KEEPING THE FIRE LIT:
DEMOCRACY AND THE LONG WAR

Lance Luksik, LCDR, USN 
Eric Moses, Maj, USAF

John Woodward, MAJ, USA

Joint Forces Staff College

Joint and Combined Warfighting School

Class 08-3

02 June 2008

Faculty Advisor:  CDR Chris Kirkbride, USN
Seminar 5

“Silly people--and there are many, not only in enemy countries--might discount the force of the United States.  Some said they were soft, others that they would never be united.  They would fool around at a distance.  They would never come to grips.  They would never stand blood letting.  Their democracy and system of recurrent elections would paralyze their war effort.  They would be a vague blur on the horizon to friend or foe.  Now we should see the weakness of this numerous but remote, wealthy, and talkative people.  But I had studied the American Civil War, fought out to the last desperate inch.  American blood flowed in my veins.  I thought of a remark which Edward Grey once made to me more than 30 years before--that the United States is like a gigantic boiler.  Once the fire is lighted under it, there is no limit to the amount of power it can generate.”

- Winston Churchill, upon hearing the news that Pearl Harbor had been bombed.
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Introduction

A democratic nation must address the importance of public support to successfully wage and sustain a Long War.  World War II hero Douglas MacArthur stated that “one cannot wage war under present conditions without the support of public opinion, which is tremendously molded by the press and other forms of propaganda.” 
  MacArthur understood the importance of public opinion during both World Wars and the limited Long Wars America conducted in the Philippines and Korea.
 A Long War is irregular in nature and fought against enemies fielding non-conventional military forces.  The 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review defines the current Long War as a conflict against an enemy using “terror, propaganda and indiscriminate violence”
 to force their will upon their adversaries.   These wars are characterized by battlegrounds that transcend traditional boundaries and a time horizon measured in years.  Our impatient domestic population may find it hard to maintain support for a Long War, as the end may not be readily in sight, the objectives may be vaguely defined, and the enemy may be obscure.  

The United States Government (USG) risks losing the support of its own population during any Long War, and all potential and current enemies are aware of this fact.  Our enemies understand, perhaps better than we do, that in any war of choice fought by a democracy the limiting factor that determines how long the nation will sustain the war is the will of the populace.  Therefore, the strategic Center of Gravity (COG) for any democracy fighting a Long War is the support of the domestic population.  Success depends on the larger, more abstract contract between leaders and population in addition to the military itself.  In light of these facts, this analysis examines the influence of the domestic population of the United States on American military efforts and introduces a new Four Level Game Theory.  The analysis concludes with a recommendation for the United States Department of Defense to establish a joint organization employing strategic communication to deter enemy efforts to erode the US population's will to fight. 
Supporting the Balance

According to Carl Von Clausewitz, the task of the military theorist is to develop a theory that maintains a balance among his the people, the government, and the army.  “Our task, therefore, is to develop a theory that maintains a balance between these three entities, like an object suspended between three magnets.”
 A properly balanced relationship between the government, the military, and the people is vital to developing sound strategy during the preparation and execution of war, and a course of action that ignores any of three elements would be ineffective.  This balanced relationship is paramount to understanding the importance of public support in military conflicts.  

Domestic support in a democracy is difficult to maintain in a Long War initiated by choice (one that is not fought for national existence).  There are several historical examples of public opinion and support impacting a government’s and a military’s ability to wage war, but the most immediate example that comes to most American minds is the Vietnam War.  
In 1972-73, the declining levels of US domestic support contributed to the strategy of rapidly trying to force the North Vietnamese to come to a negotiated settlement.  Even when faced with the prospect of a Communist conquest of South Vietnam, there was stronger American sentiment for maintaining a full withdrawal and virtually no support to commit more troops.  This decline of public support, more than deteriorating military situations, pushed President Johnson’s and President Nixon’s policies in the direction of negotiations and de-escalation.  By 1973, the last American ground troops left South Vietnam and Saigon eventually fell in April 1975.  Most experts, including President Johnson, agree that US public opposition essentially forced the United States to end a decade of war and withdraw from Vietnam.
  

President Johnson wrote of this time period that his “biggest worry was not Vietnam itself; it was the divisiveness and pessimism at home”.
  He felt that protests against the war were contributing to the divisiveness and having a negative impact on the war effort.  Johnson wrote that he had no doubt “this dissension prolonged the war, prevented a peaceful settlement on reasonable terms, encouraged our enemies, disheartened our friends – and weakened us as a nation”.
  Johnson believed that the lack of support and outcries against the war constrained US intervention and might have prevented an escalation that might have won the war.  Democratic voters, with their ability to regularly select their leadership, have the ability to directly influence foreign policy.  
Another example of public support and opinion can be traced back to the early 1900’s during the American – Philippines War.  The United States occupied the Philippines after Spain ceded the Philippine Islands at the conclusion of the Spanish-American War.  Philippine nationalists led by General Emilio Aguinaldo fought for independence.  Even after the capture of Aguinaldo in 1901 and President Theodore Roosevelt’s declaration of victory in the summer of 1902, the counterinsurgent fighting continued for 11 more years.
  

American popular support for the war eroded due to the efforts of men like William Jennings Bryan, Mark Twain, Andrew Carnegie, and other members of the American Anti-Imperialist League.
  These men generated strong support against the annexation of the Philippines.   This organized dissent, coupled with news of atrocities committed by Americans in the Philippines, further weakened domestic support for the war.  

The Filipino force initially used conventional tactics to inflict casualties on American troops in order to deter American public support for the war and to influence the 1900 presidential election. 
   While ultimately unsuccessful, the Filipino insurgents targeted the correct strategic Center of Gravity—United States national willpower, as expressed by the elected government and supported by its superiors, the voting domestic population of the United States. 
The Four Level Game of a Long War
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Diagram 1 - All Possible Interactions in the Four Level Game of a Long War

The domestic population of the Unites States is but one player among the five groups participating in the four level game of the Long War.  This four level game theory is a modification of Robert Putnam’s technique of using a two level game construct to effectively negotiate diplomatic settlements between sovereign nations under the restraints of their own respective domestic policy making bodies.
  

The largest difference between Putnam’s model and a four level game model of a Long War (aside from the obvious number of levels and players) is that negotiations, or interactions, take place between all five players at all times .  The USG, the United States domestic population, the enemy forces, the people who live in the contested region (to include their government), and the international population all interact with one another continually on a daily basis.  In addition to any player interacting with any other player, any player can attack the interactions, or connections, between other players.  Herein lies the reasons why the four level game of a Long War is exponentially more difficult than the two level game of diplomatic settlements between sovereign nations.

At the start of a Long War engagement between the United States and an enemy in a foreign country,
 each of the five players will have a different conception of the desired final results from the conflict and any accompanying negotiations.  This concept is defined by Putnam as the “win-set” representing the conditions the players will accept to cease negotiations and come to an agreement.  In the five level game of the Long War, win-sets represent the conditions the players will accept to cease fighting.  When a Long Wars starts, there is no overlap between the USG’s win-set and the enemy’s win-set, so a conflict occurs.

Level 1 - USG & Enemy


Level II - USG & Domestic Population                                                       USG
{___________[-Win-set-]}

USG
{___________[-Win-set-]}


Enemy{[-Win-set-]___________} 

DP  
{___________[-Win-set-]}

Level III - USG & People of Affected Area
Level IV - USG & International Population

USG
{___________[-Win-set-]}

USG
{___________[-Win-set-]}



People {____[-Win-set-]_______}

Int Pop
{______[-Win-set-]_____}

Diagram 2 - Depiction of Authors’ Estimation of Initial Win-Set Conditions in the Five Players at the Start of the Long War of Operation Enduring Freedom.

Upon launching Operation Enduring Freedom, the USG had the complete support of the American people and much support from the international population as well, shown in 

Diagram 2 by the overlapping win-sets of these groups.  Some in Afghanistan may have welcomed the invasion, and certainly more Afghanis changed their win-set to match the USG’s when American efforts to defeat the Taliban advanced rapidly.  Our Taliban enemies certainly would not alter their win-set when diplomatically engaged by the USG, shown in Diagram 2 by the lack of overlap in the USG and enemy win-sets, so a Long War was begun.   
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Diagram 3 - Depiction of Authors’ Estimation of Current Win-Set Conditions in the Five Players in  the Long War of Operation Iraqi Freedom.

   
Some of our enemies in Iraq have altered their win-sets to meet the USG and switched sides, but many are still fighting American forces.  Some of the people of Iraq support the American efforts at Reconstruction, but support for the USG efforts is not as strong amongst the Iraqi people as it was in mid-2003.  International support remains largely against American efforts; however, many realize the situation in Iraq must gain some stability prior to American forces leaving.  The most troubling factor in the five level game of the Long War of Operation Iraqi Freedom is the movement of the United States domestic population’s win-set away from the USG’s win-set.  This is ominous because the Level II interaction between the USG and its domestic population is the only level which can single handedly force the USG to exit a Long War before achieving victory.  


Our enemies in the Long War are not peer competitors, and they are too weak to outright defeat our military forces, so Level I interactions can’t defeat the USG in a Long War.   The people in the area where the fighting is taking place can throw their support to the enemy and hinder our efforts, but even this will not directly allow the enemy to defeat the USG, so Level III interactions can’t directly defeat the USG in a Long War.  The international population can also hinder or improve our efforts against any enemies, but the lack of international support for American efforts (or any other Level IV interactions) can’t directly defeat USG efforts. 


Even though Level I, II and IV interactions in the Five Player Game of a Long War can’t directly defeat USG military, they can indirectly influence the only level which can: Level II. There are only three ways a Long War can end: 1) The USG can eliminate the enemy. (Remove Level I altogether)  2) USG military, diplomatic, and economic efforts can force a change in the enemy’s win-set, thereby causing the enemy to cease fighting. 3) The enemy can engage the domestic population of the United States, both indirectly and directly, in order to convince them a Long War is not worth supporting.  The voters of America can and will continually conduct a cost benefit analysis of the war effort.  When they decide the war has become too costly to support, their votes will support politicians who promise to end the Long War.  Eventually, the Long War could end without the defeat of the enemy when American forces are removed from the fighting.
The third approach above can change the win-set of the American domestic population and force it in a different direction than the win-set of the USG.  Eventually, political support for the war will erode and American political leaders will realize they must end the war to maintain their elected positions.  The lack of political support will cause the USG’s win-set to change to meet its domestic population’s win-set (Level II), which has shifted towards the enemy’s win-set.  If American forces are withdrawn prior to defeating the enemy, the USG win-set now has shifted to match the enemy’s win-set.   Despite the military situation on the field of tactical engagement, the enemy has won the war.  This third scenario is exactly how the Vietnam War ended for America.  
The Four Level Game in the Long Vietnam War

It is extremely difficult for an enemy to directly alter the USG’s win-set, but it is possible to indirectly move the USG’s win-set by engaging the domestic population of the United States.  The North Vietnamese did succeed in changing the win-set of the domestic population of the United States, which in turn forced the USG to change its win-set in such a manner that forced the fighting to stop before the North Vietnamese were defeated.  The North Vietnamese engaged the domestic population of the United States in order to influence the USG’s effort to stop North Vietnam from gaining control of all of Vietnam.

North Vietnam received direct assistance from the international population in the form of weapons and training from communist nations.  This hampered American efforts in Vietnam, but it did not directly cause the United States to exit the Vietnam conflict.  This international assistance helped North Vietnam prolong the conflict, creating a protracted war with the United States and South Vietnam.  This set the stage for North Vietnam to attack their primary target: the domestic population of the United States.
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Diagram 4 – Depiction of Interactions in the Long Vietnam War 
Blue – US Strategy, Red – Vietnamese Strategy, Width of Line Represents Strength of Effort

 = Represents Attacking a Connection Between the Players
The North Vietnamese essentially fought a two front war against the United States:  one front was the physical fighting in Vietnam, and the other front was the psychological front in the cities and colleges of the United States of America.
  The Tet offensive was an overwhelming military defeat for the North Vietnamese regular and irregular forces in Vietnam; however, this battle was a critical political victory against the USG.  When Walter Cronkite, arguably the most respected, reliable, and revered newsman of his time, stated on network television that the Vietnam war was un-winnable,
 the North Vietnamese government received a victory greater than any that could have been obtained by a limitless number of Soviet SAMs, Chinese small arms, or Jane Fonda endorsements.  


Even though Walter Cronkite may have single handedly shifted the win-set of the American people, the USG’s failures in Vietnam cannot be placed solely on his shoulders.  American involvement in Vietnam lasted almost 20 years.  Clearly there was at least a window of time for the American government to force a win-set change in their Vietnamese enemies.  

American efforts in Vietnam were defeated because the USG failed to realize was that this was a two front war.  While the United States was engaging the Vietnamese in combat in the Indo-China theater, the enemy was engaging the domestic population of the United States in the North American theater with growing success throughout the 1960s and ‘70s.  While winning the tactical battles on the Vietnamese front, the United States was losing the strategic battle on the home front.  The USG failed to militarily defeat the North Vietnamese in the Indo-China theater in a timely manner, while the North Vietnamese succeeded in avoiding defeat long enough to successfully attack the Center of Gravity of the USG, its voting domestic population, and defeat the USG in the North American theater.  Henry Kissenger realized this fact toward the end of the Vietnam War, stating, “We fought a military war; our opponents fought a political one.”
 
The enemy’s early attempts to engage the United States’ domestic population on the American strategic home front were rudimentary: parading obviously coerced prisoners of war in front of television cameras.  However, they quickly improved their methods and developed an understanding that direct propaganda was not the best method of engaging the American public.  The best method was to prolong the war at an unacceptable cost to the American public, thereby allowing the American domestic population to engage the USG in an attempt to force the end of American involvement in the conflict.  

Prolonging the war at an increased cost to America increased discontent in America, which in turn increased protests, helped not only by anti-war and anti-draft protesters but also by civil rights protestors. North Vietnamese efforts to turn the domestic population of America against the war were greatly assisted by heavy-handed police and military counter-protest tactics employed by American police officers and National Guard troops.  The enemy succeeded in gaining input into their engagement of the United States domestic population from many American government organizations, including the Ohio National Guard and the Chicago police department.
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Diagram 5 – Depiction of End-Game Strategies for the Long Vietnam War

Blue – US Strategy, Red – Vietnamese Strategy, Width of Line Represents Strength of Effort

 = Represents Attacking a Connection Between the Players

This does not imply that the Ohio National Guard or the Chicago Police Department (or any other police or military forces who beat protestors, unleashed attack dogs on minorities, or who turned fire hoses on civil rights marchers) were traitors working for the North Vietnamese government.  It is factually stating that by engaging the protestors in the manner they did, these (state) government forces were also changing American public opinion (in a negative manner) every time the video footage was broadcast.  This video footage served to further inflame many in the American public against the war, thereby serving as a boon to the North Vietnamese effort to engage Americans in the North American theater.  Again, this was not a case of treason; it was a case of ignorance because none of the local, state, and federal government officials understood the strategic implications their tactical actions, even those taking place on the North American front, had on the long Vietnam War.  These officials clearly did not understand the strategic communications that emanated from their actions, nor how these actions were contributing to defeat in a Long War.
Keeping the Fire Lit - Recommendation and Conclusion

This depressing yet important example illustrates the difficulty involved in the four level game of the Long War.  Historian E.L. Katzenbach, in 1968, went so far as to state “the fact of a multi-party structure makes commitment to the Long War so politically suicidal as to be quite impossible.”
  Political scientist Ivan Arreguin-Toft is just as pessimistic, stating that “provided the insurgents can maintain a steady imposition of “costs” on their metropolitan opponent, the balance of political forces in the external power will inevitably (author’s emphasis) shift in favor of the anti-war factions.”
  Despite the negativity of these authors, the USG will continue to fight Long Wars against enemies when the national interest of the United States, as determined by the President and/or Congress, calls for action.  So the question remains:  How can the USG overcome the dire predictions of the above authors and successfully defeat enemies in a Long War?

Two facts are clear from the above analysis:  First, a democracy cannot wage a Long War indefinitely.  There is a limit to the will of the people to support a war of choice.
  Second, the enemy will attempt to subvert our own domestic population’s support for a Long War to realize their own objectives.  Military leaders are thus forced with an important choice:  we can lament these simple truths and accept defeat, or we can step into the arena and fight the enemy for the continued support or our own people.  The latter option must be the clear choice if the USG is to continue engaging enemies in the Long War.  
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Diagram 6 – Depiction of Actions USG Should Take in Fighting Future Long Wars

Blue – US Strategy, Red – Enemy Strategy, Width of Line Represents Strength of Effort

 = Represents Attacking a Connection Between the Players

The USG must create an organization designed specifically to engage enemy attempts to influence the domestic population of the United States.  It would be unpalatable to ‘target’ the people of the United States with an information operations (IO) campaign.  This is not what is suggested here.  Instead, the Department of Defense must spearhead a counter-campaign designed to reveal the true motives of our enemies and expose their efforts for what they are.  Our weapons in this fight will not be the lies, deceptions, and half-truths so characteristic of our enemies’ arsenals.  Our weapons will be truth, clarity, and simple explanations of the sincere good will practiced by this nation to better the lives of others, and, in turn, ourselves.  These are not hollow platitudes, but messages that can and must be repeated to our populace time and again so that every American understands why we are fighting and what victory will bring.  We must articulate how success in the Long War will make the loss in blood and treasure worth the sacrifice.  If the American populace believes this, they will be immune to the psychological campaigns waged by our adversaries.

Department of Defense and State Department personnel, at a minimum, must staff this new organization.  It should reveal the truth behind our operations to the American people in new and inventive ways not yet conceived.  It is of paramount importance that this organization never be seen as disingenuous or insincere.  It should not hide the mistakes of a careless strategic corporal, nor sing the party line of the elected political leadership.  It should, instead, demonstrate the legitimacy of our efforts.  The following are actions this new organization should pursue:

· Recognize and analyze the enemy’s IO campaign against us, and reveal this to the American people

· Engage the media – television, cable, radio, print, internet – and explain the truth behind misreported stories

· Enlist the help of academia – professors and students alike

· Enlist the support of think tanks to find new ways to support our message

· Support the transparency of US military unclassified info

· Expose the brutality of enemy regimes – stories of heartache from the oppressed

· Educate the aforementioned strategic corporals to try to prevent any future      Abu Ghraibs or Hadithas

· Explain our ROE both to the troops, and to our folks back home

· Provide a forum for our citizens question our actions and provide replies with simple, truthful answers

· In short, help the American people to understand the what and why of USG courses of action involved in a Long War 
While we do not pretend to have a complete solution to winning the Long War, we do believe that strategic communication is an area that merits significantly more attention within our national command authority and among our senior leadership.  The above suggestions are merely the kernel of an idea that we hope to see grow into a robust effort to protect our strategic Center of Gravity in the Long War:  the support of the American people.
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� This time period will be undefined for each Long War.  It will be largely dependent on the public’s perception of government’s objectives in the war as weighed against their perception of the national interest.  A good estimate for any individual Long War is 4 -8 years, based on two election cycles of the House and the Presidency.
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