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CHAPTER ONE

tion. The smaller the penalty you demand from your opponent, the less you
can expect him to tr\' and denv it to you; the smaller the effort he makes,
the less you need make yourself. Moreover, the more modest your own
political aim, the less importance you attach to it and the less reluctantly
you will abandon it if you must. This is another Teason why your effort mil
be modified.
The political object—the original motive for the war—will thus determine

both the military objective to be reached and the amount of effort it requires.
The political object cannot, however, in itself provide the standard of
measurement. Since we are dealing with realities, not with abstractions, it
can do so only in the context of the two States at war. The same political
object can elicit differing reactions from different peoples, and even from
the same people at different times. We can therefore take the political object
as a standard only if we think of the infiuence it can exert upon the forces
it is meant to move. The nature of those forces therefore calis for study.

Depending on whether their characteristics increase or diminish the drive
toward a particular action, the outcome will vary. Between two peoples and
two States there can be such tensions, such a mass of inflammable material,

that the slightest quarrel can
real explosión.

This is equally true of the efforts a political object is expected to
in either State, and of the military objectives which their policies require.
Sometimes the political and military objective is the same—for example, the
conquest of a province. In other cases the political object will not provide
a suitable military objective. In that event, another military objective must
be adopted that will serve the political purpose and symbolize it in the peace
negotiations. But here, too, attention must be paid to the character of
cach State involved. There are times when, if the political object is to be
achieved, the substitute must be a good deal more important. The less
involved the population and the less serious the strains within States and
between them, the more political requirements in themselves will domínate
and tend to be decisive. Situations can thus exist in which the political object
will almost be the solé determinant.

Generally speaking, a military objective that matches the political object
in scale will, if the latter is reduced, be reduced in proportion; this will be

the political object increases its predominance. Thus it
follows that without any inconsistency wars can have all degrees of impor
tance and intensity, ranging from a war of extermination down to simple
armed observation. This brings us to a different question, which now needs
fo be analyzed and answered.

12. An Interruption of Military Activity Is Not
Explained by Anything Yet Said

However modest the political demands may be on either side, however small
the means employed, however limited the military objective, can the process

produce a wholly disproportionate effect—a

arouse

all the more so as
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the natural causes which, without entailing inconsistency, can bring military
activity to a halt. Men are always more inclined to pitch their estímate of
the enemy’s strength too high than too low, such is human nature. Bear-

ing this in mind, one must admit that partial ignorance of the situation is,
generally speaking, a major factor in delaying the progress of military action
and in moderating the principie that underlies it.
The possibility of inaction has a further moderating effect on the progress

of the war by diluting it, so to speak, in time by delaying danger, and by
increasing the means of restoring a balance between the two sides. The
greater the tensions that have led to war, and the greater the consequent
war effort, the shorter these periods of inaction. Inversely, the weaker
the motive for conflict, the longer the inten'als between actions. For

the stronger motive increases willpower, and willpower, as we know, is alwavs
both an element in and the product of strength.

19. Frequent Periods of Inaction Remove War Still
Further from the Realm of the Absolute and Make
It Even More a Matter of Assessing Probabilities

The slower the progress and the more frequent the interruptions of military
action the easier it is to retrieve a mistake, the bolder will be the generalas
assessments, and the more likely he will be to avoid theoretical extremes and
to base his plans on probability and inference. Any given situation requires
that probabilities be calculated in the light of circumstances, and the amount
of time available for such calculation will depend on the pace with which
operations are taking place.

20. Therefore Only THE Element of Chance

Is Needed To Make War a Gamble,
And That Element Is Never Absent

It is now quite clear how greatly the objective nature of war malees it a
matter of assessing probabilities. Only one more element is needed to malee
war a gamble—chance: the very last thing that war lacks. No other human
activity is so continuously or universally bound up with chance. And through
the element of chance, guessworle and luck come to play a great part in war.

21. Not Only Its Objective But Also Its Subjective
Nature Mares War a Gamble

íf we now consider briefly the subjective nature of war—the means by which
war has to be fought—it will loole more than ever lilee a gamble. The ele
ment in which war exists is danger. The highest of all moral qualities in time
of danger is certainly courage. Now courage is perfectly compatible with
prudent calculation but the two differ nonetheless, and pertain to different
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strategic qucstions and thc most comprclicnsivc. It will be given detailed
study latcr, in thc chapter on war plans.

It is enough, for thc inomcnt, to have rcachcd this stage and to have
cstablished thc cardinal point of view froni which war and thc thcor\' of
war have to be examined.

28. The Consequences for Theory

^Var is more than a truc chamelcon that slightiy adapts its charactcristics to
the given case. As a total phenomenon its dominant tcndencics always makc
war a paradoxical trinity—composed of primordial violence, hatred, and
enmity, which are to be regarded as a blind natural forcé; of the play of
chance and probabilitv within which the Creative spirit is frcc to roam; and
of its element of subordination, as an instrument of policy, which makes it
subject to reason alone.

The first of thesc three aspeets mainly concerns thc people; thc second
Ihe commander and his army; the third the government. Fhc passions that
3re to be kindled in war must already be inherent in the people; the scope
"'Iiich the plav of courage and talcnt will enjoy in the realm of probability
3od chance depends on thc particular character of the commander and the
army; but thc political aims are the business of government alone.

TTiese three tendencies are likc three different codes of law, deep-rooted
*0 their subject and yet variable in their relationship to one another. A
theory that ignores any one of them or seeks to fix an arbitrary relationship
between them would conflict with reality to such an extent that for this
reason alone it would be totally useless.
Our task therefore is to develop a theory that maintains a balance between

Ibese three tendencies, like an object suspended between three magnets.
^^'^'^at lines might best be followed to achieve this difRcult task will be

explored in the book on the theory of w-ar [Book Tw'o). At any rate, the pre-
hminary concept of war which we have formulated casts a first ray of light
on the basic structure of theory’, and enables us to make an initial differen-
liation and identification of its major components.
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