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Preface 

Systems and hypotheses help us sort out the climate 
of administration in a perplexing territory like internati-
onal strategy. An assortment of ways of thinking exist 
about how to move toward international strategy -and 
specifically, foreign policy -, each with various thoughts 
regarding what "ought to" be done and finished. 

These methodologies additionally shift when it comes 
to the human instincts, the number of different nations 
engaged with the U.S. foreign policy notions, and what 
the tenor of unfamiliar policymaking should be. They 
assist us with arranging the current U.S. ways to deal 
with numerous international strategy challenges’ around 
the planet. 

In the current book I have tried my best to represent 
and analyze different facets and nuances of the U.S for-
eign policy in a new way! 

Enjoy reading; don’t forget to drink your hot cappuc-
cino! 

E.A. Dehnavi 
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Part I 

FORCE AND FOREIGN POLICY 

Today there is a mistaken belief that force no longer 
serves America's interests well. This belief has three va-
riants. First is the view that military power is less rele-
vant because the terms of state competition now turn on 
economic rather than on military matters. The health and 
the competitiveness of the American economy are now 
the prime American interests, and they require economic, 
not military solutions. Too great a concentration on mili-
tary power drains scarce resources and intellectual 
energy away from these vital matters. Second is the view 
that military power is less needed, because developments 
such as economic interdependence, the spread of de-
mocracy, and international institutions have rendered in-
terstate relations, especially among the great industrial 
powers, more benign and easier to manage. These factors 
serve as functional equivalents for military power and 
make state relations much less dependent on it. Third is 
the belief that the dissolution of the Soviet Union has ren-
dered an American forward defense posture anachronis-
tic. Because the nation no longer faces an overarching mi-
litary threat and because none is on the horizon, the Uni-
ted States no longer needs either its alliances with Japan 
and Western Europe or its troops in Eurasia.  

If these three views are correct, then America's mili-
tary power can be relegated to a largely residual role, 
good mostly for defending American territory. All that 
then needs to be said about an American grand strategy 
is this: bring all the troops’ home, construct a good mili-
tary defense of the homeland, and be done with the mat-
ter;  If, however, military power has more versatility than 
the residual role of homeland defense, if it can be used to 
support a wider range of interests in peacetime as well as 
in war, if a forward defense posture still remains prudent, 
then grand strategy becomes more pivotal to American 
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interests, more complex in its design and implementa-
tion, and therefore more important to get right.  

I take the second position, not the first. True, military 
issues no longer dominate the American foreign policy 
agenda, but that does not make military power of less va-
lue. True, threats to American interests are not as severe 
and intense as they once were, but that does not mean 
American interests are threat-free. True, economic issues 
loom larger than they previously did, but that does not 
mean that military power is wholly useless in dealing 
with them. Also, true, democracy is spreading, economic 
interdependence is growing, and international instituti-
ons are flourishing, but they cannot wholly fill the politi-
cal vacuum created by the absence of an effective world 
government and the military power that would accom-
pany it. For these reasons, I hold to two propositions 
contrary to the emerging conventional wisdom. I main-
tain, first, that military power is as vital to American sta-
tecraft as it has always been and, second, that a forward 
defense posture is as essential as it previously was.  

In this article, my intent is not to argue that military 
power is the most important instrument of statecraft. 
That would be absurd. There is no "most important in-
strument." Rather my goal is to show that arguments 
about the severely diminished utility of military power 
are both wrongheaded and dangerous. They are wrong-
headed because they misunderstand the subtle ways in 
which force influences politics; they are dangerous be-
cause, if acted upon, they could cripple American state-
craft and grievously harm American interests.  

There are two fundamental reasons why military 
power remains more essential to statecraft than is com-
monly thought. First, in an anarchic realm (one without 
a central government), force is integral to political inter-
action. Foreign policy cannot be divorced from military 
power. Second, force is "fungible." It can be used for a 
wide variety of tasks and across different policy domains; 
it can be employed for both military and nonmilitary pur-
poses. If force is integral to statecraft and useful in many 
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policy domains, then military power will continue to play 
an important role in America's foreign policy, even when 
economic factors have become more salient and there is 
no clear and present danger to the United States.  

In order to develop these points, I proceed in the follo-
wing manner. First, I make the argument that force is 
fungible because of the central role that coercion plays in 
politics in general and in foreign policy in particular. Se-
cond, I present a counterargument, which asserts that 
military power is not all that fungible, and then show why 
it is wrong. Third, I analyze the two fundamental ways 
that force achieves its fungibility. Fourth, I draw some 
conclusions about what the United States can expect from 
its military power in today's world. 
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FORCE AND THE STATE WHERE LAW IS 
MISSED 

In the state of Anarchy, force is integral to foreign po-
licy because military power can be wielded not only 
forcefully but also "peacefully." The forceful use of mili-
tary power is physical: a state harms, cripples, or de-
stroys the possessions of another state. The peaceful use 
of military power is intimidating: a state threatens to 
harm, cripple, or destroy, but does not actually do so. To 
use military power forcefully is to wage war; to use it 
peacefully is to threaten war. Only when diplomacy has 
failed is war generally waged. Mainly in the hope that war 
can be avoided are threats usually made. For any given 
state, war is the exception, not the rule, in its relations 
with other countries, because most of the time a given 
state is at peace, not war. Consequently, states use their 
military power more frequently in the peaceful than in 
the forceful mode. 

When used forcefully, the effects of military power are 
easy to identify. A state unleashes its military forces, and 
it either achieves its objectives or fails to. The adversary 
is defeated and coerced; or it remains victorious and un-
bowed; or the battle is fought to a draw. Used in war, 
force is a blunt instrument, but it can achieve decisive re-
sults if wielded properly. When used peacefully, states 
employ their military power in more subtle, and therefore 
in less well-defined ways. Used peacefully, military 
power is held at the ready, and its exact influence on po-
litical outcomes becomes more difficult to trace. The war-
waging use of military power is akin to a powerful flood: 
it washes away all before it. The peaceful use of military 
power is akin to a gravitational field among large objects 
in space: it affects all motion that takes place, but it pro-
duces its effects imperceptibly. The effects of floods are 
dramatic and easy to pinpoint; those of gravity seem 
more mundane and are harder to discern. A flood de-
monstrates its effects by its presence; a gravitational 
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field, by its absence. Most of the time the effect of mili-
tary power looks more like gravity than a flood; therefore, 
the usefulness of military power should not be equated 
simply with its physical use. Short of waging war or 
playing chicken in a crisis, then, military power shapes 
outcomes more by its peacetime presence than by its 
forceful use. Thus, to focus only on the physical use of 
military power is to miss most of what most states do 
most of the time with the military power at their disposal.  

The peaceful use of military power may be less de-
cisive than its wartime use, but that does not mean the 
peacetime effects are insignificant. To the contrary: the 
peaceful use of military power explains why it remains 
central to statecraft. Lurking behind the scenes, unstated 
but explicit, lies the military muscle that gives meaning 
to the posturing of the diplomats. Especially for great po-
wers, but for the lesser ones, too, military power  under-
girds the other instruments of statecraft. Diplomacy is 
the striking of compromises by states with differing per-
spectives and clashing interests. There are many factors 
that go into the fashioning of diplomatic agreements, but 
central to each is fear about the consequences of failure. 
Fear of failure, combined with the knowledge that force 
can be used if agreement is not reached, help produce ag-
reement. It is the ultimate ability of each state to use its 
military instrument that disciplines the diplomats. In 
this fashion the threat to use force plays the same role in 
bargaining among nations that the threat to strike plays 
in labor-management negotiations. The threat of either a 
destructive war or a prolonged strike represents a cata-
strophic breakdown that the parties would prefer to 
avoid. The fear of breakdown, together with the desire to 
avoid it, work to prevent it. Environments where nothing 
exists to prevent catastrophic breakdowns from occur-
ring, other than the will of the parties, are called permis-
sive realms. In such realms, the fear of failure becomes 
an essential ingredient for success. 
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In permissive realms the threat of breakdown need not 
be made explicit, but can be left implicit and still be effec-
tive. The threat to use force (or to strike) need not be ar-
ticulated because all parties understand that it is an in-
tegral part of the situation. The threat cannot be disow-
ned. The right to strike is an inherent feature of collective 
bargaining; similarly, the right of every state to resort to 
force is part and parcel of international politics.  

In permissive realms, moreover, threats often can be 
more effective if left implicit. When one state makes an 
explicit threat, it raises the pressure on the state against 
which the threat has been directed to follow suit. Threat 
spawns counterthreat and, in turn, another threat, and so 
on. Voluntary agreement may be stymied in this escala-
tory process because threats stiffen the bargainers and 
harden their positions. Implicit threats, on the other 
hand, have a better chance of avoiding the escalatory dy-
namic and can more easily produce agreement, but only 
if the desire of both parties to avoid breakdown is strong. 
Whether explicit or implicit, threats remain an integral 
feature pf statecraft, and it is these threats that produce 
the gravitational effect of military power. That in turn im-
parts to the other instruments of statecraft more "punch" 
than they would otherwise have. In short, in a permissive 
realm like anarchy, where implicit threats in here, force 
bolsters diplomacy. 

This is an insight too often forgotten. It is also too of-
ten dismissed as no longer applicable because internati-
onal conditions have supposedly changed. To dismiss the 
central role of force in a permissive realm is wrong, how-
ever, because force is an integral component of all politi-
cal realms, whether permissive like international politics, 
or nonpermissive like domestic politics. To make the 
point, let us consider the role that force plays in the do-
mestic realm and then compare its role there to the inter-
national realm. The comparison will show that gover-
nance domestically and statecraft internationally both 
require coercion based on force, but the latter realm 
needs more of it than the former. 
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Three factors produce effective governance within a 
state: legitimacy, commonality of interests, and coercion. 
Legitimacy means that the government, together with its 
rules and procedures, are widely accepted by the citi-
zenry. Commonality of interests means that the citizenry 
share many of the same values and goals. Coercion means 
that the state possesses the power to punish transgres-
sors of the rules. The exact blend of legitimacy, shared 
goals, and coercion varies among states and even within 
a given state over time. For our purposes what matters is 
not the various blends, but rather that there is an element 
of coercion in each of them. Force helps to create and 
maintain the political framework within which political 
interactions occur. Within a state, the law does not auto-
matically enforce itself. Behind the force of the law lies 
the coercive power of the state. If the law did not require 
coercion, the state could disband its police force. The 
state may need to use its policing power infrequently and 
only against a small number of its citizens who break the 
laws. This does not mean, however, that the policing 
power is marginal to domestic order. People obey the 
laws they have legislated because they believe them to be 
both legitimate and enforceable. For our analysis, en-
forceability is key: the bulk of the citizens obey the laws 
because they believe that the few who do not will be 
caught and punished. Otherwise, if punishment were ab-
sent, the number of transgressors would grow, because 
the benefits of breaking the law would increase while the 
benefits of observing it would decline. To be good in a 
world when others are bad and when there is no sanction 
for being bad is to be at a severe competitive disadvan-
tage. Therefore, the bulk of the citizens will obey the laws 
because they expect that the bulk of citizens will obey the 
laws. The policing power of the state helps create this ex-
pectation. It is the state's ultimate ability to coerce its ci-
tizenry that helps preserve the rules, the norms, and, 
most importantly, the 'predictable expectations which, in 
turn, mold everyday political behavior within its borders.  

Coercion, therefore, is to a political framework what a 
political framework is to a market: the necessary, but not 
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the sufficient precondition for its effective functioning. 
An efficient market depends upon the expectation by its 
participants that the rules governing their economic in-
teractions will be stable and fair. It is the political frame-
work in which markets exist that provides these rules. 
Without such a framework, markets function poorly. If, 
for example, seizure of assets is arbitrary and frequent, 
private investment will be discouraged. If a state can alter 
the prices of goods at will, investments will be skewed. If 
no punishment exists for stock market fraud, then either 
fraud will become rampant, or would-be buyers of stock 
will need to hire their own stock fraud screeners. To func-
tion well, then, free markets must be embedded in a po-
litical framework that enforces the rules for stable econo-
mic exchanges. As the British historian E. H. Carr put it: 
"The science of economics presupposes a given political 
order, and cannot be profitably studied in isolation from 
politics." 

Similarly, the study of politics cannot be profitably 
studied in isolation from coercion. Political structures, 
domestic or international, cannot exist apart from it. 
Within a state, if any group can get its way through the 
use of force, then public order will break down, might will 
make right, mafiosos will replace government, and 
constant warfare will ensue until lines are drawn, power 
balances are established, and uneasy peace ensue. When 
the coercive power of government breaks down, force 
becomes privatized. When force is privately held, it crea-
tes gangsterism; when publicly held, it creates govern-
ment. It is a state's legitimate monopoly on the use of 
force that creates the bedrock condition for a stable do-
mestic political order. 

Thinking about the role that coercion plays in domes-
tic affairs therefore helps us to understand why it plays 
an even larger role in a permissive realm like internatio-
nal politics. If force is an important element in politics 
within nations, then it must be all the more so for politics 
among nations. When interests clash domestically, mat-
ters usually do not get out of hand, because all sides know 
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that there is the ultimate discipline of forceful coercion 
by the state. When interests clash internationally, 
reasonableness, persuasion, and logic carry much less 
weight than they do domestically, because there is no 
central government standing in the background to en-
force them. Instead, there are separate states, each of 
which possesses its own coercive power, although in va-
rying amounts. International politics is not gangsterism, 
but it resembles it in at least one respect: all states have 
the need to be privately armed because there is no legiti-
mate, public coercive authority above them. As Kenneth 
Waltz aptly put it: "In politics force is said to be the ul-
tima ratio. In international politics force serves, not only 
as the ultima ratio, but indeed as the first and constant 
one." In domestic politics force has been subjected to 
central governmental control; in international politics it 
has not. Consequently, states in anarchy cannot dispense 
with something that even national governments cannot 
do without. 

Thus, the fact that the great powers in this new era of 
international politics may physically resort to military 
power less frequently than in past eras does not mean 
that it is less useful to them. To believe that is to conflate 
the physical and peaceful uses of military power and to 
equate effect (infrequent physical use) with cause (little 
utility). 
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INSTRUMENTS OF POWER AND DIF-
FERENCES BETWEEN THEM AND SOLV-
ING THE MISUNDERSTANDINGS 
ABOUT THEM 

So far I have argued that force is integral to statecraft 
because international politics is anarchic. By itself, that 
fact makes force fungible to a degree. Exactly how fun-
gible an instrument is military power, however, and how 
does it compare in this regard to the other power assets a 
state wields? In this section, I answer these questions. 
First, I make a rough comparison as to the fungibility of 
the main instruments of statecraft. Second, I present a 
counterargument that force has little fungibility and then 
critique it. 
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HOW TO LEARN ABOUT THE DIFFER-
ENCES AND SIMILARITIES OF THE IN-
STRUMENTS OF POWER 

Comparing the instruments of statecraft according to 
their fungibility is a difficult task. We do not have a large 
body of empirical studies that systematically analyze the 
comparative fungibility of a state's power assets. The few 
studies we do have, even though they are carefully done, 
focus on only one or two instruments, and are more con-
cerned with looking at assets within specific issue areas 
than with comparing assets across issue areas. As a 
consequence, we lack sufficient evidence to compare 
power assets according to their fungibility. Through a 
little logic, however, we can provide some ballpark esti-
mates. 

Consider what power assets a state owns. They in-
clude: population— the size, education level, and skills of 
its citizenry; geography—the size, location, and natural 
resource endowment of the state; governance—the effec-
tiveness of its political system; values—die norms a state 
lives by and stands for, the nature of its ideology, and the 
extent of its appeal to foreigners; wealth—the level, 
sources, and nature of its productive economy; lea-
dership—the political skill of its leaders and the number 
of skillful leaders it has; and military power—the nature, 
size, and composition of its military forces. Of all these 
assets, wealth and political skill, look to be the most ver-
satile; geography and governance, the least versatile, be-
cause both are more in the nature of givens that set the 
physical and political context within which the other as-
sets operate; values and population, highly variable, de-
pending, respectively, on the content of the values and on 
the education and skill of the populace; and military 
power, somewhere between wealth and skill, on the one 
hand, and geography and governance, on the other hand, 
but closer to the former than to the latter. In rank order, 
the three most fungible power assets appear to be wealth, 
political skill, and military power. 
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Economic wealth has the highest fungibility. It is the 
easiest to convert into the most liquid asset of all, na-
mely, money, which in turn can be used to buy many dif-
ferent things—such as a good press, top flight internatio-
nal negotiators, smart lawyers, cutting-edge technology, 
bargaining power in international organizations, and so 
on. Wealth is also integral to military power. A rich state 
can generate more military power than a poor one. A state 
that is large and rich can, if it so chooses, generate espe-
cially large amounts of military power. The old mercanti-
list insight that wealth generates power (and vice-versa) 
is still valid. 

Political skill is a second power asset that is highly 
fungible. By definition, skilled political operators are o-
nes who can operate well in different policy realms be-
cause they have mastered the techniques of persuasion 
and influence. They are equally adept at selling free trade 
agreements, wars, or foreign aid to their citizens. Politi-
cally skillful statesmen can roam with ease across diffe-
rent policy realms. Indeed, that is what we commonly 
mean by a politically skillful leader—one who can lead in 
many different policy arenas. Thus, wealth and skill are 
resources that are easily transferable from one policy re-
alm to another and are probably the two most liquid 
power assets. 

Military power is a third fungible asset. It is not as 
fungible as wealth or skill, but that does not make it illi-
quid. Military power possesses versatility because force 
is integral to politics, even when states are at peace. If 
force is integral to international polit ics, it must be fun-
gible. It cannot have pervasive effects and yet be severely 
restricted in its utility. Its pervasive effects, however, can 
be uniformly strong, uniformly weak, or variable in 
strength. Which is the case depends on how military 
power affects the many domains, policy arenas, and dis-
parate issues that come within its field. At the minimum, 
however, military power is fungible to a degree because 
its physical use, its threatened use, or simply its mere 
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presence structure expectations and influence the politi-
cal calculations of actors. The gravitational effects of mi-
litary power mean that its influence pervades the other 
policy realms, even if it is not dominant in most of them. 
Pervasiveness implies fungibility. 

In the case of military power, moreover, greater 
amounts of it increase its fungibility. Up to a reasonable 
point, more of it is therefore better than less. It is more 
desirable to be militarily powerful than militarily weak. 
Militarily powerful states have greater clout in world po-
litics than militarily weak ones. Militarily strong states 
are less subject to the influence of other states than mili-
tarily weak ones. Militarily powerful states can better of-
fer protection to other states, or more seriously threaten 
them, in order to influence their behavior than can mili-
tarily weak ones. Finally, militarily powerful states are 
more secure than militarily weak ones. To have more 
clout, to be less subject to the will of others, to be in a 
stronger position to offer protection or threaten harm, 
and to be secure in a world where others are insecure—
these are political advantages that can be diplomatically 
exploited, and they can also strengthen the will, resolve, 
and bargaining stance of the state that has diem. Thus, 
although military power ranks behind wealth and skill in 
terms of its versatility, it can be a close third behind those 
two, at least for those great powers that choose to gene-
rate large amounts of it and then to exploit it.  
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TO COMBINE THE STATE OF HAVING 
ENOUGH AND THE ABILITY TO EX-
CHANGE SOMETHING 

The view argued here—that military power possesses 
a relatively high degree of fungibility—is not the conven-
tional wisdom. Rather the commonly accepted view is 
that put forward by David Baldwin, who argues that mi-
litary power is of restricted utility. Baldwin asserts: 

Two of the most important weaknesses in traditional 
theorizing about international politics have been the ten-
dency to exaggerate the effectiveness of military power 
resources and the tendency to treat military power as the 
ultimate measuring rod to which other forms of power 
should be compared. 

Baldwin's view of military power follows from his 
more general argument that power assets tend to be situ-
ationally specific. By that he means: "What functions as 
a power resource in one policy-contingency framework 
may be irrelevant in another." If assets are situationally 
or domain-specific, then they are not easily transferable 
from one policy realm to another. In fact, as Baldwin ar-
gues: "Political power resources...tend to be much less  li-
quid than economic resources"; and although power re-
sources vary in their degree of fungibility, "no political 
power resource begins to approach the degree of fungibi-
lity of money." 

For Baldwin, two consequences flow from the domain-
specific nature of power resources. First, we cannot rely 
on a gross assessment of a state's overall power assets in 
order to determine how well it will do in any specific area. 
Instead, we must assess the strength of the resources that 
it wields in that specific domain. Second, the generally 
low fungibility of political power resources explains what 
Baldwin calls the "paradox of unrealized power": the fact 
that a strong state can prevail in one policy area and lose 
in another. The reason for this, he tells us, is simple: the 
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state at issue has strong assets in the domain where it 
prevails and weak ones where it does not.  

On the face of it, Baldwin's argument is reasonable. It 
makes intuitive sense to argue, for example, that armies 
are better at defeating armies than they are at promoting 
stable exchange rates. It also makes good sense to take 
the position that the more carefully we assess what spe-
cific assets a state can bring to bear on a specific issue, 
the more fine-tuned our feel will be of what the state can 
realistically accomplish on that issue. To deny that all 
power assets are domain-specific to a degree is therefore 
absurd. Equally absurd, however, are the positions that 
all assets are domain-specific to the same degree, and 
that a gross inventory of a state's overall  power assets is 
not a reliable, even if only a rough, guide to how well the 
state is likely to do in any given domain. Assets are not 
equal in fungibility, and fine-tuning does not mean dra-
matically altering assessments. 

What does all this mean for the fungibility of military 
power? Should we accept Baldwin's view about it? I argue 
that we should not. To see why, let us look in greater de-
tail at what else he has to say. 

Baldwin adduces four examples that purport to de-
monstrate the limited versatility of military power. The 
examples are hypothetical, but are nonetheless useful to 
analyze because they are equivalent to thought experi-
ments. These are the examples: 

Possession of nuclear weapons is not just irrelevant to 
securing the election of a U.S. citizen as UN secretary-
general; it is a hindrance. 

.... the owner of a political power resource, such 
as the means to deter atomic attack, is likely to 
have difficulty converting this resource into 
another resource that would, for instance, allow 
his country to become the leader of the Third 
World. 




