Dear Reader,


	At the start of this essay I felt very confident in completing what was planned out.  When researching for background information, I came to realize that it would require more research and time than I had planned.  Therefore I limited the essay strictly to strategic philosophy, making virtually no research needed other than getting page numbers from concepts from books.


	Though I left out many important concepts like my personal favorites, dislocation and disruption, I was able to make even a novice seem semi-intelligent in basic military strategic thinking.


	It has been my observation that many people believe that strategic and tactical planning can only apply to sports games and military.  This is untrue.  In fact, I occasionally discover that CEO’s of successful businesses reading and gaining economical ideas from Sun Tzu’s The Art of Warfare.


Tactics and strategy has always been one of my personal interests.  Upon reading The Art of Warfare, I became more interested in reading books about strategy.  When I read The Art of Maneuver, I noticed many correlations to The Art of Warfare.


						Sincerely,


						Ryan McGaughy





�
	Since the United States was born, there have been many political debates on various subjects from defining illegal substances to government programs like Social Security.  Often, more than not, liberals and conservatives are at opposite ends of the spectrum.  Generally liberals want what will benefit the individual while their conservative counterparts look after the well being for the nation.  This causes a political fight for dominance to ensure their ideals and theories are preserved.  Thus, the competitive attitudes result in a balance of power.  Balance of power is important.  It is the reason the United States has an excellent political infrastructure.  Without it,  slavery would never have been abolished, women would not have the right to vote, and you could not relax on the weekend with an alcoholic drink.


	Why are wars fought?  Some would say that the reason is for more resources; others would say for international fame.  Occupation of a region is an example of resources.  This can be over the region’s economy, natural resources or even geographical location like Panama.  How do you deal with this problem?  The only two options to this question, as of yet, are national armament and world peace.  Conservatives tend to favor the first option while the liberals favor the latter.  As the political power of one party fluctuates, so does the funding for different government programs.  Though, on average, the budget for the military has been relatively stable.  If military spend remains the same, then it pleads inefficient spending.  The following essay will be composed of a detailed analysis of possible solutions by various authors of military books along with my own personal critique.


	Bigger and better weapons, more storage space, increased funding to civilian weapons research and development… is America’s military getting ready for World War 3?  The military has the ill-conceived idea that the more weapons and firepower they have, the better off they will be.  Is bigger always better?  If an eight year old cannot throw his hand through an inch thick block of concrete then this statement is true.  Though it can be done.  How can this eight year old accomplish such a task?  Intelligence.  Newton’s second law states that force equals mass times acceleration.  By knowing this the eight year old can use his speed rather than be hindered by his small size.  This is why mass and firepower are not always better than speed.  The queen theory, covered later, also supports this statement.  But there is more information here than the obvious.  Reverting back to Newton’s second law, if an object has speed, regardless of mass, then it has force.  Thus we conclude from the statement, speed can be substituted for firepower, but not the converse.  Can the kid physically make himself bigger at that moment?


	Bigger is better is a common misconception that can cause the fall of many nations.  The thought of only large forces being successful is called attrition.  The reason why this is unsettling is because its focus is on destroying the opponent’s mass.  The key words in attrition is destruction and mass.  When people think of war, this is what they think of.


	The most efficient and effective path to a victory is the destruction of your enemy before your enemy is ready and has armed him or her self.  This is call preemption.  As Sun Tzu states, to supply your army from afar for an extended time will blunt your weapons, demoralize your troops, exhaust your strength and deplete all available resources (Sun Tzu chapter 2).


	This is not always possible.  So, then comes the question:  How do I defeat my opponent?  Though the answer is easy to say, it is not easy to define.  You must render your opponent’s center of gravity inoperable.  The last scenario you want is what usually concludes from a map of an online strategic game called La Corrida, meaning bullfight.  How do you define center of gravity?  The best explanation I have encountered is from Robert Leonhard, who stated when playing a game of chess with a friend using chess as an analogy:





	“What is my center of gravity?” I asked my friend, in a clever attempt to distract him.


	“That’s easy,” he replied.  “Your queen.  The way you play chess, you can’t do without your queen.  If I can capture that one piece, I will most likely win the game.”


When I first considered this question, I hastily concluded with my friend that the center of gravity in a game of chess must be the strongest piece, the queen.  Remove the queen and the opponent has suffered a terrible reduction in his “warfighting capabilities.”  And indeed, as my friend pointed out, usually when he captured my queen, he won the game-but not always.  Greater reflection revealed our flawed thinking.  The answer became obvious: the opponent’s center of gravity is the king.  By no means the strongest piece, the king is the one piece whose neutralization ends the war (Leonhard 20).





	Preemption is the purest form of the “Maneuver Theory” (Leonhard 19).  Adolph Hitler realized this during his reign.  Hitler’s blitzkrieg was so successful because by the time his opponents realized they were under attack, his invasion was already completed, thus, little opposition stood.  Many people look past his strategic brilliance and see his moral ignorance, simply because they think of The Holocaust.


	There are also many factors unaccounted for other than just mass, firepower, and maneuver.  War Psychology can be a leading benefactor in a victory or defeat.  The Vietnam war is a prime example of this.  Many soldiers going into the war did not expect to come back.  Morale is an extremely important factor.  The American troops were not accustomed to jungle warfare.  They were in a foreign country, fighting an army that was used to jungle warfare, and fighting for a country that, for the most part, did not appreciate the help.  One scenario that has been brought to my attention is when holding a fort at night, four guards would be assigned to watchtowers.  Each morning they would discover that one, and only one guard had been killed.


	So why does the military accept these “attrition addicts”?  Probably because morale, command and control, vector quantities, and intelligence does not look good on paper when potential enemies have turrets pointing at your gate.  It is analogous to having a gun in your house for home security. The intruder does not know the layout of your house and, more importantly, what you plan to do should you become aware of the intruder’s presence.
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