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o forces must be internally coherent, which 1s to say competently joint

e beofaquantity and provide 2 strategic effect scaled to the tasks set by high policy
fit political goals.

e be employed coercively m pursuit of military objectives that

Competence cannot offset folly along the means—ends axis of strategy. Military history 18

littered with armies {hat won campaigns in the wrong wars.
Since the future is unforeseeable/do not put faith in the phrase “foresecable

nly assets that can be trusted. Specifically, we plan to behave

future’—we must use o
strategically m an uncertain future on the basis of three sources of practical advice:

rule of prudence (we do not allow hopes to goverit
by reading history.
it can only be

historical experience, the golden
plans), and common Sense. We can educate out common Sense
But because the future has not happened, OUr expectations of
guesswork. Historically guided guesswork should perform better than one that knows 110

yesterdays. Nonetheless, planning for the future, like deciding to fight, is always 2

gamble.

To conclu
have to be distinguished or even particularly competent. All that is

performing well enough to beat an enemy. YOu do not have to win elegantly; you just

have to win.

de on a positive note, remember that t0 succeed in strategy you do not

required 1
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