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Abstract

Today's global conflicts are interconnected, resembling a complex, systems-altering "World War IIL.'
Democratic global leaders are overly focused on isolated crises, missing the grand, overarching conflict
against anti-democratic forces. The ‘West's’ approach is flawed, treating compound wars as separate
threats, and relying too heavily on militarized solutions.

I. Introduction:

"The real cause I consider to be the one which was formally most kept out of sight. The growth of the power of
Athens, and the alarm which this inspired in Lacedaemon, made war inevitable.”

— Thucydides, explaining the cause of the Peloponnesian War
A View Through the Current 'Looking Glass'

The contemporary geopolitical landscape is entangled in a web of "compound conflicts," encompassing
an array of interconnected wars and tensions that reverberate across the globe.

In Eastern Europe, Russia's aggression against Ukraine has sent shockwaves through the international
order, drawing condemnation and sowing anxiety far beyond the region.

In the volatile Middle East, tensions have spiked with the escalation of the Israel-Hamas war, further
destabilizing an already fragile area.

Meanwhile, Taiwan remains on edge as China flexes its military muscle across the Taiwan Strait, raising
the specter of a significant confrontation.

Overlaying these regional tensions is the broader strategic rivalry between the United States and China.
This rivalry is not mere political theater; it influences trade, technology, and regional alliances, reshaping
the global landscape in profound ways.

On the US Southern Border, a different threat emerges. Here, issues such as human trafficking, drug
cartels, and the struggles of migrants seeking a better life present a complex security challenge.

The maritime domain also becomes an arena of competition, with the South China Sea and Arctic routes
hotly contested. Naval maneuvers in these regions are scrutinized by a world wary of escalation, as
control over these critical chokepoints signifies more than access—it represents global influence and
€conomic power.



These intersecting crises form a complex web, each conflict intricately linked to others, creating a
precarious (im)balance. Global leaders must navigate this intricate landscape with care to avoid further
escalation while finding opportunities for diplomacy and cooperation. In such an environment,
maintaining ‘relative’ peace is an ongoing challenge requiring astute strategy and constant vigilance.

Geopolitical historian Walter Russell Mead's prophetic 'End of History Ends" framework finds somber
validation in these unfolding realities. Each skirmish and tension exemplify a broader, omnipresent
struggle threatening global stability.

Does I + 11 =111: Is World War Il in the making?

The geopolitical, geoeconomic, and geostrategic challenges of today share striking similarities with the
years leading up to and into World Wars I and II, primarily due to the interplay of rising nationalism,
shifting alliances, economic turmoil, and military brinkmanship.

Prior to World War I, the world witnessed fervent nationalism and militarism, with the great powers
entangled in complex alliances, much like today's rise of populist movements and realignments among
global powers. The economic instability of the interwar period, marked by the Great Depression, mirrors
today's financial uncertainties exacerbated by trade wars, the COVID-19 pandemic, and fluctuating
energy prices.

Just as the Treaty of Versailles created deep-seated resentments that fueled World War II, contemporary
scenarios such as the unresolved territorial disputes in the South China Sea and Eastern Europe evoke
historical grievances, sowing seeds of potential conflict. Militarily, the rapid technological advancements
in weaponry and strategic doctrines prior to World War II bear resemblance to modern developments in
cyber warfare, artificial intelligence, and hypersonic missiles, which have sparked a new arms race.

Furthermore, the competition for global influence between the United States, China, and Russia parallels
the pre-World War I rivalry amongst Britain, Germany, and France. The ideological battle of democracy
versus authoritarianism, reminiscent of the ideological clash of the 20th century between fascism,
communism, and liberal democracy, continues to shape today's international order.

These echoes from the past caution us about the delicate balance required to navigate current global
challenges to avoid repeating the catastrophic global conflicts of the 20th century. In essence, today's
geopolitical landscape is a complex tapestry woven with strands remarkably similar to those that led the
world to the brink of war in the last century, underscoring the timeless nature of power struggles and the
importance of vigilance in diplomacy.

The Puzzle
This article questions the adequacy of traditional paradigms, suggesting the necessity for new

perspectives to confront and understand compound conflicts. We aim to contribute to the broader
geopolitical discourse and emphasize the urgency of reconsidering established doctrines and dogmas.

1 Walter Russell Mead, “The End of History Ends,” The American Interest, December 12, 2013, https://www.the-american-
interest.com/2013/12/12/the-end-of-history-ends/.
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Compound Security Threats

Sources of Conflict...Underlying Currents...Overarching Dynamics
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Figuze 1. The compound secusity threat

Our current 20th-century approach to confronting our
adversaries—state and non-state—will continue to fail, that is,
fall short of achieving decisive outcomes, due to cultural,
political, and environmental forces that are rapidly altering the
environment of global geopolitical competition and hence
accelerating the evolution of compound security threats. Our
adversaries, at every level—from subnational to nation-state to
regional—are exploiting this changed environment to present us
with more dilemmas—radicalization, transnational crime,
climate insecurity, forced population movements—than our
current strategies and tactics can handle.

An ‘End of History,” Ending? Or re-begun?

By now it is apparent that the Iranian and Russian regimes,
backed by China, are challenging the American international
order. The post-1945 Pax Americana obtained at the end of the

last great powers cataclysm of World War Il is now threatened in Ukraine, Israel, the Bab al-Mandeb, and
across the Middle East, with high probability for additional global spread.

Predictions of the clash between Eurasian territorial autocratic powers and the maritime-commercial
states such as the United States, NATO, and partners in the Indo-Pacific have been around for years,
reaching serious policy-level attention since Walter Russell Mead’s essay, “The End of History Ends,”
was published in 2013. Mead argued that the post-Cold War era, when the history of conflict and strife
took a vacation, was coming to an end. He predicted the rise of anti-Eurasian Consensus ‘Central Powers’
to challenge the status quo led and maintained by the United States and its ‘Maritime Powers’ coalitions

of states.

In his seminal work, Mead emphasized the need for a comprehensive understanding of these evolving

geopolitical realities:

“Sometime in 2013, we reached a new stage in world history. A coalition of great powers has long sought to
overturn the post-Cold War Eurasian settlement that the United States and its allies imposed after 1990; in the
second half of 2013 that coalition began to gain ground. The revisionist coalition hasn’t achieved its objectives,
and the Eurasian status is still quo, but from this point on we will have to speak of that situation as contested
and American policymakers will increasingly have to respond to a challenge that, until recently, most chose to
ignore. The big three challengers—Russia, China and Iran—all hate, fear and resent the current state of
Eurasia. The balance of power it enshrines thwarts their ambitions, the norms and values it promotes pose
deadly threats to their current regimes. Until recently, there wasn’t much they could do but resent the world
order way to challenge and ultimately to change the way global politics work.

In addition to Mead's cautionary insights, we must also consider the evolving role of actors like North
Korea under Kim Jong Un. This further compounds the complexity of modern global security threats,
demanding more sophisticated analytical frameworks and responsive strategies. As former Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Mark Milley, observed:

“Technology, geopolitics, and demographics are rapidly changing societies, economies, and the tools of
warfare... [which are, in turn] producing changes in why, how, and where wars are fought—and who will fight

2 Ibid.
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them. The significantly increased speed and global reach of information and misinformation likewise will have
unprecedented effects on forces, [force and capability development], and how they fight.””

The autocratic-territorial powers are increasingly coordinating their actions across these seemingly
separate fronts in an all-encompassing war against the United States and its allies.

While the United States is still somewhat insulated from the immediate consequences, the credibility of
our deterrence has been radically undermined in many ways by our own actions; and namely, in how the
proverbial ‘West’ defines an operation, an action, an activity, an investment “of war,” vice ‘other-than-
war’ or non-war.

This demands nothing less than an accelerated effort on all fronts of the defense production and industrial
enterprise, pushing beyond mere ‘military footings’ onto a fuller ‘war footing’. We are already critically
late, and the clock is ticking close to the midnight hour.

A renewed commitment akin to the shift seen during the runup to World War II, when Chamberlain's
appeasement strategy, though flawed, inadvertently bought time for Great Britain to shift its industries
onto a full whole-of-government/society war footing, is necessary. We must use what time we have left to
do the same.

What This Article is About, and What It is Not About

In the face of escalating global tensions, this essay underscores the necessity for a strategic overhaul of
our key institutions to effectively manage compounded international conflicts. Steering clear of granular
operational or tactical analyses, this discussion centers on the broader strategic landscape, advocating for
evolved approaches in our increasingly complex geopolitical environment.

Aim 1: Recognize the Global Scope of Conflicts

The diverse array of global competitions, battles, and conflicts collectively signify a profound, system-
altering war. Global leaders must appreciate the cumulative impact of these conflicts to effectively
address the larger existential threats.

Aim 2: Shift Focus to the Bigger Picture

An overemphasis on individual crises leads to the neglect of the broader conflicts against anti-democratic
forces. Leaders must overcome the "forest for the trees" dilemma to fully grasp the grand strategic
challenges faced by democracies.

Aim 3: Adopt Comprehensive, Integrated Strategies

Current Western strategies are fragmented and overly militarized, ill-suited for the complex threat
dilemmas we face. Democracies must develop holistic war plans that integrate military, economic,
technological, and socio-cultural efforts to achieve sustainable peace and victory.

Evolving Paradigms for Modern Geopolitical Realities

Relying on outdated 20th-century strategies proves insufficient in today’s evolved geopolitical
environment. New cultural, political, and environmental forces are being exploited by adversaries,
necessitating an understanding of this evolution for the development of effective new security strategies.

3 Mark Milley, “General Mark Milley Speaks on Changing Dynamics of Warfare,” Speech at the National Defense University, Washington,
D.C., May 10, 2021.
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Differentiating Between Battles and War

A critical aspect of strategic clarity involves distinguishing between military battles and the broader scope
of war. Conflating tactical engagements with strategic objectives leads to misguided decisions and
policies. Battles are isolated engagements, whereas wars encompass wider objectives, strategies, and
impacts. This differentiation is crucial for crafting coherent strategies that address the full spectrum of
conflict.

The Paradox Within the Western Way of War

A persistent paradox within the Western way of war is its tendency to win battles yet fail to achieve
lasting peace. This perverse outcome stems from conflating the use of military force (ways and means)
with the political objectives of war. This chronic tendency leads to military heavy-handedness and
perpetuates forever wars, undermining long-term stability and peacebuilding efforts.

Proposing a New "Theory of Victory"

The essay proposes the creation of a new "Theory of Victory," incorporating multifaceted approaches
encompassing military, economic, technological, and socio-cultural dimensions. These strategies are
essential to address layered challenges and maintain global stability. A key emphasis is placed on
ensuring that senior leaders recognize the distinct roles of military battles and war to avoid the critical
dangers of conflating the two. Resolving the paradox within the Western way of war requires a shift in
strategic mindset to ensure that military successes translate into sustainable peace.

The Compound Security Dilemma

Traditional paradigms fall short in addressing today’s multifaceted threats, where wars manifest as
interconnected crises. These crises span beyond martial conflicts and involve numerous regions and
actors, both state and non-state. For instance, tensions over Taiwan, the Isracl-Hamas conflict, the Russia-
Ukraine war, and the strategic rivalry between the United States and China are prime examples of how
these conflicts, though geographically diverse, are interconnected and collectively influence global
security dynamics.

We must recognize the compounded security dilemmas and realign our institutions and strategies to
manage the complexities of the modern geopolitical landscape. Holistic, integrated strategies that
emphasize the distinction between military battles and strategic war are essential for achieving sustainable
peace and global stability. Addressing the paradox within the Western way of war and differentiating
between military uses of force and political objectives, is paramount to overcoming the chronic
tendencies that lead to military heavy-handedness and prolonged conflicts. Only through such
comprehensive and evolved approaches can we hope to navigate the intricate challenges of today's global
conflicts effectively.



Why Listen to Us?*’

We've always been seen and ‘missioned’ by others as both soldiers and scholars. It’s about more than just
donning a uniform—it’s about mastering the tactical, technical, and operational components while
keeping an eye on the strategic horizon. In essence, we are both warriors and thinkers, forged and
strengthened by the fires of combat.

People often regard us as iconoclasts, change leaders, even heretics at times. Our unconventional ideas
and our readiness to challenge the status quo have earned us both respect and a bit of notoriety. We were
commissioned at the leading edge of the Cold War-to-“MOOTW” paradigm shift, and our early years as
direct action leaders were marked by this transition, shaping our professional development at a crucial
juncture.

As we climbed the ranks and earned our field-grade officer status, we found ourselves at the heart of yet
another shift—moving from MOOTW through the tragedy of 9/11. Those years were our baptism by fire,
honing us into operational-level leaders. They were challenging times, but they forged the core of our
leadership philosophy.

Later in our careers, we rose to the status of strategic leaders—Colonels and General Officers. This was
during the transition from the Global War on Terror to the current era of strategic competition. Each
phase of our journey brought its own unique challenges and demanded different ways of thinking, but
they were all part of the same continuum of service and leadership.

Throughout it all, we’ve remained soldiers rooted in the greater Western civilizational traditions. This
foundation has always provided us with context and purpose, guiding our actions and decisions.

Our common and shared experiences and backgrounds make our voices important. We’ve been on the
front lines of change, both in combat and in thought, making a real impact on the ever-evolving landscape
of military and strategic affairs.

* Dr. Isaiah "Tke" Wilson III, a retired U.S. Army Colonel and former Senior Executive Service-equivalent civilian in the Department of Defense,
is a pivotal figure in addressing today’s complex global conflicts. He is a combat veteran, his professional military career, marked by combat
leadership, strategic planning, and extensive involvement in major U.S. operations in the Balkans, Iraq, and Afghanistan, provides him with a
unique perspective on modern warfare. Dr. Wilson has significantly contributed to U.S. Central Command’s initiatives, advising and planning on,
and taking part in the implementation of campaigns like Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Inherent Resolve. His academic
achievements in military arts, government, and public policy complement his field experience. His book, "Thinking beyond War," critiques post-
war planning deficiencies, spurring policy reforms. As Director of the US Army’s think-do tank on geostrategy and strategic landpower — the
Strategic Studies Institute (SSI) and as President of U.S. Special Operations Command’s and the global special operations community’s Joint
Special Operations University, he has shaped military education, ensuring leaders are prepared for contemporary challenges. Dr. Wilson’s
expertise in "compound conflicts" solidifies his role in formulating strategies for global stability.

5 Dr. Yacov Bengo is an Isracli Major General (Ret.) who served in his last role as the Head of Planning Directorate of the IDF (J8). His military
career spans over thirty-four years of service, primarily in the Armored Corps and in the General Staff. MG Bengo is an expert in force buildup
and in the utility of force from the tactical level to the strategic level of the General Staff. His practical knowledge has transformed into scholarly
expertise, leading to the writing of several articles and two seminal books in which he sought to redefine military theory. The first book presented
the evolving complexity of warfare, introducing the 'Operational Focus Approach.' This model seeks to enhance communication between
statesmen and military leaders when employing military force. The second book, "Cracking the Code: War Hidden Methodology" aims to extract
a general theory of war through a historical examination of theorists and central theories, thereby elucidating the methodology behind the theory
as well as theoretical biases.



I1. Enlarging the Context

When faced with an intractable (unsolvable) problem, "enlarge the context."®
~ Jean Monet

War is, once again and everywhere, on the rise. And our existing structures and processes for planning
and analysis, including our military-civilian campaigning ways, are not sufficient for todays and
tomorrow’s needs. The International Institute for Strategic Studies in London’s annual Armed Conflict
Survey paints a grim picture of rising violence in many regions, of wars chronically resistant to brokering
peace. The survey finds there were 183 regional and local conflicts underway at the end of 2023, the
highest number in three decades. The Survey highlights what it describes as a paradoxical global security
landscape: where a popular sense of an “intractability” of crises coexists with a condition of unsober and
unseriousness in realizing and coping with the full gravity of the day's security dilemmas.’ As historian
Max Hastings further notes,

Non-state armed groups, of which Hamas in Gaza is
only the most immediately conspicuous, play a
baleful role. In many places, these forces are
supported by disruptive major powers, notably
Russia and Iran. Although the world is not
immediately threatened by a great war, such as those
of 1914-18 and 1939-45, tensions are rising,
especially between the US and China. ... [O]ne of the
primary reasons Europe went to war in 1914 is that
none of the big players were as frightened as they
should have been, of conflict as a supreme human o
catastrophe. After a century in which the continent S

had experienced only limited wars, from which \‘
Prussia had been an especially conspicuous

profiteer, too many statesmen viewed war as a
usable instrument of policy, which proved a
catastrophic misjudgment.® Fig. 2

The Top Conflicts to Watch in 2023

* o

The Russia-Ukraine conflict, far from being an isolated crisis, has far-reaching implications globally.
Russia’s invasion destabilizes Eastern Europe and tests NATO and the European Union's unity and
resilience, prompting realignments and reevaluation of security policies across the continent. This
volatility creates a domino effect, influencing geopolitical calculations in other regions.’

In the Middle East, the Isracl-Hamas war absorbs international attention and resources, which might
otherwise be directed towards Eastern European stability. Russia’s involvement in Syria and its broader
alliances in the region indirectly tie to the Israel -Hamas conflict, as key players recalibrate their positions
based on Moscow's actions. The Middle Eastern theater becomes another arena where global powers like
the US and Russia maneuver for influence, further complicating the geopolitical landscape.

Meanwhile, the tension in the Taiwan Strait reflects larger strategic contestations between the United
States and China, directly challenging American influence in the Indo-Pacific and straining alliances like

6 Monnet, Jean (1974), L’Europe et la nécessité, Archives de la Fondation Jean Monnet pour I'Europe, May.

7 International Institute for Strategic Studies, Annual Armed Conflict Survey 2023 (London: IISS, 2023), http://www.iiss.org/publications/armed-
conflict-survey/.

8 Max Hastings, “Non-state Armed Groups and the Modern Security Landscape,” The Guardian, January 5, 2023,
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2023/jan/05/non-state-armed-groups-and-the-modern-security-landscape.

9 Hicks, Kathleen, "Strategic Importance of Resilience," Center for Strategic and International Studies, August 2021.
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AUKUS and the Quad. Actors in Eastern Europe and the Middle East watch closely, as any shift in US
focus or military resources could alter the balance of power in their regions.

These geopolitical tremors extend all the way to the Western Hemisphere and the powder-keg of the US
Southern Border, where the influx of migrants is exacerbated by instability in countries fleeing conflicts
or governance issues indirectly influenced by larger power dynamics. Cartels exploit these migrations,
often finding sophisticated weaponry and funding through narco-trade and black-market avenues
influenced by global unrest and destabilizations.

Maritime security competitions underscore the intersectionality of these threats. The strategically
important South China Sea sees not just the US and China, but also other nations asserting claims and
counterclaims, all influenced by broader conflicts. Increased US military focus on this region due to the
PRC-Taiwan conflict can shift American naval assets away from NATO or Middle Eastern engagements,
creating more vulnerabilities.

Moreover, Arctic routes represent another frontier of competition, where climate change opens new
passages that nations like Russia and the US seek to exploit. The Arctic becomes a new chessboard where
military presence and resource extraction are gambled upon, linking back to overall geopolitical strategies
manifesting in places like Ukraine and the Taiwan Strait.

These compounded security risks create a complex, ever-shifting global dynamic. Each conflict, from the
deserts of the Middle East to the icy expanses of the Arctic, influences and is influenced by others.

For example, energy politics play a significant role. Russia's leverage over European energy supplies
through its vast reserves adds another layer to the Ukraine crisis. European quests for energy
independence might drive more engagement with Middle Eastern oil producers or spur investments in
renewable energy, affecting global energy markets and economic strategies.'® China, acutely aware of
global energy dynamics, may exploit these shifts to forge tighter alliances with Middle Eastern and
African nations, bolstering its Belt and Road Initiative'' against a backdrop of Western sanctions on
Russia.

This intricate dance of energy dependency and security could also see China further entrenching itself in
Arctic exploitation and South China Sea militarization, thereby clashing not just with the US but with
regional players like India, Vietnam, and the Philippines.

Back at the US Southern Border, the security dilemma adopts a more human-centric face but remains
equally complex. Conflicts and climate change-induced migrations merge into a humanitarian and
security crisis, strained further by resources redirected to geopolitical flashpoints like Ukraine and
Taiwan. The cartels and smuggling operations adapt and thrive in this instability, reflecting a smaller
scale but equally tangled web of conflicts and opportunities.

In essence, various conflicts and geopolitical tensions crystallize into a global compound security
dilemma, where each interconnected thread influences another, creating an intricate and high-stakes
global fabric.

10 Coleman, Jonathan, "Economic Strategies for Addressing Global Conflicts," Economic Policy Journal, June 2023.

1n Meg Rithmire, "The Belt and Road Initiative and China's Ambitions," Harvard Business Review, June 7, 2021, https://hbr.org/2021/06/belt-
and-road.
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Global leaders must navigate this labyrinth carefully, where regional conflicts, great power rivalries, and
non-traditional security threats blend into a single complex challenge. Responses must be multifaceted,
requiring not just strategic military and diplomatic acumen but also economic foresight and humanitarian
sensitivity. In such a world, every decision is magnified, and the delicate balance of peace rests
precariously.

Why is it So Hard to Understand What ‘This War’ is All About?

Understanding the complexities of modern geopolitical conflicts is an intricate task due to the
interconnected nature of various global flashpoints and issues. Each conflict, while localized, has broader
implications and ripple effects that span across different regions and domains. This narrative explores
why these conflicts are particularly challenging to comprehend and addresses the intricacies involved.

The "End of History Ends" framework,
‘ H v ey ~
Four (4) ‘Revolutionary’ Forces of Geopolitical Change proposed by Walter Russell Mead, underscores
1. Breakdown of state monopoly over means of violence th 1 fth t-Cold W tati
2. Challenges to “Regime” of Inviolability of Territorial € collapsc o . € post-Lo : ar expectation
Sovereignty of a peaceful liberal democratic world order.
3. PthoIogicaI Weathninvg of the ‘Nation-State’ Instead’ we are witnessing a resurgence of
o AN or s Crlocs geopolitical conflicts, ideological rivalries, and
nationalist fervor, which together constitute
. L . . . . . . .
compound conflicts.' These multifaceted disputes are multidimensional, involving geopolitical and
geoeconomic competition, ideological clashes, and economic rivalry. For instance, the U.S.-China rivalry
encompasses:

¢ Geopolitical: Military posturing in the South China Sea and Indo-Pacific.
¢ Ideological: Liberal democracy vs. state-led capitalism and authoritarian governance.
¢ Economic: Trade wars and technological competition in industries like Al and 5G.

Similar dynamics are at play in the tensions between Russia and NATO, North Korea’s nuclear
ambitions, the India-Pakistan disputes over Kashmir, and the various conflicts in the Middle East. Each of
these conflicts involves multiple layers that interact and exacerbate each other, ultimately creating a
complex global landscape. Three key misconceptions hinder the understanding and resolution of these
conflicts:

1. Confusion Between "Military Battles" and "Wars": Viewing skirmishes as isolated incidents,
rather than parts of a broader conflict.

2. Conflation of "Warfare" with "War": Misinterpreting tactics and strategies as the broader
concept of war, neglecting non-kinetic aspects like cyber, information, and economic warfare.

3. Misconception of "Use of Force" with "Power Outcomes': Mistaking the application of force
for achieving strategic outcomes, ignoring the necessary confluence of military, economic, and
diplomatic efforts.

In contemporary global dynamics, an array of interlinked issues requires an expanded understanding to
navigate effectively. The complexity is best grasped through three intertwined lenses: Compound
(Im)Migration (In)Security, Compound Info-Tech (In)Security, and Compound Geoeconomic
(In)Security. Each perspective reveals a facet of the broader geopolitical and socioeconomic struggles
shaping our world today.

The notion of Compound (Im)Migration (In)Security encapsulates the dual forces of natural
environmental changes and man-made actions that drive human migration. This phenomenon impacts the
societal and cultural compositions of nation-states, often leading to internal turbulence and external



confrontations. Migration, when 'weaponized,' becomes a tool of influence, capable of disrupting labor
markets, straining social services, and stirring political unrest.

Simultaneously, the arena of Compound Info-Tech (In)Security underscores the global tussle over control
of technology and information. This struggle is personified by geopolitical debates such as those
surrounding TikTok, representing more than just an app—it’s a battleground for ideological supremacy
and economic hegemony. Information control in the digital age is paramount, with technology serving as
both a weapon and a defense mechanism in the larger scheme of geo-ideological battles.

The third perspective, Compound Geoeconomic (In)Security, is epitomized by the critical 'Chip War,'
highlighting the bid for production autonomy and control over supply chains of essential technological
components. This competition exposes the frailties within national and global supply networks and
underscores the strategic significance of technological assets in maintaining economic stability and
security.

These multifaceted conflicts intersect and impact the global landscape across four pivotal realms:
economics, legality, values, and strategic destabilization.

Economic Realm: Each of these struggles exerts considerable influence on the global economy.
Weaponized migration pressures labor markets and overstretches social services. Technological
rivalry, especially in high-stakes sectors like semiconductors, reshapes trade balances and propels
innovation races. Supply chain independence is critical for economic resilience, safeguarding
against disruptions that could cripple national security.

Legal Matters: Legal frameworks are at the center of these conflicts. International refugee
regulations, intellectual property laws in technology sectors, and trade policies governing supply
chains transform geopolitical confrontations into legal disputes in courts and international forums.
These legal arenas become battlegrounds for asserting national interests and upholding global
norms.

Value-Driven Issues: Today, and now under compound security competitive dynamics, not just
‘many’, but a// these conflicts are underscored by humanitarian values. The movement of people
displaced by conflict or climate change demands a moral response, balancing national security with
compassion. Debates over technology control pivot on core values like privacy, freedom of
expression, and equitable access to information. Similarly, the Chip War raises fundamental
questions about fair development and the right to technological advancement for all nations.

Deliberate Destabilization: There is mounting evidence that strategic adversaries exploit Western
strengths, turning them into vulnerabilities. Open societies with robust technological ecosystems
become targets for engineered migration crises. Tech competition is subverted to gather intelligence
and sow discord, while economic dependencies in supply chains are leveraged to exert pressure.
These strategies aim to destabilize Western powers by undermining their structural and strategic
foundations.

Understanding these perspectives and realms is essential for crafting responses that are not only reactive
but also preemptive and strategic. Policies must address the economic impacts, reinforce legal
frameworks, uphold humanitarian values, and anticipate deliberate destabilization efforts. Only through a
holistic approach can we navigate the complexities of modern geopolitical conflicts, protect national
interests, and promote global stability and prosperity.

In summary, today's global conflicts are deeply intertwined and multifaceted, demanding an integrated,
multidimensional approach to understanding and addressing these issues. By recognizing the compound

10



nature of these conflicts and appropriately leveraging economic, legal, humanitarian, and strategic tools,
policymakers can better navigate the complexities of the modern geopolitical landscape.

II1. The Need for a New ‘Theory of Victory’

"The real cause I consider to be the one most often hidden from view. The rise of China's power, and the anxiety it sparks in
the United States, make great power conflict unavoidable. This is further compounded by the intersecting security threats of
the Russia-Ukraine war, Israel-Hamas strife, the tension over Taiwan, global extremist battles, the complexities at the US
Southern Border, and growing maritime disputes. Together, these entangled challenges create a compounded security
dilemma, heightening global instability."

— These Authors, explaining the cause of today’s coming World War

Back to the War of Ideas: Democracy vs Authoritarianism

Today’s geopolitical climate is marked by a dynamic clash between democracy and authoritarianism,
influencing conflicts from the Sahel to the Arctic. At its core, this struggle is an ideological one, centered
on the fundamental question of what constitutes the right and successful way of life for people in a
modern society. Leaders must navigate this complex landscape by balancing immediate crises with long-
term ideological struggles. Stabilizing global peace requires strategic approaches that uphold democratic
norms while countering authoritarian maneuvers.

China and Russia serve as central examples in this ideological contest. These nations represent not merely
powers with economic interests and military capabilities, but a vision of an alternative way of life to
Western democratic society. They propose a model that challenges the principles of democracy, offering
an authoritarian blueprint for governance and societal organization.

The challenge lies first and foremost in the understanding of the West, which must not only resist but also
defend itself against authoritarian attempts while maintaining its unique democratic character. This
ideological foundation is crucial before building supportive regulatory mechanisms such as: Economic
policies that promote equitable development, diplomatic efforts to bolster alliances, and cultural
initiatives that highlight the values of freedom and dignity are all vital components of this strategy.

It is not necessarily a clean war; the tools are not only positive measures of influence but must also
include tools of resistance and eradication when authoritarian regimes'? cross the lines.

Winning the ideological struggle is paramount. Only with a solid ideological foundation can democracy
effectively counter the authoritarian challenge and establish lasting, supportive regulatory mechanisms.

12 Stephen Krasner, "Sovereignty: An Institutional Perspective," Comparative Political Studies, vol. 21, no. 1 (1999): 66-94.

11



Victory Definition — proposal

The victory of Western democracy over an authoritarian regime can be defined as follows:

"A winning democracy is one that successfully balances immediate challenges and long-term ideological
battles, upholding democratic norms while effectively countering authoritarian influences. It achieves the
strategic goals it has set for itself while maintaining its values of freedom and dignity. This political
system remains resilient against continuous attempts to erode its foundational principles and governance
structures."

So, a winning democracy is resilient against attempts to revert to authoritarian practices while
maintaining the following:

1. Rule of Law: Legal frameworks uphold individual rights and freedoms, and all members of
society, including government officials, are subject to the law.

2. Free and Fair Elections: Regular, transparent, and competitive elections are held, allowing
citizens to choose their leaders and hold them accountable.

3. Protection of Human Rights: Fundamental human rights and freedoms, such as freedom of
speech, assembly, and religion, are protected and respected.

4. Checks and Balances: Separation of powers among different branches of government ensures no
single entity or individual has unchecked power.

5. Political Pluralism: Multiple political parties and diverse viewpoints are allowed and encouraged,
fostering healthy political competition and debate.

6. Civil Society Participation: Active engagement of civil society organizations and citizens in the
political process, contributing to policy-making and holding the government accountable.

7. Transparent Governance: Government actions and decisions are conducted transparently, with
accountability mechanisms in place to prevent corruption and abuse of power.

8. Independent Media: A free and independent press operates without censorship, providing
accurate information and acting as a watchdog against government misconduct.

The Compound Security Concept as the core Mechanism to achieve Victory'

A modern theory of victory must embrace the concept of 'Compound Security,’ which integrates military,
economic, cyber, and societal dimensions into a cohesive strategy. This approach is akin to Wilson’s
'theory of next,' where foresight and adaptability guide the path to achieving comprehensive security.

In examining today's global security environment, it becomes evident that the United States faces what
we can term a "compound security dilemma." Traditional strategic frameworks fall short when pitted
against modern threats intricately intertwining military, political, economic, and humanitarian issues. This
dilemma necessitates innovative, multifaceted strategies for effective management.

Consider again the recent escalation in the Israel-Hamas conflict. This ongoing war showcases how local
issues can quickly escalate and ripple globally, disrupting regional stability and influencing international
economic markets. Hamas's attacks and Israel's responses are merely the tip of the iceberg. The broader
geopolitical tension involving Iran, Hezbollah, and other regional actors underscores the complications at
play, affecting everything from global political alignments to humanitarian crises.

The Russia-Ukraine War offers another stark illustration. Beyond being a regional dispute, this conflict

has engendered wide-ranging global instability. Russia's invasion has led to extensive economic
sanctions, disrupted energy supplies, and created a refugee crisis, affecting multiple European nations.
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This war epitomizes the compound nature of modern threats, thereby demanding a holistic strategy that
includes diplomatic, economic, and humanitarian elements alongside military measures.

Traditional security paradigms focusing solely on military responses prove inadequate in the face of these
complex challenges. Russia, for instance, poses a systemic challenge to Western democracies through
military expansionism, cyber-attacks, and efforts to undermine democratic processes. This necessitates a
strategic reevaluation that goes far and widely beyond conventional military solutions.

The compounded conflicts regionally, as seen in "Syraq"—the overlapping conflict zones of Syria and
Irag—further illustrate the multidimensional nature of modern warfare, wherein civil wars, insurgencies,
and geopolitical struggles coexist and interplay, simultaneously. Addressing such conflicts through
isolated military interventions alone not only proves insufficient, but a ‘metastasizing’ effect.

In places like Venezuela, economic collapse, humanitarian crises, and political instability ripple far
beyond the nation's borders, influenced by external actors such as Russia and China. These scenarios
demand frameworks that capture the interactions across various sectors and geographies.

In applying the compound security theory to these situations, it becomes apparent that unilateral actions
are insufficient. Traditional risk assessment and force requirement systems fail to address the
interconnected and multifaceted nature of modern threats.

We thus need a new theoretical model—a network approach that understands the horizontal and vertical
dimensions of these compounded threats.

These so-called horizontal and vertical dimensions of threat have been changing dramatically now for the
better part of forty years.

In the decade following the Cold War, the world confronted a series of ethnic, religious, and cultural
conflicts that defied easy resolution. These conflicts were not merely episodes of intra-state ethno-

sectarian fractionalization; they were indices of AmericanPoweriErta vt

epochal, systems-level change in the norms and International Law
principles, rules and decision-making processes and

procedures —i.e., the international regime (Krasner m?t_]
1986)—defining the Western-liberal world-system
international order established since the Treaty of
Westphalia (1648). The Balkan crises of the 1990s,

particularly the fragmentation of the former CUL

Yugoslavia, exemplified this tectonic change, exposing
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Post-Cold War intervention policies were characterized by a struggle to re-balance newly emergent moral
imperatives with age-old, enduring legal principles. Early intervention in the Balkan crises was guided by
longstanding principles of non-intervention, with the international community largely ignoring
secessionist claims from Slovenia and Croatia. However, as ethnic violence escalated, calls for
intervention based on human rights gained traction. This shift reflected a broader change within
international norms but was hampered by a lack of consensus and legal codification.
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The transition from a Cold War-era framework of state sovereignty to emergent principles of national
self-determination and human rights persists today, far too largely unresolved, and under-reconciled."

Think, first, hegemonically: American interventionism must evolve. The U.S. can still project immense
power but must do so judiciously. Similarly, all nation-states within the global community of liberal
democracies need to adapt. For the hegemonic power, the United States, it is akin to a seasoned boxer
with great reach but poor endurance in the latter rounds—it can influence globally but often lacks
sustained capabilities needed to address compounded threats effectively.

Reflecting on conflicts such as Israel-Gaza and Russia-Ukraine, the necessity for a strategic shift in U.S.
and ‘Westphalian’ states’ policy becomes evident. Unilateral strategies are obsolete; instead, liberal
democracies must embrace multilateralism, coalition-building, and comprehensive security frameworks
that integrate diplomatic, economic, political, and humanitarian efforts. A unified theoretical model that
addresses the compound, dueling nature of modern threats is now, essential.

IV. Setting the Scope of the Challenge

Creating a Common Language for Diagnosis

In contemporary security environments where challenges span multiple realms, we have identified four
key mechanisms that can address diverse threats. Each mechanism is designed to operate effectively
across all four domains of conflict:

1. Traditional Military Force (Coercion/Compellence): Maintaining robust defense capabilities is
essential for responding swiftly and effectively to conventional military threats.

2. Economic Force (Leverage): Employing economic tools such as sanctions, trade agreements, and
financial aid allows us to influence global stability and project power, thus shaping geopolitical
landscapes.

3. Technological Force (Advancement): Prioritizing innovation and maintaining technological
superiority is crucial for countering cyber threats and achieving dominance in information
warfare.

4. Socio-Cultural Force (Influence): Strengthening cultural diplomacy and enhancing societal
resilience are vital for combating propaganda and ideological subversion, thereby protecting
national values and alliances.

Navigating the intricate landscape of global cooperation, competition, conflict, and warfare necessitates
establishing a clear framework and a common language for analysis. To this end, we introduce the

13 See Isaiah Wilson I1I's comprehensive analysis, "Dueling Regimes: The Means-Ends Dilemma of Multilateral Intervention Policy," ... The
heart of Wilson's argument is the existence of two competing policy regimes influencing intervention in the Balkans. The traditional regime,
rooted in Cold War assumptions, emphasized state sovereignty and non-intervention. In contrast, an emergent regime advocated for intervention
on behalf of human rights and self-determination. The clash between these regimes resulted in policy inconsistencies, contributing to ineffective
and sometimes counterproductive outcomes. Wilson highlights the operational challenges faced by peacekeeping forces, particularly the United
Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR), whose mandate evolved from impartial peacekeeping to more aggressive peace enforcement. This
"mission creep" further complicated efforts, as actions often contradicted the established principles guiding international behavior. One of the
pivotal moments in the shift of intervention policies was the U.S.-led NATO air campaign in 1995, which symbolized a more robust and
interventionist approach. This intervention, guided by the emerging regime's emphasis on human rights, marked a departure from the traditional
non-intervention stance but still operated within a framework influenced by Cold War-era legal structures His article critiques the international
community's reliance on inherent state sovereignty as a guiding principle, arguing for a need to reconcile these principles with the newer norms of
national and human rights. A more coherent and codified legal framework that reconciles these competing principles is essential for effective and
sustainable intervention policies.
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concept of four distinct domains or zones, each representing a crucial aspect of the complex geopolitical
terrain.

Introducing the Concept of 'Four Distinct Domains (Zones)'

These zones, visualized as nested squares (see Figure X1), offer a comprehensive framework for
understanding geopolitical dynamics. This structured approach facilitates systematic examination of the
various dimensions of competition and conflict. By delving into each zone, we uncover the intricate,
intersecting layers of ideology, technology, gray zone conflicts, and armed confrontation, paving the way
for nuanced analysis and strategic planning. This holistic perspective not only clarifies the complexities of
the geopolitical landscape but also fosters informed decision-making.

Each “domain” (zone) has its on unique set of rules
that establish its peculiar ‘Form and Content’.

Thus, “contingency” of and within each domain/zone,
whether it be of a ‘cooperative’, ‘competitive’
(positive or negative “aims”), ‘conflictual’, or ‘war-
fare’ character, ... the contingency of and within each
zone is very clear in terms of what it is about and
what are the rules of “interplay” in accordance within
its own realm.

This is Clausewitz’ “war(fare)’s grammar ever-
changes, but its logic remains the same.”

The uniqueness of our time is the intersectionality
betwixt and between the domains/zones of
contingency.
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‘Peace and War(fare)’ of multiple domains/zones and
“playing out” intersectionally, across multi-
dimensions, (near-)simultaneously.

Fig.5
Dissecting Each Domain (Zone): Form and Content

To effectively navigate today's geopolitical complexities, we must meticulously analyze each zone,
recognizing their dual nature of Form and Content. Just as a coin cannot be understood by examining
only one side, our analysis must fully embrace both dimensions. This holistic approach is vital for making
well-informed decisions.

1. Contingency, Competition, and Conflict in the Dimension of 'Dueling IDEAS' (White)

¢ Form: This zone serves as the conceptual battlefield where ideas and ideologies collide,
shaping global discourse. It provides the framework within which competing ideologies
interact, influencing international relations.

¢ Content: Within this zone, open deliberations in international liberal institutions like the
United Nations reinforce adherence to established norms and laws. Covert dialogues
within individual states strategically manipulate these norms to gain ideological
advantages, as seen in the rhetoric and actions of nations like Russia and China.
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2. Contingency, Competition, and Conflict in the Dimension of 'Dueling Global Economies &
Supply Chains' (Green)

e Form: This zone revolves around the competition for technological supremacy and
control over supply chains, emphasizing advancements in areas such as artificial
intelligence, quantum computing, and mastery of critical resources like rare minerals
essential for the chip industry. These elements primarily fall under economic governance
by market rules.

¢ Content: Encompassing significant economic initiatives like China's Belt and Road
Initiative and manipulations within academic and political institutions, as seen in Russia's
election interference in Western democracies, this zone underscores the intricate ties
between economic competition and national security. Huawei's involvement in 5G
infrastructure exemplifies the challenges posed by economic tensions to intelligence and
security operations.

3. Contingency, Competition, and Conflict in the Dimension of 'Dueling (Irregular) Uses of
Force' (Grey)

¢ Form: Operating in a realm of ambiguity, this zone includes a diverse spectrum of
conflicts that defy traditional categorization, representing the blurred lines between peace
and war where unconventional tactics are employed.

¢ Content: Conflicts in this zone range from targeted assassinations, such as the killing of
Iranian General Qasem Soleimani by the United States, to territorial expansions like
China's artificial islands in the South China Sea. Engagements here are shaped by
security and intelligence organizations as well as policy entities that emphasize
commercial and economic considerations.

4. Contingency, Competition, and Conflict in the Dimension of 'Dueling (Conventional) Uses of
Armed Force' (Black)

¢ Form: Representing traditional warfare, this zone highlights the direct application of
military force to achieve strategic objectives and embodies the structured framework of
military engagement.

¢ Content: This zone covers conventional and asymmetric conflicts, such as the
multifaceted war in Syria involving state actors, rebel groups, and terrorist organizations.
The nature of armed conflict extends beyond military objectives to encompass various
dimensions and geographies, illustrating the complexity of modern warfare.

Hllustrating the Framework: An Application

In 1989, the "end of history" thesis suggested that liberal democracy marked the culmination of
humanity's ideological evolution. Rooted in Hegelian philosophy, the idea posited a final form of political
organization ensuring liberty and peace.'* However, today's geopolitical landscape reveals significant
challenges to this optimistic prediction."

' In 1989, Francis Fukuyama, a US State Department policy wonk, penned an article titled “The End of History?” for The National Interest,
capturing the zeitgeist of a post-Cold War triumphalist West. Central to his thesis was the assertion that liberal democracy, entwined with market
economies, represented the pinnacle of ideological evolution. His book, "The End of History and the Last Man," further expounded this narrative,
arguing that liberal democracy, despite its flaws, was the most advanced form of political and economic organization.

15 Walter Russell Mead's analysis, “The End of History Ends,” in The American Interest and Foreign Affairs transcends Fukuyama’s ideological
discourse by presenting a pragmatic examination of current geopolitical dynamics. Mead argues that the United States needs a coherent Eurasian
strategy to counter the rising influence of what he dubs the "Central Powers"—Russia, China, and Iran. These states, despite mutual animosities,
are united in their endeavor to dismantle the US-led post-Cold War order. They utilize opportunistic strategies to hollow out American and allied
influence in Eurasia, exploiting geopolitical shortsightedness and systemic flaws in the international order.
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The rise of authoritarian regimes in Russia and China exemplifies these challenges. These states have
exploited vulnerabilities within the liberal democratic order, actively seeking to erode the established
international system. Their incremental and opportunistic tactics, such as Russia’s annexation of Crimea
and China’s assertive moves in the South China Sea, underscore a more contested and adversarial global
environment. This reality diverges sharply from the anticipated smooth trajectory towards universal
liberal democracy.

The fundamental conflict of our time is this ideological struggle between democracy'® and
authoritarianism, which intricately interconnects various regional power disputes, thereby complicating
global governance.

For instance, the Russia-Ukraine conflict epitomizes a frontline in the ideological contest (White Square).
Russia's actions reflect a resurgence of authoritarianism, challenging the liberal democratic order,
prompting NATO and the EU to respond not only militarily but also as defenders of democratic values
(Black and White Squares).

In the Middle East, the Israel-Hamas conflict highlights deep-seated issues where Israel’s self-defense
intersects with humanitarian concerns and self-determination claims in Gaza (White and Grey Squares).
Amidst this, Israel, a democracy ‘in-form’, navigates complex regional dynamics influenced by
authoritarian alliances with Russia, Syria, and Iran (White and Grey Squares).

East Asia's Taiwan Strait serves as a critical flashpoint (Green and Black Squares), with Taiwan's
democracy under constant authoritarian pressure from China. The US commitment to Taiwan’s defense
underscores democratic resilience while addressing strategic military concerns, influencing regional
alliances such as AUKUS and the Quad (Black and Green Squares).

At the US Southern Border, migration crises driven by governance failures in neighboring authoritarian
regimes illustrate the struggle where individuals seek refuge in democracies (White and Green Squares).
This situation exacerbates security challenges, exploited by cartels, reflecting the global ideological
struggle (White and Grey Squares).

Maritime security in the South China Sea illustrates broader conflicts where democratic coalitions
advocate for rules-based order against authoritarian expansionism (Green and Grey Squares). Similarly, in
the Arctic, competition over resources between democracies and authoritarian states reflects the broader
ideological struggle (Green and Black Squares).

Fragile states in the Maghreb and Sahel face governance challenges amidst influences from authoritarian
powers like Russia and China (White and Grey Squares), deepening democratic vulnerabilities.

16 A basic definition of what liberal democracy is Liberal democracy, a form of democracy in which the power of government is limited, and
the freedom and rights of individuals are protected, by constitutionally established norms and institutions. Like the broader concept

of democracy, liberal democracy is what the Scottish philosopher and political scientist W.B. Gallie (1912-98) called an essentially contested
concept, about which no final consensus can exist. Nonetheless, the following underlying principles are broadly recognized as fundamental to
liberal democracy: pluralism and toleration (that is, the dispersal of political power among a variety of interest groups and the acceptance of
conflicting political viewpoints or priorities between groups); the resolution of political disagreements, where possible, within a constitutional
framework and through the rule of law; the separation of powers (including the operation of an independent judiciary); and the protection of
individual civil rights. See, Munro, A.. "liberal democracy." Encyclopedia Britannica, April 12, 2024. https://www .britannica.com/topic/liberal-
democracy. Also see, The link to the Index of Democracies website: https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/democracy-index-eiu.
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These interconnected dynamics underline the global contest between democracy and authoritarianism,
where decisions in one region resonate globally.

Europe’s pursuit of energy independence, influenced by Russia's control over energy supplies, drives
deeper engagements in the Middle East (Green and Grey Squares), impacting global markets. China's Belt
and Road Initiative strengthens ties with authoritarian-leaning nations, influencing policies in the Arctic
and South China Sea (Green and Black Squares), contrasting with democratic nations.

Addressing root causes at the US Southern Border requires regional stability investments to mitigate
migration pressures (White and Green Squares). Effective security strategies must integrate these
multifaceted dimensions—strategic, economic, and sociopolitical—navigating compound conflicts
(Black, Green, and Grey Squares).

Building truly integrated international coalitions and adaptive institutions is crucial, fostering resilience
and a commitment to multilateralism amidst complex global challenges (Black, Green, and Grey
Squares). Establishing robust legal frameworks balancing sovereignty with humanitarian concerns
becomes imperative.

This approach enables a comprehensive understanding, paramount to equally comprehensive response to
the interconnected challenges posed by the democracy-authoritarianism tensions worldwide.

By focusing on these specific examples, we gain a deeper understanding of each zone's complexities
within the geopolitical landscape. This comprehensive analysis enables strategic planning, ensuring
effective navigation through the intricate terrain of global competition and conflict.

Additionally, to cope with the complexity of social-ecological systems, researchers essentially invoke the
First Law of Geography: everything is related to everything else, but near things are more related than
distant things. (Loewenstein et al., 2019; Tobler, 1970). Our challenge, then, under conditions of
compound security, is to make what we traditionally have made ‘distant things’ (e.g., root ‘human
security’ grievances of local, typically ‘Global South’ stakeholders), ‘near things’ to the ‘Global North’.

Revisiting Core Values

In a world characterized by continuous and complex global conflicts, the United States and its allies must
revisit and reaffirm their core values. Essential to this process is the formulation of a comprehensive
Eurasian strategy that integrates policies across Europe, the Middle East, South Asia, and East Asia. This
strategy should emphasize the reinforcement of alliances and acknowledge the interconnectedness of
regional dynamics. Moving beyond issue-based diplomacy, it must blend interests-based and values-
based frameworks to create a holistic and adaptive approach.

As history progresses, the defense of liberal democracy remains significant. Future strategies need to
balance pragmatic responses with ideological commitments, adapting to evolving global power dynamics.
Such a nuanced approach will ensure that the principles underpinning liberal democracy are upheld even
in an increasingly multipolar world.

Introspection into Western-Liberal Beliefs
Addressing today’s compound conflicts necessitates a deep introspection into Western-liberal core values.
Reflecting on the motivations behind actions and interventions can provide clarity and purpose. By

realigning commitments and strategies with contemporary challenges, the path forward becomes clearer
and more grounded. The current geopolitical environment is distinguished by the simultaneous,
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converging, and compounding dynamics that redefine the politics of war and peace. Confronting these
multifaceted threats head-on can pave the way towards a more stable and enduring peace.

Embracing a Multi-Dimensional Approach to Security

To address compound conflicts effectively, security strategies must transcend traditional paradigms. They
should integrate strategic, economic, and socio-political elements. This multi-dimensional approach is
crucial for creating robust defenses against threats that are increasingly intersecting and reinforcing one
another.

Building Integrated International Coalitions and Institutions

Effective coalitions and adaptive institutions are indispensable. These entities must respond dynamically
to compound conflicts by fostering collective resilience and embodying a renewed commitment to
multilateralism and international cooperation. Establishing robust legal and policy frameworks that
balance state sovereignty with emerging humanitarian and human rights concerns is essential for lasting
stability.

Embracing Polycentricity, and Polycentric Alliance & Coalition Structures

The concept of polycentricity'’, a concept originating in biology and botany, has been applied to public
choice and governance of common pool resources. It involves multiple governing authorities at different
scales engaged in self-organization and mutual adjustment (Stephan, Marshall, & McGinnis, 2019)."*
Polycentric arrangements demonstrate increasing order coalescing into a broader identifiable system.
Researchers in Latin America, West Africa, and elsewhere have applied this concept to vulnerability and
resilience (Busby et al al., 2012"; CGIAR, 2011; Ibarraran et al., 2008; OECD, 2022%; Thiel, Blomquist,
& Garrick, 2019). For example, security strategists emphasize the importance of societal resilience and
deterrence in today’s security landscape, especially in gray zones where Russia and China advance their
interests through coercion and subversion rather than clear threats (Hicks, 2019; Crombe et al., 2021;
Wong, 2021).

The concept of polycentricity, involving multiple governing authorities at various scales engaging in self-
organization and mutual adjustment, is promising. Such arrangements enhance resilience and adaptability,
creating broader identifiable systems that are more effectively governed. This approach has been applied
successfully to address issues of vulnerability and resilience in regions like Latin America and West
Africa, where researchers have mapped areas with overlapping indicators of hazard exposure, poor
infrastructure, and weak governance.”'

Considering these developments, there is an urgent need for the United States and its allies to recalibrate
their strategies. A comprehensive Eurasian strategy is essential, integrating policies across Europe, the
Middle East, South Asia, and East Asia. Such an approach must prioritize the reinforcement of alliances
and recognize the interconnectedness of regional dynamics. Moving beyond issue-based diplomacy, it
necessitates a broader geopolitical context, transitioning from traditionally separated and opposing

17 polycentric: connotes multiple centers of decision-making authority which are de jure independent or de facto autonomous of each other.
Polycentric Governance: governance that has polycentric attributes, where governance is a process by which the repertoire of rules, norms, and
strategies that guide behavior within a given realm of policy interactions are formed, applied, interpreted, and reformed.

18 Stephan, Marshall, and McGinnis, "Polycentricity in Governance," Public Choice, Vol. 27, Issue 2 (2019): 123-145.

19 Busby, Joshua, et al., "Vulnerability and Resilience in West Africa," Climate Change Journal, Vol. 7, No. 3 (2012): 360-385.

20 OECD, “Building Resilience in Vulnerable Regions,” Policy Paper, December 2022, https://www.oecd.org/resilience.

21 vThe Role of Polycentric Governance in Addressing Global Security Threats," Polycentric Studies Review, Vol. 52 (2023): 200-223.
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moralistic frameworks ‘versus’ pragmatic frameworks, into strategic engagements that are a blended-
mixed, holistic approach that marries interests-based and values-based causus beli through new
integrative statecraft modus operandi. This requires understanding the regional aspirations of adversarial
powers while maintaining the cohesion of democratic alliances.

As history unfolds, the ideals of liberal democracy remain significant but need robust defense. Future
strategies must balance pragmatic responses with ideological commitments to the evolving realities of
global power dynamics. By adopting a comprehensive and realistic approach, the principles underpinning
liberal democracy can be maintained amidst an increasingly multipolar world. This nuanced strategy
acknowledges that liberal democracy, while potent, is only one of many competing systems in the global
order, necessitating ongoing justification and defense against rising authoritarianism.

V. Navigating the Dynamics between
Democracy and Authoritarianism

Today’s geopolitical climate is marked by a dynamic clash between democracy and authoritarianism,
influencing conflicts from the Sahel to the Arctic. Leaders must navigate this complex landscape by
balancing immediate crises with long-term ideological struggles. Stabilizing global peace requires
strategic approaches that uphold democratic norms while countering authoritarian maneuvers.

Effective counter-authoritarian strategies should address both ideological and structural roots through
economic policies that promote equitable development, diplomatic efforts that bolster alliances, and
cultural initiatives that highlight the values of freedom and dignity. Additionally, supporting democratic
governance in fragile states and reinforcing alliances with other democracies are critical.

Implementing policies to address the root causes of issues such as migration requires investments in
sustainable development and security initiatives, particularly in regions that feed into larger geopolitical
challenges. Coordinated actions, such as naval maneuvers in strategic areas and international treaties
regarding resource use in contested zones, are necessary for maintaining regional stability.

The interplay between democracy and authoritarianism highlights the importance of a multi-faceted,
polycentric approach to global security. International coalitions and strong institutions are vital for
creating resilient responses to compound conflicts. Coordination among democratic nations, leveraging
economic policies, technological advancements, and cultural diplomacy, contributes to a stable and just
world order.

Future Directions: Towards Integrated Action

Building a Resilient Security Architecture: Future security strategies should be proactive, integrated, and
anticipatory, drawing lessons from historical precedents and contemporary frameworks. This approach
must be adaptable and resilient, capable of addressing the multifaceted nature of modern threats.

Forging Strong Partnerships: Strategic partnerships will be key to managing global conflicts. The ability
of the United States and its allies to foster and sustain adaptable coalitions is paramount. This includes
redefining traditional alliances and incorporating new partners who share a commitment to democratic
values and international stability.
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Innovating Defense and Security Strategies: Innovation must underpin defense and security strategies.
This involves investing in cutting-edge technologies, enhancing cyber capabilities, and developing new
concepts of warfare that address a full spectrum of conflicts, including cyber and information warfare.

Prioritizing Human Security: A comprehensive security approach must emphasize human security,
addressing root causes such as poverty, inequality, and climate change. Sustainable development
initiatives are crucial for achieving long-term peace and stability.

Enhancing Governance and Legal Frameworks: Strengthening international governance structures and
legal frameworks is essential to uphold the rule of law and protect human rights. Effective international
institutions must be equipped to deal with the challenges of modern conflicts, balancing state sovereignty
with humanitarian principles to foster international cooperation and stability.

Vision, Epilogue as Prologue: Seeing (and Achieving) a ‘Peace’ Beyond Our ‘III World Wars’

In an increasingly complex and interconnected world, nations must navigate multi-dimensional threats
through a coherent and comprehensive strategy. A unified strategic vision emerges as the cornerstone of
this endeavor, intricately weaving together military power, economic policy, cutting-edge technology, and
social resilience. This grand strategy must not only address immediate crises but also anticipate long-term
challenges, demonstrating flexibility and adaptability in an ever-changing global landscape.

Central to maintaining a strategic edge is the investment in technological superiority. Prioritizing
advancements in emerging technologies, from artificial intelligence to advanced defense systems and
cybersecurity, becomes imperative. These technologies are not merely tools but formidable deterrents
against multifaceted threats, safeguarding national security on all fronts.

The strengthening of international alliances further solidifies this strategic framework. Reinforcing
existing partnerships like NATO and AUKUS, while forging new ones across the Indo-Pacific, Africa,
and Latin America, fosters a united front. These alliances, grounded in mutual strength and shared
intelligence, present a cohesive defense against global adversaries, underscoring the power of collective
action.

However, military and technological prowess alone are insufficient. Enhancing socio-economic policies
to address the root causes of instability is critical. Equitable economic development, sustainable
initiatives, and energy independence not only bolster long-term stability but also mitigate vulnerabilities
that adversaries could exploit. By addressing issues like migration challenges and regional disparities,
nations can forge a foundation of resilience and prosperity.

Balancing these strategic imperatives with humanitarian efforts remains crucial. Addressing critical
human security issues, providing aid to conflict-affected regions, supporting refugees, and promoting
global human rights are essential for building resilient societies. Such efforts ensure that military
objectives do not overshadow the pressing need for humanitarian relief and global justice.

Innovative governance and legal reforms underpin these strategies, advocating for the modernization of
international frameworks to tackle contemporary challenges such as cyber warfare and information
manipulation. Collaborative governance, supported by robust legal structures, enhances global stability
and legitimacy, ensuring that international institutions are equipped to address the complexities of modern
conflicts.
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Fig. 6
Innovation in defense and security strategies is non-negotiable. Investing in cutting-edge technologies,
enhancing cyber capabilities, and developing novel concepts of warfare that encompass conventional,
cyber, and information domains are essential. These advancements ensure preparedness against the full
spectrum of conflicts, leveraging innovation as a cornerstone of national and allied defense.

A holistic approach to security must also prioritize human security by addressing root causes like poverty,
inequality, and climate change. Sustainable development initiatives are indispensable for achieving long-
term peace and stability, creating environments where prosperity and security can thrive.

Furthermore, enhancing governance and legal frameworks is imperative. Strengthening international
governance structures to uphold the rule of law and protect human rights fosters international cooperation
and stability. Effective institutions should balance state sovereignty with humanitarian principles,
ensuring that modern conflicts are addressed within a framework of justice and legitimacy.

Collectively, these integrated actions form a comprehensive narrative that charts a course toward a
resilient, secure, and just global order. This strategy emphasizes the symbiotic relationship between
military might, technological advancement, socio-economic stability, humanitarian efforts, and robust
governance. By embracing a unified vision and committing to these multifaceted approaches, nations can
navigate the complexities of the modern world, forging a path toward lasting peace and security.

Navigating the complexities of compound conflicts is not merely about averting imminent crises but
about building a resilient, adaptable, and just world order that proactively defuses the root causes of
instability. It requires a renewed commitment to multilateral cooperation, technological innovation, and
the core democratic values that safeguard human dignity and freedom.

The path ahead is fraught with challenges, but also opportunities for profound transformation in global
security paradigms. By embracing complexity and fostering integrated strategies, the international
community can chart a course towards a more secure and stable future. This ultimately aims for a more
sustainable and just global order, transcending the compounded conflicts that currently define our era. By
doing so, we not only safeguard current generations but also lay a solid foundation for peace and
prosperity in the years to come.
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VI. Conclusion: Charting a Course for the Future
What Might Winning Look Like?

When the west as whole, will (re)recognize and approve once again its own core democratic values it will
be able to follow our definition

"A winning democracy is one that successfully balances immediate challenges and long-term ideological
battles, upholding democratic norms while effectively countering authoritarian influences. It achieves the
strategic goals it has set for itself while maintaining its values of freedom and dignity. This political
system remains resilient against continuous attempts to erode its foundational principles and governance
structures."

with just one word added: Together!

Although there will be many variations, one must look for the similar over the different if one wants to
succeed and face the challenges facing us to realize victory at the beginning of the III World War in
which we are.

Navigating the complexities of compound conflicts demands a profound transformation in our approach
to global security threats. By adopting a multi-dimensional, polycentric strategy, the international
community can effectively respond to the interconnected and multifaceted nature of modern conflicts.

The intricate web of global conflicts today necessitates the evolution of sophisticated responses.
Embracing the complexities of modern geopolitics and integrating strategies across multiple domains is
essential for navigating the challenges ahead. Central to this effort are cooperative alliances, innovative
thinking, and the resilient re-commitment to upholding democratic values.

Post-Modern Peace and War(fare)

in compound security / polycentric perspective
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The “uniqueness of our times” ... Is NOT so much the “multi-competition” that is playing out (this has always
been the reality, though the ‘Western-Liberal Way’ of peace and warfare has always (up until now) been
capable of keeping the competitions “contained and separated.”)

Today, ”in our times,” the distinguishing factors are... (a) the SIMULTENAITY, (b) the CONVERGENCE, and the
(c) COMPOUNDING dynamics.

Fig.7
Revisiting Strategic Foundations

Contemporary global conflicts necessitate a re-examination and adaptation of strategic approaches to

address a multi-dimensional geopolitical environment where each action carries profound implications.
Reaffirming and solidifying the core principles that have historically guided Western democracies—
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respect for human rights, the rule of law, and collective security—remains imperative. It is crucial to
preserve these values of democracy to ensure the continued resilience and integrity of democratic
societies.

Embracing a Comprehensive Strategy

In a world increasingly defined by simultaneous, convergent, and compounding threats, traditional
strategies fall short. Instead, a nuanced and integrated approach is essential, one that leverages the
strength of alliances, economic and technological advancements, and shared democratic values. This
strategy must include both positive measures of influence to promote democratic principles and tools of
resistance to effectively counter authoritarian tendencies in all their various shades. By balancing the
preservation of democratic values with a robust defense against authoritarianism, a winning democracy
can achieve its strategic goals and maintain its foundational principles.

Conclusion: Critically Appraising Our Strategic Leadership

As we evaluate the strategic leadership of our nations—including the United States, the State of Israel,
and Western-liberal democratic states as a whole—we find ourselves at a crucial juncture. Today's
evolving global landscape, characterized by complex security threats and intertwined geopolitical
tensions, compels us to rethink and adapt our strategies to meet new challenges.

When examining the United States, it becomes clear that while our military might remain unparalleled,
reliance on traditional strategies entrenched in 20th-century thinking is increasingly inadequate. We must
move beyond mere displays of strength and integrate political, economic, and socio-cultural dimensions
into our strategies. For the United States to truly embody a winning approach for democracy, we need to
blend military capabilities with efforts that promote political stability, uphold human rights, and foster
economic resilience.

Turning our attention to Israel, the current tactics in Gaza need serious scrutiny. While Israel's immediate
security concerns are valid, our strategic leadership must ensure that military actions align with long-term
goals of sustainable peace and democratic principles. It is imperative that we balance our security
measures with humanitarian considerations and the broader pursuit of regional stability.

Collectively, as Western-liberal democracies, we must pivot from reactive to proactive strategic
alignments. The interconnected nature of modern security threats—ranging from migration crises and
climate change to cyber warfare and economic instability—demands integrated strategies. Leveraging our
military power, economic influence, technological advancements, and cultural diplomacy in a cohesive
manner is crucial. We have a duty to critique and realign our strategies to develop unified and effective
responses to global compound conflicts — and preferably, preventive defense strategies® that anticipate
prospective threats, even inoculating against them, again, preventively, setting conditions for achieving
‘wins’ short of armed conflict, perhaps even without fighting.

Our strategic leadership must also reaffirm a commitment to democratic values. In the face of rising
authoritarian regimes, we need to strengthen alliances, invest in sustainable development, and promote
equitable economic policies that fortify global democratic institutions. Inclusive international cooperation
will build resilience against not only overt military threats but also more subtle destabilizing factors, such
as disinformation and economic coercion.

22 Carter, Ashton B., and William J. Perry. Preventive Defense: A New Security Strategy for America. Brookings Institution Press, 1999.
http://www jstor.org/stable/10.7864/j.ctvdfOkk4.
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In summary, our strategic leadership must evolve to navigate the compounded global security challenges
of today. For the United States, this means ensuring that military actions are closely tied to clearly defined
political objectives that enhance democratic values and global stability. For Israel, it requires balancing
immediate security responses in Gaza with broader strategies that emphasize humanitarianism and long-
term peace.

As Western-liberal democracies, we need to unify our efforts to address both the symptoms and root
causes of global instability. This includes investing in global development, strengthening international
legal frameworks, and defending democratic norms in an increasingly authoritarian world . Given the
interconnected nature of current global conflicts, cooperation among democratic states is essential.

We must recognize that winning in today’s complex geopolitical landscape is less about achieving
military dominance and more about consistently applying democratic principles to foster peace and
stability. The path to victory requires us to integrate diverse strategic tools while upholding the core
values that define our democracies.

By embracing a comprehensive strategy that harmonizes military, economic, social, and cultural
dimensions, we can address modern challenges more effectively. This involves ensuring our military
engagements are tightly coupled with political objectives that promote democratic values and global
stability. It also means balancing immediate security measures with long-term goals that incorporate
humanitarian considerations and efforts for sustainable peace.

In essence, our future success depends on our ability to forge strong partnerships and remain adaptable
within a rapidly changing global environment. We must invest in emerging technologies, enhance our
cyber capabilities, and develop new concepts of warfare that address the wide spectrum of contemporary
conflicts, including those in cyberspace and the information domain.

Moreover, a holistic security approach should prioritize human security by tackling issues like poverty,
inequality, and climate change through sustainable development initiatives. Additionally, robust
international governance and legal frameworks are crucial for maintaining global cooperation and
stability while upholding the rule of law and protecting human rights.

As we move forward, it is incumbent upon us to not only navigate these complexities but also to build a
resilient, adaptable, and just global order that addresses the root causes of instability. This involves
renewing our commitment to multilateral cooperation, technological innovation, and the democratic
values that protect human dignity and freedom.

By critically appraising and evolving our strategic leadership, we pave the way for a more secure and
stable future. Through cooperative alliances, innovative approaches, and a steadfast commitment to our
core principles, we can transcend the compounded conflicts of today. This vision ensures the security and
prosperity of current and future generations, laying a solid foundation for enduring peace and stability
globally. Let's remember, our strength lies in our unity and collective effort to uphold the democratic
values that define us. Together, we can navigate these challenges and emerge victorious in the ever-
evolving geopolitical landscape.
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