick layer of “informationized” color, so that operational theory has become increasingly informationized. The most notable manifestation of the informationization of operational theory is that, following “operational informationization” and “war informationization,” the new concepts of information warfare and informationized warfare have been put forward. Information warfare and informationized warfare have both similarities and differences. Their similarity is that, in both, the leading element of combat power is information. In war of any form, the constituent elements of combat power are matter, energy, and information. In the mechanized warfare of the industrial age, matter and energy — manifested as firepower and mobility — played the leading role, while information played only a supporting role. In information warfare or informationized warfare, by contrast, information plays the leading role; matter and energy remain important but have been relegated to a supporting role. This is mainly because information controls matter and energy: whether matter and energy on the battlefield are converted into actual combat power, how much combat power results, and whether that combat power can be “multiplied,” are all constrained by information and depend on the degree to which information can be freely used — that is, on whether the flow of information has been cut off or flows unimpeded. It should be specifically noted here that, in most cases, information does not act alone in place of matter and energy, but rather gives matter and energy a regulatory mechanism, under whose effect matter and energy either come into full play — even being “multiplied” — or fail to come into play at all. The difference between information warfare and informationized warfare is that the former is a mode of operations in which military information technology is the primary means of combat, and is part of high-technology warfare; the latter is an entirely new form of warfare that will replace mechanized warfare. The scope of information warfare will continue to expand as the degree of a military’s informationization gradually rises, eventually transforming into informationized warfare. This is why many countries’ armed forces today are capable of waging information warfare but not yet capable of waging informationized warfare.



(2) The Struggle to Win “Information Dominance” Will Run Through the Entire Course of War

American military theorist John Arquilla has pointed out: “The simplest and most accurate definition of information dominance is knowing everything about the enemy’s situation while preventing the enemy from knowing one’s own.” He has also said, “Information dominance will become the principal factor influencing the entire course and outcome of war.” In future wars, most personnel, in most situations, will be handling not matter and energy but information, because information will replace matter and energy as the key to victory. The formation and exercise of a unit’s combat power, as well as effective operational command, will depend mainly on the collection, processing, transmission, control, and use of information. A superior force that loses “information dominance” will become “blind, deaf, and a target,” falling into a predicament of being struck without being able to strike back; an inferior force that gains information superiority can seize the initiative on the battlefield. Because future strategic-, campaign-, and tactical-level operations will all be conducted mainly by means of, and centered around, information, the struggle to win “information dominance” will be exceptionally sharp and intense, and will run through the entire course of the war. Specifically, holding “information dominance” confers the following benefits: it can create the preconditions for one’s own side to seize and hold air superiority, sea superiority, and electromagnetic superiority; it can dispel the “fog of war” on one’s own side while thickening the enemy’s “fog of war”; it can raise the efficiency of one’s own command, enabling one’s side to fully grasp and exploit fleeting opportunities on the battlefield; and it can raise the hit rate of one’s own weapons’ strikes, greatly strengthening combat effectiveness.



(3) The Boundary Between Offensive and Defensive Operations Will Become Blurred

Offense and defense are the two basic types of operations. In traditional warfare, the lines of operation of the attacking and defending sides were clearly distinguishable. But in the warfare of the information age, because advanced detection devices, command-and-control systems, and precision-guidance technology have vastly increased the capacity for deep reconnaissance, long-range communication, precision strikes, and deep thrusts, operations will break through the constraints of a fixed battlefield and fixed positions, proceeding simultaneously at every level and in every direction throughout the entire operational space. The front-rear boundary found in wars of the past will become blurred, and the relatively stable front line and fixed battlefield will cease to exist. In particular, because the entire operational space will be under the tight control of long-range precision-strike weapons, the attacking side will no longer need, nor be able, to build forward positions massing large numbers of troops and weapons, and the defending side will likewise be unable to establish an impregnable defensive line. Therefore, whether a simple breakthrough-and-attack action or a typical defensive battle of “resolutely holding the line,” both will ultimately lose their reason for existing, and the boundary between offensive and defensive action will likewise become blurred because of the high mobility and uncertainty of the battlefield.



(4) Long-Range Precision Strikes Will Become an Important Mode of Operations

As the range and precision of weapons and equipment continue to improve, long-range precision strikes will become an important mode of operations and a key means of victory in future wars. The US Joint Chiefs of Staff’s Joint Vision 2010 listed long-range “precision engagement” as one of the four major operational concepts the US armed forces would implement in the early 21st century. Russia’s Military Development Concept Through 2005 likewise pointed out that long-range precision strikes are an important means of achieving victory in future operations. The armed forces of the United States, Russia, and other countries believe that conducting long-range precision strikes offers the following benefits: it can reduce battlefield casualties and avoid the kind of “life-and-death battle” in which participating forces cannot break contact without suffering heavy losses; it allows for rapid response and raises operational efficiency; and it can greatly reduce the need for artillery pieces and ammunition, easing the logistics burden. To effectively conduct long-range precision strikes, the following conditions must be met: possession of advanced reconnaissance and surveillance means and sufficient “battlefield situational awareness,” ensuring that the battlefield commander can grasp the disposition of the enemy’s entire force, and even of individual combat systems, under any circumstances; the establishment of C⁴I systems at every echelon to analyze, process, and transmit battlefield information in real time, ensuring the commander can respond in real time to a rapidly changing battlefield situation; and the fielding of intelligent precision-strike weapon systems to ensure that designated targets are destroyed in a timely manner.



(5) The Content of “Concentration of Force” Will Change

In future wars, the concentration of force — this ancient military principle — will still apply, but its content will change. First, the focus of concentrating force will shift from the tactical level to the campaign and strategic levels. In the wars of the industrial age, it was necessary first to concentrate force at the tactical level in order to accumulate operational effects, ultimately achieving campaign or even strategic objectives. In the wars of the information age, however, because precision-strike weapons and stealth weapons are used extensively, campaign or strategic objectives may be achieved through one or two rounds of firepower strikes. Second, the substance of concentrating force will shift from concentrating the quantity of troops and weapons to concentrating firepower and information. In the future, it will be possible to concentrate firepower without concentrating troops. Long-range precision-guided missiles, fighter aircraft, bombers, and networked C³I systems can strike and destroy every target within a theater of operations. Various types of long-range strike weapons can deliver a concentrated blow against a target without needing to be concentrated in deployment. For that concentrated firepower to take effect, a large volume of information must also be concentrated, since otherwise it will be impossible to locate, track, and destroy targets. Compared with concentrating troops and weapons, concentrating information and firepower offers the following benefits: it avoids presenting the enemy with a favorable target by concentrating troops; it allows the full exploitation of high-technology weapons with long range, great power, and high precision; and it is more sudden, flexible, and stable. Third, the emphasis will shift from concentrating mainly ground and air forces to concentrating ground, sea, air, and space forces together. In informationized warfare against a strong enemy, concentrating only ground and air power will not be enough to gain superiority over the enemy and achieve victory; it will be necessary to concentrate air, ground, maritime, and special-operations capabilities across the entire theater, and to conduct joint campaign-level operations with the support of space-based operational systems.



(6) The Demands of Operational Command Are High and Difficult to Meet

The US Army’s Field Manual 525-5 states: “Operational command is the art of making decisions, exercising leadership, and motivating information-equipped soldiers and their organizations into battle, so as to accomplish the mission at the lowest possible cost to the soldiers.” In future wars, the types of weapons and equipment employed will be numerous, the battlefield situation will change in the blink of an eye, the tempo of operations will quicken, and the volume of information will increase sharply. As a result, the demands placed on operational command are not decreasing but rather increasing, and becoming more difficult to meet. This is chiefly reflected in four respects. First, command must be real-time or near-real-time; otherwise, fleeting opportunities will be missed and one’s forces will fall into a passive position. The focus of real-time command is to “seize and control the operational space,” constraining the enemy in terms of speed, time, and responsiveness, so that one’s own actions are always “half a beat faster” than the enemy’s. Second, command must be exercised while on the move. This is because the future battlefield will be highly fluid, with units constantly in motion, making it difficult for commanders to set up a fixed command post. Third, a combination of vertical and horizontal command methods must be adopted: information is passed echelon by echelon between higher and lower levels in vertical command; in activities such as march control and air-defense early warning, information is passed directly between units at the same level in horizontal command liaison; and in activities such as fire support, a combined vertical-and-horizontal command method is used. Fourth, coordination is complex. Coordination is one of the functions of command, and in future wars, with many participating services and branches and a vast operational space, the task of horizontal coordination will be extremely heavy.




III. Innovation in Armed Forces Development Thought

Driven by the new military revolution, the developed Western countries, led by the United States, have begun to move away from the outdated notion of building mechanized armed forces suited to the industrial age, and are exploring new approaches to building informationized armed forces. Judging from the practice of military development over the past decade or so, the military development thought of these countries has indeed undergone revolutionary change, chiefly reflected in the adoption of an “information-based” force-building policy, the implementation of a “systems integration” force-building principle, the use of a “virtual practice” force-building method, and the adoption of a “horizontal technology integration” approach to equipment development. Although these four points currently represent new theory found only in the armed forces of a small number of countries, they nonetheless represent the direction in which the military development thought of countries around the world is heading.


(1) Adopting an “Information-Based” Force-Building Policy

Information is the third element existing in the objective world, alongside matter and energy, and its unit is the bit. Information scientists hold that nothing in the objective world exists in isolation — everything is interconnected with other things, and the essence of these interconnections is the exchange of matter, energy, and information. The three basic modes of interaction between things and systems are the flow of matter, the flow of energy, and the flow of information. These do not occur singly but are usually interrelated and occur simultaneously. Of the three, the flow of information plays a uniquely important role, because the flow of matter and energy is usually preceded and guided by information, and the direction, speed, quality, and quantity of that flow are likewise controlled by information.

The advance of information technology, together with the deep exploitation and broad application of information capacity, will not only cause humanity’s means and ability to understand and transform the world to progress from the liberation of the limbs and physical strength (that is, the use of machinery and motive power) to the liberation of the senses and the brain (that is, the use of various sensing and detection devices, computers, and information-processing equipment), thereby changing humanity’s modes of production and life — it will also bring about a fundamental change in the military form and the form of war of humankind, gradually causing the mechanized military form to give way to the informationized military form, and mechanized warfare to evolve into informationized warfare. In information warfare or informationized warfare, information is an important combat force and force multiplier; information can rapidly and accurately manipulate and control the matter and energy of war, raising operational effectiveness while reducing the input of other combat-power elements. Specifically, information has the following functions: by falsifying, distorting, deceiving, or suppressing the enemy’s information, one can cause the enemy’s radar, missiles, aircraft, and the like to lose control or become unable to complete their combat missions; by feeding computer viruses or logic bombs into the enemy’s information systems, one can throw the enemy’s command chain into confusion or cause it to break down, paralyzing communication systems; and through carefully produced media imagery and other psychological-warfare means, one can even change the culture and psychology of the opposing society, ultimately altering the perceptions and convictions of decision-makers and leading them into erroneous decisions. Information itself is becoming an effective combat force; information- and knowledge-related factors such as computing power, communications capacity, real-time reconnaissance capability, computer simulation and training capability, and electronic-warfare capability will, like an armored division, a carrier battle group, or an air wing, become an important element of military capability.

In the mechanized warfare of the industrial age, matter and energy were the primary elements constituting combat power, with firepower and mobility being their concrete expression on the battlefield. To win mechanized wars, when planning and carrying out military development it was necessary to seek the maximum exploitation of firepower and mobility — that is, to build the armed forces “around firepower and mobility.” In the informationized warfare of the information age, however, the primary element constituting combat power is no longer matter and energy but information. This requires that military development be carried out around strengthening the role of information, implementing an “information-based” force-building policy so that every aspect of the armed forces becomes informationized, in order to meet the requirements of winning informationized wars.

The idea of building the armed forces on an “information basis” was put forward in 1993 by former US Army Chief of Staff Sullivan. To carry out an “information-based” force-building policy, it is necessary to change the old mindset of planning military development “around firepower and mobility,” a holdover from the industrial age, and instead establish the leading role of information in military development, using information — this “force multiplier” — to comprehensively advance informationization. In terms of ideology, the importance of information must be fully appreciated, with confidence that information has an enormous effect comparable to that of nuclear weapons. The side holding information superiority can not only effectively carry out “information monopoly,” “information deterrence,” “information attack,” and “information protection,” but can also provide “information support” and an “information umbrella,” allowing the side receiving that support and protection to gain a tremendous military advantage and multiply its combat power severalfold. In terms of operational thought, it must be recognized that information is the key to victory, the “capital of command.” The side that holds “information dominance” can acquire, transmit, and use information in real time or near-real time, quickly converting the troops and weapons on the battlefield into actual combat power. The side that loses “information dominance,” by contrast, has its information flow cut off and becomes “blind, deaf, and paralyzed,” unable to convert its troops and weapons into actual combat power. Therefore, the struggle for “information dominance” must be brought within the domain of military struggle, with great emphasis placed on protecting one’s own information and information systems on the battlefield while attacking and destroying the enemy’s information and information systems. In building the military organizational structure, priority must be given to what is “conducive to the rapid flow and rapid use of information,” reforming the command-and-leadership system and unit organization, reducing the number of levels of command, streamlining unit organization, and mixing together personnel from the various services and branches, so as to build a force structure suited to waging information warfare and informationized warfare. In military training, emphasis must be placed on “information warfare” exercises, offering courses in information warfare and information technology, and training more information-warfare talent and officers well versed in computer systems and network technology.



(2) Implementing a “Systems Integration” Force-Building Principle

The “gene,” or soul, of the informationized military form is information. To make this “gene” of information permeate every area of the military, to bring this “gene” to life, and to enable information to flow in real time, smoothly, and in an orderly way through “military space,” especially within the armed forces themselves, it is necessary to follow the principle of “systems integration,” combining the various elements that make up the military — especially the armed forces and the battlefield — into a single organic whole, thereby building a great military system. As the US Department of Defense’s 1997 Quadrennial Defense Review put it: “The theory of systems integration does not advocate placing the focus of equipment development on procuring new advanced weapons and equipment; rather, it calls for linking together the tanks, aircraft, warships, and other military systems within US military power into one large system, so as to bring into play a greater combat effect and efficiency.” “Systems integration” is both a technology and an art; its essence is to combine scientific theory with experiential knowledge, to combine human thought with computer analysis, to combine individual judgment with collective action, and, using the methods of systems engineering and operations research analysis, to integrate small systems into a large system, thereby bringing into play the overall advantage and comprehensive effectiveness of the great military system.

In the information age, the center of gravity of combat power is the “system,” not the “individual item” — including people and weapons — taken in isolation. If people, weapons, and combat-power parameters such as firepower, mobility, and protection are not placed within a system, the effect each produces on its own is negligible; but if they are placed within a system and regulated by information, the effort required is halved while the result is doubled, and their effect is multiplied many times over. For this reason, foreign military leaders and defense experts alike attach great importance to implementing the “systems integration” force-building principle. For example, US Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Owens has said: “The foundation of future military superiority is a large system composed of subsystems, and this large system is fundamentally a military combination. No single service can build it alone; once the large system is fully built, the combat effectiveness of every service will be enormously increased.” Similarly, American military theorist Bodnar has pointed out that the development of information technology led to the advent of C⁴I systems, thereby giving rise to “integrated power synthesis” and “systems integration” and similar concepts. Likewise, Roche, Vice President of the Grumman Corporation of the United States, has held that “the issue is not the technology itself, but the ability to make use of the major weapon systems and combine these weapons into a large system.” The large-scale integration of strike weapons, combat platforms, and sensor equipment is a tremendous task of systems integration. Similarly, General Rodionov, president of the Russian General Staff Academy, has also said: “Military technology policy should call for the fullest possible use of the achievements of information science, in order to correct the lack of coordination among the various components within a weapon system. For example, we possess advanced firepower-kill weapons, but our information support is very backward, causing excessive ammunition consumption and placing a heavier burden on the supply system.”

The “systems integration” force-building principle requires that every aspect of military development be planned from the standpoint of the large system, causing the armed forces, the battlefield, and operations generally to become thoroughly networked. Military networks perform five major functions. First, they can raise the rate of utilization of information. Because networks process and transmit information quickly, they can greatly shorten the time a commander needs for command decisions, resolving the contradiction between the explosive growth in the volume of information and the short amount of time available for decision-making, thereby markedly raising the utilization rate of battlefield information. Second, they can add value to operational time. Networks enable units to process all kinds of information in real time, thereby using time with high efficiency and completing combat missions in an extremely short time. Third, they can greatly increase weapon effectiveness. Using networks to link informationized combat platforms with informationized munitions can greatly enhance their ability to detect, track, and engage targets, thereby producing astonishing combat effectiveness. Fourth, they can expand the elements of combat. Many elements that in past wars could play only an indirect role — such as civilian communications, transportation, scientific research, and production facilities — can, through network connections, become elements that play a direct role in war. Fifth, they can increase the means of combat available. The advent of networks opens up an entirely new domain for military struggle; network attack and network defense will become a new mode of operations for future armed forces. Network warfare will interpenetrate with psychological warfare, intelligence warfare, and information warfare, and will merge with firepower warfare and maneuver warfare, giving rise to a rich variety of colorful and diverse means of combat.



(3) Using the “Virtual Practice” Force-Building Method

In the past, countries around the world generally employed the “inductive-experience” method in military development — that is, summarizing the practical experience of peacetime military development and the lessons of past wars, distilling from them regularities, and elevating these into theory to guide subsequent military development. Owing to the rapid advance of “virtual reality” technology, the developed Western countries have proposed that, going forward, military development should, in addition to using “inductive-experience” methods, also adopt “virtual practice” methods based on the needs of “future warfighting.” The “virtual practice” method refers to using high-technology means to create an “artificial synthetic environment” that simulates future war — such as a future battlefield or a future training ground — allowing military personnel to conduct “pre-practice” within this virtual environment. Through the experimentation, testing, and verification carried out in this “pre-practice,” relevant data and conclusions are obtained, which are then used to guide the development of future operational theory, formulate operational contingency plans, design weapons and equipment, and thereby determine the command-and-control system and unit organization of the armed forces, plan the development of weapons and equipment, and improve education at military schools and unit training.

The “virtual practice” method and the “inductive-experience” method differ fundamentally in the vantage point from which they guide military development: the former looks toward the future, while the latter looks toward the past. Therefore, armed forces built using the “virtual practice” method are better suited to the needs of future war.

The technological foundation of the “virtual practice” method is virtual reality technology. Having developed since the late 1980s, this high technology is a comprehensive technology integrating computer technology, image-generation technology, stereoscopic imaging and sound technology, sensor technology, display technology, information-fusion technology, software engineering, and artificial-intelligence technology together with disciplines such as physiology, psychology, and cognitive science. Virtual reality technology can be used to create “virtual reality” because ultra-high-speed computers can convert digitized models of the objective world into light points and sound waves of various forms and fuse them together in an appropriate way, thereby creating a “virtual world.”

In order to strengthen military development — and especially the informationization of the armed forces — using the “virtual practice” method, the United States, Britain, and other countries have established numerous “battle labs,” “combat simulation laboratories,” or “combat simulation centers.”



(4) Adopting a “Horizontal Technology Integration” Approach to Equipment Development

Many foreign military experts describe “horizontal technology integration” as a revolution in the development of weapons and equipment. In the past, the basic model of equipment development in every country was to use the newest and most advanced science and technology to develop, in vertical succession, one generation of weapons after another, each with greater range, higher precision, and greater destructive power than the last. This traditional, “stovepipe”-style model of weapons development has, by now, caused the performance indicators of range, speed, lethality, and accuracy of many weapons systems to reach, or approach, their physical limits. Although at the time some consideration was also given to the integration of weapon systems into complete families, that was auxiliary in nature and occurred only at a low level. “Horizontal technology integration,” by contrast, calls for using existing civilian and military technologies, with common software, standards, and procedures, to modernize or upgrade existing weapon systems from the horizontal direction, giving them commonality and interoperability, so as to facilitate the flow of information between sensor and shooter, between different weapon systems, and between different combat units, thereby greatly raising the overall effectiveness of all weapons, equipment, and combat systems.

“Horizontal technology integration” is a highly complex systems-engineering undertaking. The armed forces of the United States, Russia, and other countries are all carrying out “horizontal technology integration” in their equipment development. The Russian military has already made strengthening the commonality, standardization, and uniformity of specifications of weapons, while reducing the number of weapon types, an important policy of its equipment development. The US military plans to carry out its “horizontal technology integration” program in two steps. In the first step, digital communications equipment, second-generation forward-looking infrared radar, identification-friend-or-foe devices, and global positioning systems are being fitted to existing main combat equipment, thereby establishing preliminary “horizontal information flow pipelines” among this equipment. Among the US Army’s main combat equipment are the M1A2 tank, the M2A2 fire support vehicle, the M2A3 fighting vehicle, the “Black Hawk” command helicopter, the “Apache” attack helicopter, the “Kiowa Warrior” reconnaissance helicopter, the M109A6 “Paladin” self-propelled howitzer, and the M106A2 mortar carrier, among others. The second step involves implementing a number of programs, such as: the “Combined Arms Command and Control — Advanced Technology Demonstration” program, aimed at perfecting and developing computer-aided command-and-control systems; the “Common Ground Warfare” program, which rapidly provides operational intelligence to brigade commanders; the “Global Grid” program, which brings numerous combat units into a single working network; the “Survivability/Adaptive System Demonstration” program, which uses multimedia technology to deliver sound, imagery, and data to combat personnel; the “21st Century Land Warrior” program, which enables free man-machine dialogue on the battlefield; the “Brigade-and-Below Command and Control” program, which provides various kinds of information to brigade-and-below units; and the “Battlefield Combat Identification Demonstration” program, among others.

Foreign militaries pursue “horizontal technology integration” mainly out of two considerations. First, to adapt to the needs of the high-technology battlefield environment. On the high-technology battlefield, as the two sides contend for the right to acquire, control, and use information, and as they conduct operations using information-technology means, equipment, and systems, the most important thing is to ensure the smooth vertical and horizontal flow of information. After many years of modernization, the armed forces of developed countries no longer have a problem with the vertical flow of information, but the horizontal transmission of information remains slow and falls far short of the demands of information warfare. Implementing “horizontal technology integration” can resolve this problem. Second, to raise the return on investment in equipment development. The application of modern military engineering technology and military sensor technology has already caused the performance indicators of many weapons and equipment to reach, or approach, their physical limits. Under these circumstances, if one continues to insist, out of stubbornness, on developing weapons only vertically, generation after generation, each more advanced than the last, while still focusing only on improving the performance indicators of individual weapons, then even further increases in funding will yield only a very small improvement in combat effectiveness — in some cases none at all — and the cost-effectiveness ratio will be far too low. Implementing “horizontal technology integration,” by contrast, makes it possible to make effective use of existing weapons and equipment: by giving the various weapon systems horizontal “interoperability” and “multi-functionality,” it makes 1 + 1 > 2, causing the cost-effectiveness ratio of investment in weapons and equipment to increase severalfold.

Discussion Questions


	In what respects is theoretical innovation in the theory of war reflected?

	What is the trend in the development of operational thought?

	In what direction will national-defense and armed-forces development thought develop?










Bibliography


	Comparative Military Thought, edited by Li Xiaodong, Military Science Press, 1999 edition.

	A Comparative Study of Chinese and Western Military Philosophy, edited by Zhang Junbo, Military Science Press, 1993 edition.

	A Comparative Study of National Defense Policies, by [US] Douglas Murray, Military Academy Press, 1985 edition.

	A Comparison of Chinese and Foreign Military Academy Education, edited by the Shijiazhuang Military Education Institute, Chunqiu Publishing House, 1989 edition.

	A Comparative Study of Theories of International Relations, by Jin Yingzhong et al., China Social Sciences Press, 1992 edition.

	Comparative Methodology, by Liu Dachun, China Academy of Culture, 1987 edition.

	Comparative Political Analysis, by Wang Huning, Shanghai People’s Publishing House, 1987 edition.

	An Introduction to Comparative Management Studies, by Yang Haitao, Jiangxi People’s Publishing House, 1988 edition.

	On Comparative Thought, by [Japan] Nakamura Hajime, Zhejiang People’s Publishing House, 1987 edition.

	Comparative Education, edited by Cheng Youxin, China Academy of Culture, 1987 edition.

	Collected Military Writings of Marx and Engels, Volumes 1–5, Warrior Press, 1982 edition.

	On International Strategy, edited by Yu Qifen, Military Science Press, 1998 edition.

	A Survey of the Quality Development of Foreign Armed Forces, edited by Wang Baocun, Military Science Press, 1993 edition.

	Studies on Great-Power Strategy, by Yu Zhengliang et al., Central Compilation and Translation Press, 1998 edition.

	National Defense Economics in the Nuclear Age, by [US] Charles Hitch et al., General Staff Department Publishing Bureau, 1965 edition.

	Contemporary World Military Affairs, by Wang Yongjian, Social Sciences Academic Press, 1994 edition.

	Fundamental Issues in Contemporary World Politics and Economics, edited by Huan Xiang, World Affairs Press, 1989 edition.

	The Great Realignment of World Military Affairs, by Li Qinggong et al., Military Friendship Press, 1993 edition.

	Great Trends in World Military Affairs, by Pan Zhenqiang et al., National Defense University Press, 1994 edition.

	The New World Political Order and International Security, by Qiu Runchang et al., Military Science Press, 1996 edition.

	Contemporary Foreign Military Thought, by Liu Shanji et al., PLA Press, 1988 edition.

	American Military Thought, edited by Qian Junde, Military Science Press, 1992 edition.

	Issues in the US-Soviet Strategic Struggle for Supremacy, edited by Wang Shuzhong, National Defense University Press, 1988 edition.

	Strategics, edited by the Academy of Military Science, Military Science Press, 1987 edition.

	Military Strategy, by [USSR] V. D. Sokolovsky, Warrior Press, 1980 edition.

	Military Strategy, edited by the [US] Army War College, Military Science Press, 1986 edition.

	An Introduction to Military Strategy, edited by Huang Yuzhang, National Defense University Press, 1991 edition.

	A Brief Discussion of Military Strategy, edited by Peng Guangqian et al., PLA Press, 1989 edition.

	A Survey of Nuclear Strategy, by Xu Guangyu, National Defense University Press, 1987 edition.

	Grand Strategy, by [US] John Collins, Warrior Press, 1978 edition.

	Megatrends, by [US] John Naisbitt et al., Party School of the Central Committee of the CPC Press, 1990 edition.

	The Grand Chessboard, by [US] Zbigniew Brzezinski, Shanghai People’s Publishing House, 1998 edition.

	A History of Warfare and Military Art, by [USSR] S. S. Lototsky et al., Warrior Press, 1980 edition.

	Soviet Military Strategy, translated by Chen Xi et al., Military Friendship Press, 1991 edition.

	An Introduction to Soviet Military Strategy, by Wang Hai et al., National Defense University Press, 1989 edition.

	Studies in Japanese Military Thought, edited by Pan Junfeng, Military Science Press, 1992 edition.

	Studies in Japanese Military Strategy, edited by Wang Yanyu, Military Science Press, 1992 edition.

	Studies in American Military Thought, edited by Qian Junde, Military Science Press, 1992 edition.

	Studies in American Military Strategy, edited by Cai Zuming, Military Science Press, 1993 edition.

	An Introduction to American Military Strategy, edited by Li Zhigu, National Defense University Press, 1989 edition.

	Western European Military Security Strategy, edited by Ye Zhangrong, National Defense University Press, 1988 edition.

	An Introduction to Military Strategy, edited by Yan Zhu, China Social Sciences Press, 1992 edition.

	Studies in Indian Military Thought, edited by Chen Pingsheng, Military Science Press, 1992 edition.

	Studies in Indian Military Strategy, by Jiang Zhaohong et al., Military Science Press, 1993 edition.

	A History of the Art of War, edited by [USSR] V. V. Panov, Military Science Press, 1990 edition.

	The Advance of Military Technology and the Soviet Armed Forces, by M. M. Kiryan et al., China Translation and Publishing Corporation, 1984 edition.

	On Bourgeois Military Science, by [USSR] Mileshtein et al., Shanghai People’s Publishing House, 1959 edition.

	Reflections on Modern Strategy, by Pan Shiying, World Affairs Press, 1993 edition.

	A Survey of Chinese and Foreign Military Strategy, edited by Sun Xiangming et al., Military Science Press, 1991 edition.

	The Future of National Defense Development, edited by the Planning and Organization Department of the Academy of Military Science, Military Science Press, 1988 edition.

	Principles of Combined-Arms Combat in the Russian Army, by [USSR] I. N. Vorobyov, Military Friendship Press, 1996 edition.

	A History of American Military Strategy and Policy, by [US] Russell F. Weigley, PLA Press, 1986 edition.

	An Introduction to Military Deterrence Studies, by Yang Xuhua et al., Shuhai Publishing House, 1989 edition.

	Deterrence Strategy, by Chen Chongbei et al., Military Science Press, 1989 edition.

	A Survey of Foreign Reserve Forces, edited by Tian Xiaowen, Military Science Press, 1995 edition.

	A Survey of Foreign Military Service Systems, edited by Tian Xiaowen, Military Science Press, 1997 edition.

	US Military Reform from the Vietnam War to the Gulf War, by [US] James Dunnigan et al., Military Science Press, 1996 edition.

	The US Military’s Vision for the 21st Century, edited by Zhang Shibin, Foreign Military Studies Department of the Academy of Military Science, 1998 edition.

	An Introduction to World National Defense Economics, edited by Liu Yichang et al., China Prospect Publishing House, 1987 edition.

	Cost-Effective National Defense Development, by [US] Jacques Gansler, China Defense Science and Technology Information Center, 1992 edition.

	Nuclear Forces and Nuclear Policies of the World’s Nuclear-Armed States, edited by Qi Xueyuan, Military Science Press, 1991 edition.

	World Military Academy Education, edited by the Second Bureau of the Institutions Department of the General Staff Department’s Military Training Department, Military Friendship Press, 1995 edition.

	Foreign Armed Forces Development at the Turn of the Century, edited by Lai Mingchuan, National Defense University Press, 1997 edition.

	Foreign Armed Forces Development Heading into the 21st Century, edited by Han Shengmin, Military Science Press, 1998 edition.

	A Survey of the Quality Development of Foreign Armed Forces, edited by Wang Baocun, Military Science Press, 1993 edition.

	A History of Foreign Wars and Military Art, by Wu Guangquan et al., National Defense University Press, 1992 edition.

	US Army Operations Field Manual, edited by the Foreign Military Studies Department of the Academy of Military Science, Military Science Press, 1993 edition.

	Russian Army Operations Field Manual, edited by the Foreign Military Studies Department of the Academy of Military Science, Military Science Press, 1993 edition.

	Soviet Military Encyclopedia, Warrior Press, 1984–1986 edition.

	International Encyclopedia of Military Affairs and Defense, compiled and translated by the Foreign Military Studies Department of the Academy of Military Science, PLA Press, 1998 edition.

	World Military Yearbook, edited by the Foreign Military Studies Department of the Academy of Military Science, PLA Press, 1990–1999 editions.

	Basic Facts on the US Military, Military Science Press, 1988, 1991, and 1998 editions.

	Basic Facts on the Soviet Military, Military Science Press, 1988 and 1991 editions.

	Basic Facts on the Russian Military, Military Science Press, 1998 edition.

	Basic Facts on the Japanese Military, Military Science Press, 1998 edition.

	US Department of Defense Annual Defense Report, 1995–1999 editions.

	Foreign Military Art journal, various issues, 1985–1999.








Afterword

At present, the development of our armed forces is confronting a complicated and ever-changing international environment, together with the new conditions created by the gradual formation of a socialist market economy at home, and it faces many new circumstances and new problems that urgently need to be resolved. How to draw on the useful experience of foreign armed forces and follow a path of building an elite force with Chinese characteristics is an important and formidable task now facing our armed forces. As Chairman Jiang Zemin has pointed out: “In today’s world, no armed force can achieve modernization by shutting its doors to development and refusing to learn advanced things from abroad. In carrying out the modernization of our armed forces, we must look outward to the world, keep pace with the tide of global military transformation and development, actively draw on the useful experience of the armed forces of other countries — especially the experience of the developed countries in modernizing their armed forces — and selectively introduce advanced technology, equipment, and management methods. Even the good experience and practices of foreign armed forces should not simply be brought in wholesale; rather, they should be digested, absorbed, and built upon in light of the actual conditions of our own armed forces, so as to persevere on a path of military modernization with Chinese characteristics.” It was precisely in accordance with this principle that, in compiling this textbook, we set out from the actual needs of the development of our armed forces and, with a clear sense of purpose, analyzed and compared the military thought of a number of representative countries, striving to identify certain patterns of general significance that could offer some reference and guidance for the reform and development of our own armed forces.

This textbook covers a considerable breadth of content, including not only the military-theoretical heritage, national military-cultural traditions, values, and views on war of various countries, but also their military strategic thought, thought on national defense and armed forces development, operational thought, thought on war mobilization and reserve-force development, thought on military education and military training, thought on military economics and logistics, and thought on military management, among other areas. Each of these is, on its own, an extremely rich field of study, one that could easily support independent research and its own separate book. In compiling this textbook, we have been mindful of the relationship between comprehensive introduction and in-depth research, striving to highlight key points, beginning from a number of specific questions and conducting deep examinations that are historical as well as contemporary, vertical as well as horizontal, wide-ranging, and multi-faceted — analyzing and comparing the comparable elements and main content among them, focusing our research on their differences and commonalities, and thereby revealing the general laws governing their development and change, summarizing the lessons of experience to be drawn from them, development trends.

The chief editor of this textbook is Li Xiaodong. The individual lectures were written as follows: Lecture 1, Li Xiaodong; Lecture 2, Xie Yongliang and Li Xiaodong; Lecture 3, Li Xiaodong; Lecture 4, Han Shengmin; Lecture 5, Li Dajun and Li Xiaodong; Lecture 6, Lin Zhiyuan; Lecture 7, Chen Jianmin; Lecture 8, Gao Yuanhui; Lecture 9, Liu Yang; and Lecture 10, Wang Baocun. In the course of compiling this textbook, we received the enthusiastic guidance and assistance of senior experts in the field of foreign military studies, including Comrades Wang Zhenxi, Wu Chunqiu, Yang Shihua, and Yuan Dejin; Comrades Liu Jixian, Wang Haiyun, Zhao Gangjian, Huang Xing, and Wang Wen offered many valuable suggestions; and Comrades Fu Chengli, Yang Minjun, and Nie Songlai reviewed the research project. We wish to express our sincere gratitude to them here.

This textbook draws on a number of Chinese and foreign sources, and we wish to extend our thanks to the authors of these works. Owing to the limitations of the editors’ own scholarship, this textbook no doubt still contains no small number of shortcomings, and we earnestly ask our readers for their criticism and correction.

The Editors Beijing, March 28, 2001


