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"Neither experts in politics and policymaking nor experts in fighting need 
necessarily be experts in strategy." 

Colin S. Gray (Strategy and History)' 

"Theory cannot equip the mind with formulas for solving problems ... But it can 
give the mind insight into the great mass of phenomena and of their relahonships, 
then leave it free to rise into the higher realms of action." 

Carl von Oausewitz (On War)' 

INTRODUCTION 

~
ecade after the fall of Soeharto, Indonesian military reforms 

continue to be a perplexing problem. Despite of significant 
rogress, such as the appointment of a civilian defense 

minister or the abolition of the' dual function', improvement in other 
fundamental issues remains sluggish. Some have attributed this to 
the military's institutional culture3, willie others argued that civilian 
weakness and unassertiveness is the main concern. The big question 

1 Colin S. Gray, Stra tegy and History: Essays in Theory and Practice (London: 
Routledge, 2006), 77. 

2 Carl Von Clausewitz, On War, ed. and trans. Michael Howard and Peter Paret (New 
York: Everyman's Library, 1993), 698. 

3 TItis was indicated by fanner President Abdurahman Wahid lately when 
commenting the selection of the new military commander. See "Panglima TN! 
Harus Lebih Berani Jalankan Reformasi," Kompas, 3 December 2007 
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of 'depoliticizing the military' and 'demilitarizing politics" continues 
unabated as civil society elements cited some 'unfinished agenda: 
such as the regulation of military businesses, military tribunal, 
doctrinal and defense posture development.' 

Meanwhile, the newly appointed TNI Commander, Gen. 
Djoko Santoso, stated that the current vision is to develop a "solid, 
professional, resilient, and nationalistic armed forces."· Observers 
have noted how difficult this is as long as the government could not 
afford to fully fund the military, improve the welfare of the soldiers, 
as well as to rejuvenate and improve TNI's primary weapons system 
(alutsista). Additionally, the civilian authority of the post-Soeharto era 
has focused primarily on keeping the military out of practical politics.' 
These two factors, defense management and 'de-politicization', has 
been the key concern of those wanting to reform the military. In 
this regard, there are significant progresses, as the defense budget 
continues to rise annually and the military has officially abandoned 
practical politics. 

However, as recent debates on the Reserve Component Draft Bill 
showed us, there are ' operational' problems that continue to face the 
military, including the absence of a well-defined defense posture, 
strategic defense review, and other 'military-related' products.s If the 
focus on defense management and de-politicization has seen significant 

4 See Jun Honna, Military Politics and Democrati2ation in Indonesia (London: 
Routledge, 2005), 202. 

5 For more details on Indonesian military reform agenda, see for example International 
Crisis Group, "Indonesia: Next Steps in Military Reform," ICG Asia Report No. 
24 (11 October 2001). 

6 Cited in Addul Gafur Sangadji, "Pekerjaan Rumah Panglima TNI," Koran Tempo, 
19 December 2007. 

7 Ironically some of them continue to the try to draw them back. As we can see in 
the selection process of the current Vice Governor of Jakarta, Maj. Gen. Prijanto
who retired a few days before officially running. 

S See for example "Reformasi TN!: Jangan Hanya Ditangani TN!," Kompas, 14 
December 2007. 
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progress, then the question is: Why do fundamental strategic and 
operational problems concerning the defense sector continue? 

The answer is certainly complex and deserves further study. 
This article is merely an attempt to suggest that perhaps we should 
start focusing on how to professionalize the military by 'militarizing' 
the military, since the utter focus on 'de-politicization' and 'defense 
management' has appeared to have left out the need for 'capacity 
building' among the military professionals. One place to start is perhaps 
in the realm of strategic theory. The core theme here is that education 
in strategic theory is not simply focused on telling the military and 
civilians about what to think, but how to think strategically when 
we deal with the use, or threatened use, of military force amidst the 
increasingly complex strategic landscape. In addition, this article will 
also review the thinking of Carl Von Clausewitz, considered to be the 
founder of modem strategic thought.9 Finally, we hope to ascertain 
the significance of strategic theory, the relevance of CIausewitz, and 
perhaps draw lessons for Indonesia. 

WHAT IS STRATEGIC THEORY? 

First of all, let us skim through the term 'strategy' itself. The 
origins of the word 'strategy' is derived from the ancient Greek term 
of 'strategos' (stratos or army, and ago or leading), loosely translates 
into 'generalship.'JO As time goes by; it has become to mean many 
things to many people in different times. Some focused on the use 
of 'power,' others stressed the dynami~s of 'processes' in strategy 
formulation. ll Subsequent authors highlight that strategy embodies 

9 Some of his ideas were briefly explored by Lt. Gen. (ret.) Sayidiman Suryohadiprdjo, 
former Governor of the National Resilience Institute. See Sayidiman 
Suryohadiprojo, Sivis Pacem Para Bellum: Mernbangun Pertahanan Negara yang 
Modem dan Efektif (Jakarta: Gramedia Pus taka Utama, 2005). 

10 See for example jeffrey Bracker, "The Historical Development the Strategic 
Management Concept," The Academy of Management Review 5, no. 2 (April 
1980): 219. 

11 See john Baylis and james j. Wirtz, "Introduction," in Strategy in the Contemporary 
World: An Introduction to StrategiC Studies, eds. John Baylis, james Wirtz, Eliot 
Cohen, and Colin S. Gray, 3 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002). 
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more than wars and campaigns, and indicate that it is the appli a li n 
of military power to achieve political objectives, or the theory and 
practice of the use, and threat of use, of organized force for po liti 01 

purposes - 'bridge between military power and political purp 
Thus, knowledge of both the military and political realm is n c s a ry 
for a strategist13 Recent addition has been the idea of 'grand sh'a tc y' 
involving the "coordination and direction of all the resources of , 
nation or a band of nations, towards the attainment of the political 
objectives."14 Indonesia's Total Defense is one example of this. 

In this light, what is 'strategic theory' then, and how do we mak · 
sense of it? The most straightforward answer is given by Bernard 
Brodie, who argued that "strategic theory is a theory of action."J5 This 
implies that 'strategic theory' -or 'strategic thought' -is essentially 
a pragmatic and practical study; and it is a 'how to do it' study." A 
longer version is given by Daniel Moran who contended that strategic 
theory is "the branch of social theory concerned with the use of force 
to achieve the goals of one community in conflict with others," and 
"explores how to employ armed forces to advance political, social, 
economic, cultural, or ideological interests."17 This is why Colin Gray 
perhaps put it best: 

:'True wisdom in strategy must be practical because strategy is 
a practical subject. Much of what appears to be wise, and indeed is 
prudent, as high theory, is unhelpful to the poor warrior who actually 
has to do strategy; tactically and operationally."" 

12 Colin S. Gray, Modem Strategy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 1; Gray, 
Strategy and History, 1 

13 See Rjchard K. Betts, "Should Strategic Studies Survive?" World Politics 50, no. 1 
(October 1997): 25 

14 See Basil Liddell H art, Strategy: The Indirect Approach (London: Faber, 1967), 
366. 

15 Bernard Brodie, War and Politics (London: Cassell, 1973),452. 
16 See John Baylis, "The Continuing Relevance of Strategic Studies in the Post-Cold 

War Era," Defence Studies 1, no. 2 (Spring 2001): 4. 
17 Darnel Moran, "Strategic TIleory and the History of War," in Strategy in the 

Contemporary World: An Introduction to Strategic Studies, eds. John Baylis, James 
Wirtz, Eliot Cohen, and Colin S. Gray, 18 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002). 

18 Gray, Strategy and History, 74. 



THE INDONESIAN QUARTERLY, Vol. 36, No.1, 2008, 86-106 

Strategic theory in general is also grounded in history - what Colin 
Gray calls' strategic history,' the history of the influence of the use and 
threat of force. l9 This is because of the fact that historical experience 
is "literally our sole source of evidence on strategic phenomena."2. 
It should be noted however that such theory can have nothing to 
say directly about the specific problems of the day faced by military 
professionals and civilians alike. Strategic theory merely teaches how 
they should approach them. In other words, strategic theory is about 
education, not training or doctrine.21 

Richard Betts once argued that "if strategy is to integrate policy 
and operations, it must be devised not just by politically sensitive 
soldiers but by military sensitive civilians."22 This is why both 
professional military officers and defense officials should be educated 
and grounded in the fundamentals of strategic theory. In periods of 
great change and turmoil when a successful military strategy must be 
closely integrated with and may depend on other national strategies, a 
theory of strategy helps in this transition by educating the professional 
and disciplining his thinking in any of his roles2 3 This cannot be truer 
for Indonesia. 

An underlying assumption of strategy, and strategic theory, is that 
all nation-states have interests they will pursue to further their abilities, 
which usually includes survival, economic well-being, favorable 
world order, and enduring national values. Interests are derived from 
these broad categories as reflected in the strategic environment and 
can be stated more specifically in the cohtext of issues. The elements 
of power are the resources used to promote such interests. The role of 
strategy therefore is to ensure that the pursuit and protection of these 
interests is accomplished in a coherent and optimal manner. 

19 Colin S. Gray, War, Peace, and International Relations, An Introduction to Strategic 
History (London: Routledge, 2007), 1. 

20 Gray, Strategy and History, 1. 
21 Gray, Strategy and History, 2. 
22 Betts, Should Strategic Studies Survive, 16. 
23 See Harry R. Yarger, Strategic Theory for fue 21st Century: The Little Book on Big 

Strategy (Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, 2006), ix. 
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Strategic theory has several underlying premises, inter alia,: (1) 
strategy is subordinate to policy as political purpose dominates all 
levels of strategy, although policy must adapt itself to the realities of 
the environment and the limits of power; (2) strategy is subordinate 
to the nature of the environment and should identify an appropriate 
balance among the objectives sought, the methods to pursue the 
objectives, and the resources available within the particular strategic 
environment; (3) efficiency is subordinate to effectiveness in strategy 
in the sense that they ultimately serve national interests." Thus, 
strategic theory can also be seen as a method of creating strategic 
effects favorable to policy and interests by applying ends, ways, and 
means in the strategic environment. 

Thus, we could see that strategic thinking and ideas really matter. 
Indeed, people invent, rediscover and refine strategic ideas because 
there is a demand for them from the realm of strategic behavior -
hence the historical record showing how strategic thinking shaped 
historical behavior." It should be noted however, that "strategic 
thought draws its inspiration each century, or rather each moment of 
history, from the problems which events themselves pose."26 In other 
words, every period in history posed its own problems within its own 
specific context. Hence, we should avoid egregious generalization. 

Now that we have briefly discussed what strategic theory is, 
where do we start if we were to teach such thinking to our military 
and civilians alike? A pretty good place to start would be by venturing 
into the thinking of Carl Von Clausewitz, a 19th century Prussian 
General who laid down the tiles for strategic theory with his book; 
On War. He has even been claimed to be "worth a busload of most 
other theorists."27 

24 There are a total of fifteen premises. For other premises~ see Yarger, Strategic 
Theory, 66-68. 

25 Gray, War, Peace and International Relations, 16-19. 
26 Raymond Aron, "The Evolution of Modern Strategic Thought," in Problems of 

Modem Strategy, ed. Alastair Buchan, 25 (London: Chatto and Windus, 1970). 
27 Betts, Should Strategic Studies Survive, 29. 
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WHAT CAN CLAUSEWITZ TELL US? 

Since time immemorial, the relationship between war and politics 
is centrally a contested one:' But in the past two hundred years, the 
thinking of Clausewitz has transformed strategic thinking in this 
regard. Carl Phillip Gotlieb von Clausewitz was a Prussian officer 
(1780-1831) who entered the army at the age of 12 and later studied at 
the Berlin War Academy - where his intellectual capacities were first 
discovered.29 He was part of the days of Napoleonic warfare after the 
French Revolution (1789-1799). 

His posthumous work, On War (Vom Kriege), is regarded as a 
perplexing text, partly because he died before finishing it, another 
because of "his habit of never considering any action in isolation 
from the reaction it inspires" leading to "contradictions when 
synthesis might be needed."30 He also relied on a number of different 
approaches and diSciplines. That is why On War is, Simultaneously, a 
text dealing with philosophy, epistemology, and methodology of the 
social sciences, as well as with history, political theory, psychology, 
and mIlItary strategy and tactics.31 Nevertheless, On War has been 
incredibly influential and considered as the "cornerstone of modem 
strategic thought. "32 

We should bear in mind that On War is a work of educational 
intent, not a practical guide.33 In fact, Clausewitz insisted that "theory 
should be study, not doctrine."34 That being said, On War explained 
the essential nature of war, how it endu~es through time and space, 
even as its character is ever changing. He emphasized the effective, 

28 See for example Nicholas Rengger, "Political Theory and the Judgment of War: 
Hlstoncal and Contemporary Reflections," Contemporary Politics 13, no. 3 
(September 2007): 243. 

29 See Martin Van Creveld, The Transfonnation of War (New York: The Free Press 
1991), 33. '. , 

30 Moran, Strategic Theory, 26. 
31 See Michael I. Handel, "Introduction," in Clausewitz and Modem Strateg~ ed 

Michael I. Handel, 1 (London: Frank Cass, 1986). . ' . 
32 See Van Creveld, The Transformation of War, 34. 
33 Gray, War, Peace and International Relations, 19. 
34 Clausewitz, On War, 162. 
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logical unity between politics and war, and stress upon the centrality 
of war's moral dimension. He also insisted that war is a clash between 
two competing wills, and that it is subject to many frustrations 
(dubbed 'frictions'), and argued that war was the realm of chance, 
risk, and uncertainty. 

Clausewitz's theory of war can be considered from two broad 
perspectives: his thought about the relationship between politics and 
war, and about the nature of war itself." Regarding the former, his 
ideas apply uniformly regardless of the style of government that 
frames its civil-military relationship." Clausewitz insists that the 
only source of war is politics and "the political object, which was the 
original motive ... will determine both the military objective and the 
amount of effort it requires," hence, "war is an act of policy."37 

In case there is any confusion, he restated that, "war is the mere 
continuation of politik by other means."" In the German language, 
the word politik can mean both policy and politics, and in his usage, 
the term has objective and subjective aspects - the former means 
the extension of the will of the ruler, the latter means an actual 
manifestation of politics that can vary from era to era.39 Politik is 
influenced by, and thus reflects, the "specific characteristics" of a state's 
geopolitical position as well as the general "spirit of the age."'" 

However, he warned that "political aim must adapt itself to its 
chosen means," implying that although politics must always hold 
sovereign over warfare, "that does not imply that political aim is a 
tyrant."" Thus, he is arguing that "war in general, and the commander 
in any specific instance, is entitled to require that the trend and 

35 Gray, War, Peace and International Relations, 22. 
36 Michael j. Morgan, Clausewitz on Civil-Military Relations: What Hitler Should 

Have Known (Washington, D.C.: National Defense University, 2002), 1. 
37 Clausewitz, On War, 90·98. 
38 £bid, 99. 
39 See Antulio J. Echevarria, "Globalization and the Clausewitzian Nature of War," 

The Eu.ropean Legacy 8, no. 3 (2003): 320-322. 
40 Clausewitz, On War, 718. 
41 Clausewitz, On War, 98. 
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design of policy shall not be inconsistent with these means," in fact, 
"if statesmen look to certain military moves and actions to produce 
effects that are foreign to their nature, political decisions influence 
operations for the worse."42 But although "it is no small demand; 
however much it may affect political aims in a given case, it will never 
do more than modify them."'" 

Clausewitz suggested that this conundrum is avoidable if senior 
political leaders have some familiarity with military affairs, although 
he did not use limited professional expertise (military skills) to limit 
political influence over the conduct of war." He also highlighted 
that political involvement is essential at the higher levels of war, but 
inappropriate at lower ones. At any rate, Oausewitz does not establish 
a clear limitation on political control over military operations during 
war, except to highlight certain sphere of operations. 

The bottom line is that "war is ... a true political instrument, a 
continuation of political intercourse, carried on with other means."45 
He insisted there can be no "strictly military realm," and if war is part 
of policy, "policy will determine its character, [although itl can err, 
serve the ambitions, private interests, and vanity of those in power," 
but it is assumed that policy is a "representative of all interests of the 
community. " 46 

The second theme is his ideas on the nature of war. A brief 
background is needed here. When On War was almost completed, 
he had an intellectual epiphany and had wanted to revise the entire 
manuscript.47 He died before achieving it. lbis helps account for 
some of the inconsistencies, and incomplete analysis. That being said, 

42 Ibid, 735. 
43 Ibid. 
44 This is where Huntington's idea of objective military control differs from 

Clausewitz, although he claimed to be in agreement with him. For more details, 
see Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and The State: The Theory and Politics of 
Civil-Military Relations (Cambridge: Belknap Press, 1985), 94-97. 

45 Clausewitz, On War, 99. 
46 Ibid, 732-733. 
47 On 10 July 1827, he wrote a note stating a sudden new intention to revise his 

whole work to reflect two critically important organizing ideas: (1) war comes 

STRATEGIC TH EORY, CLAUSEWITZ AND TH E INDONESIAN MILITARY -
he maintained that war has two natures: objective and subjective. 
The former refers to those qualities common to all warfare in all 
periods-"all wars are things of the same nature."" Meanwhile, the 
subjective nature comprise of the actual, dynamically changeable, 
highly variable details of historical warfare, or in other words, the 
'character' of war.'9 

Nonetheless" considering some of Oausewitz's ideas in a holistic 
manner is crucial here. These include the 'remarkable trinity' of 
passion, chance, and reason; the climate of war comprising 'danger, 
exertion, uncertainty and chance'; and friction, which accounts for the 
difference between 'real war' and 'war on paper.'50 Additional concepts 
would include: the 'fog of war'; importance of moral qualities; on the 
thesis that belligerents have a centre of gravity; and on the distinction 
between the policy 'logic' and the 'grammar' of war.51 The heart of 
his theory is the notion that all war is driven by the ever-changing 
unstable relations among the trinity of passion and enmity, chance and 
creativity, and policy reason. He contended that "our task therefore 
is to develop a theory that maintains a balance between these three 
tendencies, like object suspended between three magnets."52 

in two variants - all-out and limited; (2) war is a continuation of policy by other 
means. See Azar Gat, The Origins of Military Thought: From the Enlighterunent 
to Clausewitz (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), 199. 

48 Clausewitz, On War, 732. He further argues that "war, though conditioned by 
the particular characteristics of states and their armed forces, must contain some 
general - indeed, a universal - element with which every theorist ought above all 
to be concerned." (page 718). 

49 See Gray, War, Peace and International Relations, 24. 
50 Clausewitz, On War, 101 (on ' trinity'), 116-117 (on 'climate'), 138 (on 'friction'). 
51 Ibid, 117 (on 'fog of war' ), 119-120 (on 'morale'), 720 (on 'center of gravity'), 731 

('logic' and 'grammar') 
52 Ibid, 101. 
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CLAUSEWITZ AND CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS 

In the Indonesian context, however, perhaps Clausewitz's notions 
on civil-military relations, albeit briefly stated, might be of interest. 
Although Clausewitz has established that war is about politics, 
the relationship between commanders and politicians is never a 
straightforward one_ Indeed, a dialogue between the two is always 
proven to be difficult-whether in war or peace time. This dialogue 
is the essence of civil-military relations, which could potentially be a 
'rich source of tension.''' 

The dynamics of civil-military relations in general could be 
distinguished between those in wartime and peacetime. In the former, 
the dominant theme is about delineating between the military and 
political realm during the course of war. Although Clausewitz argued 
that the dictates of policy must continuously shape the course of the 
war, he added that this is "in so far as their violent nature will admit." 
This indicates that there is a line, albeit unclear, which policy could 
not cross in influencing the conduct of war.54 

That being said, we could get a glimpse of what he possibly 
expects of a healthy civil-military relations during wartime. First, that 
one individual (e.g. Napoleon) has both roles in terms of policy and 
military decisions; hence, he must be both a statesman and a military 
commander. If this occurs harmoniously then tensions should be 
minimized. Second, if the functions of political leadership and military 
command belong to different individ~als, the political leadership 
must determine policy aims and exercise a great deal of influence. In 
this case, it appears that he expected a great deal of communication 
between the commander-in-chief and the government.55 Unfortunately, 
Clausewitz did not address the problems that may arise should 

53 Gray, Modern Strategy, 58. 
S4 See for example, Suzanne C. Nielsen, Political Control over the Use of Force: A 

Clausewitzian Perspective (Washington, D.C.: Strotegic Studies Institute, 2001) 
14-18. ' 

55 He suggested a mechanism w hereby the commander-in-chief could sit in the 
cabinet. 
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these expectations fail. It appears that he assumed that whatever the 
condition may be, the political objective should prevail during warS6 

This logic also applies in peacetime, maybe even more so in 
a liberal democratic society. In such a condition, preservation of 
the democratic system rests upo!, civilian control of the military, 
regardless of the political leadership. As Feaver argues, "civilians 
should get what they ask for, even if it is not what they really want. In 
other words, civilians have a right to be wrong."57 The responsibility 
and legitimacy of the political leadership stems from the fact they are 
elected-recall Clausewitz's point that policy is a 'representative of 
all interests of the community.' Thus, the role of the military leader is 
to assist statesman as best as he could to craft a reasonable strategic 
policy, but the final word rests with the statesman. 

In addition, during peacetime, the military is involved in various 
sectors of society with various roles, including in politics.58 This 
however does not negate their primary function as the professionally 
trained defender of the state and its territory. In other words, they are 
still prepared for war, and if war is a continuation of policy, it is only 
logical to contend that civil-military relations in peacetime are also 
characterized by the domination of the political leadership, although 
the implementation of such logic might differ from state to state 
and from time to time - recall Clausewitz's point on the changing 
'character' of war. 

56 Indeed, he emphasized the importance of keeping the political leaders abreast of 
military strategy more than the other way around. One example is from Book 
VIII, Chopter Six-A, "The Effect of the Political Aim on the Military Objective," 
might illustrate this point. Clausewitz, On War, 728-730. 

57 Peter D. Feaver, "The Civil-Military Problematique: Huntington, Janowitz and the 
Question of Civilian Control," Armed Forces and Society, Vol. 23, No.2 (Winter 
1996): 154. 

58 See for example Bilveer Singh, Civil-Military Relations Revisited: The Future of 
the Indonesian Armed Forces in Indonesian Politics (Singapore: Crescent Design 
Associates, 1999), 22. 
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In peacetime, as Sarkesian argues, ideally the balance of relations 
between the political leadership and military presumes that the 
military'S role in society is "the organization, control, and application 
of force in pursuit of democratic values as determined by the state ... 
complemented with a commitment to democratic 'ideals which in 
turn presuppose a role in the political process."s, Thus, civil-military 
relations in peacetime are concerned about making the military 
'compatible' with the democratic peaceful environment. 

This could lead to the so-called' civil-military relations problema
tique' where the military has to be strong enough to fight aggression but 
not to become a threat to the society and state.60 Hence, the concept of 
civilian control is developed, which is often used to describe the norms, 
attitudes, and rules guaranteeing the primacy of the political leadership . 
over the military-the 'the means by which civilians supervise the 
military:61 Thus, control is a central issue in peacetime civil-military 
relations, although the type of control would vary. 

This is especially the case for post-authoritarian states like 
Indonesia where the military has a strong bargaining power against 
the civilians. Several guidelines have been proposed, such as 
professionalism, restructuring the defense establishment, reducing the 
size of the armed forces and more.·2 In addition, democratic control 
usually focuses on the role of the Ministry of Defence (MoD) as an 
extension of the civilian leadership.63 Recall Clausewitz's idea that the 
'civilian should have a grasp of military affairs: 

59 Sam C. Sarkesian: "Military Professionalism and Civil-Military Relations in the 
West," International Political Science Review, VoL 2, o. 3 (1981): 290-291. 

60 Peter D. Fe.ver, "Civil-Military Relations," Annual Review of Political Science, 2 
(1999): 214. 

61 Peter D. Feaver, Armed Servants: Agency, OverSight, and Civil-Military Relations 
(Cambridge: Belknap Press, 2003), 9. 

62 See MuthiahAiagappa, "Investigating and Explaining Change: An Analytical Frame
work," in Coercion and Governance: The Declining Political Role of the Military in 
Asia, ed. Muthiah AI.g.ppa, 55 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2001). 

63 For more on the role of MoD, see Thomas C. Bruneau and Richard B. Goetze, Jr, 
UMinistries of Defense and Democratic Contro}," in Who Guards the Guardians 
and How: Democratic Civil-Military Relations, eds. Thomas C. Bruneau and Scott 
D. Tollefson, 71-98 (Austin: University of Texas Press, 2006). 
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STRATEGIC THEORY, CLAUSEWITZ, AND THE INDONESIAN 

MILITARY 

Now that we have seen what strategic theory is, and what 
Clausewitz has to say about the subject, the next question is, so what? 
What is the point of us discussing strategic theory and Clausewitz? 
Moreover, what is the significance of strategic theory and relevance of 
a guy who has been dead for since 1831? Let us try to answer these 

questions one step at a time. 
First of all, the significance of strategic theory. Studying strategic 

theory could help educate the mind and discipline our thinking 
in order to deal with the complexity and volatility of the strategic 
environment as well as the changes and threats inherent to it. Most 
importantly, it allows members of the military and defense profession 
to communicate intelligently in regard to strategy as it serves as a 
cornman frame of reference for the development and evaluation of 
an appropriate strategy.64 A disciplined strategic theory also allows 
the professional to evaluate the merits of a particular strategy. The 
framework provided by such theory would enable a methodological 
basis for a disciplined thought process to assist the strategist in 
developing strategy, and serves as a guide for others to follow in 

' comprehending, evaluating, and critiquing the merits of a particular 
strategy. 

This of course is not as easy as it sounds. Clausewitz tells us 
that "everything in strategy is very simple, but that does not mean 
that everything is very easy." Gray argued that this because of five 
reasons.65 First, strategy is neither policy nor armed combat; rather 
it is the bridge between them, hence, it requires a different skill set 
than from political skill or military competence. Second, strategy is 
perilously complex by its very nature, as every element or dimension 
can impact all others. Third, it is extraordinarily difficult to train 

64 See Yarger, Strategic Theory, 2. 
65 Gray, Strategy and History, 77-78. 
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strategists, where the basic problem can be reduced to the fact that 
no educational system puts in what nature leaves out. Fourth, since 
strategy embraces all aspects of the military instrument, as well as 
many elements of the polity and society, the maximum possible 
number of things can go wrong. Finally, it is easier to theorize about 
new ways of prevailing than to speculate honestly and imaginatively 
about possible enemy initiative and responses. 

How then can strategic theory help practitioners, military and 
civilians alike, in the realm of strategy? Gray argued that there are 
at least four main contributions that a strategic theorist can make.66 
First, strategic theorists can do for practice what practice needs but 
cannot readily do for itself. Second, the strategic theorist can help 
provide the kind of conceptual education which fits the evolving 
context for policy. Third, strategic theorists can help sort out between 
the short-lived from the enduring issues of more significance. Finally, 
strategic theorists can advise practitioners about things which cannot 
be foreseen and the ways in which the strategic effects of unwelcome 
surprises can be minimized. 

What about Clausewitz's relevance in the current globalized 
strategic landscape? First of all, it should be noted that Clausewitz's 
principal intellectual contribution to strategic thinking was his 
reflection on the use of force in a wider context, not a practical guide 
to behave.·7 In many respects, Clausewitz is thus providing something 
that few military practitioners are on the lookout for. While they tend 
to be in search of practical' cookbook: Clausewitz mainly supplies 
philosophical reflections on the nature of war that might be difficult 
to translate into simple, memorable prescriptions for action·' On War 
educates understanding of what war is about, how it functions, and 
why it can go terribly wrong. 

66 Ibid, 51-52. 
67 See Beatrice Heuser and Lawrence Freedman, "Strategy," in War, ed. Lawrence 

Freedman, 192 (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1994). 
68 Heuser, Reading Clausewitz, 12. 
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Some of his concepts are still relevant (e.g. 'friction' and the 'fog 

of war'), others need more discovery and moclification (e.g. 'economy 
of force' and 'center of gravity' ). It also remains sensible for collective 
decision-makers to listen to his advice to think of military options 
as subordinate to greater political aims. But above and beyond, by 
teaching us to look for functions and variables determining the nature 
of all warfare and every particular war, Clausewitz has taught us 
how to think about war, which in tum helps us identify some of the 
other variables.69 Other strategic theorists that followed him could 
introduce structure and clarity into their arguments because of this. 
This approach has proved remarkably resilient to changes in society, 
technology, political systems, and warfa re. 

Finally, what is the utility of studying strategic theory and 
Clausewitz for the Indonesian military? It has been argued that in 
Indonesia's military academy, officer cadet school, and the staff and 
command colleges, the percentage of purely military curriculum is 
low. Sukardi Rinakit noted that, based on interviews with former 
TNI officers, the curriculum in the military academy has not changed 
since the 1960s, where 53% covers non-military subjects, 22% military 
subjects, and 15% sport.'" Some observers however believe that since 
the days of Benny Moerdani, the percentage is supposed to be around 
seventy percent." 

Nevertheless, the military paradigm stressed in these trainings 
appears to be those that advocate an 'integralistic' approach to 
military issues with other national issues,?2 This could potentially 

69 Beatrice Heuser, Reading Clausewitz (London: Pimlico, 2002), 194. 
70 See Sukardi Rinakit, The Indonesian Military After the New Order (Singapore: 

ISEAS and NlAS Press, 2005), 123. On military indoctrination during training, see 
also Robert Low ry, The Armed Forces of Indonesia (New South Wales: Allen & 
Unwin, 1996), 121. 

71 Conversations with Andi Widjajanto, University of Indonesia (Singapore, 12 
December 2007). 

72 See for example, Darmawan, "Paradigma Kemiliteran," in Indonesia Baru dan 
Tantangan TNI: Pemikiran Masa Depan, ed. Agus Wirahadikusumah, 66-70 
(Jakarta: Pustaka Sinar Harapan, 1999). 
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lead to dissolution between military and non-military realm_ As we 
have seen throughout this country's history, such dissolution could 
open the door for military dominance in civilian spheres. Therefore, it 
would not be out of line to argue that strategic military theory needs 
to be heavily stressed in academies, considering that it is very crucial 
to educate the minds of future commanders. 

Today, Indonesian military professionalism includes elements, 
such as discipline, non-involvement in politics, self-development, 
and so on.73 However, operational and strategic problems mentioned 
earlier (e.g., defense posture, defense review) could never be resolved 
without a revision of how strategic theory is approached and taught 
among future military commanders. In other words, a revision of the 
current military doctrine into a doctrine that provides guidance for 
the armed forces to in developing defensive systems is essential." 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

The fact that Indonesia is not facing an external aggressor nor 
involved in military conflicts across the world does not mean that we 
should not pay attention to strategic theory. For example, by studying 
Clausewitz, we could acknowledge that the challenge in peacetime 
training is that before a military undergoes trial by battle; no one 
really knows how effective military power will be. In peacetime, 
militaries train against themselves and that h as to comprise a major 
source of uncertainty (recall the concept of 'friction' and 'fog of war') 
concerning future effectiveness.75 

It should be noted that although strategic ideas are important, 
strategic thou ght is not a strictly intellectual, pursuit for an objective 
truth as an endeavor that is self-validating. Instead, strategic theory 

73 For more details, see for example Yuddy Chrisnandi, Reformasi TNI: Perspektif 
Baru Hubungan Sipil-Militer di Indonesia (Jakarta: LP3ES, 2005), 154-161. 

74 See j. Kristiadi, "Indonesia: Redefining Military Professionalism," in Military 
Professionalism in Asia: Conceptual and Empirical Perspectives, ed. Muthiah 
Alagappa, 108 (Honolulu: East-West Center, 2002). 

75 Gray, Strategy and History, 79. 
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and thought is a pragmatic effort spurred by the necessity to under
stand new strategic conditions and to develop recommendations for 
strategic action. Every topic in the mainstream of modern strategic 
theory-deterrence, limited war, etc.-has been pursued because of 
this. Studying Clausewitz and strategiC theory at least suggests that 
it could help train generals, and inay even identify and evaluate 

options. 
As a final note, those equipped with a Clausewitzian understanding 

of the nature of war and function of strategy can focus on the details of 
the problem of the hour, confident that they have in their intellectual 
armory the necessary weapons to help them prevail over ignorance, 
confusion, and friction.76 As Clausewitz himself said, "theory then 
becomes a guide to anyone who wants to learn about war from books; 
it will light his way, ease his progress, train his judgment, and help 
him to avoid pitfalls ... Theory exists so that one need not start fresh 
each time sorting out the material and plowing through it, but will 
find it ready to hand and in good order. It is meant to educate the 
mind of the commander, or more accurately, to guide him in his self
education, not to accompany him to the battlefield_"77 
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ASEAN CHARTER: 
FRAMING PROCESS OR PROGRESS? 

Alexandra Retno Wulan 

Mindful of the existence of mutual interests and common problems among 
countries of South-East Asia and convinced of the need to strengthen further 
the existing bonds of regional solidarity and cooperation; Desiring to establish 
a firm foundation for common action to promote regional cooperation in South
East Asia in the spirit of equality and partnership and thereby contribute towards 
peace, progress and prosperity in the region;Affirming that all foreign bases are 
temporary and remain only with the expressed concurrence of the countries 
concerned and are not intended to be used directly or indirectly to subvert the 
national independence and freedom of States in the arena or prejudice the orderly 
processes of their national development; 

(The ASEAN Declaration, Bangkok Declaration - 1967) 

INTRODUCTION 

A
SEAN'S expectation to form a stronger association is clearly 
delineated in its 40th anniversary. The head of states or 
governments of ASEAN declared their commitment to 

establish the ASEAN Charter in the Kuala Lumpur Summit in 
December 2005.1 After a long process of tough negotiation, the ASEAN 
charter was signed by all ASEAN's head of states or governments last 
November 2007. 

Since its adoption in November 2007, the ASEAN Charter has 
intrigued various reactions throughout the region and the world as 
well. On the one hand, the Charter is business as usual or regular 

1 Kuala Lumpur Declaration on the Establishment of the ASEAN Charter, 12 
December 2005, accessed on http://www.aseansec.org/18031.html 


