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The purpose of the United States Army War College is to produce graduates
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it is our duty to the U.S. Army to also act as a “think factory” for commanders
and civilian leaders at the strategic level worldwide and routinely engage
in discourse and debate concerning the role of ground forces in achieving
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The Strategic Studies Institute publishes national
security and strategic research and analysis to influence
policy debate and bridge the gap between military
and academia.

The Center for Strategic Leadership contributes
to the education of world class senior leaders,
develops expert knowledge, and provides solutions
to strategic Army issues affecting the mnational
security community.

The Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute
provides subject matter expertise, technical review,
and writing expertise to agencies that develop stability
operations concepts and doctrines.

The School of Strategic Landpower develops strategic
leaders by providing a strong foundation of wisdom
grounded in mastery of the profession of arms, and
by serving as a crucible for educating future leaders in
the analysis, evaluation, and refinement of professional
expertise in war, strategy, operations, national security,
resource management, and responsible command.

The U.S. Army Heritage and Education Center acquires,
conserves, and exhibits historical materials for use
to support the US. Army, educate an international
audience, and honor Soldiers—past and present.
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The Strategic Studies Institute (SSI) is part of the U.S. Army War
College and is the strategic-level study agent for issues related
to national security and military strategy with emphasis on
geostrategic analysis.

The mission of SSI is to use independent analysis to conduct
strategic studies that develop policy recommendations on:

e Strategy, planning, and policy for joint and combined
employment of military forces;

* Regional strategic appraisals;

* The nature of land warfare;

* Matters affecting the Army’s future;

* The concepts, philosophy, and theory of strategy; and,

* Other issues of importance to the leadership of the Army.

Studies produced by civilian and military analysts concern
topics having strategic implications for the Army, the Department of
Defense, and the larger national security community.

In addition to its studies, SSI publishes special reports on topics
of special or immediate interest. These include edited proceedings
of conferences and topically oriented roundtables, expanded trip
reports, and quick-reaction responses to senior Army leaders.

The Institute provides a valuable analytical capability within the
Army to address strategic and other issues in support of Army
participation in national security policy formulation.

iii






Strategic Studies Institute
and
U.S. Army War College Press

GRAND STRATEGY IS ATTRITION: THE LOGIC
OF INTEGRATING VARIOUS FORMS OF POWER
IN CONFLICT

Lukas Milevski

April 2019

The views expressed in this report are those of the author and
do not necessarily reflect the official policy or position of the
Department of the Army, the Department of Defense, or the
U.S. Government. Authors of Strategic Studies Institute (SSI)
and U.S. Army War College (USAWC) Press publications enjoy
full academic freedom, provided they do not disclose classified
information, jeopardize operations security, or misrepresent
official U.S. policy. Such academic freedom empowers them to
offer new and sometimes controversial perspectives in the interest
of furthering debate on key issues. This report is cleared for public
release; distribution is unlimited.

This publication is subject to Title 17, United States Code, Sections
101 and 105. It is in the public domain and may not be copyrighted.



Skkkk

Comments pertaining to this report are invited and should be
forwarded to: Director, Strategic Studies Institute and U.S. Army
War College Press, U.S. Army War College, 47 Ashburn Drive,
Carlisle, PA 17013-5238.

skeskskskesk

All Strategic Studies Institute (SSI) and U.S. Army War
College (USAWC) Press publications may be downloaded free
of charge from the SSI website. Hard copies of certain reports
may also be obtained free of charge while supplies last by placing
an order on the SSI website. Check the website for availability.
SSI publications may be quoted or reprinted in part or in full
with permission and appropriate credit given to the U.S. Army
Strategic Studies Institute and U.S. Army War College Press,
U.S. Army War College, Carlisle, PA. Contact SSI by visiting our
website at the following address: http;/ssi.armywarcollege.edu/.

sk sk

The Strategic Studies Institute and U.S. Army War College
Press publishes a quarterly email newsletter to update the national
security community on the research of our analysts, recent and
forthcoming publications, and upcoming conferences sponsored
by the Institute. Each newsletter also provides a strategic
commentary by one of our research analysts. If you are interested
in receiving this newsletter, please subscribe on the SSI website at
the following address: http;/ssi.armywarcollege.edu/newsletter/.

ISBN 1-58487-809-6

Vi


http://ssi.armywarcollege.edu/
http://ssi.armywarcollege.edu/newsletter/

FOREWORD

In this monograph, Dr. Lukas Milevski explores the
fact that grand strategy is accepted by academics as a
concept, without any firm agreement on what that con-
cept is or the logic that supports it. Indeed, it is vital to
understand this logic, regardless of whether one pins it
to the label “grand strategy” or to any other label that
may be available.

Dr. Milevski begins his monograph with a discus-
sion of various competing visions of grand strategy
as he works his way through the literature to identify
the question of combining military and non-military
power in war as the most fundamental building block
of grand strategy. Yet, in recent decades, this vital com-
ponent has been less prominent in the literature than
other perspectives have been. Given the crucial context
of war for grand strategy, the author moves on to the
well-understood topic of the foundations and logic of
military power. Annihilation is one pole of that logic in
which military force may be used decisively to crush
the adversary and bring about a quick end to the war.
Its opposite is attrition, a longer and slower whittling
process that transpires until the enemy can no longer
bear the costs of war. Such considerations inevitably
mark the wartime environment in which non-military
power may be wielded.

Dr. Milevski then shifts track to consider the var-
ious logics of non-military instruments in peacetime,
from economic sanctions to financial sanctions and
propaganda, all the better to realize the changes which
such instruments themselves undergo when employed
in an adversarial context and alongside active mili-
tary power. Finally, he combines the logics of military
and non-military power in war to conclude that this
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combination is inherently attritional, as it is only in
a war of attrition that non-military instruments have
relevance. Dr. Milevski ends by considering Russia’s
so-called hybrid warfare and China’s three warfares,
concluding that they, too, follow this same logic; their
main innovations are in how this logic is ordered in
time.

By providing the first thorough exploration of the
logic of grand strategy, Dr. Milevski’s illuminating
monograph will be of great interest and value to those
who think about meaningfully combining military and
non-military power in war, as well as to those who are
responsible for doing so in practice.

DOUGLAS C. LOVELACE, JR.

Director

Strategic Studies Institute and
U.S. Army War College Press
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SUMMARY

In 1992, Lawrence Freedman posited that:

The view that strategy is bound up with the role of force
in international life must be qualified, because if force is
but one form of power then strategy must address the
relationship between this form and others, including
authority.!

This is necessarily true, as force never has been, is
not, and never will be the sole instrument for achiev-
ing political consequence—even in war, although its
primacy in a wartime context should not be doubted.
Freedman’s assertion has gone largely unnoticed in
strategic studies. Despite the regular invocation of
definitions of strategy, which incorporate non-military
as well as military instruments, the West still experi-
ences significant trouble combining these instruments
in practice. Russian hybrid warfare came as a shock
to Western scholars and practitioners of strategy, as
well as policymakers, despite the enormous quanti-
ties of ink spilled in writing about grand strategy. This
monograph seeks to respond to Freedman’s challenge
by examining the conceptual logic of grand strategy,
an idea that is often considered the intersection of mil-
itary and non-military forms of power.

These days, grand strategy is casually taken for
granted as a concept, even though there exists no aca-
demic consensus on what it actually is, or the concep-
tual logic underpinning the idea. In part, this inherently
contradictory condition stems from the resurgence of
interest in the idea of grand strategy since the end of
the Vietnam War, and particularly, since the end of the
Cold War. To address Freedman’s challenge, one must
emphasize the instrumental logic, the use of multiple
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instruments of power, which, rarely ever seriously dis-
cussed, implicitly or explicitly underpins all modern
interpretations of grand strategy.

To understand the essential character of grand
strategy is vital for all practitioners of strategy, partic-
ularly those with the global reach of the U.S. Army,
because to embark upon a grand strategic conflict
encompassing all instruments of power is implicitly to
make a fundamental choice concerning what Clause-
witz considered the most vital decision in war.

The first, the supreme, the most far-reaching act of
judgment that the statesman and commander have to
make is to establish . . . the kind of war on which they are
embarking; neither mistaking it for, nor trying to turn it
into, something that is alien to its nature.?

The choice to pursue grand strategy and exercise the
full breadth of instrumental power is implicitly a judg-
ment that the war will be attritional, which, in turn,
necessarily must affect the design of military opera-
tions as they fit into the larger concept of how strat-
egists anticipate the achievement of success in war.
Beyond the meaning of this choice purely for the prac-
tice of strategy, the choice also affects the way that the
grand strategy and the war are communicated to the
public or other audiences, in terms such as the dura-
tion of the conflict, expectations about the utility of cer-
tain courses of action, or the costs involved.

The first section lays out competing visions of
grand strategy: multi-instrumentality used to be at the
forefront of grand strategy, but a focus on overarching
visions and decisions has assumed the mantle of grand-
ness in the concept from the latter half of the Cold War
to the present day. This development has resulted in
a dearth of theoretical inquiry into how productively
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to use multiple forms of power in combination. More-
over, the original emphasis on the unique environment
of war formerly had concentrated the concept, a focus
that is now lacking.

Having established the significance of studying
the instrumental logic of combining various forms of
power in war, this monograph proceeds to explore the
logic of military strategy, which is the baseline logic to
which all other forms of power must necessarily relate
in wartime. Annihilation is one pole of that logic, in
which military force may be used decisively to crush
the adversary and bring about a quick end to the war.
Its opposite is attrition, a longer and slower process of
whittling until the enemy can no longer bear the costs
of war.

Compared to military force, the logic of non-mili-
tary power is poorly understood in general, although
well-understood in the particular. Economic sanctions,
for example, may be studied according to one or more
of three logics: signaling; as an independent instrument
of coercion; and as a constraining force on the target. Of
these logics, most are not relevant to the wartime envi-
ronment, leaving constraining force as the only viable
logic. Once military and non-military power are com-
bined, the aggregate logic necessarily turns attritional,
as it is only in the context of a longer, slower wearing
down that non-military power can have any strategic
relevance to the adversarial contest (i.e., by allowing
one belligerent to impose artificial limits upon the ene-
my’s resources, which may then be reached through
military attrition).

The attritional logic of grand strategy is then con-
trasted with Russia’s so-called hybrid warfare and
China’s three warfares, which both also combine mil-
itary and non-military power. The major significant
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difference between Western grand strategy on the one
hand and Russian hybrid warfare and China’s three
warfares on the other hand is the temporal dislocation
of the attritional element in combining military and
non-military power. Rather than occurring simultane-
ously with the application of military force, as in West-
ern grand strategy, the attritional elements precede
military operations and substantially alter the operat-
ing environment, primarily by weakening the enemy
prior to hostilities. However, despite differences
between the Russian and Chinese combinations and
Western grand strategy, their attritional logic nonethe-
less persists.

Both security studies and strategic and defense
studies as academic fields and as policy professions
have been emphasizing the multiplicity of forms of
power and their relevance for decades. Ideas such as
the comprehensive or whole-of-government approach
have played a significant conceptual part in wars, as
in Iraq and Afghanistan. Despite this, hardly anyone
has sought to explore the actual logic, which must
necessarily underpin such real-world practice. Being
able creatively and effectively to combine military and
non-military power enhances one’s ability to alter the
future, as the Russian example in Crimea clearly indi-
cates. That same example also testifies to the West's
shortcomings at actually doing so. It is past time to
redress this glaring gap in the West’s academic and
policy grasp of how to combine military and non-mili-
tary power in a single effort. After all, when U.S. strat-
egists embark upon grand strategy rather than simply
strategy, they are essentially, if implicitly, anticipating
and committing to a longer war, with implications
for the deployment and employment of the one ele-
ment on which the whole logic of combining multiple
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instruments of power most often rests — Landpower in
war.
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GRAND STRATEGY IS ATTRITION: THE LOGIC
OF INTEGRATING VARIOUS FORMS OF POWER
IN CONFLICT

In 1992, Lawrence Freedman posited that:

The view that strategy is bound up with the role of force
in international life must be qualified, because if force is
but one form of power then strategy must address the
relationship between this form and others, including
authority.!

This is necessarily true, as force never has been, is
not, and never will be the sole instrument for achiev-
ing political consequence —even in war —although its
primacy in a wartime context should not be doubted.
Freedman’s assertion has gone largely unnoticed in
strategic studies. Despite the regular invocation of
definitions of strategy, which incorporate non-military
as well as military instruments, the West still experi-
ences significant trouble combining these instruments
in practice. Russian hybrid warfare came as a shock
to Western scholars and practitioners of strategy, as
well as policymakers, despite the enormous quanti-
ties of ink spilled in writing about grand strategy. This
monograph seeks to respond to Freedman'’s challenge
by examining the conceptual logic of grand strategy,
an idea that is often considered the intersection of mil-
itary and non-military forms of power.

These days, grand strategy is casually taken for
granted as a concept, even though there exists no
academic consensus on what it actually is or the
conceptual logic underpinning the idea. In part, this
inherently contradictory condition stems from the
resurgence of interest in the idea of grand strategy
since the end of the Vietham War, and particularly,
since the end of the Cold War. To address Freedman’s



challenge, one must emphasize the instrumental logic,
the use of multiple instruments of power, which,
although rarely ever seriously discussed, implicitly
or explicitly underpins all modern interpretations of
grand strategy, as well as Freedman’s basic question.
The first section of this text lays out competing visions
of grand strategy and why it remains vital to focus on
the mutual compatibility of military and non-military
power in war. This interpretation of grand strategy —
indeed any interpretation of strategy that combines
military and non-military means—utilizes a con-
ceptual logic that is inherently attritional. This attri-
tional logic stems from combining the particular and
disparate logics of military and non-military power,
along with the implicit assumptions which underpin
their respective employment during war. This line of
argument will be logically explained, from the anni-
hilative versus attritional modes of military power
to the inherently cumulative effects of non-military
power, as will the form that these two manifestations
of power take when combined in a single, strategic
effort —warfare. The attritional logic of grand strategy
is thereafter contrasted with Russia’s so-called hybrid
warfare and China’s three warfares, which both also
combine military and non-military power. Despite the
significant differences between the Russian and Chi-
nese combinations and Western grand strategy, the
attritional logic nonetheless endures.

To understand the essential character of grand
strategy is vital for all practitioners of strategy, partic-
ularly those with the global reach of the U.S. Army,
because to embark upon a grand strategic conflict
encompassing all instruments of power is implicitly to
make a fundamental choice concerning what Clause-
witz considered the most vital decision in war.



The first, the supreme, the most far-reaching act of
judgment that the statesman and commander have to
make is to establish . . . the kind of war on which they are
embarking; neither mistaking it for, nor trying to turn it
into, something that is alien to its nature.?

The choice to pursue grand strategy and exercise the
full breadth of instrumental power is implicitly a judg-
ment that the war will be attritional, which, in turn,
necessarily must affect the design of military opera-
tions as they fit into the larger concept of how strat-
egists anticipate the achievement of success in a war.
Beyond the meaning of this choice purely for the prac-
tice of strategy, the choice also affects the way that the
grand strategy and the war are communicated to the
public or other audiences, in terms such as the dura-
tion of the conflict, expectations about the utility of
certain courses of action, or the costs involved.

For decades, both security studies and strategic and
defense studies, along with academic fields and practi-
tioner and policy professions, have been emphasizing
the multiplicity of forms of power and their relevance.
Ideas such as the comprehensive or whole-of-govern-
ment approach have played a significant conceptual
part in past or ongoing wars, as in Iraq and Afghan-
istan. Consequently, the theme of how these instru-
ments may be combined productively has been close
to the heart of the use and practices of U.S. Landpower
for nearly 2 decades. The Army is rarely, if ever,
employed alone to achieve a desired objective. Despite
this, few have sought to explore the actual logic which
must necessarily underpin such real-world practice,
and by which one could comprehend how the various
instruments of national power must all fit together in
a single, concerted, strategic effort.



In most wars, Landpower is and will be the foun-
dation on which the whole logic rests in application,
and to which this logic must therefore refer. Being
able creatively and effectively to combine military and
non-military power enhances one’s ability to alter the
future to one’s own benefit, as the Russian example in
Crimea clearly indicates. That same example also tes-
tifies to the West’s shortcomings at actually doing so,
as the West was taken entirely by surprise not only in
the fact of the Russian action but also in the details of
how it played out. If a potential threat is multidimen-
sional in the variety of instruments employed, then
one must certainly understand the basis upon which
these instruments may work together to comprehend
their ultimate effect upon one’s ability to act strategi-
cally. It is past time to redress this gap in the West's
academic and policy grasp of how to combine military
and non-military power in a single effort —regardless
of whether or not the resulting ideas and practice are
called grand strategy.

COMPETING VISIONS OF GRAND STRATEGY

Prior to discussing the question of associating
grand strategy with attrition, one must examine
instrumentality and multi-instrumentality in grand
strategy. The idea of integrating various forms of
power in war used to be one of the dominant inter-
pretations of grand strategy embraced by various
strategists, from Julian Stafford Corbett to Edward
Luttwak and Colin Gray. This logic of grand strategy
stemmed from the development of maritime strate-
gic thought in the late 19th and early 20th centuries,
before which grand strategy only narrowly applied
to the military. Only through the influence of the two



major maritime theorists, Alfred Thayer Mahan and,
particularly, Julian Stafford Corbett, did grand strat-
egy expand to include non-military instruments. This
conceptual change reflected the particular character-
istics of sea power and the maritime environment, a
space in which the contest between empires could take
on other than a solely military dynamic. As Mahan
argued, “The diplomatist, as a rule, only affixes the
seal of treaty to the work done by the successful sol-
dier. It is not so with a large proportion of strategic
points upon the sea.”* Far-flung islands—indeed,
entire colonial territories —could be bought, sold, and
bartered for rather than won through battle, such as
the Louisiana Purchase from France and Alaska from
Russia, or the Red Sea town of Assab by an Italian
company in 1869, which became the first Italian colo-
nial territory in 1882.

Once the codification of maritime strategy had
begun, theorists such as Corbett were obliged to recog-
nize this breadth. Corbett’s notes for lectures to British
naval officers at the Royal Naval College in Green-
wich, United Kingdom, reflected this realization.

First there is Grand Strategy, dealing with whole theatre
of war, with planning the war. It looks on war as a
continuation of foreign policy. It regards the object of the
war & the means of attaining it. It handles all the national
resources together, Navy, Army, Diplomacy & Finance.*

This conceptual breadth thereafter became a bed-
rock feature of most interpretations and reinterpreta-
tions of grand strategy. British military theorist John
Frederick Charles Fuller broadly defined grand strat-
egy as “The transmission of power in all its forms,
in order to maintain policy,” although he would also
maintain that it was purely a peacetime concept.” His



contemporary, Basil Liddell Hart, offered a definition
of grand strategy which remains a favorite among
those who write about grand strategy today. Liddell
Hart identified that the role of grand strategy was “to
co-ordinate and direct all the resources of a nation, or
band of nations, towards the attainment of the politi-
cal object of the war —the goal defined by fundamen-
tal policy.”®

Contemporaneously with Fuller and Liddell Hart,
American interpretations of grand strategy under-
went a similar, but even more expansive, broadening.
Edward Mead Earle’s definition of grand strategy also
continues to be popular, albeit less so than that of Lid-
dell Hart. He suggested that:

The highest type of strategy —sometimes called grand
strategy —is that which so integrates the policies
and armaments of the nation that the resort to war is
either rendered unnecessary or is undertaken with the
maximum chance of victory.’

Great breadth has also marked many of the more recent
interpretations of grand strategy which emerged from
the latter half of the 1970s onward. Barry Posen, for
instance, argues that, “A grand strategy must identify
likely threats to the state’s security and it must devise
political, economic, military, and other remedies for
those threats.”® Edward Luttwak also places the com-
bination of military and non-military means at the
center of grand strategy.

For at the level of grand strategy, the interactions
of the lower, military levels, their synergisms or
contradictions, yield final results within the broad setting
of international politics, in further interaction with the
nonmilitary transactions of states: the formal exchanges
of diplomacy, the public communications of propaganda,



secret operations, the perceptions of others formed by
intelligence official and unofficial, and all economic
transactions of more than purely private significance.’

Colin Gray similarly argues, “If the concept of grand
strategy is to have intellectual integrity, it has to admit
a necessary connection to military force as a, not the
only, defining characteristic.”*

A final defining characteristic of this interpretation
of grand strategy is that it revolves explicitly around
war, save for outliers, such as J. F. C. Fuller’s notion.
As Luttwak argues concerning the practice of grand
strategy, “The boundaries of grand strategy are wide,
but they do not encompass all the relationships of all
participants in the totality of international politics.”
Grand strategy occurs only in the presence of armed
conflict, rather than being pure statecraft at all times."
This fixation anchored the logic of grand strategy, as
the context of war imposed certain restrictions and
limitations on the assumptions and understandings
which underpinned the logic of grand strategy.

This qualification for fixing grand strategy to war
is significant. Peace and war are substantially differ-
ing contexts, and those who act in either do so holding
opposing assumptions about fundamental questions,
such as how to achieve one’s policy goals. When
combining military and non-military power in war,
non-military power must be integrated into and ben-
efit the main military effort. Non-military power must
bow to the basic facts of war and warfare. Combining
the two in peace requires military power to be inte-
grated into non-military power and act along the lines
required by diplomacy and statecraft, an altogether
different task. Corbett believed that one of the pur-
poses of theory is to make concepts communicable:



“Every man concerned must have been trained to
think in the same plane; the chief’s order must awake
in every brain the same process of thought; his words
must have the same meaning for all.”*? The basic frame
of mind, fundamental standards of effectiveness, and
foundational forms of power vary greatly between
peace and war. It is both conceptually and practi-
cally difficult to incorporate the logics of military and
non-military power within one single context, without
then also expanding the concept of grand strategy into
a wholly other context, where the logics differ again.

Unfortunately for the state of the concept, the
instrumental logic inherent in combining multiple
forms of power, whether in war or in war and peace,
has never been systematically explored. It remains,
as Liddell Hart perceived it throughout his writing
career, “for the most part terra incognita—still awaiting
exploration, and understanding [italics in original].”*?
Despite the lack of real development, the question of
multi-instrumentality used to be the defining element
that distinguished grand strategy from strategy, the
new aspect that made grand strategy grand. This con-
ception of grandness has become mundane, at least
since as early as the 1960s, when the U.S. Air Force
Manual 11-1, Glossary of Standardized Terms, succinctly
encapsulated this mundanity: “national strategy —See
strategy.”'* The manual’s entry for strategy differenti-
ated between military strategy —a formulation which
would once have been considered redundant—and
national strategy.

strategy — The art and science of developing and using
political, economic, psychological, and military forces as
necessary during peace and war, to afford the maximum
support to policies, in order to increase the probabilities



and favorable consequences of victory and to lessen the
chances of defeat.

military strategy—The art and science of employing
the armed forces of a nation to secure the objectives of
national policy by the application of force, or the threat
of force.

national strategy —The art and science of developing and
using the political, economic, and psychological powers
of a nation, together with its armed forces, during peace
and during war, to secure national objectives [emphasis
and italics in original].”®

The idea of mixing military and non-military forms of
power together in the pursuit of political goals came
to be accepted as commonplace, a natural evolution
which required little thought. Ubiquitous in practice,
this interpretation of grand strategy does not hold
an intellectual monopoly. No longer appearing suffi-
ciently grand to carry the weight of grand strategy, in
academic discussions, this interpretation is an increas-
ingly marginalized understanding of grand strategy.
Although the interpretation implicitly remains a major
feature of contemporary definitions of grand strategy,
it is rarely discussed. Why, then, should one privilege
the interpretation over the competing logics of grand
strategy as espoused by others? To answer this ques-
tion, one must first elaborate upon the term’s concep-
tual competition.

In recent decades, this multiple-instrument logic
of grand strategy has been overshadowed by an alter-
native conception of grand strategy, one that places
the concept above policy itself, to manage it, often on
time scales which may be measured in decades or cen-
turies. This latter understanding of grand strategy is
especially popular in the United States. Earle’s defi-
nition of grand strategy fits within this “overarching”



understanding of grand strategy as well, as it explic-
itly referred to the integration of policy, as well as
the armaments (in a broad sense, the means) of the
nation. Paul Kennedy popularized this inter