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The purpose of military theory is to create a
set  of  principles  that  will  achieve  the  ultimate
goal of war--victory. The processes of building up
a  force,  its  organization,  military  doctrine,  and
other issues are derived from military theory. As
Azar Gat has shown in his book, A History of Mili‐
tary Thought,  military theoreticians strongly de‐
bate whether, on the basis of historical observa‐
tion,  a  universal  military  theory  is  identifiable
that  can be applied in  planning a  war and can
lead to victory.[1] In this context, three schools of
thought may be identified, each of which takes a
different approach to this issue of whether a list
of universal principles can be created. In effect,
the discussion revolves around the ability to can‐
cel or lessen the phenomenon of friction in war.
One school argues that it is possible to find a uni‐
versal theory with the aid of scientific and techno‐
logical  developments,  just  as  theories/paradigms
are found in the areas of the exact sciences. The
roots of this school lie in the basic assumption of
the Enlightenment movement, which held that ev‐
ery question has an answer and, with the help of

scientific investigation, it is possible to reveal its
ultimate theory.  A second school  posits  that  the
phenomenon of friction will remain forever. This
school  is  clearly  influenced by Carl  von Clause‐
witz’s discussion of the friction phenomenon and
its  influence on war.[2]  The third school  claims
that through the study of military history, it is pos‐
sible to refine a system of universal principles of
war that will assist in lessening the friction phe‐
nomenon but not cancel it entirely. This approach,
which accelerated in the course of the nineteenth
century following the Napoleonic Wars, led vari‐
ous armies to create a system of war principles. 

Kevin Dougherty begins his book with the ar‐
gument  that  the  American  principles  of  war
served  its  military  well  from  the  moment  they
were defined.  After  the Cold War,  however,  the
military  establishment  realized  that  it  had  en‐
tered a period defined by new strategic aspects.
This period was characterized (and, in effect, still
is) by military missions that are not in the frame‐
work of a total war and that necessarily changed
the  American  army’s  patterns  of  action.  This



change appeared in  the  1993 edition of  the  FM
100-5 Operations, which clearly refers to the polit‐
ical and strategic changes that stemmed from the
breakup of the Soviet Union and the conclusion of
the Cold War. The document devotes a chapter to
those  drastic  changes,  the  new military  essence
termed OOTW (Operations Other Than War). One
of the important statements in this edition of the
manual is that OOTW has a system of principles
that needs to guide those who operate in this type
of campaign. There may be no escaping the tradi‐
tional principles of war, but other principles must
be added to them. FM 100-5 emphasizes three oth‐
er principles:  restraint,  perseverance,  and legiti‐
macy. 

Dougherty states that from the end of World
War II to 1999, the United States conducted eighty-
one  OOTW,  his  book  concentrating  on  eight  of
these  operations.  Four  were  successful,  but  in
four the United States failed. The four successful
test cases were the civil war in Greece (1947-49),
Lebanon  (1958),  the  Dominican  Republic
(1965-66), and the intervention in Nicaragua and
Honduras (1980-90).  The four failures test cases,
in  Dougherty’s  view,  were  Vietnam  (1967-73),
Lebanon (1982-83),  Somalia  (1992-95),  and  Haiti
(1993). Insofar as Vietnam is concerned, Dougher‐
ty’s discussion begins in 1967 because in that year
Washington set up “the Civil Operations and Revo‐
lutionary Development Support (CORDS) ... in an
effort to coordinate all pacification efforts” (p. 11).

Through  these  eight  test  cases,  which  oc‐
curred in the course of the Cold War and after it,
Dougherty demonstrates the importance in relat‐
ing to the special OOTW principles “as planning
and analytical tools” (p. 10). In other words, this
book follows the theoretical and historical basis of
the chapter on OOTW in the 1993 edition of the
FM 100-5 Operations manual. It should be noted
that  a  system  of  war  principles  complementing
the traditional principles had already been pub‐
lished in a field manual dealing with operations at
a low-intensity level (FM 7-98: Operations in Low

Intensity Conflict [LIC], 1992). There, too, the in‐
tention of the principles was not to make a dis‐
tinction between low-intensity fighting and high-
intensity war and so to define an alternative set of
principles, but to add to the classic principles. The
difference between the  two forms of  confronta‐
tion, according to the American viewpoint, stems
from the perception that there is no exclusivity of
military action in LIC but there is a need to inte‐
grate  into  the  campaign  or  operation  political,
economic, and social acts, as well. Uniting the two
manuals, we can create the following list, which,
it should be mentioned again and Dougherty does
so  a  number  of  times,  only  adds,  and does  not
subtract. In effect, the common thread that wends
its way through the eight test cases is that success
or failure is a direct result of the actions that were
undertaken in relation to these principles. 

First, it should be stated that Dougherty inte‐
grates in the list of principles special to OOTW the
“objective” principle and the “security” principle.
However, from a reading of Dougherty’s explana‐
tion,  as  well  as  FM 100-5 Operations,  these two
principles do not differ from those on the tradi‐
tional  list.  In other words,  every commander in
every field command aspires to achieve the goals
assigned him while  doing everything that  is  re‐
quired in order to protect his troops. Therefore,
the first principle that is special to OOTW is “polit‐
ical  dominance.”  The political  level  at  a time of
limited  confrontation  has  greater  influence  on
low  levels  of  war.  In  limited  confrontation,  the
traditional hierarchy breaks down, in which the
political level does not intervene in military deci‐
sions at the strategic level and decision making,
and sending forces into action remain the exclu‐
sive responsibility and command authority of the
theater commanders.[3] We can find that the po‐
litical ranks intervene in decision making at the
tactical level, as well, and even at the techno-tacti‐
cal level in limited confrontations. The limitations
that the political level imposes on military actions
lie at the basis of the definition of limited warfare.
[4] The officer corps, at all war levels, must under‐
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stand the political objectives and the effect of mili‐
tary operations on those objectives.  In a limited
confrontation, the action of a small group of sol‐
diers  can have a  much more decisive  influence
than can a similar order of forces in high-intensi‐
ty conflicts. Therefore, the planning for the mili‐
tary  assignment  must  relate  to  political  factors
and stipulations. The military ranks have to adopt
operational  methods that  support  the principles
laid down by the political level even if this means
effecting new methods of operation. 

The second principle is “unity of effort.” The
military system in a given theater must integrate
its efforts with military bodies of other countries,
as  well  as  with  government  agencies  and  non‐
governmental  organizations,  foreign and Ameri‐
can, for the purpose of achieving a decisive victo‐
ry. The military plans must define how the mili‐
tary steps will contribute to political and econom‐
ic practices. In effect, the principle of unity of ef‐
fort  sets  an  activity  framework  for  interagency
operations.  The  military  ranks  can  find  them‐
selves  operating  under  a  civilian agency that  is
not  the  Defense  Department,  but  perhaps  the
State Department, the Central Intelligence Agency
(CIA),  or  even agencies  concerned with internal
security, such as the Federal Bureau of Investiga‐
tion, the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA),
or customs and immigration authorities.[5] Simi‐
larly a situation is possible in which the army will
operate the resources of civilian agencies, and the
latter will be under the command authority of the
military. 

The third principle is “adaptability,” which ef‐
fectively  sums  up  the  ability  and  the  desire  to
change or to adapt structures and methods of op‐
eration in order to further various and changing
scenarios.  This  principle  demands  a  cautious
analysis  of  the assignment,  superior intelligence
abilities, and an understanding of the theater of
action politically, economically, and culturally. Be‐
coming accustomed not only refers to flexibility in
operating well-known techniques under changing

conditions, but also requires the development of
new activity methods for every operative reality. 

The  fourth  principle  is  “legitimacy,”  that  is,
the legal right of all agencies to become involved
in a certain confrontation. This principle is divid‐
ed into three parts.  First  is  the country’s  public
opinion in permitting the government to send mil‐
itary forces, and any other type of intervention, to
the trouble spot. Second is world public opinion,
particularly if the acts of intervention involve in‐
ternational  bodies,  such  as  the  United  Nations
(UN). Third is public opinion in the target country;
the local population must agree to foreign inter‐
vention, for foreign intervention can become en‐
tangled in an extensive popular uprising without
such agreement and escalate to confrontation. 

The fifth principle is “perseverance.” Limited
confrontation has no beginning and no clear end
that may be marked as decisive military actions. It
is by nature a long struggle, and therefore perse‐
verance, without any attempt to take decisive ac‐
tion, is critical for success. Cautious analysis of the
information is required in order to select the cor‐
rect time and place for action. Perseverance aids
the  commander  to  avoid  small  successes  in  a
small space of time and to aspire to achieve long-
range objectives. 

The sixth principle  is  “restraint.”  The inten‐
tion here is very careful adherence at all levels of
the war to the rules of engagement. The reasons
for this is that uncontrolled (or unrestrained) ac‐
tion by the military force and fire power, even if
at  the tactical  level,  can cause strategic  damage
and even political harm; in other words, legitima‐
cy can be adversely affected. Nevertheless, fulfill‐
ing this principle is very problematic, since there
is a clear order here for the selective use of fire
power, which can prevent attaining the goal and
also harm the security of the forces in action. 

If we examine, for instance, the actions of the
Task Force Ranger that operated in Somalia (Op‐
eration  Gothic  Serpent)  in  August-October  1993,
we can find the gradual violation of a number of
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principles, which in turn damaged the general op‐
eration of the task force, up to the action that took
place on October 3-4,  1993.  Thus,  the task force
operated independently without cooperating with
the military forces in the UN framework and also
without  cooperating  with  civilian  agencies.  The
special forces of Task Force Ranger were on So‐
malian territory to achieve one goal: the capture
of General  Mohamed Farah Aideed.  This  assign‐
ment, though in line with the policy of the UN sec‐
retary-general, caused great harm to humanitari‐
an efforts and the desire to reconstruct the Soma‐
lian state. At the strategic level, UN Resolution 837
of June 6, 1993, constituted a declaration of war
by the United Nations against Aideed’s militia. The
resolution,  along  with  the  raids  by  American
forces  in  general  and the  Task  Force  Ranger  in
particular, led to many casualties among noncom‐
batants in Mogadishu in the course of the summer
in 1993. These acts in effect negated the legitima‐
cy  of  the UN  presence,  and  that  of  the  United
States, in Somalia.[6] 

An  additional  principle  may  possibly  be
added to the list--“intelligence.” Although it is not
defined  as  one  of  the  principles  of  war,  intelli‐
gence can influence them. Exact,  reliable intelli‐
gence supports the classic principles of attack and
surprise.  Knowledge  of  the  enemy’s  ability  sup‐
ports  the  principle  of  economy  of  forces,  and
knowledge of its intentions supports the principle
of security.  Alvin and Heidi  Toffler have argued
that in the course of the Cold War, American intel‐
ligence agencies emphasized the intelligence pro‐
duced by electronic means. This tendency led to a
deviation  from  human  sources  of  information
gathering  (Human  Intelligence--HUMINT),  and
therefore  the  emphasis  focused  on  the  enemy’s
military capabilities, but not on its intentions.[7]
All the components and characteristics of LIC and
OOTW necessitate  information  produced by  hu‐
man sources; that is,  a transition from quantita‐
tive  to  qualitative  intelligence.  Terror,  guerrilla,
and organized crime are compartmentalized or‐
ganizations with a low electronic signature or are

absent  such  signature.  It  is  difficult  to  follow a
small band of terrorists if the body fighting them
does not know where they came from, what their
intentions are, and where they plan to strike. For
this information, human intelligence is needed. 

Intelligence is the cornerstone of the success
of every military campaign. Its importance inten‐
sifies in the framework of military activity in the
area of OOTW.[8] Intelligence needs to supply in‐
formation that is not always important in a war
conducted between two regular armies. Great im‐
portance attaches to the political, economic, and
cultural  characteristics  of  the  population  in  the
war zone. The reason is that a campaign is essen‐
tially conducted among the local population, and
so it is important to know its intentions, as well as
its strength and military capabilities.[9] Again, an
example  may  be  taken  from  the  actions  of  the
Task Force Ranger as a test case. 

Despite  the  Americans’  technological
strength, the task force did not succeed in estab‐
lishing  a  human  infrastructure  in  Somalia  that
would supply information on Aideed’s intentions
and his  militia  forces.  The problem began even
prior to the arrival of UN troops and the Special
Forces. With the evacuation of the U.S. embassy in
Mogadishu in January 1991, the Americans effec‐
tively  lost  their  information-gathering  ability  in
the  country,  as  well  as  their  local  contacts.[10]
With the U.S. return to Somalia, a huge effort was
made  to  reconstruct  local  intelligence-gathering
abilities,  but  the  great  difficulty  led  to  an  ever-
growing  reliance  on  electronic  intelligence.  Use
was made in Somalia of sophisticated intelligence-
gathering  and  tracking  technologies,  some  of
which were being used operationally for the first
time.  Similarly  the  American  forces  benefited
from  the  general  national  intelligence-gathering
abilities,  cooperating  with  civilian  agencies.[11]
However,  all  of  the  American  technological  ad‐
vantage was unsuitable for a military reality that
characterized Mogadishu at the time. The CIA did
not  succeed  in  building  an  information  system
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that  was  based  on  cooperation  with  Aideed’s
tribe, and it never managed to rehabilitate its spy
network  among  his  forces.  In  consequence,  the
American forces were forced to make do with par‐
tial intelligence based on hearsay testimonies and
second-  and  even  third-hand  information  from
agents,  whose  reliability  was in  doubt.[12]  The
task force was compelled, therefore, to rely more
and more  on electronic  intelligence  in  the  area
and against an enemy that almost lacked an elec‐
tronic  signature,  which  could  be  located  by  so‐
phisticated means. 

Dougherty’s fascinating book can join a list of
studies that examine the historical and theoretical
dimensions  of  the  principles  of  war  in  general
and those of OOTW in particular.[13] The book is
also important to those who are active today in
the area of  OOTW, this  term having changed in
the 1990s to MOOTW (Military Operations Other
Than War), and then to SASO (Stability and Sup‐
port  Operations),  and in  the  middle  of  the  first
decade  of  the  twenty-first  century  a  return  to
“counterinsurgency,” the term used in the 1950s
and  1960s.  From  a  historiographical  viewpoint,
the book can be placed with those studies that ex‐
amine  the  history  of  military  thinking  and  U.S.
theories of war.[14] 

The work examines eight test cases that well
demonstrate the book’s arguments. Nevertheless,
there  is  no  doubt  that  other  researchers  would
have  selected  different  test  cases  even  though
Vietnam and Somalia would certainly have been
included among these cases. Dougherty’s research
deals with the American military experience; it is
very possible that presenting examples from the
experiences  of  other  armies  that  dealt  with  the
strategic  reality  of  OOTW  would  only  have
strengthened  his  arguments  and  demonstrated
how the principles of war are indeed universal in
time and space. 

Dougherty’s  book,  which  is  clearly  written
even for the reader who is not an expert in strate‐
gic and military studies, makes an admirable com‐

bination of secondary literature and an analysis
of various American doctrines. A full picture thus
emerges of the historical framework that had an
influence on shaping a list of the other war princi‐
ples as defined in the FM 100-5 Operations (1993)
manual. The book’s big advantage is its ability to
transmit clearly the technical writing in the doc‐
trinal  documents  of  the  American  army  and  to
breathe life into those documents. Through a his‐
torical discussion, Dougherty succeeds in proving
the claim that war principles are indeed univer‐
sal, and in so doing he adds another layer to the
rich historiography in the area of military thought
in general and American military thinking in par‐
ticular. 
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Thought: From the Enlightenment to the Cold War
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portant  strategic  objective,  and  its  conquest
would lead to tens of thousands of American casu‐
alties. The political level in the United States did
not intervene in this theater commander’s battle
considerations. As a general rule in World War II,
the  political  objective  was  clearly  defined:  deci‐
sive victory over the Axis. The method of achiev‐
ing this goal was left in the hands of the different
theater commanders. 
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