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a post-industrial state. President Kennedy’s extraordinary sci-
entific-industrial drive for the Apollo Project was a temporary 
interruption in the design for what Zbigniew Brzezinski called 
a “technetronic” society. As capital-intensive  investment  in 
agriculture  and  industry  gave  way  to  an  emphasis  on  the 
“white-collar”  service  economy,  another  pillar  of  national 
sovereignty, the institution of the military, was under assault 
by  what  President  Eisenhower  famously  warned  of  as  the 
“Military-Industrial Complex.”

Repudiating the obvious lesson of World War II—that the 
country’s military strength was unmatched when it combined 
a science-driven industrial-logistical base with a clear moral 
advantage—Huntington called for a reversal of the idea of the 
citizen-soldier, which had been embedded  in America’s  re-
publican military tradition since the time of George Washing-
ton. Instead, he argued that a “professional” military was one 
not bound by the principles of the nation, but merely trained 
in “the management of violence.”

“The professional army which fights well because it is its 
job to fight well is far more reliable than the political army 
which fights well only while sustained by a higher purpose,” 
he wrote. “The military quality of the professional is indepen-
dent of the cause for which he fights. The supreme military 
virtue  is obedience.” According  to Huntington,  the Korean 
War  was  exemplary,  because  it  was  the  first  major  war  in 

which  the American  soldier  “fought  solely  and  simply  be-
cause he was ordered to fight it and not because he shared any 
identification with the political goals for which the war was 
being fought. Instead, he developed a supreme indifference to 
the political goals of the war—the traditional hallmark of the 
professional.”

The Soldier and the State, which is on required reading 
lists for military officers today, was written at Harvard, under 
the  supervision  of,  among  others,  Paul  Nitze  and  William 
Yandell  Elliott,  forebears  of  the  fascist  neo-conservative 
movement. Nitze and Elliott were among those pushing an 
escalation of the Cold War through the constant threat of mil-
itary confrontation against the Soviet Union.1 To help shape 
the appropriate public sentiment for such an outright subver-
sion of U.S. interests, Huntington took aim at the “ignorance 
and naive hopes” of an American population steeped in the 
anti-imperialist  tradition of peace through development, re-
flected in Eisenhower’s 1950s Atoms for Peace program.

It is no surprise that Huntington explicitly attacked the in-
fluence of France’s École Polytechnique on the 19th-Century 
curriculum of West Point, America’s premier academy for mil-
itary officers. With a heavy emphasis on subjects like construc-

1.  Speech by Clifford A. Kiracofe, Jr., “U.S. Imperialism: The National Se-
curity State,” EIR, March 17, 2006.
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The historical precedent for the internal design of this uni-
versal military training program is the French Ecole Poly-
technique under Lazare Carnot and Gaspard Monge during 
the period of 1793-1804. This approach was emphasized at 
West Point during 1818-28, where it was associated with 
the work of Commandant [Sylvanus] Thayer. . . .

The error infecting even many of the best among mod-
ern West Point graduates is a loss of connection to the no-
tion of a republican military policy, the substitution of the 
notion  of  efficient  service  of  a  poorly-defined  sense  of 
United States’ “state interest”—thus tolerating the crucial 
flaw of both Napoleon and Clausewitz.

What has been forgotten to that extent is the principle 
of Machiavelli: A modern republic committed to principles 
of  scientific and  technological progress has a potentially 
decisive strategic advantage. If the beneficial influence on 
citizens caused by an environment of technological prog-

ress is employed as the basis for developing the whole of 
that  citizenry  as  a  well-equipped,  well-trained  military 
force in-depth, dimensions of warfare are opened up which 
give such a state a decisive, qualitative, advantage over the 
forces of any well-matched adversary. . . .

The point on which Napoleon failed, where Carnot suc-
ceeded, is Napoleon’s excessive emphasis on the military 
side of service to mere state interest. In the longer sweep of 
warfare,  in  the developments which bring developed  in-
depth capabilities into play, the military potentials of forces 
are developed on the foundation of the cultivated republi-
can potentials of those persons.

1. The individual soldier-citizen must have a developed 
advantage in cognitive powers.

2. The individual soldier-citizen must have a developed 
sense of the sensuous reality of “theoretical” knowledge—
he should be an acting physicist, not a “pure ivory tower 
mathematician.”

3. The individual soldier-citizen must define his or her life 
as the meaningful mediation of the continuing development 
of society toward higher levels of knowledge and practice.

For  these  reasons,  the  best  military  training  is  that 
which is based on the training of young engineers of a na-
tion which is itself an ongoing experience of technological 
progress.




