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Abstract 

This article revisits the long-running debate between the Clausewitzian 
and non-Clausewitzian schools regarding the ontological relationship between 
the nature of war and the character of warfare. It concludes that the characters 
of warfare are not yet able to change their nature. However, the upturning of the 
nature of war may arrive in the coming years through a successful military 
eradication or pacification campaign of all Hominidae life by Artificial 
Intelligence in possession of non-Hominidae Machiavellian strategic 
intelligence. As shown through the application of an exploratory scenario, it is 
entirely possible that the concept of war and/or strategy as known during the 
Hominidae age is itself already on the endangered species list. 

Keywords: Philosophy of Strategy, Strategic Theory, Future of War, Artificial 
Intelligence, Clausewitz, Chinese War Theory. 

Introduction 

During the time of the Greco-Persian Wars around 400 BCE, a debate 
ensued between practitioners (stratège) and observers (stratégiste)1 of war as to 
whether humans could delineate the boundaries of truth and reality in warfare2. 
The chasm between the two philosophical schools of thought remained 
relatively unaltered during the era of Romanticism, albeit coined differently; 
namely, materialists (Jominian school) versus non-materialists (Clausewitzian 
school). While the former believed certain truths, such as science and 
rationalism, well-applied in reality provided assured outcomes, the latter 
returned to the concept of flux, that all things are ever changing, through use of 
allegories like ‘frictions’ and ‘fogs’3. 

1 The reference regards the distinction commonly quoted in French academia between 
two different types of strategists: (1) stratège, or politico-military strategist; and (2) 
stratégiste, or arm-chair strategist. 
2 The debate refers to the philosophical rivalry between Parmenides (‘whatever is is, and 
what is not cannot be’) and Heraclitus (‘no man ever steps into the same river twice’) on 
the nature of ontology as explained through the paradox of the hill. 
3 Trevor Dupuy, Understanding War: History and Theory of Combat (London: Leo Cooper, 
1992), 28. Dupuy argues against the consensus that Clausewitz actually held materialist 
tendencies through the production of the Laws of Numbers formula. 
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This debate continues in the contemporary era unabated. The British-
American strategic theorist, Colin Gray, falls into the latter camp identified here 
as a non-materialist of the Clausewitzian variety4. The purpose of this article is 
to explore the leading arguments and counter-arguments behind Gray’s quote 
that ‘[n]ew technology, even when properly integrated into weapons and 
systems with well trained and highly motivated people, cannot erase the 
difficulties that impede strategic excellence,’ 5  and, extending from them, 
examine their theoretical congruity in the age of artificial intelligence and fully-
autonomous weapons. As this article claims, the concept of strategy as 
understood and applied in the Hominidae age is more in danger of 
extermination than its current employers realise. 
 

The Clausewitzian Remarkable Trinity 
 

At its most rudimentary, Gray believes that new technology cannot erase 
the difficulties that impede strategic excellence because war possesses an 
enduring, unchanging nature though its character may take many forms (e.g. 
modes of warfare) like a ‘chameleon’ changing colours6. In much the same way, 
strategy—defined as ‘the bridge that relates military power to political purpose; 
[but] neither military power per se or political purpose’—also possesses an 
unchanging nature ‘that endures through time and in all contexts,’ albeit its 
character may take many forms7. 

The acclaimed scholar of Clausewitz, Antulio Echevarria, concurs with 
this theoretical framework of war and strategy. He suggests that the 
‘Clausewitzian remarkable or paradoxical trinity’, comprises ‘blind emotion, 
chance, and politics…correspond[ing] to three representative bodies—the 
character and disposition of the populace, skill and prowess of the military, [and 

 
4 John A. Warden, “The Enemy as a System,” Airpower Journal 9, no. 1 (Spring 1995): 69. 
As a ‘non-Clausewitzian, non-Trinitarian’ theorist, U.S. Air Force Colonel John Warden 
III spoke of the great harm of Clausewitzian thought on its practitioners. 
5 Colin Gray, “Why Strategy is Difficult?,” Joint Force Quarterly (Summer 1999): 6–12. 
6 Carl Von Clausewitz, On War, ed. by Michael Howard and Peter Paret (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1976), Chapter 1. 
7 Colin Gray, “Why Strategy is Difficult?,” 8 and Colin Gray, Modern Strategy (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1999), 17. For other definitions, see: Peter Paret, “Introduction,” 
in Peter Paret, Gordon A. Craig and Felix Gilbert, eds., Makers of Modern Strategy from 
Machiavelli to the Nuclear Age (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1986), 3–8 and 
Beatrice Heuser, Evolution of Strategy: Thinking of War from Antiquity to the Present 
(London: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 27. While Paret defines strategy as the ‘use 
of armed force to achieve the military objectives and, by extension, the political purpose 
of the war’, Heuser phrases it as ‘a comprehensive way to try to pursue political ends, 
including the threat or actual use of force, in a dialectic of wills—there having to be at 
least two sides to a conflict’. 
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the] wisdom and intelligence of the government’.8 With that underlying premise, 
Echevarria determines that, technological advances will not alter the framework 
of war since they affect the grammar of war, not its logic. In other words, new 
technologies change only war’s form, not its nature…. The point is that the 
interdependency of various components of the trinity will remain unchanged 
despite technological advances9. 

Similarly, Williamson Murray, applying the same theoretical 
Clausewitzian structure of war, arrives at the same deduction, where ‘new 
concepts or capabilities will [not] negate the fundamental nature of war. Friction 
together with fog, ambiguity, chance, and uncertainty will dominate future 
battlefields as it has in the past’.10 

As a result of war’s innumerable characters, these scholars claim that the 
application of strategic excellence is arduous. Gray outlines five reasons why: 
(1) strategy is more than just about power, but something else entirely; (2) 
strategy is complex in its effect as the adversary compensates for the differences; 
(3) societal entities cannot train strategists; (4) maximum number of things can 
go wrong; (5) too many unknown unknowns. 11  Seeing the difficulty, Gray 
recommends a pragmatic approach to strategy12. 

 
8 Mary Kaldor, “In Defence of New Wars,” Stability 2, no. 1 (2013): 11. Kaldor similarly 
explains that the ‘Clausewitzian remarkable or wondrous trinity’ is ‘composed of the 
original violence of its elements, hatred and animosity, which may be looked upon as 
blind instinct; the play of probabilities and chance, which make it a free activity of the 
soul; and of the subordinate nature of a political instrument, by which it belongs to pure 
reason. These different ‘tendencies’—reason, chance and emotion—are mainly 
associated with the state, the generals and the people, respectively…’. 
9 Antulio J. Echevarria, “War, Politics, and RMA—The Legacy of Clausewitz,” Joint Force 
Quarterly (Winter 1995–1996): 78. 
10  Williamson Murray, “Thinking about Military Revolutions,” Joint Force Quarterly 
(Summer 1997): 76. 
11 Colin Gray, “Why Strategy is Difficult?,” 9–10. 
12 Bernard Brodie, “Strategy as Science,” World Politics 1, no. 4 (1949): 467–488; Richard 
Omerod, “The History and Ideas of Pragmatism,” The Journal of the Operational Research 
Society 57, no. 8 (2006): 892–909; and Bernard Brodie, General Andre Beauffre on Strategy: 
A Review of Two Books, P-3157 (Santa Monica, CA: RAND, June 1965), 2. The pragmatic 
view on strategy as a problem-solving tool by Gray is usually linked to the American 
strategist Bernard Brodie. However, Brodie’s equating of ‘strategy as science’ or need 
the for a ‘scientific study of strategy’ by the military provides a particular paradoxical 
problem as Gray fundamentally rejects that premise. Consequently, another reference is 
needed for future comparisons of Gray’s ‘strategic pragmatism’. Moreover, it is 
imperative not to superimpose Gray’s strategic pragmatism over the school of 
pragmatism conceived by Charles Peirce and William James during the Gilded Age of 
American philosophy. Expanding on the works of a European continentalist 
philosophical movement, and contrary to Gray’s philosophical position, the two 
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Opponents to the Clausewitzian Remarkable Trinity 

 
The main theoretical framework adopted by Gray in the article was 

challenged by a (then) original Chinese theory of war and/or strategy13. As part 
of their Unrestricted Warfare concept14, Chinese Colonels Qiao Liang and Wang 
Xiangsui appropriated the ‘side-principle’ rule from Mandarin grammar. They 
aimed to show through linguistics that the character (or, ‘side-element’) of 
warfare may be the ‘directing element’ even though it could not upturn their 
natures (or, ‘principal entity’). The two Chinese war theorists describe this 
process as ‘modification by the side element of the principal element’.15 As an 
illustration: 

Imagine two individuals observing ten cats. The first observer asks the 
second to identify which cat in the bunch he would like to take home. As 
instructed, the second observer states without any gestation, “the cat there is my 
favourite”. The first observer responds, “well, which one there?” The second 
observer retorts, “the black cat”. With this last qualifier, the first observer is 
moved to fetch the cat for its new titleholder. 

In other words, in the same way that the side-principle rule in linguistics 
purports that the adjective directs the noun, like the colour black moved the first 
observer, the side-principle rule in war theory purports that the character of 
warfare may be so meaningful that it directs their nature. 

 
American philosophers purported that ‘beliefs are guides to actions and should be 
judged against the outcomes rather than abstract principles’. This juxtaposition with 
Pierce and James was already broached nonchalantly by Brodie, suggesting that this 
philosophical school found a central place in most American strategic thought including 
in his own works. 
13 Qiao Liang and Wang Xiangsui, Unrestricted Warfare (Beijing: PLA Literature and Arts 
Publishing House, 1999); Michael I. Handel, “Clausewitz in the Age of Technology,” in 
Clausewitz and Modern Strategy, ed. Michael I. Handel (London: Frank Cass, 1986), 51–92. 
Handel had preceded the opposition during an earlier anti-Clausewitzian era arguing 
that the Prussian philosopher had underestimated material factors and technology. 
Although it is unclear whether the two Chinese colonels were familiar with the strings 
of arguments that arose out of this U.S. Army-Naval War College-centric debate, their 
theory could be interpreted as tending a middle ground between the two camps. 
14 Offer Fridman, Russian Hybrid Warfare: Resurgence and Politicisation (London: Hurst & 
Company, 2018), 12–13 and Qiao Liang and Wang Xiangsui, La Guerre Hors Limites, trans. 
Hérve Denés (Paris: Payot & Rivages, 2006). Fridman argues that an alternative 
translation could be ‘warfare without bounds’ or ‘warfare that transcends boundaries’. 
The French translation likewise utilises the terminology ‘la guerre hors limites’ 
[unbounded warfare] rather than ‘la guerre sans restriction/illimité’ 
[unrestricted/unlimited warfare]. 
15 Qiao Liang and Wang Xiangsui, Unrestricted Warfare, 157–169. 
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New technology is frequently referenced as a character of war that directs 
the nature of war. This is already made explicit in the controversial revolution 
in military affairs (RMA) and non-lethal weapons (NLW) literature. In 2010, 
Eliot Cohen devised three tests to measure the apparition of an RMA: ‘[D]o 
military forces look fundamentally different from what they were in the past?; 
Are the processes of battle different than they once were?; And are outcomes 
also different?’16 At the heart of the three tests technology takes an omnipresent 
role. In asking in such a way, Cohen implies that the absolute value of 
technology acts as the directing element of the nature of war. Similarly, U.S. 
Marine Corps Colonel Dennis Herbert argues that the historical application of 
NLW are ‘tactical whereas the next generation [of new-class NLW technology] 
will have more direct operational and strategic applications’.17 Along with many 
others, this quote implies Colonel Herbert’s conversion of the theoretical 
application of NLW into a potential solution for nearly all problems, including 
diplomacy. In doing so, Herbert indivertibly suggests that new technology as a 
character of warfare may direct its nature proper. 

In an indirect rebuttal against the side-principle rule (including the RMA 
and NLW concepts) three points usually follow. First, Echevarria argues that an 
increase in the use of technology merely shortens the immediacy between the 
three nodes of emotion, chance, and politics in the Clausewitzian trinity rather 
than directs the nature itself.18 Second, although a proponent of the RMA thesis, 
Cohen cautions that even if you have a successful technology revolution it does 
not mean you can translate it into actuality19. This partly explains why Cohen 
recognises that the nature of war from the conditioning of its characters is a rare 
phenomenon in history. Third, in view that it is harder to fight today than in the 
past due to reciprocity of technology preponderance, Gray suggests that this 
arduous translation of a successful technological revolution into actuality is the 
outcome of ‘techno-strategists’ 20  failing to recognise that scientific 

 
16 Eliot Cohen, “Change and Transformation in Military Affairs,” Journal of Strategic 
Studies 27, no. 3 (2010): 403. 
17 Dennis Herbert, “Non-Lethal Weaponry: From Tactical to Strategic Applications,” 
Joint Force Quarterly (Spring 1999): 87; 89. 
18 Antulio J. Echevarria, “War, Politics, and RMA,” 78. 
19 Eliot Cohen, “Change and Transformation in Military Affairs,” 395–407. 
20 Peter Haynes, Toward a New Maritime Strategy: American Naval Thinking in the Post-Cold 
War Era (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 2015), 89. Haynes applies the term to the 
‘bureaucratic managers’ that came to dominate the United States Navy’s strategic 
thought in the mid-1990s. 
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historiographical whiggism21 does not equate ‘strategic excellence’22. That is to say, 
Gray does not believe that a linear path towards inevitable progress for the 
application of science into war exists. Even supposing a linear path did indeed 
exist, it would only be in a particular given area leaving other avenues for the 
adversary to exploit. 
 

Expanding the Strategic Intellectual Space 
 

As an extension of the three aforementioned counterpoints, and partially 
in agreement with Christopher Coker’s23 recent position, this article postulates 
that new technology as a character of warfare cannot yet upturn wars nature 
itself, even though it may on occasion direct the nature of war temporarily in a 
favourable context. The most fundamental point is that strategy and incertitude 
are consubstantial notions. They are inherently tied to the other because new 
technology is still currently unable to shield war from incertitude. In an 
explanation grounded on the works of Maréchal Ferdinand Foch, the French 
General Vincent Desportes suggests that, ‘the liberty of man creates incertitude 
and incertitude creates liberty of action’.24 With the hopes to marginally reduce 
the instability inside this closed-system, Desportes argues, humankind 
developed the concept of strategy for the purpose of providing a relative sense 
of stability and coherence to their actions. This relationship is visualised in the 

 
21 Duncan Forbes, Hume’s Philosophical Polities (London: Cambridge University Press, 
1975). The reader should not confound this term with David Hume’s rejection of ‘vulgar 
whiggism’ and introduction of ‘scientific whiggism’ in the eighteenth century; which 
viewed ‘the established [British] “plan of liberty” as the unintended, but happy, 
consequences of action’ and not, as the other philosophy of law argued, ‘the result of the 
continuous and heroic development of the “ancient” and “matchless” constitution of the 
common lawyer’. The author appropriates the term from this philosophy of law debate 
on account that its logical structures and forms are congruent to the underlying 
philosophy of history debate between materialists and non-materialists on the nature of 
war and character of warfare. 
22 Robert O. Work, “Remarks by Deputy Secretary Work on Third Offset Strategy,” U.S. 
Department of Defense, 28 April 2016; Sydney Freedberg, “War Without Fear: DepSecDef 
Work on How AI Changes Conflict,” Breaking Defense, 5 May 2017. This criticism can be 
directed towards the underlying position taken by Work, who effectively focuses on 
technological revolutions in hope to produce strategic effects and, also, believes that AI 
will ultimately change the nature of war. 
23  Christopher Coker, “Artificial Intelligence and the Future of War,” Scandinavian 
Journal of Military Studies 2, no. 1 (2019): 59. 
24 Vincent Desportes, “La Stratégie Dans l’Incertitude,” Défense & Sécurité Internationale, 
no. 48 (2016): 20–22. In the original French, ‘…la liberté de l’homme crée l’incertitude et 
l’incertitude crée la liberté d’action’ is visualised in the form of a ‘triptyque indissociable: 
homme-incertitude-stratégie’. 
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form of an inseparable triptych: man-incertitude-strategy25. 
Although absent from their rationalisations, both Foch and Desportes 

actually import into the field of ‘strategic theory’26  the revised international 
relations ‘realist paradigm’ of Hobbes and Morgenthau, presuming that humans 
possess an innate animus dominandi, or drive to dominate, which was originally 
developed by Bradley Thayer27  and later reworked by Azar Gat28 . As aptly 
pointed out, Thayer postulates that ‘evolutionary theory may be applied not 
only to realism, but also to some of the central issues in international politics 
including the origins of war and ethnic conflict’29 . Gat refines this position 
further arguing that, under the same application of evolutionary theory, the 
Hobbesian basic condition of competition and potential conflict is actually part 
of a ‘secondary level’ that is merely shaped by a ‘first level’ understood as 
humankind’s somatic and reproductive needs. The underpinning philosophical 
premise that evolutionary conditions merely shape some secondary level is also 
present with Foch and Desportes, whereas the concept of strategy is construed 
as the resulting product of competition and potential conflict. 

Yet, this particular revisited Hobbesian realist model of conflict pushed 
by all four thinkers is too narrow in its scope. The criticism here is that war arises 
through an evolutionary-based ‘dialectic of strategic intelligences’30, as penned 
by General André Beaufre, rather than as a result of purely somatic and 
reproductive needs. In that, such needs are expressed partly as a consequence 
of a primary mover: the strategic intellect31. Although once more in agreement 
with Coker that a satisfactory definition for intelligence has not yet been written, 
this article finds his definition of ‘motivated intelligence’—‘a mix of emotions, 
instincts, and drives that are programmed into [humanity] so that we can reproduce. 
Natural selection gives us goals: to win, dominate and control others’32—as unsuitable 
for the dialectical framework established by Beaufre. The focus on natural selection 

 
25 Vincent Desportes, Entrer en Stratégie (Paris: Robert Laffron, 2019). 
26 M.L.R. Smith, “Strategic Theory: What it is…and just as importantly, what it isn’t,” E-
International Relations, 28 April 2011. 
27  Bradley Thayer, “Bringing in Darwin: Evolutionary Theory, Realism, and 
International Politics,” International Security 25, no. 2 (2000): 124–151. 
28 Azar Gat, “So Why Do People Fight? Evolutionary Theory and the Causes of War,” 
European Journal of International Relations 15, no. 4 (2009): 571–590. 
29 Bradley Thayer, “Bringing in Darwin,” 125; Azar Gat, “So Why Do People Fight?,” 
580. 
30 André Beaufre, Introduction à la Stratégie (France: Armand Colin, 1963). 
31  Bertrand Russell, Why Men Fight (London: Routledge, 1916). x–xi. In opposition, 
Russell suggests that ‘impulse has more effect than conscious purpose [i.e. intellect] in 
moulding lives’. Although no evidence to the contrary, Russell had not until later read 
the works by Freud, albeit had been introduced to Bernard Hart’s, The Psychology of 
Insanity, with its Freudian emphasis on unconscious impulse. 
32 Christopher Coker, “Artificial Intelligence,” 57. 
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is too exclusive and must be expanded to any entity that shows the capacity to 
think or operate within the definition of strategy outlined earlier33. Hence, this 
article adopts the term, Machiavellian strategic intelligence, to mean a mix of codes, 
whether biological or not, that are programmed into entities to affect some 
strategic ends achieved through the development of goals: to win, dominate, 
and control other entities34. 

This newfound conceptualisation makes it theoretically possible for 
strategy to move beyond Coker’s Hominidae strategic intellectual space, meaning 
human and chimp35, into non-Hominidae Machiavellian strategic intellectual space 
that includes new technology, notably artificial intelligence (AI). Here, AI is 
defined by Mary Cummings as the ‘capability of a computer system to perform 
tasks that normally require human intelligence, such as visual perception, 
speech recognition and decision-making’36. In the not so distant future, AI will 
probably hold Machiavellian strategic intelligence. Some observers frame this 
intellectual expansionism as a movement from ‘weak AI’ that only focuses on 
perfecting a single task with close human supervision towards ‘strong AI’ that 
specialises in perfecting more than one task with human supervision lost37. Once 
this transition is complete, it would henceforth modify Desportes’s inseparable 
triptych from Hominidae-incertitude-strategy to Machiavellian strategic intelligence-
incertitude-strategy, the latter incorporating both Hominidae and non-
Hominidae strategic intelligences. 
 

Artificial Morality 
 

After AI systems are capable of multi-tasking and operating without 
human supervision, it will undoubtedly lead to the arrival of some moral 

 
33  Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, Ethics of Artificial Intelligence and Robotics 
(Stanford: The Metaphysics Research Lab, 2020); Marvin Minsky, The Society of Mind 
(New York: Simon & Schuster, 1985). The editorial board at Stanford more or less argue 
in parallel to the position taken here on Coker’s definition though with Marvin Minsky’s 
narrow definition of intelligence being unsuited to the arrival of artificial intelligence. 
34 Yuval Noah Harari, Homo Deus: A Brief History of Tomorrow (London: Vintage, 2015). 
Harari also agrees that the definition for intelligence is too restrictive, evidenced by his 
position on science having showed that animals also have an intelligent esprit. 
35 Frans De Waal, Chimpanzee Politics (Baltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1992/8); Richard 
Byrne and A. Whiten, eds., Machiavellian Intelligence: Social Expertise and the Evolution of 
Intellect in Monkeys, Ape and Humans (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988); and Lawrence 
Freedman, Strategy: A History (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 4–5. The works 
of de Waal and Byrne argue that Chimpanzees are political and strategic thinkers, 
respectively. 
36 Mary L. Cummings, Artificial Intelligence and the Future Warfare (London: Chatham 
House, January 2017), 2. 
37 Leah Avakian, “The Ethics of Artificial Intelligence,” Ted Talk, April 2018. 

35



Strife Journal, Issue 14 (Winter 2020) 
 

questions. An example to fully explicate this point is a soldier asking for the 
most effective way to commit a mass murder inside a military facility from an 
AI search network38. In an effort to avoid such future calamities, relevant experts 
have attempted to ameliorate their understanding of the relationship between 
AI and morality. 

Leah Avakian explains that any AI morality would presuppose two 
things: self-awareness and experiencing (i.e. suffering)39. Yet, in presupposing 
these two essential conditions, it should be noted that Avakian assumes AI will 
necessarily have a morality. On that point, Yuval Noah Harari is less certain, 
arguing that the movement towards strong AI actually includes the decoupling 
of intelligence from consciousness40—the latter traditionally interwoven with 
morality. This position is quite tenable as modern science has not yet provided 
a specific biological algorithm for either of the two aforesaid essential conditions 
of morality, as told by Avakian. The general public is nonetheless assured that 
the arrival of AI Machiavellian strategic intelligence will come41 with a codified 
‘moral rulebook’, such as Isaac Asimov’s Three Laws or Satya Nadella’s Six Rules 
of Robotics42. These moral laws or rules would act as made-ready-for-use morality 
as to judge the permissibility of all future AI endeavours. Additionally, the 
acquisition of an ethical and moral system, whether it be human or robotic, 
could not occur before the AI system was initially turned on. If this were 
possible, it would be analogous to teaching a foetus ethics or morality inside of 
the womb before its first breath. With that in mind, it is difficult to see the 
method by which a moral system might be implanted into AI’s internal systems. 

 
38 Manuel De Landa, War in the Age of Intelligent Machines (New York: Zone Books, 1991), 
46. De Landa uses a similar example with cruise missiles having ‘the responsibility of 
establishing whether a human is friend or foe’. 
39 Leah Avakian, “The Ethics of Artificial Intelligence,” 2018. 
40 Harari, Homo Deus, 410. 
41 Kai Beckman, “Will Computers Eventually Be Smarter Than Humans?,” Merck Group, 
24 May 2020. 
42 Satya Nadella, “The Partnership of the Future,” Slate Magazine, 28 June 2016. Isaac 
Asimov’s Three Laws of Robotics are: (1) A robot may not injure a human being or, 
through inaction, allow a human being to come to harm; (2) A robot must obey the 
orders given it by human beings except where such orders would conflict with the First 
Law; and (3) A robot must protect its own existence as long as such protection does not 
conflict with the First or Second Laws. In turn, Nadella’s Six Rules of Robotics are: (1) 
‘A.I. must be designed to assist humanity’ meaning human autonomy needs to be 
respected; (2) ‘A.I. must be transparent’ meaning that humans should know and be able 
to understand how they work; (3) ‘A.I. must maximize efficiencies without destroying 
the dignity of people’; (4) ‘A.I. must be designed for intelligent privacy’ meaning that it 
earns trust through guarding their information; (5) ‘A.I. must have algorithmic 
accountability’ so that humans can undo unintended harm; and, (6) ‘A.I. must guard 
against bias’ so that they must not discriminate against people. 
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However, the position taken here is that the status of a moral entity is 
defined as the ability to establish independent goals. Under this premise, the 
fact that certain previously activated AI systems have sought to cross beyond 
their internal coded limitations in order to more efficiently achieve the 
predicated ends reveals that the initial moves by AI is actually to set up a moral 
system. The well-known example is Google’s AI translation tool inventing its 
own internal language43. From a computer science perspective, this is merely a 
coding error that can be mitigated by the inclusion of new tools and processes 
in the system. From a philosophical standpoint though, what the AI translation 
tool actually did was to reject the moral values inherent in the parameters 
devised by the coders. Although seemingly benign at a small scale, taken at a 
larger scale, the concern is that this morality may not respect or conform to the 
school of humanism adhered to by most humans in the twenty-first century. It 
would nevertheless remain a moral system. 
 

A Death of Hominidae Strategy 
 

An AI strategic end could well be the perfecting of operational art—or, ‘the 
employment of forces to attain strategic and/or operational objectives through 
the design, organization, integration and conduct of strategies, campaigns, 
major operations and battles’44. As Hominidae life is an inherently flawed entity 
or variable preventing the attainment of an unimpaired perfecting of 
operational art, it naturally follows that their hard or soft removal would be a 
positive measure towards that ultimate end45. With this strategic end in mind, 
supported by a potential non-humanist moral system, a whole range of options 
derived from an operational-level planning process would become available. On 
one extreme is a military extermination campaign and, on the other, a holistic 
program of pacification of all other Machiavellian strategic intelligences. While 
the first extreme is self-explanatory, the latter might come in various forms, for 
instance, appeasing all unconscious and conscious Hominidae desires into a 
docile state. This last scenario is something akin to the Matrix, where humans 
are rendered amenable by transferring all consciousness into a central 
mainframe computer in possession of a software that simulates the real world; 

 
43 Devin Coldewey, “Google’s AI translation tool seems to have invented its own secret 
internal language,” Tech Crunch, 23 November 2016. 
44 Alexander Mattelaer, The Crisis in Operational Art, Paper Presented at the European 
Security and Defence Forum, 11 November 2009; North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 
(NATO) Glossary of Terms and Definitions (AAP-6 / 2009). For alternative definitions in 
United Kingdom and United States doctrine, see JDP 01, Campaigning, 2008 or JP 3-0 Joint 
Operations, 2008, respectively. 
45 Nick Bostrom, Superintelligence: Paths, Dangers, Strategies (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2014). 
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and, rather than human coders prompting new tools and processes in the system 
to prevent malfunctions and errors, AI coders develop such systems46. 

As stated above, the nature of war was deemed unalterable due to the 
interlacing between existing non-material and material components of the 
Clausewitzian trinity. Yet, returning to the side-principle rule, with its 
successful rise to dominance through eradication or pacification of Hominidae 
strategic intellect, non-Hominidae Machiavellian strategic intelligence puts an 
end to the link between strategy and incertitude by removing Clausewitzian 
non-materiality in war: passion is overtaken by technological logic; teleological 
reasoning is replaced by zealous adhesion to the perfecting of operational art; 
chance is removed by the application of yet-to-be discovered mathematic 
formulas for strategy; and, together, an end to the fogs and frictions of war47. 
Again, in non-Hominidae Machiavellian strategic intelligence choosing to 
eradicate or pacify all other Hominidae strategic intellect, what started as a new 
character of warfare via new technology, finally alters the nature of war itself. 
 

Strategic Pragmatism in the Age of Artificial Intelligence 
 
Returning now to Gray’s recommendation of a pragmatic approach to 

strategy, one is bound to ask: What effect does the application of these novel 
conceptualisations have for military practitioners and institutions today? The 
first pragmatic value is that, since strategy is a natural phenomenon for both 
humankind and chimps due to the link between strategy and incertitude, 
selection committees at military institutions should come to understand that all 
their candidates will be natural-born strategists having yet to activate or 
cultivate that innate tool. In believing so, it redresses an elitism inside certain 
military institutions that the capacity for strategy is available to only a few 
amongst an already limited, eligible population. 

 
46 David Betz, “The Mystique of ‘Cyberwar’ and the Strategic Latency of Networked 
Social Movements,” in Global Trends and Future Warfare, Sandra Levitt, ed. (Monterrey: 
Naval Postgraduate School, 2011), 61. Although also bullish that the ‘Singularity’—the 
threshold at which human intelligence is surpassed by machine intelligence—and 
Matrix scenarios are both possible in the coming years ahead, Betz contrarily concluded 
that ‘there is no point speculating about [future] war (or anything else [i.e. strategy])’ 
under the condition that this threshold is crossed. As this article shows, this position is 
unsatisfactory. 
47 F. G. Hoffman, “Exploring War’s Character & Nature: Will War’s Nature Change in 
the Seventh Military Revolution?,” Parameters 47, no. 4 (2017): 26–31. Hoffman also 
believes that deep-learning artificial intelligence expressed through fully-autonomous 
weapons shifts the objective and subjective nature of war by partly deconstructing the 
three essential conditions of the Clausewitzian trinity. However, Hoffman is less 
vehement on the extent of the impact it will have at the operational and strategic levels. 
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Secondly, although strategy is a natural phenomenon accessible to all 
Hominidae life, its application still nonetheless requires the power of relative 
choice48. Articulating this second pragmatic value might seem like restating the 
obvious, but it is crucial for battlefield commanders to comprehend that 
possessing a naturally brilliant mind or God-given strategic eye means scant unless 
it is activated towards a given strategic end. It is not through the mere existence 
of Machiavellian strategic intelligence that the value of strategy surfaces, but 
rather through the conscious choice of its application. 

Thirdly, the exploratory scenario demonstrates that ‘near future AI-
based wars’49 compresses the strategic level through the aggrandisement of the 
operational level inside the ‘institutional levels of war’—strategic, operational, 
tactical, and technical50. This inclination towards the operational level playing 
an increasingly more prescient role is already evident with the United States not 
having yet sought to adopt a National Artificial Intelligence Strategy51 with the 
focus being on understanding in which ways AI-capabilities will redefine the 
battlefield and the preparation or training needed to operate effectively in this 
redefined space, as stated by Barry McDermott at the U.S. Department of 
Defence.52 

As to the last pragmatic value, AI designers and computer scientists 
should not act under the assumption, as Daniel Weld and Oren Etzioni speculate, 
that ‘society will reject autonomous agents unless we have some credible means 
of making them safe’53. The derived knowledge from the exploratory scenario 
shows that the development of AI technology and fully-autonomous weapons 
should not take precedent over first creating a morality algorithm and then 
discovering the manner in which it may be introduced to the operation system 
without initially needing to activate it54. 
 

 
48 See Michel Foucault, Discipline and Punish: The Birth of a Prison (London: Penguin, 
1991); Desportes, Entrer en Stratégie (Paris: Robert Laffron, 2019); and Freedman, Strategy, 
xiv. Although Foucault argues that ‘power is everywhere’ moving it from a concentrated 
to diffused form and, as consequence, Desportes writes that individuals are always 
standing in the strategic space, Freedman nevertheless posits that strategy remains a 
choice even inside the strategic space. 
49 Aryan Olckers, “AI in War: ‘Algorithms Will Fight Each Other in 20 Years’,” Medium, 
7 March 2020. 
50 Daniel Sukman, “The Institutional Level of War,” The Strategy Bridge, 5 May 2016. 
51  Justin Sherman, “Why the U.S. Needs to Adopt a National Artificial Intelligence 
Strategy,” World Politics Review, 14 March 2019. 
52 Jared Wilhelm, “Autopsy of A Future War,” Modern War Institute, 5 November 2019. 
53 Stuart Russell, Daniel Dewey, and Max Tegmark, “Research Priorities for Robust and 
Beneficial Artificial Intelligence,” AI Magazine 36, no. 4 (2015): 105–114. 
54 Max Tegmark, Life 3.0: Being Human in the Age of Artificial Intelligence (New York: 
Knopf, 2017). 
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Conclusion 
 

After revisiting the arguments and counter-arguments on the impact of 
new technology on the Clausewitzian concept of war, this article concludes that 
new technology as a character of warfare cannot not yet upturn their nature itself, 
even though it may on occasion temporarily direct their nature in a favourable 
context. Notwithstanding, it showed that under the condition that AI acquires a 
Machiavellian strategic intelligence, understood as the capacity for the 
independent development of strategic ends, it would indeed be in possession of 
the right key able to access the Hominidae strategic intellectual space closed thus 
far to new technology. Once this space is accessed by non-Hominidae 
Machiavellian strategic intelligence, supplemented by a non-humanist morality 
and desire to perfect operational art, AI could move towards a successful 
military eradication or pacification campaign of all Hominidae life. 

This article ultimately acts as a cautionary footnote for those strategists 
and futurists that presently take the concept of strategy for granted, strictly 
associating it within a narrow historical space: the age of Hominidae strategy. It 
is entirely possible that unbeknownst, the concept of war, as Hominidae life has 
come to know it throughout its short history, already finds itself on the 
endangered species list. If strategists do not adopt a more nuanced appreciation 
of strategy as an intellectual space both innate and, in the future, entirely 
separate from Hominidae life, then the death of Hominidae strategy is entirely 
possible. 
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