


CHAPTER TWO

always consider that with the conclusión of peace the purpose of the war has
been achieved and its business is at an end.

Since of the three objectives named, it is the fighting torces that assure
the safety of the countr>-, the natural sequence would be to destroy them
first, and then subdue the countr\’. Having achieved these two goals and
exploiting our own position of strength, \ve can bring the enemy to the
peace table. As a rule, destroying the enemy’s torces tends to be a gradual
process, as does the ensuing subjugation of the countrv'. Normally the one
reaets on the other, in that loss of territory weakens the fighting torces; but
that particular sequence of events is not essential and therefore does not
always take place. Before they suffer seriously, the enemy’s torces may retire
to remóte areas, or even withdraw to other countries. In that event, of course,

most or all of the countr}' will be oceupied.
But the aim of disarming the enemy (the object of war in the abstract,

the ultimate means of accomplishing the war’s political purpose, which
should incorpórate all the rest) is in fact not always encountered in reality,
and need not be fully achieved as a condition of peace. On no account
should theory raise it to the level of a law. Many treaties have been con-
cluded before one of the antagonists could be called powerless—even before
the balance of power had been seriously altered. What is more, a review of
actual cases shows a whole category of wars in which the very idea of defeat-
ing the enemy is unreal: those in which the enemy is substantially the
stronger power.
The reason why the object of war that emerges in theory is sometimes

inappropriate to actual conflict is that war can be of two very different kinds,
a point we discussed in the first chapter. If war were what puré theory
postulates, a war between States of markedly unequal strength would be
absurd, and so impossible. At most, material disparity could not go beyond
the amount that moral factors could replace; and social conditions being
what they are in Europe today, moral forces would not go far. But wars
have in fact been fought between States of very unequal strength, for actual
war is often far removed from the puré concept postulated by theory.
Inability to carry on the struggle can, in practice, be replaced by two other
grounds for making peace: the first is the improbability of victory; the sec-
ond is its unacceptable cost.

As we saw in the first chapter, war, if taken as a whole, is bound to move
from the strict law of inherent necessity toward probabilities. The more the
circumstances that gave rise to the conflict cause it to do so, the slighter will
be its motives and the tensions which it occasions. And this makes it under-

standable how an analysis of probabilities may lead to peace itself. Not every
war need be fought until one side collapses. When the motives and tensions
of war are slight we can imagine that the very faintest prospect of defeat
might be enough to cause one side to yield. If from the very start the other
side feels that this is probable, it will obviously concéntrate on bringing
about this probability rather than take the long way round and totally defeat
the enemy.
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prospccts and that they can fomi a inuch
shorter routc to thc goal than thc dcstruction of the opposing armics.
The sccond question is liow to influcncc thc cncmy’s expenditure of cffort;

in other words, how to makc thc war more costly to him.
The enemv’s expenditure of cffort consists in thc wastage of his forces

our dcstruction of thcm; and in his loss of territory—our conquest.
Closer studv will makc it obvious that both of these factors can var\’ in

their significance with thc variation in objcctivcs. As a rule thc diffcrenccs \\ill
be slight, but that should not mislead us, for in practicc, when strong motúes
are not present, thc slightcst nuanccs often decide bctwccn thc diífcrcnt
uses of forcc. For thc moment all that matters is to show that, gi\cn certain

are possiblc and that

that they can greatly improve our

conditions, diífcrcnt ways of rcaching thc objcctivc
they are neither inconsistent, absurd, ñor even mistaken.

In addition, there are threc other methods dircctly aimed at increasing
encmy’s expenditure of cffort. Tlie first of these is inversión, that is thc

scizurc of cncmy territory; not with thc objcct of rctaining it but in order
to exact financia! contributions, or even to lay it waste. The immediate object
here is neither to conquer the cnemy countr)^ ñor to destroy its army, but
simply to cause general damage. The second method is to give priority to
operations that will increase the enemy’s suífering. It is easy to imagine two
altematives: one operation is far more advantageous if the purpose i^o
defeat the cnemv; thc other is more profitablc if that cannot be done. The
first tends to be described as the more militar^^ the second the more political
altemative. From thc highest point of view, however, one is as militar)- as
the other, and neither is appropriate unless it suits the particular conditions.
'The third, and far the most important method, judging from the frequeney
of its use, is to wear down the encmy. Tliat expression is more than a label;
>t describes the process preciselv, and is not so metaphorical as it may seena
at first. Wcaring down the encmv in a conflict means using the duration of

to bring about a gradual exhaustion of his physical and moral
^^sistance.

If we intend to hold out longer than our opponent we must be content
with the smallest possible objeets, fot obviously a ma|or object requires inore
effort than a minor one. Tl.e mínimum object is puré sclf-defcnsc; in other
words, fighting without a positiva purpose. With such a policy our relatne
«tongth till be at its height, and thus the prospccts for a favorable o«
will be greatest. But how far can this negativity e pus e . fiojitina

the point of absoluta passivity. for sheer endurance would not be fight.ng
all. But resistance is a form of action, aimed at destroymg enough of

‘he enemy’s power to forcé him to renounce his ‘"‘eobons. Every single
act of our resLance is directed to that act alone, and that is what malees

"Ú£btel?rsingle action, assuming it succeeds, would do less for a
"egative aim than it would for a positiva one. But that is ^
‘he former is more likely to succeed and so to give you more security. mat
“ lacles in immediate eLctiveness it must malee up for m its use of time.

the

the war

93





CHAPTER TWO

So much then for the ends to be pursued in war; let us now tum to the
means.

There is only one: combat. However many forms combat takes, however
far it may be removed from the brute discharge of hatred and enmity of a
physical encounter, however many forces may intrude which themselves are
not part of fighting, it is inherent in the very concept of war that everything
that occurs must originally derive from corribat.

It is easy to show that this is always so, however many forms reality takes.
Everything that occurs in war results from the existence of armed forces;
but whenever armed forces, that is armed individuáis, are used, the idea of

combat must be present.
Warfare comprises everything related to the fighting forces—everything

to do with their creation, maintenance, and use.

Creation and maintenance are obviously only means; their use constitutes
the end.

Combat in war is not a contest between individuáis. It is a whole made

up of many parts, and in that whole two elements may be distinguished,
one determined by the subject, the other by the objective. The mass of
combatants in an army endlessly forms fresh elements, which themselves
are parts of a greater structure. TTie fighting activity of each of these parts
constitutes a more or less clearly defined element. Moreover, combat itself
is made an element of war by its very purpose, by its objective.

Each of these elements which become distinct in the course of fighting
is named an engagement.

If the idea of fighting underlies every use of the fighting forces, then their
employment means simply the planning and organizing of a series of
engagements.

The whole of military activity must therefore relate directly or indirectly
to the engagement. The end for which a soldier is recruited, clothed, armed,
and trained, the whole object of his sleeping, eating, drinking, and marching
is simply that he should fight at the right place and the right time.

If all threads of military activity lead to the engagement, then if we con
trol the engagement, we comprehend them all. Their results are produced
by our orders and by the execution of these orders, never directly by other
conditions. Since iií the engagement everything is concentrated on the
destruction of the enemy, or rather of his armed forces, which is inherent
in its very concept, it follows that the destruction of the enemy’s forces is
always the means by which the purpose of the engagement is achieved.
The purpose in question may be the destruction of the enemy’s forces,

but not necessarily so; it may be quite different. As we have shown, the
destruction of the enemy is not the only means of attaining the political
object, when there are other objectives for which the war is waged. It fol
lows that those other objectives can also become the purpose of particular
military operations, and thus also the purpose of engagements.

Even when subordínate engagements are directly intended to destroy the

95





CHAPTER TWO

tion of its importance relative to other purposes. In any given case the
answer will depend on circumstances; its importance to war in general
remains to be clarified. We shall now go into this question, and we shall
see what valué must necessarilv be attributed to this object of destruction.

Combat is the only effective forcé in war; its aim is to destroy the enemy’s
forces as a means to a further end. That holds good even if no actual fighting
occurs, because the outcome rests on the assumption that if it carne to fight
ing, the enemy would be destroyed. It follows that the destruction of the
enemy’s forcé underlies all military actions; all plans are ultimately based
on it, resting on it like an arch on its abutment. Consequently, all action
is undertaken in the belief that if the ultimate test of arms should actually

occur, the outcome would be favorable. Tlie decisión by arms is for all major
and minor operations in war what cash payment is in commerce. Regardless
how complex the relationship between the two parties, regardless how rarely
settlements actually occur, they can never be entirely absent.

If a decisión by fighting is the basis of all plans and operations, it follows
Ihat the enemy can frústrate everything through a successful battle. This
occurs not only when the encounter affects an essential factor in our plans,
but when any victorv that is won is of sufficient scope. For every important
victory—that is, destruction of opposing forces—reacts on all other possi-
bilities. Like liquid, they will settle at a new level.

"Fhus it is evident that destruction of the enemy forces is always the supe
rior, more effective means, with which others cannot compete.

But of course, we can only sav destruction of the enemy is more effective
if we can assume that all oiher conditions are equal. It would be a great
mistake to deduce from this argument that a headlong rush must always
triumph over skillful caution. Blind aggressiveness would destroy the attack
itself, not the defense, and this is not what we are talking about. Greater
effectiveness relates not to the means but to the end; we are simply compar-
ing the effect of different outcomes.

When we speak of destroying the enemy s forces we must emphasize that
nothing obliges us to limit this idea to physical forces: the moral element
must aiso be considered. The two interact throughout: they are inseparable.
We have ¡ust mentioned the effect that a great destructive act—a major
victory-—inevitably exerts on all other actions, and it is exactly at such times
that the moral factor is, so to speak, the most fluid element of all, and there-
fore spreads most easily to affect everything else. The advantage that the
^destruction of the enemy jx)ssesses over all other means is balanced by its
cost and danger; and it is only in order to avoid these risks that other policies
3re employed.

"dTiat tlíe method of destruction cannot fail to be expensive is under-
standable; other things being equal, the more intent we are on destroying
the enemy’s forces, the greater our own efforts must be.
The danger of this method is that the greater the success we seek, the

greater will be the damage if we fail.
Other methods, therefore, are less costly if they succeed and less damag-
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