BOOK ONE

On the Nature of War
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What Is War?
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1. INTRODUCTION \,,'

I propose to consider first the various elements of the subject, next its vari-
ous parts or sections, and finally the whole in its internal structure. In other
words, I shall proceed from the simple to the complex. But in war more
than in any other subject we must begin by looking at the nature of the
whole; for here more than elsewhere the part and the whole must always
be thought of together.

2. DEFINITION

I shall not begin by expounding a pedantic, literary definition of war, but
go straight to the heart of the matter, to the duel. War is nothing but a
duel on a larger scale. Countless duels go to make up war, but a picture of
it as a whole can be formed by imagining a pair of wrestlers. Each tries
through physical force to compel the other to do his will; his immediate
aim is to throw his opponent in order to make him incapable of further
resistance,

War is thus an act of force to compel our enemy to do our will.

Force, to counter opposing force, equips itself with the inventions of art
and science. Attached to force are certain self-imposed, imperceptible limita-
tions hardly worth mentioning, known as international law and custom,
but they scarcely weaken it. Force—that is, physical force, for moral force
has no existence save as expressed in the state and the law—is thus the
means of war; to impose our will on the enemy is its object. To secure that
object we must render the enemy powerless; and that, in theory, is the true
aim of warfare. That aim takes the place of the object, discarding it as

something not actually part of war itself.

3. THE MaximMum Use oF Force

Kind-hearted people might of course think there was some ingenious way to
disarm or defeat an enemy without too much bloodshed, and might imagine
this is the true goal of the art of war. Pleasant as it sounds, it is a fallacy
that must be exposed: war is such a dangerous business that the mistakes
which come from kindness are the very worst. The maximum use of force
is in no way incompatible with the simultaneous use of the intellect. If
one side uses force without compunction, undeterred by the bloodshed it

75



BOOK ONE

involves, while the other side refrains, the first will gain Fhe upper ha“dé

That side will force the other to follow suit; each will drive its o'pponent

toward extremes, and the only limiting factors are the counterpoises inheren
r.

" '}'Vl:is is how the matter must be seen. It would be futile—even wrong—

to try and shut one’s eyes to what war really is from sheer distress at its

brutality. i

If wars between civilized nations are far less cruel and destructive than
wars between savages, the reason lies in the social conditions of the states
themselves and in their relationships to one another. These are the forces
that give rise to war; the same forces circumscribe and moderate it. Tl_ley
themselves however are not part of war; they already exist before fighting
starts. To introduce the principle of moderation into the theory of war itself
would always lead to logical absurdity.

Two different motives make men fight one another: hostile feelings aﬂfl
hostile intentions. Our definition is based on the latter, since it is the uni-
versal element. Even the most savage, almost instinctive, passion of haffed
cannot be conceived as existing without hostile intent; but hostile intentions
are often unaccompanied by any sort of hostile feelings—at least by none
that predominate, Savage peoples are ruled by passion, civilized peoples b’;
the mind. The difference, however, lies not in the respective natures 0
savagery and civilization, but in their attendant circumstances, institutions,
and so forth. The difference, therefore, does not operate in every case, but
it does in most of them. Even the most civilized of peoples, in short, can b¢
fired with passionate hatred for each other.

Consequent]y, it would be an obvious fallacy to imagine war between
civilized peoples as resulting merely from a rational act on the part of thelr
governments and to conceive of war as gradually ridding itself of passions
so that in the end one would never really need to use the physical impact 0
the fighting f01’<>€S~comparative figures of their strength would be enough-
That would be a kind of war by algebra.

eorists were already beginning to think along such lines when_the
Tecent wars taught them a lesson. If war is an act of force, the emOt‘O':'i
cannot fail to be involved, War may not spring from them, but they wil
still affect it to some egree, and the extent to which they do so will depend

are and on how long their conflict lasts.
_If, then, civilized nations do not put their prisoners to death or dgvastaﬁ‘:
cities and countries, it is because intelligence plays a larger part in the!

methods of warfare and hag taught them more effective ways of using forc€
than the crude expression of instinct.

The invention of gunpowder and the constant improvement of firearm’
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The thesis, then, must be repeated: war is an act of force, and there is no
logical limit to the application of that force. Each side, therefore, compels
its opponent to follow suit; a reciprocal action is started which must lead,
in theorv, to extremes. This is the first case of interaction and the first
“extreme” we meet with.

4. THE Amm Is To Disarm THE ENEMY

I have already said that the aim of warfare is to disarm the enemy and it is
time to show that, at least in theory, this is bound to be so. If the enemy is
to be coerced you must put him in a situation that is even more unpleasant
than the sacrifice you call on him to make. The hardships of that situation
must not of course be merely transient—at least not in appearance. Other-
wise the enemy would not give in but would wait for things to improve. Any
change that might be brought about by continuing hostilities must then, at
least in theory, be of a kind to bring the enemy still greater disadvantages.
The worst of all conditions in which a belligerent can find himself is to be
utterly defenseless. Consequently, if vou are to force the enemy, bv making
war on him, to do your bidding, vou must either make him literallv defense-
less or at least put him in a position that makes this danger probable. It
follows, then, that to overcome the enemy, or disarm him—call it what you
will—must always be the aim of warfare.

War, however, is not the action of a living force upon a lifeless mass
(total nonresistance would be no war at all) but always the collision of two
living forces. The ultimate aim of waging war, as formulated here, must be
taken as applying to both sides. Once again, there is interaction. So long as
I have not overthrown my opponent I am bound to fear he may overthrow
me. Thus I am not in control: he dictates to me as much as I dictate to him.
This is the second case of interaction and it leads to the second “extreme.”

5. THE MaxiMuM EXERTION OF STRENGTH

If you want to overcome your enemy you must match your effort against his
power of resistance, which can be expressed as the product of two inseparable
factors, viz. the total means at his disposal and the strength of his will. The
extent of the means at his disposal is a matter—though not exclusively—of
figures, and should be measurable. But the strength of his will is much less
easy to determine and can only be gauged approximately by the strength of
the motive animating it. Assuming you arrive in this way at a reasonably
accurate estimate of the enemy’s power of resistance, you can adjust your
own efforts accordingly; that is, you can either increase them until they
surpass the enemy’s or, if this is beyond your means, you can make your
efforts as great as possible. But the enemy will do the same; competition
will again result and, in pure theory, it must again force you both to
extremes. This is the third case of interaction and the third “extreme.”
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6. MODIFICATIONS IN PRACTICE

Thus in the field of abstract thought the inquiring mind can never rest untllf
it reaches the extreme, for here it is dealing with an extreme: a clash OC
forces freely operating and obedient to no law but their own. Frnm '1 Pl-loru
concept of war vou might try to deduce absolute terms for thc‘ objective 3 _
should aim at and for the means of achieving it; but if vou did so the con
tinuous interaction would land you in extremes that represented nl:)thmgE
but a play of the imagination issuing from an almost invisible sequence ?d
logical subtleties. If we were to think purely in absolute terms, we cqu]
avoid every difficulty by a stroke of the pen and proclaim with mﬂexlbi
logic that, since the extreme must always be the goal, the greatest eﬁ_or
must always be exerted. Any such pronouncement would be an abstraction
and would leave the real world quite unaffected.

Even assuming this extreme effort to be an absolute quantity that could
casily be calculated, one must admit that the human mind is unlikely to
consent to being ruled by such a logical fantasy. It would often result in
strength being wasted, which is contrary to other principles of statecraft.
An effort of will out of all proportion to the object in view would be needed

but would not in fact be realized, since subtleties of logic do not motivat¢
the human will.

But move from the abstract to the real w
quite different. In the abstract world, optim
us to assume that both parties to the conflic
attained it. Would this ever be the case in
war were a wholly isolated act, occurring s
previous events in the political world; (b)
or a set of simultancous ones; (c)
perfect in itself, uninfluenced by an
tion it would bring about.

orld, and the whole thing looks
ism was all-powerful and forced
t not only sought perfection but
practice? Yes, it would if: (a)
uddenly and not produced by
it consisted of a single decisive act
the decision achieved was complete and
y previous estimate of the political situd-

7- WaR Is NEVER AN IsoraTeD Acr

As to the first of these conditions,
opponent is an abstract person to the
factor in the power of resistance, na

it must be remembered that neithef
other, not even to the extent of that

mely the will, which is dependent o7
externals. The will is not a wholly unknown factor; we can base a forecast

of its state tomorrow on what it is today. War never breaks out wholly
unexpectedly, nor can it be spread instantaneously. Each side can thefef?re
gauge the other to a large extent by what he is and does, instead of judging
him by what he, strictly speaking, ought to be or do,. Man and his affairs:
however, are always something short of perfect and will never quite achieve

the absolute best. Such shortcomings affect both sides alike and therefor®
constitute a moderating force.
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8. WAR Doks Not ConsisT OF A SINGLE SHORT BLow

The second condition calls for the following remarks:

If war consisted of one decisive act, or of a set of simultaneous decisions,
preparations would tend toward totality, for no omission could ever be
rectified. The sole criterion for preparations which the world of reality could
provide would be the measures taken by the adversary—so far as they are
known; the rest would once more be reduced to abstract calculations. But
if the decision in war consists of several successive acts, then each of them,
seen in context, will provide a gauge for those that follow. Here again, the
abstract world is ousted by the real onc and the trend to the extreme is
thereby moderated.

But, of course, if all the means available were, or could be, simultaneously
employed, all wars would automatically be confined to a single decisive act
or a set of simultancous ones—the reason being that any adverse decision
must reduce the sum of the means available, and if all had been committed
in the first act there could really be no question of a second. Any subsequent
military operation would virtually be part of the first—in other words, merely
an extension of it.

Yet, as I showed above, as soon as preparations for a war begin, the world
of reality takes over from the world of abstract thought; material calculations
take the place of hypothetical extremes and, if for no other reason, the inter-
action of the two sides tends to fall short of maximum effort. Their full
resources will therefore not be mobilized immediately.

Besides, the very nature of those resources and of their employment means
they cannot all be deployed at the same moment. The resources in question
are the fighting forces proper, the country, with its physical features and pop-
ulation, and its allies.

The country—its physical features and population—is more than just the
source of all armed forces proper; it is in itself an integral element among
the factors at work in war—though only that part which is the actual theater
of operations or has a notable influence on it.

It is possible, no doubt, to use all mobile fighting forces simultaneously;
but with fortresses, rivers, mountains, inhabitants, and so forth, that cannot
be done; not, in short, with the country as a whole, unless it is so small that
the opening action of the war completely engulfs it. Furthermore, allies do
not cooperate at the mere desire of those who are actively engaged in fight-
ing; international relations being what they are, such cooperation is often
furnished only at some later stage or increased only when a balance has been
disturbed and needs correction.

In many cases, the proportion of the means of resistance that cannot
immediately be brought to bear is much higher than might at first be
thought. Even when great strength has been expended on the first decision
and the balance has been badly upset, equilibrium can be restored. The
point will be more fully treated in due course. At this stage it is enough to
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show that the very nature of war impedes the simultancous concentra}t:oﬂ
of all forces. To be sure, that fact in itself cannot be grounds for. ma m%
any but a maximum effort to obtain the first decision, for'u defeat is al\\;_\.
a Eiisadvantagc no one would deliberately risk. And even if the ﬁrst clas 1.S
not the only one, the influence it has on subsequent actions will be onkd‘
scale proportionate to its own. But it is contr;t_r_\' to human nature to ma t
an extreme effort, and the tendency therefore is alwavs to pl.cgd that a dccii
sion may be possible later on. As a result, for the first dcmsnon: effort an

concentration of forces are not all they might be. Anything omitted out of
weakness by one side becomes a real, objective reason for the other to reduce

its efforts, and the tendency toward extremes is once again reduced by this
interaction.

9. IN WaR THE REsurLt [s NevER Finar

Lastly, even the ultimate outcome of a war is not alw e
final. The defeated state often considers the outcome merely as a transitory
evil, for which a remedy may still be found in political conditions at someé

later date. It is obvious how this, too, can slacken tension and reduce the
vigor of the effort.

ays to be regarded as

10. THE PROBABILITIES OF REAL LiFg REPLACE THE
EXTREME AND THE ABsorLuTe REQUIRED BY THEORY

Warfare thus eludes the strict theoretical requirement that extremes of force
be applied. Once the extreme is no longer feared or aimed at, it becomes a
matter of judgment what degree of effort should be made; and this can only
be based on the phenomena of the real world and the laws of probability-
Once the antagonists have ceased to be mere figments of a theory and
become actual states and governments, when war is no longer a theorei‘iC’al
affair but a series of actions obeying its own peculiar laws, reality supplies
the data from which we can deduce the unknown that lies ahead. _

From the enemy’s character, from his institutions, the state of his affai™
and his general situation, each side, using the laws of probability, forms an
estimate of its opponent’s likely course and acts accordingly.

11. THE PoLiticaL Ospjecr Now CoMmEs To THE Fore AGAIN

A subject which we Jast considered in Sec
namely the political object of the war,
shadowed by the law of extremes, the will
him powerless. But as this law begins to 1
tion wanes, the political aim will reasser
probabilities based on given individuals
which was the original motive, must bec

8o

tion 2 now forces itself on us again
Hitherto it had been rather over
to overcome the enemy and make
ose its force and as this determina-
t itself. If it is all a calculatior} 0
and conditions, the political object:
ome an essential factor in the equa
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tion. The smaller the penalty vou demand from your opponent, the less you
can expect him to try and deny it to vou; 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 reason why your effort will
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 influence it can exert upon the forces
it is meant to move. The nature of those forces therefore calls 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 produce a wholly disproportionate effect—a
real explosion.

This is equally true of the efforts a political object is expected to arouse
in either state, and of the militarv 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
each 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 dominate
and tend to be decisive. Situations can thus exist in which the political object
will almost be the sole 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
all the more so as 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

to be analyzed and answered.
12. AN INTERRUPTION OF MILITARY AcTiviTY Is Nor
‘ 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
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of war ever be interrupted, even for a moment? The question reaches deep
into the heart of the matter.

Every action needs a certain time to be completed. That period is called
its duration, and its length will depend on the speed with which the person
acting works. We need not concern ourselves with the difference here.
Everyone performs a task in his own way; a slow man, however, does not
do it more slowly because he wants to spend more time over it, but because
his nature causes him to need more time. If he made more haste he would
do the job less well. His speed, then, is determined by subjective causes and
is a factor in the actual duration of the task.

Now if every action in war is allowed its appropriate duration, we would
agree that, at least at first sight, any additional expenditure of time—any
suspension of military action—seems absurd. In this connection it must be
remembered that what we are talking about is not the progress made by one
side or the other but the progress of military interaction as a whole.

13. ONLY ONE CONSIDERATION CaAN SuspEND MILITARY
AcTION, AND IT SEEMS THAT IT Can NEvVER BE
PRESENT ON MORE THaN ONE SipE

If two parties have prepared for war, some motive of hostility must have
brought them to that point. Moreover so long as they remain under arms
(do not negotiate a settlement) that motive of hostility must still be active:
Only one consideration can restrain it: a desire to wait for a better moment
before acting. At first sight one would think this desire could never operat¢
on more than one side since its Opposite must automatically be working 0P
the other. If action would bring an advantage to one side, the other’s interest
must be to wait.

But an absolute balance of forces cannot bring about a standstill, for if
sqch a balance should exist the initiative would necessarily belong to the side
with the positive purpose—the attacker. ‘

One ?quld, however, conceive of a state of balance in which the side with
the positive aim (the side with the stronger grounds for action) was the

to say that unless some shift i the balance were in prosp’ect the two sid€s

If, however, some alteration were to be foreseen, only

other state is ready to accept the s
it must do something; and if it
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irtl four weeks’ time it clearly has an adequate reason for not taking action
at once.

_ But from that moment on, logic would seem to call for action by the other
side—the object being to deny the enemy the time he needs for getting
ready. Throughout all this [ have assumed, of course, that both sides under-
stand the situation perfectly.

14. ConTINUITY WouLp THUs BE BROUGHT ABOUT IN MILITARY
ActioN AND WouLp AcAIN INTENSIFY EVERYTHING

If this continuity were really to exist in the campaign its effect would again
be to drive evervthing to extremes. Not only would such ceaseless activity
arouse men’s feelings and inject them with more passion and elemental
strength, but events would follow more closely on each other and be gov-
erned by a stricter causal chain. Each individual action would be more impor-
tant, and consequently more dangerous.

But war, of course, seldom if ever shows such continuity. In numerous
conflicts only a very small part of the time is occupied by action, while the
rest is spent in inactivity. This cannot always be an anomaly. Suspension of
action in war must be i)ossib]e; in other words, it is not a contradiction in
terms. Let me demonstrate this point, and explain the reasons for it.

15. HERE A PrincipLE OF PorariTy Is PROPOSED

By thinking that the interests of the two commanders are opposed in equal
Measure to each other, we have assumed a genuine polarity. A whole chapter
will be devoted to the subject further on, but the following must be said
about it here.

T}le principle of polarity is valid only in relation to one and the same
object, in which positive and negative interests exactly cancel one another
out. In a battle each side aims at victory; that is a case of true polarity, since
the victory of one side excludes the victory of the other. When, however,
We are dealing with two different things that have a common relation exter-
nal to themselves, the polarity lies not in the things but in their relationship.

16. ATTack AND DEFENSE BEING THINGS DIFFERENT
IN Kinp anp UNEQUAL IN STRENGTH, PoLARITY
Cannot Be AppLIED TO THEM

If war assumed only a single form, namely, attacking the enemy, and defense
Were nonexistent; or, to put it in another way, if the only differences between
attack and defense lay in the fact that attack has a positive aim whereas

efense has not, and the forms of fighting were identical; then every advan-
tage gained by one side would be a precisely equal disadvantage to the
other—true polarity would exist.

83



BOOK ONE

fense, AS
But there are two distinct forms of action in war: attack ;mc]l d:]f;n:;:l o
will be shown in detail later, the two are verv different e “thclobicci
strength. Polarity, then, does not lic in attack or defense, but n;  ostpote
both seek to achieve: the decision. If one commander wants Ot} -+t bot
the decision, the other must want to hasten it, ;1!\&‘;1'}'5. :lssunnngt t](; ik
are engaged in the same kind of fighting. If it is in r.\ S u’]tgrcst 130 5 B
B now but to attack him in four weeks, then it is in le interest 1 ¢ con
attacked in four weeks' time, but now. This is an immediate and dlrccbc i
flict of interest; but it docs not follow from this that it would also

: : jously be
B’s advantage to make an immediate attack on A. That would obviousl!
quite another matter.

5 . TTEN
17. THE SUPERIORITY OF DEFENSE OVER ATTACK OFTE!
DEestrOYS THE EFrFECT OF PorarrTy, anp THIs
EXPLAINS THE SUSPENSION OF MILITARY ACTION

As we shall show, defense is a stron
quently we must ask whether the
great for one side as the advantage
is not, it cannot balance the advant
the progress of the war. It is clear

-
ger form of fighting than att:lC_k‘- Coigsﬂs
advantage of postponing a decision o
of defense is for the other. \Vh.cnmcncc
age of defensc and in this way lnﬂu. the
, then, that the impulsc created b‘\‘]crﬂ
polarity of interests may be exhausted in the difference between the streng
of attack and defense, and may thus become inoperative. »
Consequently, if the side favored by present conditions is not ?Uf?c B
strong to do without the added advantages of the defense, IF will ];' ture:
accept the prospect of acting under unfavorable conditions in the U.H be
To fight a defensive battle under thesc less favorable conditions may Sctll that
better than to attack immediately or to make peace. I am convince ¢ far
the superiority of the defensive (if rightly understood) is very g[e:lt,an"
greater than appears at first sight. It is this which explains without &

|
inconsistency most periods of inaction that occur in war. The weaker tthis
motives for action, the more wil] they be overlaid and ncutralizct.1 by tion
disparity between attack and defense, and the more frequently will ac
be suspended— g indecd experience shows.

ntly

10N
18. A SEconDp Causg Is IMPERFECT KNOWLEDCE OF THE SITUAT

Sk till:
'_T'here 15 still another factor that can bring military action to a Stfa‘“dsCan
imperfect knowledge of the situation. The only situation a commander
know fully

. . . : lﬂb]c
xnow 15 his own; his opponent’s he can know only from ”mdlhim
intelligence. His evaluation, o

therefore, may be mistaken and can lea
to suppose that the Initiatiy

; 1
e lies with the enemy when in fact 1t .fe"?;e
: urse such faulty appreciation is as likely to lead to ill-t} Wi
action as to ill-timed inaction, and is no more conducive to slowing 4°
operations than it js ¢

; ; on
0 speeding them up. Nevertheless, it must rank am
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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 estimate 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 principle that underlies it.

The possibilitv 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 intervals 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 general’s
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 OoF CHANCE
Is NEepED To MAKE WaAR A GAMBLE,
AND THAT ELEMENT Is NEVER ABSENT

It is now quite clear how greatly the objective nature of war makes it a
matter of assessing probabilities. Only one more element is needed to make
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, guesswork and luck come to play a great part in war.

21. Nor OnLy Its OsyEcTIVE BUT ALso ITs SusjEcTIVE
NATURE MAKES WAR A GAMBLE

If we now consider briefly the subjective nature of war—the means by which
war has to be fought—it will look more than ever like 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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psychological forces. Daring, on the other hand, bo]dngss, rashness, trustmf
in luck are only variants of courage, and all these traits of character see
their proper element—chance. )

In short, absolute, so-called mathematical, factors never find a firm baS{S
in military calculations. From the very start there is an interplay of possi
bilities, probabilitics, good luck and bad that weaves its wayv throughO}lt fhe
length and breadth of the tapestry. In the whole range of human activities,
war most closely resembles a game of cards.

22. How 1n GENERAL TH1s Best Surts HunMAN NATURE

Although our intellect always longs for clarity and certainty, our natufef
often finds uncertainty fascinating. It prefers to day-dream in the realms ©

tellect on its narrow an

. itv. it can
marks seem to have disappeared. Unconfined by narrow necessity, it ¢a

Vel in a wealth of possibilities; which inspire courage to take wing an
dive into the element of darin

; . : €
g and danger like a fearless swimmer into th
Current,

Should theory leave ys here, and cheerfully go on elaborating absolut¢
conclusions and prescriptions? Then it would be no use at all in real life:
No, it must also take the human factor into account, and find room for cou”
age, boldness, even foolhardiness, The art of war deals with living and W’t.t
moral forces. Consequently, it cannot attain the absolute, or certainty; !
must always leave a margin for uncertainty, in the greatest things as muc
as in the smallest, With, uncertainty in one scale, courage and self-confiden

e
€r to correct the balance. The greater they af

. PR n
1 the: nest and least dispensable of military virtues }
a thelr degrees and variations. Even ip daring there can be method am
caution; but here they are measured by a different standard.

23. Bur Wag s NonEe
SEri0US Enp: A Mor

. t
Such is war, such. der who directs it, and such the theory th?
governs it. War is nq pastime; i

: SO
: t is no mere joy in aring and winnng,
place for Irresponsj i . 1Y in daring d

THELESS A SERI0US MEANS TO A
E Precisg DEFiNITION OF WAR

is the comman
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occasion is always due to some political object. War, therefore, is an act of
policy. Were it a complete, untrammeled, absolute manifestation of violence
(as the pure concept would require), war would of its own independent
}vill usurp the place of policv the moment policy had brought it into being;
it would then drive policv out of office and rule by the laws of its own nature,
very much like a mine that can explode only in the manner or direction pre-
determined by the setting. This, in fact, is the view that has been taken of
the matter whenever some discord between policy and the conduct of war
has stimulated theoretical distinctions of this kind. But in reality things are
different, and this view is thoroughly mistaken. [n reality war, as has been
shown, is not like that. Its violence is not of the kind that explodes in a
single discharge, but is the effect of forces that do not always develop in
exactly the same manner or to the same degree. At times they will expand
sufficiently to overcome the resistance of inertia or friction; at others they
are too weak to have any cffect. War is a pulsation of violence, varniable in
strength and therefore variable in the speed with which it explodes and dis-
charges its energy. War moves on its goal with varying speeds; but it always
lasts long enough for influence to be exerted on the goal and for its own
course to be changed in one way or another—long enough, in other words,
to remain subject to the action of a superior intelligence. If we keep in mind
that war springs from some political purpose, it is natural that the prime
cause of its existence will remain the supreme consideration in conducting it.
That, however, does not imply that the political aim is a tyrant. It must
adapt itself to its chosen means, a process which can radically change it;
yet the political aim remains the first consideration. Policy, then, will per-
meate all military operations, and, in so far as their violent nature will admit,
it will have a continuous influence on them.

24. WaR Is MERELY THE CONTINUATION OF Poricy
By OTHER MEANS

We see, therefore, that war is not merely an act of policy but a true political
instrument, a continuation of political intercourse, carried on with other means.
What remains peculiar to war is simply the peculiar nature of its means. War in
general, and the commander in any specific instance, is entitled to require that
the trend and designs of policy shall not be inconsistent with these means. That,
of course, is no small demand; but however much it may affect political aims in
a given case, it will never do more than modify them. The political object is the
goal, war is the means of reaching it, and means can never be considered in

isolation from their purpose.

25. THE DivERSE NATURE OF WAR

The more powerful and inspiring the motives for war, the more they affect
the belligerent nations and the fercer the tensions that precede the out-
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5 rtant
break, the closer will war approach its abstract conccp.t, f}:ct;:()!:ﬂlirtl;i? i
will be the destruction of the enemy, th_c more closely wi 1.1_ ey
and the political objects of war coincide, a}nd tlhc 11notr](: n;(lslst.lir;\]tc‘nsc the
itical will war appear to be. On the other hand, the le | ! 8
E]c)tllttil\:;]’ ?hc less u'Ii)I%) the military clement’s nntu.ral tcncllc'nc_\ft(r)th\;;)]fcri;m
coincide with political directives. As a rcsglt. war will be driven ‘ ut g4
its natural course, the political object will 1.)c morc.;md n.)or{.la [;'lt:'ca[ o
with the aim of ideal war, and the conflict will seem increasingly po
P o E4 . -‘d
Chj\rsctt}:s point, to prevent the reader from goinr‘&T astray, it !'nUSt]b']C O(I))SEE\C;L
that the phrase, the natural tendency of war, is used in its p ]fl (t)}swpforct‘s
strictly logical sense alone and does not rcfcr to the .tcndcncms Q ot
that are actually engaged in ﬁghting——includmg, for anstan;c, the mors o
emotions of the combatants. At times, it is true, these might be so aro B
that the political factor would be hard put to control them. Yet S]ut(i)efc
conflict will not occur very often, for if the motivations are so pO\\'CrfLI o
must be a policy of proportionate magnitude. On the other hand, if powii
1s directed only toward minor objectives, the emotions of the masses ¥
be little stirred and they will have to be stimulated rather than held ba

26. ALL Wars Can Be CONSIDERED Acts or Povricy

. : C ar-
It is time to return to the main theme and observe that while policy is allel’Cfv
ently effaced in the one kind of war and vet is strongly evident in the 0 aﬂ
both kinds are equally political. If the state s thought of as a person,

: i ) ; A hich
policy as the product of its brain, then among the contingencies for whi
the state must be prepared is

a war in which every clement calls for POIIT]“]
to be eclipsed by violence. Only if politics is regarded not as resulting Erori‘
a Just appreciation of affairs, but—as jt conventionally is—as cautious, d€*
ous, even dishonest, shy

3 ar
Ing away from force, could the second type of ¥
appear to be more “political” than the first,

6
27. THE EFFEcTs oF Tuis PoINT OF ViEw oN THE UNDERSTANDIN
OF MiLiTAry Histor

Y AND THE FounbpaTions oF THEORY
First, therefore, it is clear th

at war should nev
autonomous but always as an instrument of p
tory of war would contradict us. Only this ap

trate the problem intelligently. Second, this

: \ronS
us how wars must vary with the nature of their motives and of the situatio?
which give rise to them.

The first, the supreme
statesman and commander have to make is to e
of war on which they are embarking; neither
turn it into, something that is alien to its
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strategic questions and the most comprchensive. It will be given detailed
study later, in the chapter on war plans.

It is enough, for the moment, to have rcached this stage and to have
cstablished the cardinal point of view from which war and the theorv of
war have to be examined.

28. THE CONSEQUENCES FOR THEORY

War is more than a true chamelcon that slightly adapts its characteristics to
the given case. As a total phenomenon its dominant tendencies always make
war a paradoxical trinity—composed of primordial violence, hatred, and
enmity, which are to be regarded as a blind natural force; of the play of
chance and probability within which the creative spirit is free to roam; and
of its clement of subordination, as an instrument of policy, which makes it
subject to reason alone.

The first of thesc three aspects mainly concerns the people; the second
the commander and his army; the third the government. The passions that
are to be kindled in war must already be inherent in the people; the scope
which the play of courage and talent will enjoy in the realm of probability
and chance depends on the particular character of the commander and the
army; but the political aims are the business of government alone.

These three tendencics are like three different codes of law, deep-rooted
in their subject and vet variable in their relationship to one another. A
theory that ignores anv 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 thcory that maintains a balance between
these three tendencies, like an object suspended between three magnets.

What lines might best be followed to achieve this difficult task will be
‘f"PlOfed in the book on the theorv of war [Book Two). At any rate, the pre-
llminary concept of war which we have formulated casts a first rav of light
on the basic structure of theory, and enables us to make an initial differen-

tiation and identification of its major components.




