CHAPTER TWO

Purpose and Means in War

The preceding chapter showed that the nature of war is complex and Chﬂ;g;;
able. I now propose to inquire how its nature influences its purpose an
means. _ pich
If for a start we inquire into the objective of any particular war, W +
must guide military action if the political purpose is to be properly SC,“.N'
we find that the object of any war can vary just as much as its polit!
purpose and its actual circumstances. have
If for the moment we consider the pure concept of war, we should 141:
to say that the political purpose of war had no connection with war ‘_tse.tc
for if war is an act of violence meant to force the enemy to do our “'}ll !'1
aim would have always and solely to be to overcome the enemy and diS?Te
him. That aim is derived from the theoretical concept of war; but Smhis
many wars do actually come very close to fulﬁ]ling it, let us examn¢ t
kind of war first of all. - vesti
Later, when we are dealing with the subject of war plans, we shall mves]
gate in greater detail what is meant by disarming a country. But we Shol.]C,
at once distinguish between three things, three broad objectives, Wwht

; he
between them cover everything: the armed forces, the country, and p
enemy's will,

. —
The fighting forces must be destroyed: that is, they must be put in such

., [
condition that they can no longer carry on the fight. Whenever we use tl
phrase “destruction of the enemy'’s forces” this alone is what we mean.

: : e fresh
The country must be occupied; otherwise the enemy could raise i€
military forces.

. 2 : ity
Yet both these things may be done and the war, that is the animos™

and the reciprocal effects of hostile elements, cannot be considered to ha\';
ended so long as the enemy’s will has not been broken: in other words, S
long a5 the enemy government and its allies have not been driven to @
for peace, or the population made to submit. ed
We may occupy a country completely, but hostilities can be fe“e“isa
again in the interior, or perhaps with allied help. This of course can 2 -
happen after the peace treaty, but this only shows that not every war nece]
sarily leads to a final decision and settlement. But even if hostilities shov
occur again, a peace treaty will always extinguish a mass of sparks that mig [5
have gone on quietly smoldering. Further, tensions are slackened, for 10v€
of peace (and they abound among every people under all circurns'cancesS
will then abandon any thought of further action. Be that as it may, we mU
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CHAPTER TWO

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

Since of the three objectives named, it is the fighting forces that assure
the safety of the country, the natural sequence would be to destroy them
first, and then subdue the country. Having achieved these two goals and
exploiting our own position of strength, we can bring the enemy to the
peace table. As a rule, destroying the enemy’s forces tends to be a gradual
process, as does the ensuing subjugation of the country. Normally the one
reacts on the other, in that loss of territory weakens the fighting forces: but
that particular sequence of events is not cssential and therefore does not
always take place. Before they suffer seriously, the enemy’s forces may retire
to remote areas, or even withdraw to other countries. In that event, of course,
most or all of the country will be occupied.

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 incorporate 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 pure 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 pure 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 concentrate on bringing
about this probability rather than take the long way round and totally defeat
the enemy.
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Of ceven greater influence on the decision to make peace s the CO-I'ISFlm::
ness of all the effort that has alreadv been made and of the efforts vet .
come. Since war is not an act of senseless passion but is contro]_]cd by ‘h‘
political objcct, the value of this object must determine the s;acrith‘S to b"f
made for it in magnitude and also in duration. Once the expenditure "}d
cffort exceeds the value of the political objeet, the object must be renounce
and pecace must follow. '

We sce then that if one side cannot completely disarm the nthL‘F. the
desire for peace on cither side will rise and fall with the probability of
further successes and the amount of cffort these would require. If S“Ch
incentives were of equal strength on both sides, the two would resolve t].l‘-'"
political disputes by mecting half way. If the incentive grows on one side,
it should diminish on the other. Peace will result so long as their sum total
is sufficicnt—though the side that fecls the lesser urge for peace will natu
rally get the better bargain.

One point is purposcly ignored for the moment—the difference that the
positive or negative character of the political ends s
practice. As we shall sec, the differer
must take a broader view bee
alter during the course
are influe

bound to produce
1c¢ is important, but at this stage We
ause the original political objects can grc;ltl_‘:
of the war and may finally change entirely since the
nced by events and their probable consequences.

The question now arises how suceess can be made more likely, One way,
of course, is to choase objectives that will incidentally bn’ng about the
enemy’s collapse—the destruction of his armed forces and the conqucest of
his territory; but neither is quite what it would be if our real object were the
total defcat of the cnemy. When we attack the enemy, it is one thing if we
mean our first operation to be followed by others unti] all resistance has
been broken; it i quite another if our aim i only to obtain 2 single victory:
in order to make the enemy insccure, to impress our greater strength upon
him, and to give him doubts about hijs future. If that is the extent of our
aim, we will employ no more strength than is absolutely necessary. In the
same way, conquest of territory is a different matter if the enemy's collapse
is not the object. If we wish to gain total victory, then the destruction of
his armed forces is the most appropriate action and the occupation of his
territory only a conscquence. To occupy Jand before his armies are defeated
should be considered at best a necessary evil, If op the other hand we do

not aim at destroying the Opposing army, and if we are convinced that the
enemy does not seek a bry i

) ' ather fears it, then the seizur€
of a lightly held or undefende ince | dvantage in jtself: and should
this advantage be enough t Y

_ ¥ fear for the final outcome, it
can be considered as 3 short cut on the road to peace.

But there is another way. It is possible to increase the likelihood of suc
cess without defeating the enemy’s forces. I refer to operations that have

the first place to disrupt



CHAPTER TWO

that they can greatly improve our prospects and that they can form a much
shorter route to the goal than the destruction of the opposing armics.

The second question is how to influence the cnemy’s expenditure of effort:
in other words, how to make the war more costly to him.

The enemy’s expenditure of cffort consists in the wastage of his forces—
our destruction of them; and in his loss of territory—our conquest.

Closer study will make it obvious that both of these factors can vary in
their significance with the variation in objectives. As a rule the differences will
be slight, but that should not mislead us, for in practice, when strong motives
are not present, the slightest nuances often decide between the different
uses of force. For the moment all that matters is to show that, given certain
conditions, diffcrent wavs of reaching the objective are possible and that
they are neither inconsistent, absurd, nor even mistaken.

In addition, there are three other mcthods directly aimed at increasing
the enemy’s expenditure of cffort. The first of these is invasion, that is the
seizure of enemy territory; not with the object of retaining it but in order
to exact financial contributions, or even to lay it waste. The immediate object
h.cre is neither to conquer the enemy country nor 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 suffering. It is easy to imagine two
alternatives: one operation is far more advantageous if the purpose is to
defeat the cnemv; the other is more profitable if that cannot be done. The
first tends to be described as the more military, the second the more political
alternative. From the highest point of view, however, onc is as militarv as
the other, and ncither is appropriate unless it suits the particular conditions.
The third, and far the most important method, judging from the frequency
of its use, is to wear down the enemy. That expression is more than a label;
it describes the process precisely, and is not so metaphorical as it may scem
at first, Wearing down the enemv in a conflict means using the duration of
the. war to bring about a gradx'lal exhaustion of his physical and moral
resistance,

If we intend to hold out longer than our opponent we must be content
with the smallest possible objects, for obviously a major object requires more
effort than a minor one. The minimum object is pure self-defense; in other
words, fighting without a positive purpose. With such a policy our relative
Strength will be at its height, and thus the prospects for a favorable outcome
Will be greatest. But how far can this negativity be pushed? Obviously not
to the point of absolute passivity, for sheer endurance would not be fighting
at all. But resistance is a form of action, aimed at destroying enough of
the enemy’s power to force him to remounce his intentions. Every single
act of our resistance is directed to that act alone, and that is what makes
our policy negative.

Unfloubtedly a single action,
Negative aim than it would for a posi
the former is more likely to succeed an
It lacks in immediate effectiveness it mu

93

assuming it succeeds, would do less for a
tive one. But that is just the difference:
d so to give you more security. What
st make up for in its use of time,
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that is by prolonging the war. Thus the negative aim, which lies at the heart
of pure resistance, is also the natural formula for outlasting the enemv, for
wearing him down.

Here lies the origin of the distinction that dominates the whole of war:
the difference between attack and defense. We shall not pursuc the matter
now, but let us just say this: that from the negative purpose derive all the
advantages, all the more effective forms, of fighting, and that in it 15
expressed the dynamic relationship between the magnitude and the likeli-
hood of success. All this will be gone into later.

If a negative aim—that is, the use of every means available for pure
resistance—gives an advantage in war, the advantage nced only be enough
to balance any superiority the opponent may possess: in the end his politicql
object will not seem worth the cffort it costs. He must then renounce his
policy. It is evident that this method, wearing down the enemy, applies t0
the great number of cases where the weak endeavor to resist the strong.

Frederick the Great would never have been able to defeat Austria in the
Seven Years War: and had he tried to fight in the manner of Charles XII
he would unfailingly have been destroved himsclf. But for seven vears he
skillfully husbanded his strength and -ﬁna]]y convinced the allies that far
greater cfforts were needed than they had forescen. Consequently they made
peace. '

We can now see that in war many roads lead to success, and that they
do mnot all involve the opponent’s outright defeat. They range from the
destruction of the enemy’s forces, the conquest of his tcn;itorv, to a tempo-
rary occupation or invasion, to projects with an immediate poiitica! purposc,
and finally to passively awaiting the enemy’s attacks. Any one of these may
be used to overcome the enemy’s will: the choice depends on circumstances:
One further kind of action, of shorteuts to the goal, nceds mention: on¢
could call them arguments ad hominem. Is there a field of human affairs
where personal relations do not count, where the sparks they strike do not
]eap.across all practical considerations? The personalities of statesmen and
soldiers are such important factors that in war above all it is vital not t0
underrate them. It is enough to mention this point: it would be pedantic t0
attempt a systematic classification. It can be said, however, that these ques’
tions of personality and personal relations raise the number of possible ways
of achieving the goal of policy to infinity.

To think of these shortcuts as rare exécptions, or to minimize the differ
ence they can make to the conduct of war, would be to underrate them. TO
gvmd that error we need only bear in mind how wide 2 range of politiCﬂ]
interests can lead to war, or think for a moment of the gulf that separat€s
a war of annihilation, a struggle for political existence, from a war reluctant!y
declared in consequence of political pressure or of an alliance that no longer
seems to reflect the state’s true interests, Between these two extremes i€
numerous gradations. If we reject a single one of them on theoretica
grounds, we may as well reject them all, and lose contact with the real world:
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So much then for the ends to be pursued in war; let us now turn 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 combat.

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 individuals, are used, the idea of
combat must be present.

Warfare comprises evervthing 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 individuals. 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. The 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
emplovment 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 militarv 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 in 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 subordinate engagements are directly intended to destroy the
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opposing forces, that destruction still need not be their first, immediate
legcccar;;g in mind the elaborate structure of an army, and thc_ nume.r(IJiltl‘S_
factors that determine its emplovment, one can see that .tlyc. fighting ;1ct_1\' s
of such a force is also subject to complex organization, division of_ funct:onk;
and combinations. The separate units obviouslv must oftc_-n be assigned taS"s
that are not in themselves concerned with the destruction of .thc. CnClTqu
forces, which may indeed increase their losses but do so only indirectly.

a battalion is ordered to drive the enemy from a hill, a bridge, etc., t‘hC t“‘z
purpose is normally to occupy that point. Destruction of the cneln_\*slfOT‘{s
is only a means to an end, a secondary matter. If a mere d.empnstratxon 1
enough to cause the enemy to abandon his position, the objective has been
achieved; but as a rule the hill or bridge is captured onlv so that even m?;c
damage can be inflicted on the cenemy. If this is the case on Hle battlcﬁcl-'
it will be even more so in the theater of operations, where it is not merely
two armies that are facing each other, but two states, two pcoplt?S, t“’?
nations. The range of possible circumstances, and therefore of options, ';
greatly increased, as is the variety of dispositions; and the gradation 0
objects at various levels of command will further separate the first means
from the ultimate purpose.

Thus there are many reasons why the purpose of an engagement may {’Ot
be the destruction of the enemy’s forces, the forces immediately confronting
us. Destruction may be merely a means to some other end. In such a case,
total destruction has ceased tq be the point; the engagement is nothing but
a trial of strength. In itself it is of no value; its significance lies in the out-
come of the trial,

€n one force is a great deal stronger than the other, an estimate may
be enough. There will be no fighting: the weaker side will vield at once.

The fact that cngagements do not always aim at the destruction of the
Opposing forces, that their objectives can often be attained without any
fighting at all but merely by an evaluation of the situation, explains why
entire campaigns can be conducted with great energy even though actual
fighting plays an unimportant part in them.

This is demonstrated by hundreds of exam
Wwe are only concerned to show that it Is possi

nt with the overall purpose, t0
avoid the test of battle, or whether all the reputations made in such cam
Paigns would stand the test of critical examination

any progress. But that is not so: the fact that only one
tutes a strand that rung through th
holds it together,

We have shown that the destruction of the ene

my’s forces is one of the
many objects that can be pursued in war,

and we have left aside the ques”
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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 value must necessarily be attributed to this object of destruction.

Combat is the only effective force 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 came to fight-
ing, the enemy would be destroyed. It follows that the destruction of the
enemy’s force 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. The decision 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 decision by fighting is the basis of all plans and operations, it follows
that the enemy can frustrate everything through a successful battle. This
occurs not only when the encounter affects an essential factor in our plans,
b}lt when any victory 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.

) Thus 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 say destruction of the enemy is more effective
if we can assume that all other 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
§ﬁectiveness 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 also be considered. The two interact throughout: they are inseparab}e.
We have just 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 aglvantage that tbe
destruction of the enemy possesses over all other means 1s balanced by its
Cost and danger; and it is only in order to avoid these risks that other policies
are employed.

That the 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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mgf they fail, though this holds truc onlv if both sides act 1dcnt1?.?”i;;0:f
the enemy pursues the same course as we do. If he were to :,cuk. the (dLC et
through a major battle, his choice would force us agamst our \":(I i6 ‘o“ ke
wise. Then the outcome of the battle would be decisive; but it s clea

other things again being equal—that we would be at

: 0§ q0¢,
an overall disadvantag
since our plans

and resources had been in part intended to ;lcllilc-\'c_ﬂt}ftr:
goals, whereas the enemv's were not, Two objectives, neither of which is P_"1
of the other, are mutually exclusive: one force cannot simultancously be “*i‘ \
for both. If, therefore, one of the two commanders is resolved to sch"s
decision through major battles, he will have an excellent chance of S“CCHS,
if he is certain that his opponent is pursuing a different policv. Converst .‘;
the commander who wishes to adopt different means can rcasonably do St

; . . a10f7
only if he assumes his opponent to be equally unwilling to resort to ma
battles.

What has been said about plans and forces be

refers only to the positive purposes, other th
forces, that can be pursued in war.
which sccks to wear down the

positive intention; we can use our foreces only to frustrate the
tions, and not divert them to other objectives.

Here we must consider the negative side of de
forces—that is, the Preservation of our own, These
together; they interact. They are integral parts of

only need to consider the result if one or the oth
to destroy the ¢ '

results, whose
has a negative purpose
amounts to pure resista
war until the enemy :

The policy with 2 positive purposc calls the act of destruction into being
the policy with 3 negative purpose waits for jt.
How far such a w

tion we shall study

ing directed to other llSC?
an the destruction of epeitl
It pertains in no way to pure resistance:
opponent’s strength. Pure resistance has 10

v 1
enemy's intet

stroving the enemy
two cfforts alwavs g(f
a single purpose, and W¢
er dominates. The L‘ﬁ‘_’[t

s 1t frustrates the
nee, whose ultimate
1s exhausted

" ] <t
¢nemy’s intentions—that s, lc
aim can only be to prolong th

aiting attitude may or should b

In connection with the theory
whose basic element is here involved. For the mo

ment we need only $8Y
that a policy of waiting must never become Passive endurance, that any
action involved in it may just as well seek the destruction of thé opposing
forces as any other objective, |t would be 3 fundamental ey, to imagin®
that a negative aim implie bloodless decision over the
gative effort may of collfscj

¢ Mmaintained is a ques’
of attack and defens

opponent. Avoidance of bloodshed, then, should not be taken as an act ©

policy if our main concern is to Preserve our forces, Op the contrary, if such

a policy did not suit the particular situation it would lead our forces t°

disaster. A great many generals have failed through this mistaken assumption"
The one certain effect 3 prepo

nderantly negative policy will have is t°
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retard the decision: in other words, action is transposed into waiting for the
decisive moment. This usuallv means that action is postponed in time and
Space to the extent that space is relevant and circumstances permit. If the
time arrives when further waiting would bring cxcessive disadvantages, then
the benefit of the negative policy has been exhausted. The destruction of
the enemy—an aim that has until then been postponed but not displaced
by another consideration—now rCCmerges.

Our discussion has shown that while in war many different roads can
lead to the goal, to the attainment of the political object, fighting is the only
possible means. Everything is governed by a supreme law, the decision by
force of arms. 1f the opponent does seek battle, this recourse can never be
denied him. A commander who prefers another strategy must first be sure
that his opponent cither will not appeal to that supreme tribunal—force—
or that he will lose the verdict if he does. To sum up: of all the possible
4Ims in war, the destruction of the enemv's armed forces always appears as
the highest. ’

At a later stage and by degrees we shall see what other kinds of strategies
can achieve in war. All we need to do for the moment is to admit the gen-
eral possibility of their existence, the possibilitv of deviating from the basic
concept of war under the pressure of special circumstances. But even at this
Point we must not fail to emphasize that the violent resolution of the crisis,
the wish to annihilate the enemv’s forces, is the first-born son of war. If the
political aims are small, the motives slight and tensions low, a prudent gen-
eral may look for any wav to avoid major crises and decisive actions, exploit
any weaknesses in the opﬁonent’s military and political strategy, and finally
reach 3 peaceful settlement. If his assumptions are sound and promise suc-
€ess we are not entitled to criticize him. But he must never forget that he
'S moving on devious paths where the god of war may catch him unawares.
He must always keep an eye on his opponent so that he does not, if the latter
has taken up a sharp sword, approach him armed only with an ornamental rapier.

ese conclusions concerning the nature of war and the fupctiop of its
Purposes and means; the manner in which war in practice deviates in vary-
INg degrees from its basic, rigorous concept, taking this form or that, but
always remaining subject to that basic concept, as to a supreme law; all
these points must be kept in mind in our subsequent analyses if we are to
Perceive the real connections between all aspects of war, and the true sig-
Nificance of each; and if we wish to avoid constantly falling into the wildest
INconsistencies with reality and even with our own arguments.
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